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MESSAGE FROM THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

In March 1993, I initiated a comprehensive review of the nation's defense strategy, force structure, 
modernization, infrastructure, and foundations. I felt that a department-wide review needed to be conducted 
"from the bottom up" because of the dramatic changes that have occurred in the world as a result of the end of 
the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union. These changes in the international security environment 
have fundamentally altered America's security needs. Thus, the underlying premise of the Bottom-Up Review 
was that we needed to reassess all of our defense concepts, plans, and programs from the ground up. 

This final report on the Bottom-Up Review provides the results of that unprecedented and collaborative 
effort. It represents the product of hundreds of individuals' labor and dedication. It describes the extensive 
analysis that went into the review and the recommendations and decisions that emerged. 

First and foremost, the Bottom-Up Review provides the direction for shifting America's focus away from 
a strategy designed to meet a global Soviet threat to one oriented toward the new dangers of the post-Cold War 
era. Chief among the new dangers is that of aggression by regional powers. 

One of the central factors in our analysis was the judgment that the United States must field forces capable, 
in concert with its allies, of fighting and winning two major regional conflicts that occur nearly simultaneously. 
This capability is important in part because we do not want a potential aggressor in one region to be tempted to 
take advantage if we are already engaged in halting aggression in another. Further, sizing U.S. forces to fight and 
win two major regional conflicts provides a hedge against the possibility that a future adversary might one day 
confront us with a larger-than-expected threat. 

Our analysis showed that we can maintain a capability to fight and win two major regional conflicts and 
still make prudent reductions in our overall force structure- so long as we implement a series of critical force 
enhancements to improve our strategic mobility and strengthen our early-arriving antiarmor capability, and take 
other steps to ensure our ability to halt regional aggression quickly. 

Second, the review's results demonstrate to our allies, friends, and potential foes alike that the United States 
will remain a world power in this new era. We are not going to withdraw from our involvement around the world. 
While we no longer need to prepare for global war, the new dangers to our interests are global. Our review spelled 
out what military forces and capabilities will be needed to meet the new dangers. 

Finally, the review lays the foundation for what is needed to fulfill President Clinton's pledge to keep 
America's military the best-trained, best-equipped, best-prepared fighting force in the world. 

Providing that foundation means making readiness our number one defense priority. I have directed that 
this emphasis on readiness be integrated into the entire defense planning, programming, and budgeting process. 
We will develop new measures and standards of readiness that fit the new and less predictable requirements of 
the post-Cold War era. 

Ill 



Fulfilling the President's pledge also means proceeding with a prudent program of selectively modernizing 
key weapon systems: To keep our technological superiority in a period of constrained resouices, we must simplify 
and improve the acquisition process as we simultaneously exploit the tremendous advances dccurring in American 
industry to maintain the quality ~nd effectiveness of our military systems. li . I. 

I ' • 

One way we will take adv~ntage of technological advances while reducing research, development, abd 
procurement costs is by launching a Joint Advanced Strike Technology (JAST) program. The JASTprogram wil~ 
focus on developing common components - such as engines, avionics, materials, and mhnitions- that could 
be used with any future combat aircraft the nation decides to build. Faster incorporation oftdchnological advances . 
into weapons can provide significant advantages for U.S. forces against potential adversdnes. 

II I 
And we must keep faith with the men and women in America's armed forces who ha~e made service to their 

country their life's work. People are at the heart of our armed forces, and we must not bre~ our boncj with theln. 
We must continue to provide the full range and quality of support, training, and educatioh that have made olirs 
the most highly professional, trained, and motivated force in the world. We must also tre~t fairly those who are 
leaving the mllitary, as well as the people and communities who have long supported o~; armed forces. ; 

'I . I • 
I • ' o •'' i >-

1 am very proud of the wor,k done by the men and women m the Department of Def~nse, both rmhtary .apQ. 
civilian, during the Bottom-Up Review. We all realize that there is still much more to be :1one. As you read this 
report, that effort has already begun. · 
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SECTION I 

NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA 

Introduction 

The Cold War is behind us. The Soviet Union is no 
longer. The threat that drove our defense decision
making for four and a half decades- that determined 
our strategy and tactics, our doctrine, the size and shape 
of our forces, the design of our weapons, and the size 
of our defense budgets - is gone. 

Now that the Cold War is over, the questions we 
face in the Department of Defense are: How do we 
structure the armed forces of the United States for the 
future? How much defense is enough in the post-Cold 
War era? 

Several important events over the past four years 
underscore the revolutionary nature of recent changes 
in the international security environment and shed light 
on this new era and on America's future defense and 
security requirements: 

• In 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 
collapse of communism throughout Eastern Eu
rope precipitated a strategic shift away from con
tainment of the Soviet empire. 

• In 1990, Iraq's brutal invasion of Kuwait sig
naled a new class of regional dangers facing 
America - dangers spurred not by a global, em
pire-building ideological power, but by rogue lead
ers set on regional domination through military 
aggression while simultaneous! y pursuing nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons capabilities. The 
world's response to Saddam's invasion also dem
onstrated the potential in this new era for broad
based, collective military action to thwart such 
tyrants. 

• In 1991, the failed Soviet coup demonstrated the 
Russian people's desire for democratic change and 
hastened the collapse of the Soviet .Union as a 
national entity and military foe. 

In the aftermath of such epochal events, it has 
become clear that the framework that guided our secu
rity policy during the Cold War is inadequate for the 
future·. We must determine the characteristics of this 
new era, develop a new strategy, and restructure our 
armed forces and defense programs accordingly. We 
cannot, as we did for the past several decades, premise 
this year's forces, programs, and budgets on incremen
tal shifts from last year's efforts. We must rebuild our 
defense strategy, forces, and defense programs and 
budgets from the bottom up. 

The purpose of the Bottom-Up Review was to 
define the strategy, force structure, modernization pro
grams, industrial base, and infrastructure needed to 
meet new dangers and seize new opportunities. 

An Era of New Dangers 

Most striking in the transition from the Cold War 
is the shift in the nature of the dangers to our interests, 
as illustrated in Figure I. 

New Dangers 

OLD 

•Global threat from massive 
Soviet nuclear and conventional 
forces 

NEW 

•S~read of nuclear, biological, 
and chemical weapons 
•Aggression by major regional 
powers or ethnic and religious 
conflict 
•Potential failure ot democratic 
reform in the former Soviet Union 
and elsewhere 
•Potential failure to build·a strong 
and growing U.S. economy 

Figure 1 
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The new dangers fall into four broad categories: 
I 

• Dangers posed by nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction, including dangers 
associated with the proliferation of nuclear, bio
logical, and chemical weapons as well as those 
associated with the large stocks of these weapons 
that remain in the former Soviet Union. 

• Regional dangers, posed IJrimaril y by the threat 
of large-scale aggression by.major regional pow
ers with interests antithetical to our own, but also 
by the potential for smaller, often internal, con
flicts based on ethnic or religious animosities, 
stat~-sponsored terrorism, or ~ubversion of friendly 
governments. 

• Dangers to democracy and reform, in the former 
Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and elsewhere. 

• Economic dangers to our national security, which 
could result if we fail to build a strong, competitive 
and growing economy. 

I 

Our armed forces are central to combating the first 
two dangers and can play a significant role in meeting 
the second two. Our predictions 11nd conclusions about 
the nature and characteristics of these dangers will help 

I 

mold our strategy and size and shape our future mili-
tary forces. 

An Era of New Opportun~ties 

Today, .there is promise that we can replace the 
East-West confrontation of the Cold War with an era in 
which the community of nations, guided by a common 
commitment to democratic pripciples, free-market 
economics, and the rule of law, can be significantly 
enlarged. 

As Figure 2 shows, beyond riew dangers there are 
new opportunities: realistic aspirations that, if we dedi-

' cate ourselves to pursue worthy goals, we can reach a 
world of greater safety, freedom, and prosperity. Our 
armed forces can contribute to this objective. In brief, 
we see new opportunities to: I 

· , Section I ' · 
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I 
• Expand and adapt our existing security partner-
ships and alliances and build a larger: commuili.ty 
of democratic nations. 1 · · • 

P . l I . • romote new reg10na 
1

secunty arrangemepts 
and alliances to improve deierrence and reduce the 
potential for aggression byj hostile regional p~w-
ers. · 

• Implement the dramatic r~ductions in the strate
gic nuclear arsenals of th~junited States and the: · 
former Soviet Union achieved in the Strategic'.< 
Arms Reduction Talks (STk.RT) I and II treaties. 

'i 
• Protect and advance out security with fewer 
resources, freeing excess resources to be invested~ 
in other areas vital to our p~osperity. . 

New OpporJunities 
I 

OLD 0 p p o rtup,!J NEW 

•Slim hope of diminished 
dangers 

•Exp1nd security pannerships 
•Build community of democrati~ 
natio'ns i 
•lmptove regional deterrence 
•lmpiement dramatic nuclear · : 
reductions 
•Protect u.s. security with fewer .· 
resources ·· 

' 'I 

Figure 21 

Enduring·U.S. Goals 

Despite these revolution~ changes in our secu- , 
rity environment, the most bas~c goals of the United 
States have not changed. They are to: 

• Protect the lives and per~lnal safety of Ameri-
1 

cans, both at home and abr9ad. 
,. 

• Maintain the political fteedom and indepim
dence of the United States J.ith its values, institu- _, 

I 

tions, and territory intact. 
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Section I 
NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST -COLD WAR ERA 

• Provide for the well-being and prosperity of the 
nation and its people. 

In addition to these fundamental goals, we have 
core values that we have an interest in promoting. 
These include democracy and human rights, the peace
ful resolution of conflict, and the maintenance of open 
markets in the international economic system. The 
advancement of these core values contributes signifi
cant! y to the achievement of our fundamental national 
goals: our nation will be more secure in a world of 
democratic and pluralistic institutions, and our eco
nomic well-being will be enhanced by the maintenance 
of an open international economic system. 

A Strategy of Engagement, Prevention, 
and Partnership 

To protect and advance these enduring goals in this 
new era, the United States must pursue a strategy 
characterized by continued political, economic, and 
military engagement internationally. Such an ap
proach helps to avoid the risks 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 to prevent threats to our interests from 
arising. 

Moreover, we must adapt our defense policies and 
alliances to meet fast-moving changes both at home 
and abroad. We and our allies need to modify and build 
upon the basic bargains upon which our security rela
tionships are based, and begin now to define and create 
new mutual expectations, arrangements, and institu
tions to help manage our affairs in the coming decades. 

This strategy of engagement will be defined by two 
characteristics: prevention and partnership. It advo
cates preventing threats to our interests by promoting 
democracy, economic growth and free markets, human 
dignity, and the peaceful resolution of conflict, giving 
frrst priority to regions critical to our interests. Ournew 
strategy will also pursue an international partnership 
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for freedom, prosperity, and peace. To succeed, this 
partnership will require the contributions of our allies 
and will depend on our ability to establish fair and 
equitable political, economic, and military relation
ships with them. 

Our primary task, then, as a nation is to strengthen 
our society and economy for the demanding competi
tive environment of the 21st century, while at the same 
time avoiding the risks of precipitous reductions in 
defense capabilities and the overseas commitments 
they support. Such reductions could defeat attempts to 
improve both our overall security situation and our 
prosperity. 

Sustaining and Adapting Alliances 

Building a coalition of democracies will be central 
to achieving this overarching objective. The common 
values and objectives of democratic nations provide a 
basis for cooperation across a broad spectrum of policy 
areas, from deterrence and defense against aggression 
to the promotion of individual and minority rights. We 
can strive to make the most of this commonality of 
values and interests by expanding and adapting mecha
nisms to facilitate policy coordination and cooperation 
among democracies. 

A continued willingness on the part of the United 
States to act as a security partner and leader will be an 
important factor in sustaining cooperation in many 
areas. Our strategy therefore envisions that the United 
States will remain the leading security partner in Eu
rope, East Asia, the Near East, and Southwest Asia. 
However, we must find ways to sustain our leadership 
at lower cost. For their part, our allies must be sensitive 
to the linkages between a sustained U.S. commitment 
to their security on the one hand, and their actions in 
such areas as trade policy, technology transfer, and 
participation in multinational security operations on 
the other. 

Finally, we must encourage the spread of demo
cratic values and institutions. In this regard, the col
lapse of the former Soviet empire presents an unparal-
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leled opportunity to bring peace and prosperity to 
millions of people who have ex!=\ressed a clear desire to 
join the community of democracies. 

Objectives and Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

We undertook the Bottom-Up Review to select the 
right strategy, force structure, modernization programs, 
and supporting industrial base and infrastructure to 
provide for America's defens9 in the post-Cold War 
era 

Figure 3 shows the step-by-step process we used to 
develop key assumptions, broad principles, and gen
eral objectives and translate them into a specific plan 
for our strategy, forces, and defense resources. These 
steps included: · 

• Assessing the post-Cold War era, and particu
larly the new dangers and opportunities it presents. 

• Devising a defense strategy to protect and ad
vance our interests in this new period. 

I 

• Constructing building blocks of forces to imple
ment the strategy. 

• Combining these force building blocks to pro
duce options for our overajl force structure. 

• Complementing the force structure with weap
ons acquisition programs to modernize our forces, 
defense foundations to sustain them, and policy 
initiatives to address new dangers and take advan
tage of new opportunities. 

With the Bottom-Up Review now complete, we 
will utilize its results to build u multiyear plan for 
America's future security, detailing the forces, pro
grams, and defense budgets the United States needs to 
protect and advance its interests in the post-Cold 
War era. 

Section I 
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Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

ASSESS THE 
POST -COLD WAR 

ERA 

DEVISE 
U.S. DEFENSE 

STRATEGY 

CONSTRUCT 
FORCE BUILDING 

BLOCKS 

COMBINE 
FORCE 

BUILDING BLOCKS 

Figure 3 

DECISIONS FOR 
BOTTOM-UP 

REVIEW 

Force Structure 

Modernization 

Defense Foundations 

Polley Initiatives 

BUILD MULTI
YEAR 

DEFENSE PLAN 

The Bottom-Up Review represented a close col
laboration between the civilian and military sectors of 
the Department of Defense (DoD). Task forces were 
established- including representatives from the Of
fice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Staff, 
the unified and specified commands, each of the armed 
services and, where appropriate, other defense agen
cies- to review the major issues entailed in planning 
defense strategy, forces, mode~ization programs, and 
other defense foundations. Numerous studies helped 
to formulate the key issues for decisionmakers and 
provided the analytical underpinning for the review. 



SECTION II 

A DEFENSE STRATEGY FOR THE NEW ERA 

The requirement to thwart new dangers and seize 
new opportunities sets the objectives our forces should 
try to achieve. The discussion below describes in more 
detail the dangers and opportunities we now foresee 
and outlines a strategy for dealing with them. 

Nuclear Dangers and Opportunities 

Dangers posed by nuclear weapons and other weap
ons of mass destruction (WMD) - that is, biological 
and chemical weapons - are growing. Beyond the 
five declared nuclear-weapon states (the United States, 
Russia, France, Great Britain, and China), at least 20 
other nations either have acquired or are attempting to 
acquire weapons of mass destruction. In most areas 
where U.S. forces could potentially be engaged on il 
large scale, such as Korea or the Persian Gulf, our 
likely adversaries already possess chemical and bio
logical weapons. Moreover, many of these same states 
(e.g., North Korea, Iraq, and Iran) appear to be em
barked upon determined efforts to acquire nuclear 
weapons. 

Weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a 
hostile power not only threaten U.S. lives but also 
challenge our ability to use force to protect our inter
ests. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by a regional 
aggressor would pose very serious challenges. For 
example, a hostile nuclear-armed state could threaten: 

• Its neighbors, perhaps dissuading friendly states 
from seeking our help to resist aggression. 

• Concentrations of U.S. forces deployed in the 
region. 

• Regional airfields and ports critical to U.S. rein
forcement operations. 

• American cities - either with covertly deliv
ered weapons or, eventually, ballistic or cruise 
missiles. 

We also continue to face nuclear dangers from the 
former Soviet Union (FSU). Although our relations 
with Russia are friendly and cooperative, and although 
the chances of U.S.-Russian military confrontation 
have declined dramatically and we are cooperating 
with the Russians to safe) y reduce theirnuclear arsenal, 
Moscow still controls tens of thousands of nuclear 
weapons - a factor to be reckoned with should anti
Western elements take control of the Russian govern
ment. Even after START II is ratified and imple
mented, Russia will maintain a formidable nuclear 
arsenal of 3,000 to 3,500 deliverable weapons. 

Moreover, several thousand strategic nuclear weap
ons from the former Soviet arsenal lie outside Russia. 
Although the leaders of Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and 
Belarus have pledged to eliminate the strategic nuclear 
arsenals on their territories, the disposition of these 
weapons remains uncertain. While at present we 
assess that those weapons are secure, increasing politi
cal and social disorder in these newly independent 
states could heighten the risk that nuclear weapons 
might be used accidentally, in an unauthorized manner, 
or could fall into the hands of terrorist groups or 
nations. There is also a danger that the materials, 
equipment, and know-how needed to make nuclear 
weapons could leak through porous borders to other 
nations. 

Beyond the promise of continued reductions in the 
nuclear stockpile of the former Soviet Union, as well as 
in our own, there are other opportunities for the inter
national community to reduce the danger of nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. With 
international cooperation to strengthen and expand 
existing agreements, it should be possible to slow, if 
not halt, further proliferation; reduce the size and 
aggregate destructive power of nuclear, chemical, and 
biological arsenals; and deter or prevent the actual use 
of these weapons. This will involve diplomatic means 
such as strengthening the provisions of and widening 
participation in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, 
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implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention and 
the Missile Technology Control Regime, and negotiat
ing nuclear testing limitations. 

However, in addition to cooperative threat reduc
tion and nonproliferation efforts, the United States will 
need to retain the capacity for nuclear retaliation against 
those who might contemplate the use of weapons of 
mass destruction. We must also continue to explore 
other ways to improve our ability to counter prolifera
tion, such as active and passive defenses against nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons. and their delivery 
systems. 

Addressing Nuclear Dangers and 
Seizing Opportunities 

Given this situation, our strategy for addressing the 
new dangers from nuclear weapons and other weapons 
of mass destruction and seizing opportunities to pre
vent their use must involve a multi-pronged approach. 

First, it includes nonproliferation efforts to pre
vent the spread of weapons of mass destruction to 
additional countries through the strengthening of exist
ing controls on the export of WMD technologies and 
materials and the improvement and expansion of inter
national mechanisms and agreements for limiting and 
eliminating nuclear, biological, and chemical weap
ons. 

Second, we must pursue cooperative threat reduc
tion with the former Soviet Union, aimed at eliminat
ing its stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, and biological 
weapons and preventing the spread of weapons of mass 
destruction, their components, and related technology 
and expertise within and beyond FSU borders. 

While these first two efforts involve primarily 
diplomatic measures, DoD must also focus on 
counterproliferation efforts to deter, prevent, or de
fend against the use of WMD if our nonproliferation 
endeavors fail. Specifically, to address the new nuclear 
dangers, DoD must emphasize: 

Section ll 
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• Improvements in intelligence - both overall 
WMD threat assessments and timely intelligence 
and detection to support battlefield operations and 
management. 

• Improvements in the ability of both our general 
purpose and special operations forces to seize, 
disable, or destroy arsenals of nuclear, biological, 
and chemical weapons and their delivery systems. 

• Maintenance of flexible and robust nuclear and 
conventional forces to deter WMD attacks through 
the credible threat of devastating retaliation. 

• Development of ballistic and cruise missile de
fenses, focused on the deployment of advanced 
theater missile defenses to protect forward-de
ployed U.S. forces and provision of the capability 
for a limited defense of the United States. 

• Improved passive defenses, including better in
dividual protective gear and better antidotes and 
vaccines for our forces in the event they are ex
posed to chemical or biological attacks. 

• Other improved equipment, capabilities, and 
tactics to minimize the vulnerability of U.S. forces 
to WMD attacks. 

• Better technologies to detect weapons trans
ported covertly into the United States and else
where for terrorist purposes. 

Regional Dangers and Opportunities 

Regional dangers include a host of threats: large
scale aggression; smaller conflicts; internal strife caused 
by ethnic, tribal, or religious animosities; state-spon
sored terrorism; subversion of friendly governments; 
insurgencies; and drug trafficking. Each of these 
dangers jeopardizes, to varying degrees, interests im
portant to the United States. 



Section U 
A DEFENSE STRATEGY FOR THE NEW ERA 

Specific examples of these new regional dangers 
include: 

• The continuing military preparations underway 
in North Korea, including the development of 
nuclear weapons and longer-range missiles -
both of which are viewed with alarm by their 
neighbors and could spur massive rearmament 
throughout East Asia. 

• The ambitions of Iraq or Iran to dominate South
west Asia, which continue to threaten our friends 
and allies in the Persian Gulf region and could 
endanger global economic stability through limit
ing access to oil supplies. 

• The continuing civil war in Croatia and Bosnia, 
with its terrible human suffering and potential 
spillover into the remainder of the former Yugo
slavia and other neighboring states. 

• The struggles in central and eastern Europe as 
many states seek to consolidate democracy and 
build market economies, which, if this difficult 
transition fails, could produce internal instability 
and regional conflict. 

• State-sponsored terrorism which increasingly 
brings its violence within U.S. borders. 

• Drug trafficking in Latin America and else
where which endangers the lives, health, and live
lihoods of Americans. 

Beyond these dangers, there are also real opportu
nities. During the Cold War, repressive regimes that 
were direct adversaries of the United States dominated 
vast regions of the globe. Today, the countries that 
pose direct dangers to us are far fewer, and the coun
tries that may join us in thwarting the remaining 
regional dangers are far more numerous. 

Addressing Regional Dangers and 
Seizing Opportunities 

7 

To address the new regional dangers and seize new 
opportunities, we have developed a multifaceted strat
egy based on defeating aggressors in major regional 
conflicts, maintaining overseas presence to deter con
flicts and provide regional stability, and conducting 
smaller-scale intervention operations, such as peace 
enforcement, peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, 
and disaster relief to further U.S. interests and 
objectives. 

Major Regional Conflicts. The United States 
will continue to have important interests and allies in 
many regions of the world, from Europe through South
west Asia, into East Asia, and elsewhere. Regional 
aggressors represent a danger that must be deterred 
and, if necessary, defeated by the military capability of 
the United States and its allies. Moreover, if we were 
to be drawn into a war in response to the armed 
aggression of one hostile nation, another could well be 
tempted to attack its neighbors- especially if it were 
convinced the United States and its allies did not 
possess the requisite military capability or will to 
oppose it. 

Therefore, it is prudent for the United States to 
maintain sufficient military powerto be able to win two 
major regional conflicts that occur nearly simulta
neously. With this capability, we will be confident, and 
our allies as well as potential enemies will know, that 
a single regional conflict will not leave our interests 
and allies in other regions at risk. 

Further, sizing our forces for two major regional 
conflicts provides a hedge against the possibility that a 
future adversary might one day confront us with a 
larger-than-expected threat, and then turn out, through 
doctrinal or technological innovation, to be more ca
pable than we expect, or enlist the assistance of other 
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nations to form a coalition against our interests. The 
dynamic and unpredictable post-Cold War environ
ment demands that we maintain military capabilities 
flexible and responsive enough to cope with unfore
seen dangers. Thus, U.S. forces will be structured to 
achieve decisive victory in two near! y simultaneous 
major regional conflicts and to conduct combat opera
tions characterized by rapid response and a high prob
ability of success, while minimizing the risk of signifi
cant American casualties. 

Overseas Presence. Stationing and deploying 
U.S. military forces overseas in peacetime is an essen
tial element in dealing with new tegional dangers and 
pursuing new opportunities. 

The peacetime overseas presence of our forces is 
the single most visible demonstration of our commit
ment to defend U.S. and allied interests in Europe, 
Asia, and elsewhere around the world. The presence of 
U.S. forces deters adventurism arid coercion by poten
tially hostile states, reassures friends, enhances re
gional stability, and underwrites our larger strategy of 
international engagement, prevention, and partnership. 
It also gives us a stronger influence, both political and 
economic as well as military, in the affairs of key 
regiOns. 

By stationing forces abroad y.;e also improve our 
ability to respond effectively to crises or aggression 
when they occur. Our overseas presence provides the 
leading edge of the rapid response capability that we 
would need in a crisis. Moreover, our day-to-day 
operations with allies improve the ability of U.S. and 
allied forces to operate effectively together. 

Finally, our routine presence helps to ensure our 
access to the facilities and bases we would need during 
a conflict or contingency, both to operate in a given 
region and to deploy forces from the United States to 
distant regions. 

Our overseas presence forces take several forms: 

• Permanent or long-term overseas stationing of 
U.S. ground, air, and maritime forces. 
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• Periodic and temporary deployments of forces 
in response to crises or to enhance deterrence 
through joint training with allied and friendly 
forces. 

• Prepositioning of military, equipment and sup
plies to facilitate a rapid American military re
sponse should a crisis occur: 

Army and Air Force units are permanently sta
tioned in regions where the United States has important 
and enduring interests and wants to make clear that 
aggression will be met by a U.,S. military response. 
Because these units are also part of the forces needed 
to fight and win two major regional conflicts, we must 
retain a significant presence in key regions. However, 
with the demise of the global Soviet threat, we can 
protect our interests and prepare 'for potential regional 
conflicts at significantly reduced levels of forward
deployed forces. 

Maritime overseas presence forces range widely 
across the world's oceans, demonstrating to both friends 
and potential adversaries that t,he United States has 
global interests and the ability to bring military power 
quickly to bear anywhere in the world. In addition, 
maritime forces have the operational mobility and 
political flexibility to reposition to potential trouble 
spots by unilateral U.S. decisiorl- whether to signal 
America's interest in resolving a crisis, evacuate Ameri
can citizens from danger, render humanitarian assis
tance, or conduct strikes against countries supporting 
terrorism or defying U.N. resolutions. 

Peacekeeping, Peace EnfQrcement, and Other 
Intervention Operations. While deterring and de
feating major regional aggression will be the most 
demanding requirement of the new defense strategy, 
our emphasis on engagement, prevention, and partner
ship means that, in this new era, U.S. military forces are 
more likely to be involved in operations short of 
declared or intense warfare. Events of the past few 
years have already borne this oJt, as our armed forces 
have been involved in a wide range of so-called "inter
vention" operations, from aiding typhoon victims in 
Bangladesh during Operation Sea Angel, to delivering 
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humanitarian relief to the former Soviet Union under 
Operation Provide Hope, to conducting the emergency 
evacuation ofU .S. citizens from Liberia during Opera
tion Sharp Edge, to restoring order and aiding the 
victims of the civil war in Somalia during Operation 
Restore Hope. 

Through overseas presence and power projection, 
our armed forces can help deter or contain violence in 
volatile regions where our interests are threatened. In 
some circumstances, U.S. forces can serve a peace
keeping role, monitoring and facilitating the imple
mentation of cease-fire and peace agreements with the 
consent of the belligerent parties as part of a U.N. or 
other coalition presence. In more hostile situations, the 
United States might be called upon, along with other 
nations, to provide forces to compel compliance with 
international resolutions or to restore order in peace 
enforcement operations. In some cases, such as Opera
tion Just Cause in Panama, we may intervene unilater
ally to protect our interests. Finally, our armed forces• 
will continue to play an important role in the national 
effort to halt the importation of illegal drugs to the 
United States. 

In the future, there are likely to be many occasions 
when we are asked to intervene with military force 
overseas. In deciding where, when, and how our 
military should be employed for peace enforcement, 
peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, or similar types of 
operations, we will need to consider each situation 
individually and carefully weigh several factors: 

• Does participation advance U.S. national 
interests? 

• Are the objectives clear and attainable? 

• How will the intervention affect our other de
fense obligations? 

• Can the United States contribute capabilities and 
assets necessary for the success of the mission? 

Because these operations are so diverse, the forces 
and capabilities needed to conduct them will vary. 
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Fortunately, the military capabilities needed for these 
operations are largely those maintained for other pur
poses- major regional conflicts and overseas pres
ence. Thus, although specialized training and equip
ment may often be needed, the forces required will, for 
the most part, be selected elements of those general 
purpose forces maintained for other, larger military 
operations. There are some forces and capabilities that 
are particularly well suited for intervention operations 
- for example, special operations forces, including 
psychological operations and civil affairs units. 

New Dangers to Democracy and 
Opportunities for Democratic Reform 

The post-Cold War trend toward democracy 
throughout much of the world is a tremendously favor
able one for the security of the United States. Our 
values are ascendant. Peaceful resolution of disputes is 
more likely as democracy spreads. 

This positive trend, however, is reversible. In most 
former communist countries, democratic institutions 
are not yet firmly established, and market reforms have 
yet to produce tangible improvements in standards of 
living. The reversal of reforms and the emergence of 
ultranationalist authoritarianism, particularly in Rus
sia, would substantially alter the security situation for 
the United States. 

Addressing Dangers to Democracy 

U.S. strategy will seek to draw democratizing 
states in central and eastern Europe, Russia, Ukraine, 
and other former Soviet republics into deeper partner
ship. We and our allies should: 

• Offer carefully targeted economic aid, training 
assistance, and education and information pro
grams to help underwrite democratization and 
market reforms. 

• Continue and intensify our program of defense
to-defense contacts to foster mutual understanding 
and help these countries institute democratic, ci
vilian control over the military. 
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• Provide assistance to secure and reduce the Rus
sian nuclear arsenal and eliminate strategic nuclear 
armaments in the non-Russian republics. 

• Solicit cooperation in regional security initia
tives, such as multilateral peacekeeping opera
tions. 

I 
I 

Collectively, such measures constitute "defense 
by other means" against the potential consequences of 
failure of reform in Russia and e)sewhere. We also 
need to work with the military in other countries to 
sustain democracy. 

As a hedge against possible reversals, we should 
strengthen our bilateral and multilateral ties in central 
and eastern Europe. We must also retain the means to 
rebuild a larger force structure, should one be needed 
in the future to confront an emergent authoritarian and 
imperialistic Russia reasserting its full military poten
tial. 

New Economic Dangers and 
Opportunities 

The final - and in the post-Cold War period, 
perhaps most important - set of dangers that u.s. 
strategy must confront is econorriic. In recent years, 
the U.S. economy has been plagued by an enormous 
and growing federal debt, sluggish growth, inadequate 
job creation, and a large trade imbalance. Further, our 
growing dependence on imported petroleum consti
tutes an economic danger of its o~n. 

The Department of Defense can help address these 
economic dangers. DoD can help America seize the 
opportunity presented by the end of the Cold War to 
enhance its economic security. We must stress the 
productive reinvestment of defense resources, facili
ties, and technology into the civilian economy. Placing 
new emphasis on key technologies- information and 
manufacturing technologies and advanced materials 
- will help strengthen both the military and civilian 
sectors. With careful restructuring of our forces and 
support infrastructure, we can maintain capabilities 
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sufficient to meet our present and future security needs 
while reducing the overall level of resources devoted to 
defense. 

Beyond simply using fewerr~sources, the Depart
ment of Defense will actively assist in the transition of 
the U.S. economyawayfromaColdWarfooting. Such 
assistance will come in the form of providing transition 
assistance to individuals departing the military, facili
tating the conversion of defense industries, and en
couraging the freer flow of technologies between the 
civilian and military sectors. 

Sustaining a healthy free trade regime and, within 
that, expanding U.S. exports and reducing trade imbal
ances will be key to our future economic growth. 
Addressing these issues productively will hinge on 
maintaining sound political and economic relation
ships with our trading partners. Trade relations are 
intertwined with security relations: In most cases, we 
enjoy close security relationships with our trading 
partners. Our bilateral and multilateral security ar
rangements are tangible evidence of our interest in 
regions, and they help ensure that the United States will 
have a "seat at the table" in forums for political and 
economic decisionmaking. 

Military power supports and is supported by politi
cal and economic power. Likewise, security relation
ships support and are supported by trade relationships. 
We cannot expect to improve our trade relations or our 
trading position with our allies if we withdraw from our 
security relationships. At the same time, we must 
recognize that domestic support for overseas commit
ments depends in part on the perception of fairness in 
trade and other matters. 

Objectives of Our Armed Forces 

Our examination of new dangers and opportunities 
leads to the following major objectives for our armed 
forces. 

I 
To meet the new nuclear danger and seize the 

opportunities in this area, our objectives are to: 
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• Deter the use of nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons against the United States, its forces, and 
its allies. 

• Halt or at least slow the proliferation of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons. 

• Develop capabilities to locate and destroy WMD 
storage, production, and deployment facilities of 
potential aggressors and defend our forward-de
ployed forces from such weapons. 

• Continue to reduce the nuclear arsenals of the 
former Soviet Union and the United States and so 
reduce the threat of nuclear war. 

• Minimize the exposure and the vulnerability of 
U.S. forces to nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons use. 

To meet new regional dangers and seize the op: 
portunities that exist to reduce these dangers, our 
objectives are to: 

• Deter and, if necessary, defeat major aggression 
in regions important to the United States. 

• Be capable of fighting and winning two major 
regional conflicts nearly simultaneously. 

• Prepare U.S. forces to participate effectively in 
multilateral peace enforcement and unilateral in
tervention operations. 

• Continue to adapt existing alliances and build 
new ones to enhance regional and global securi.ty. 

To meet the dangers to democratic reform and 
seize the opportunity for a further spread of democ
racy, our objectives are to: 

• Use military-to-military contacts to help foster 
democratic values in other countries. 

• Protect fledgling democracies from subversion 
and external threats. 

11 

To meet the dangers to American economic pros
perity and seize the opportunity to accelerate U.S. 
economic growth and promote global economic well
being, our objectives are to: 

• Redirect resources to investments that improve 
both our defense posture and our competitive po
sition economically. 

• Facilitate reinvestment that allows defense in
dustries to shift to nondefense production. 

• Support the development of dual-use technolo
gies and encourage the freer flow of technology 
between the military and civilian sectors. 

• Use our long-standing security relationships with 
key allies and partners to build a bridge to greater 
economic cooperation and to sustain and enhance 
global free trade. 

• Actively assist nations in making the transition 
from controlled to market economies. 

Building Future Capabilities: 
Guiding Principles 

While the objectives outlined above provide a 
framework for determining our force structure and 
modernization requirements, certain other underlying 
principles guided our effort during the Bottom-Up 
Review. In his inaugural address, President Clinton 
pledged to keep America's military the best-trained, 
best -equipped, best -prepared fighting force in the world. 
To fulfill that pledge, we must keep it the focus of our 
effort throughout the planning, programming, and bud
geting process. 

First, we must keep our forces ready to fight. We 
have already witnessed the challenges posed by the 
new dangers in operations like Just Cause (Panama), 
Desert Storm (Iraq), and Restore Hope (Somalia). 
Each of these were "come as you are" campaigns with 
little time to prepare our forces for the challenges they 
met. 
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The new dangers thus de~and that we keep our 
forces ready to fight as a top priority in allocating 
scarce defense resources. We must adequately fund 
operations and maintenance accounts, maintain suffi
cient stocks of spare parts, keep'our forces well-trained 
and equipped, and take the other steps essential to 
preserving readiness. 

A key element of maintaining forces ready to fight 
is to maintain the quality of our people, so that they 
remain the best fighting force i,n the world. First, this 
means keeping our personnel highly motivated by 
treating them fairly and maintaining their quality of 
life. It also means continuing to recruit talented young 
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men and women, expanding career opportunities for 
all service members, and putting in place programs to 
ease the transition to civilian life for departing military 
personnel as we bring down the size of our forces. 

We must also maintain the technological superi
ority of our weapons and equipment. Operation Desert 
Storm demonstrated that we produce the best weapons 
and military equipment in the world. This technologi
cal edge helps us to achieve victory more swiftly and 
with fewer casualties. We must design a balanced 
modernization program that safeguards this edge and 
the necessary supporting industrial base without buy
ing more weapons than we n~ed or can afford. 
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FORCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

We describe the forces and capabilities needed to 
implement our defense strategy and guide the con
struction of our overall force structure as "building 
blocks." Force building blocks are a valuable analyti
cal tool that allow us to see the linkage between certain 
types and quantities of forces and the tasks they are 
meant to perform. They also make clearer the price to 
be paid in making cuts in the military structure: elimi
nating a force building block can mean eliminating the 
capability to conduct a particular task. 

Four broad classes of potential military operations 
were used in the Bottom-Up Review to evaluate the 
adequacy of future force structure alternatives: 

• Major regional conflicts (MRCs). 

• Smaller-scale conflicts or crises that would re
quire U.S. forces to conduct peace enforcement or 
intervention operations. 

• Overseas presence- the need for U.S. military 
forces to conduct normal peacetime operations in 
critical regions. 

• Deterrence of attacks with weapons of mass 
destruction, either against U.S. territory, U.S. forces, 
or the territory and forces of U.S. allies. 

This list is not all-inclusive. We will provide 
forces and military support for other types of opera
tions, such as peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, 
and to counter international drug trafficking. How
ever, while such operations often call for small num
bers of specialized forces or assets, they are not likely 
to be major determinants of general purpose force 
structure. However, they could require specialized 
training and equipment. 

Our analysis of each of these four types of opera
tions allowed us to construct, for planning purposes, 
building blocks of the forces required for them. By 
combining the building blocks and adjusting them to 

account for judgments about the need to conduct simul
taneous operations, we were able to determine the 
number and mix of active and reserve forces that we 
will need to carry out our defense strategy. 

Major Regional Conflicts 

During the Cold War, U.S. military planning was 
dominated by the need to confront numerically supe
rior Soviet forces in Europe, the Far East, and South
west Asia. Now, the focus is on the need to project 
power into regions important to U.S. interests and to 
defeat potentially hostile regional powers, such as 
North Korea or Iraq. Although these nations are un
likely to threaten the United States directly, they and 
other countries like them have shown that they are 
willing and able to field forces sufficient to threaten 
important U.S. interests, friends, and allies. Operation 
Desert Storm was a powerful demonstration of the 
need to counter such regional aggression. 

Potential regional aggressors are expected to be 
capable of fielding military forces in the following 
ranges: 

• 400,000- 750,000 total personnel under arms 
• 2,000- 4,000 tanks 
• 3,000-5,000 armored fighting vehicles 
• 2,000- 3,000 artillery pieces 
• 500 - 1 ,000 combat aircraft 
• 100 - 200 naval vessels, primarily patrol craft 

armed with surface-to-surface missiles, and up 
to 50 submarines 

• 100 - I ,000 Scud-class ballistic missiles, some 
possibly with nuclear, chemical, or biological 
warheads. 

Military forces of this size could threaten regions 
important to the United States if allied or friendly states 
were unable to match their power. Hence, we must 
prepare our forces to assist those of friends and allies in 
deterring, and ultimately defeating, aggression should 
it occur. 
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Scenarios as Planning Tools. Every war that the 
United States has fought has ~een different from the 
last, and different from what defense planners had 
envisioned. For example, the majority of the bases and 
facilities used by the United States and its coalition 
partners in Operation Desert Storm were built in the 
1980s, when we envisioned a Soviet invasion through 
Iran to be the principal threat1to the Gulf region. In 
planning forces capable of fighting and winning major 
regional conflicts, we must avoid preparing for past 
wars. History suggests that we most often deter the 
conflicts that we plan for and actually fight the ones we 
do not anticipate. 

Section Ill 
FORCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

For planning and assessment purposes, we have 
selected two illustrative scenarios that are both plau
sible and posit demands characteristic of those that 
could be posed by conflicts with other potential adver
saries. Figure 4 displays the scenarios and their rela
tionship to planning for force employment across a 
range of potential conflicts. While a number of sce
narios were examined, the two that we focused on most 
closely in the Bottom-Up Review envisioned aggres
sion by a remilitarized Iraq against Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia, and by North Korea against the Republic of 
Korea. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools 
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Neither of these scenarios should be regarded as a 
prediction of future conflicts, but each provides a 
useful representation of the challenge that could be 
presented by a well-armed regional power initiating 
aggression thousands of miles from the United States. 
As such, the scenarios serve as yardsticks against 
which to assess, in gross terms, the capabilities of U.S. 
forces. 

In each scenario, we examined the performance of 
projected U.S. forces in relation to critical parameters, 
including warning time, the threat, terrain, weather, 
duration of hostilities, and combat intensity. Overall, 
these scenarios were representative of likely ranges of 
these parameters. 

Both scenarios were developed for analyses con
ducted by the Joint Staff. Each assumed a similar 
enemy operation: an armor-heavy, combined-arms 
offensive against the outnumbered forces of a neigh
boring state. U.S. forces, most of which were ndt 
presumed to be present in the region when hostilities 
commenced, had to deploy to the region quickly, 
supplement indigenous forces, halt the invasion, and 
defeat the aggressor. 

Such a "short notice" scenario, in which only a 
modest number of U.S. forces are in a region at the 
outset of hostilities, is both highly stressing and plau
sible. History shows that we frequently fail to antici
pate the location and timing of aggression, even large
scale attacks against our interests. In such cases, it may 
also not be possible, prior to an attack, to reach a 
political consensus on the proper U.S. response or to 
convince our allies to grant U.S. forces access to 
facilities in their countries. 

We also expect that the United States will often be 
fighting as the leader of a coalition, with allies provid
ing some support and combat forces. As was the case 
in Desert Storm, the need to defend common interests 
should prompt our allies in many cases to contribute 
capable forces to a war effort. However, our forces 
must be sized and structured to preserve the flexibility 
and the capability to act unilaterally, should we choose 
to do so. 

The Four Phases of U.S. Combat 
Operations 
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Our first priority in preparing for regional conflicts 
is to prevent them from ever occurring. This is the 
purpose of our overseas presence forces and opera
tions, joint exercises, and other military capabilities
to deter potential regional aggressors from even con
templating an attack. Should deterrence fail and con
flict occur, it is envisioned that combat operations 
would unfold in four main phases. 

Phase 1: Halt the invasion. The highest priority 
in defending against a large-scale attack will most 
often be to minimize the territory and critical facilities 
that an invader can capture. Should important strategic 
assets fall, the invader might attempt to use them as 
bargaining chips. In addition, stopping an invasion 
quickly may be key to ensuring that a threatened ally 
can continue its crucial role in the collective effort to 
defeat the aggressor. Further, the more territory the 
enemy captures, the greater the price to take it back: 
The number of forces required for a counteroffensive 
to repel an invasion can increase, with correspondingly 
greater casualties, depending on the progress the en
emy makes. In the event of a short-warning attack, 
more U.S. forces would need to deploy rapidly to the 
theater and enter the battle as quickly as possible. 

Phase 2: Build up U.S. combat power in the 
theater while reducing the enemy's. Once an enemy 
attack had been stopped and the front stabilized, U.S. 
and allied efforts would focus on continuing to build up 
combat forces and logistics support in the theater while 
reducing the enemy's capacity to fight. Land, air, 
maritime, and special operations forces from the United 
States and coalition countries would continue to arrive. 
These forces would seek to ensure that the enemy did 
not regain the initiative on the ground, and they would 
mount sustained attacks to reduce the enemy's military 
capabilities in preparation for a combined-arms coun
teroffensive. 

Phase 3: Decisively defeat the enemy. In the 
third phase, U.S. and allied forces would seek to mount 
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a large-scale, air-land counteroffensive to defeat the 
enemy decisively by attacking his centers of gravity, 
retaking territory he had occupied, destroying his war
making capabilities, and successfully achieving other 
operational or strategic objecti~es. 

Phase 4: Provide for post-war stability. Al
though a majority of U.S. and coalition forces would 
begin returning to their home ba~es, some forces might 
be called upon to remain in the theater after the enemy 

I 
had been defeated to ensure that the conditions that 
resulted in conflict did not recur. These forces could 
help repatriate prisoners, occupy and administer some 
or all of the enemy's territory, ,or ensure compliance 
with the provisions of war-termination or cease-fire 
agreements. 

Forces for Combat Operations 

Described below are the types of forces that are 
needed to conduct joint co mba~ operations in all' four 
phases of an MRC. 

Forces for Phase 1. Primary responsibility for 
the initial defense of their territory rests, of course, with 
our allies. As forces of a besi'eged country move to 
blunt an attack, U.S. forces already in the theater would 
move rapidly to provide assi~tance. However, as 
already mentioned, we are drawing down our overseas 

AnATACMS l~unch. 
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presence in response to the end of the Cold War. Thus, 
the bulk of our forces, even during the early stages of 
a conflict, would have to come from the United States. 
This places a premium on rapidly deployable yet 
highly lethal forces to blunt an·attack. 

The major tasks to be performed in this phase and 
beyond are: 

• Help allied forces establish a viable defense that 
halts enemy ground forces before they can achieve 
critical objectives. 

• Delay, disrupt, and destroy enemy ground forces 
and damage the roads along which they are mov
ing, in order to halt the attack. U.S. attacks would 
be mounted by a combination of land- and sea
based strike aircraft and ,heavy bombers using 
precision-guided munitions; long-range tactical 
missiles; ground maneuve~ forces with antiarmor 
capabilities; and special operations forces. 

• Protect friendly forces and rear-area assets from 
attack by aircraft or cruise and ballistic missiles, 
using land- and sea-based aircraft, ground- and 
sea-based surface-to-air missiles, and special op
erations forces. 

• Establish air superiority and suppress enemy air 
defenses as needed, including those in rear areas 
and those accompanying invading ground forces, 
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using land- and sea-based strike and jamming 
aircraft as well as surface-to-surface missiles, such 
as the Army Tactical Missile System (AT ACMS). 

• Destroy high-value targets, such as weapons of 
mass destruction, and degrade the enemy's ability 
to prosecute military operations through attacks 
focused on his central command, control, and 
communications facilities. For such attacks, we 
would rely heavily on lqng-range bombers and 
land- and sea-based strike aircraft using precision
guided munitions, and on cruise missiles. Special 
operations forces would also play an important 
role in such attacks. i 
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• Establish maritime superiority, using naval task 
forces with mine countermeasure ships, in order to 
ensure access to ports and sea lines of communica
tion, and as a precondition for amphibious as
saults. 

Forces for Phase 2. Many of the same forces 
employed in Phase l would be used in the second phase 
to perform similar tasks- grinding down the enemy's 
military potential while additional U.S. and other coa
lition combat power was brought into the region. As 
more land- and sea-based air forces arrived, emphasis 
would shift from halting the invasion to isolating 
enemy ground forces and destroying them, destroying 
enemy air and naval forces, destroying stocks of sup
plies, and broadening attacks on military-related tar
gets in the enemy's rear area. These attacks could be 
supplemented with direct and indirect missile and 
artillery fire from ground, air, and naval forces. 

Meanwhile, other U.S. forces, including heavy 
ground forces, would begin arriving in the theater to 
help maintain the defensive line established at the end 
of Phase I and to begin preparations for the counter
offensive. 

Forces for Phase 3. The centerpiece of Phase 3 
would be the U.S. and allied counteroffensive, aimed 
at engaging, enveloping, and destroying or capturing 
enemy ground forces occupying friendly territory. 
Major tasks within the counteroffensive include: 

• Breaching tactical and protective minefields. 

• Maneuvering to envelop or flank and destroy 
enemy forces, including armored vehicles in dug
in positions. 

• Conducting or threatening an amphibious inva
ston. 

• Applying air power using precision-guided mu
nitions in support of ground forces and for deep 
interdiction attacks. 
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• Dislodging and defeating infantry fighting from 
dug-in positions, and defeating light infantry on 
urban terrain. 

• Destroying enemy artillery. 

• Locating and destroying mobile enemy reserves. 

Combat power in this phase would include highly 
mobile armored, mechanized, and air assault forces, 
supported by the full complement of air power, special 
operations forces, and land- and sea-based fire support. 
Amphibious forces would provide additional opera
tional flexibility to the theater commander. 

Forces for Phase 4. Finally, a smaller comple
ment of joint forces would remain in the theater once 
the enemy had been defeated. These forces might 
include a carrier battle group, one to two wings of 
fighters, a division or less of ground forces, and special 
operations units. 

Supporting Capabilities 

The foregoing list of forces for the various phases 
of a major regional conflict included only combat force 
elements. Several types of support capabilities would 
play essential roles in all phases. 

U.S. Marines conducting 
amphibious assault exercise. 
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Airlift. Adequate airlift capacity is needed to bring 
in forces and material required for the first weeks of an 
operation. In Operations Desert Shield/Desert Storm, 
the United States airlifted to the Gulf region, on aver
age, more than 2,400 tons of material per day. We 
anticipate that at least the same level of lift capacity 
would be needed to support high-intensity military 
operations in the opening phase of a future MRC and to 
help sustain operations thereafter. 

' 
' Prepositioning. ?repositioning heavy combat 

equipment and supplies, both ashore and afloat, can 
greatly reduce both the time required to deploy forces 
to distant regions and the number of airlift sorties 
devoted to moving such supplie~. Initiatives now 
underway will accelerate the arriyal of heavy Army 
forces overseas in response to crises. 

Sealift. In any major regional conflict, most com
bat equipment and supplies would be transported by 
sea. While airlift and prepositioning provide the mOst 
rapid response for deterrence and: initial defense, the 
depioyment of significant heavy ground and air forces, 
their support equipment, and sustainment must come 
by sea. 

Battlefield Surveillance; Crimmand, Control, 
and Communications. Accurate information on the 
location and disposition of enemy forces is a prerequi
site for effective military operations. Hence, our plan
ning envisions the early deploymel).t of reconnaissance 
and command and control aircraft and ground-based 
assets to enable our forces to see the enemy and to pass 
information quickly through all echelons of our forces. 
Total U.S. intelligence and surveillance capability will 
be Jess than it was during the Cold War, but it will be 
better able to provide timely information to battlefield 
commanders. Advanced systems;- such as the Joint 
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System 
(JSTARS), the upgraded Airborne Warning and Con
trol System (A WACS), and the Milstar satellite com
munications system - will ensure that U.S. forces 
have a decisive advantage in tactipal intelligence and 
communications. ' 
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Maritime prepositioning ships. 

Advanced Munitions. As coalition operations in 
theGulfW ardemonstrated, advanced precision-guided 
munitions can dramatically increase the effectiveness 
of a fighting force. Precision-guided munitions al
ready in the U.S. inventory (for example, laser-guided 
bombs) as well as new types of munitions still under 
development are needed to ensure that U.S. forces can 
operate successfully in future MRCs and other types of 
conflicts. New "smart" and "brilliant" munitions un
derdevelopment hold promise of dramatically improv
ing the ability of U.S. air, ground, and maritime forces 
to destroy enemy armored vehicles and halt invading 
ground forces, as well as destroy fixed targets at longer 
ranges, thus reducing exposure to enemy air defenses. 

Aerial Refueling. Large numbers of aerial-refu
eling aircraft would be needed to support many compo
nents of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter aircraft 
deploying over long distances require in-flight refuel
ing. Airlifters can carry more cargo longer distances if 
aerial refueling is available en route. Aerial surveil
lance and control platforms, such as AWACS and 
JSTARS, also need airborne refueling in order to 
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achieve maximum mission effectiveness. 

The MRC Building Block 

In planning our future force structure and allocat
ing resources, we established force levels and support 
objectives that should enable us to win one MRC 
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across a range oflikely conflicts. Our detailed analyses 
of possible future MRCs, coupled with military judg
ment as to the outcomes, suggest that the following 
forces will be adequate to execute the strategy outlined 
above for a single MRC: 

• 4- 5 Army divisions 
• 4- 5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades 
• 10 Air Force fighter wings 
• I 00 Air Force heavy bombers 
• 4-5 Navy aircraft carrier battle groups 
• Special operations forces 

These forces constitute a prudent building block 
for force planning purposes. In the event of a conflict, 
our response would depend on the nature and scale of 
the aggression and on circumstances elsewhere in the 
world. If the initial defense failed to halt the invasion 
quickly, or if circumstances in other parts ofthe world 
permitted, U.S. decisionmakers might choose to com
mit more forces than those listed (for example, two' 
additional Army divisions). These added forces would 
help either to achieve the needed advantage over the 
enemy, to mount a decisive counteroffensive, or to 
accomplish more ambitious war objectives, such as the 
complete destruction of the enemy's war-making po
tential. But our analysis also led us to the conclusion 
that enhancements to our military forces, focused on 
ensuring our ability to conduct a successful initial 
defense, would both reduce our overall ground force 
requirements and increase the responsiveness and ef
fectiveness of our power projection forces. 

Fighting Two MRCs 

In this context, we decided early in the Bottom-Up 
Review that the United States must field forces suffi
cient to fight and win two major regional conflicts that 
occur nearly simultaneously. This is prudent for two 
reasons. 

First, we need to avoid a situation in which the 
United States in effect makes simultaneous wars more 
likely by leaving an opening for potential aggressors to 
attack their neighbors, should our engagement in a war 
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in one region leave little or no force available to 
respond effectively to defend our interests in another. 

Second, fielding forces sufficient to win two wars 
nearly simultaneously provides a hedge against the 
possibility that a future adversary - or coalition of 
adversaries- might one day confront us with a larger
than-expected threat. In short, it is difficult to predict 
precisely what threats we will confront ten to twenty 
years from now. In this dynamic and unpredictable 
post-Cold War world, we must maintain military capa
bilities that are flexible and sufficient to cope with 
unforeseen threats. 

For the bulk of our ground, naval, and air forces, 
fielding forces sufficient to provide this capability 
involves duplicating the MRC building block described 
above. However, in planning our overall force struc
ture, we must recognize two other factors. First, we 
must have sufficient strategic liftto deploy forces when 
and where they are needed. Second, certain specialized 
high-leverage units or unique assets might be "dual 
tasked," that is, used in both MRCs. For example, 
certain advanced aircraft - such as B-2s, F-117s, 
JSTARs, and EF-llls - that we have purchased in 
limited numbers because of their expense would prob
ably need to shift from the first to second MRC. 

Force Enhancements to Support 
Our Strategy 

As previously mentioned, we have already under
taken or are planning a series of enhancements to our 
forces to improve their capability, flexibility, and le
thality. These improvements are geared especially 
toward buttressing our ability to conduct a successful 
initial defense in any major regional conflict. 

As shown in Figure 5, the enhancements include 
improving: (1) strategic mobility, through more 
prepositioning and enhancements to airlift and sealift; 
(2) the strike capabilities of aircraft carriers; (3) the 
lethality of Army firepower; and ( 4) the ability oflong
range bombers to deliver conventional smart muni
tions. 
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Strategic Mobility. Our plans call for substantial 
enhancements to our strategic mobility- most of 
which were first identified in t,he 1991 Mobility Re
quirements Study (MRS). 

Development of the C-17 has been troubled from the 
start and we will continue to monitor the program's 
progress closely, but significant, modem, flexible air
lift capacity is essential to our defense strategy. A 
decision on the C-17 will be made after a thorough 
review by the Defense Acquisition Board is completed 
in the fall of 1993. 

First, we will either contin~e the program to pur
chase and deploy the C-17 airlifter or purchase other 
air1ifters to replace our aging C-141 transport aircraft. 

Force Enhancements to Halt a Short-Warning Attack 

: Todav•s Force Future Force 
I Prepo I ' 

Persian 1 Battalion Training Set 2 Brigade Sets ashore 

. 1 Maritime Prepositioning Ship (MPS) Squadron 1 Brigade Set afloat' 

Gulf I 7 Prepositioning Ships 1 MPS Squadron 
I 

Region I Forces I 
7 Prepositioning Ships 

1 Carrier BaHJe Group (Tether) 1 Carrier Battle Group (Tether) 

PHASE I 
F. AIR 3h b d ~ooo . 

- Lack of heavy forces to help slop invader 
- eavy nga e seiS o prepos1noned equ1pment 

Halt Invasion -Increased eany·arriving land-based and 
~ Insufficient prepositioning carrier aircraft and long-range bombers 
- Um~ed antiarrnor capabil~ - Improved antiarrnor precision-guided munitions 
- Umited anti·tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) capability - Improved A TBM capabilitv 

PHASE II 
I 

FAIR GOOD 
Build Up Forces in Theater - Slow dosure due to modest sealift capabil~ - Ainift and sealift upgrades support rapid closure 

for Counteroffensive I 
of heavy forces 

I 
' 

I I 
1 Brigade-Sized Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) 1 Brigade Set ashore 

Prepo 1 MPS Squadron 1 Brigade Set afloat' 
' 2 Brigade-Sized MEFs (2 MPS Squadrons) 

1 Division (2 Brigades) 1 Division (2 Brigades) 

KOREA 2.4 Fighter Wings 2.4 Fighter Wings 

I Forces I 1 Carrier Battle Group 1 Carrier Battle Group 
1 MEF '1 MEF 

PHASE I GOOD GOOD 
- Substantial in·place forces - 2 heavy brigade seiS of prepositioned equipment 

Halt Invasion - Established command, control, communications, and -Increased eany·arriving land-based and 
intelligence (C31) network carrier aircraft and lon~r~ange bombers 

T Rapid reinforcement from Japan, Okinawa -Improved antiarrnor precision-guided munitions 
~ Um~ed ATBM capability - Improved ATBM caoabilitv 

PHASE II FAIR GOOD 
Build Up Forces in Theater - Slow closure due to modest sealift capability - Ainift and sealift upgrades support rapid closure 

for Counteroffensive 
I of heavy forces 

' 

' Brigade set would be pOsitioned to 'swing' to e~her region. 

Figure 5 
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Second, we plan to store a brigade set of heavy 
Army equipment afloat; the ships carrying this mate
rial would be positioned in areas from which they could 
be sent on short notice either to the Persian Gulf or to 
Northeast Asia. Other prepositioning initiatives would 
accelerate the arrival ofheavy Army units in Southwest 
Asia and Korea. 

Third, we will increase the capacity of our surge 
. sealift fleet to transport forces and equipment rapidly 
from the United States to distant regions by purchas
ing additional roll-on/roll-off ships. 

Fourth, we will improve the readiness and respon
siveness of the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) through a 
variety of enhancements. Finally, we will fund various 
efforts to improve the "fort-to-port" flow of personnel, 
equipment, and supplies in the United States. 

Naval Strike Aircraft. The Navy is examining a 
number of innovative ways to improve the firepower 
aboard its aircraft carriers. First, the Navy will im
prove its strike potential by providing a precision 
ground-attack capability to many of its F-14 aircraft. It 
also will acquire stocks of new "brilliant" antiarmor 
weapons for delivery by attack aircraft. Finally, the 
Navy plans to develop the capability to fly additional 
squadrons of F/A-18s to· forward-deployed aircraft 
carriers that would be the first to arrive in response to 
a regional contingency. These additional aircraft would 
iqcrease the striking power of the carriers during the 
critical early stages of a conflict. 

Army Firepower. The Army is developing new, 
smart submunitions that can be delivered by AT ACMS, 
the Multiple-Launch Rocket System (MLRS), the Tri
Service Standoff Attack Missile (TSSAM) now under 
development, and by standard tube artillery. In addi
tion, the Longbow fire control radar system will in
crease the effectiveness and survivability of the AH-64 
Apache attack helicopter. We also are examining more 
prepositioning of AT ACMS and MLRS and having 
Apaches self-deploy from their overseas bases so that 
all would be available in the early stages of a conflict. 
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Air Force Long-Range Bombers and 
Munitions. Air Force enhancements will be in two 
areas - bombers and munitions. First, we plan to 
modify the Air Force's B-1 and B-2long-range heavy 
bombers to improve their ability to deliver "smart" 
conventional munitions against attacking enemy forces 
and fixed targets. Second, we will develop all-weather 
munitions. For example, the Air Force is developing a 
guidance package for a tactical munitions dispenser 
filled with antiarmor submunitions that could be used 
in all types of weather. These programs will dramati
cally increase our capacity to attack and destroy critical 
targets in the crucial opening days of a short-warning 
conflict. 

Delivery of "smart" sensor-fused weapons on 
ground vehicles. 

In addition, two other force enhancements are 
important to improving our ability to respond to the 
demanding requirement of two nearly simultaneous 
MRCs: improvements to reserve component forces 
and allied force capabilities. 

Reserve Component Forces. We have under
taken several initiatives to improve the readiness and 
flexibility of Army National Guard combat units and 
other reserve component forces in order to make them 
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more readily available for MRC~ and other tasks. For 
example, one important role for combat elements of the 
Army National Guard is to provide forces to supple
ment active divisions, should more ground combat 
power be needed to deter or fight a second MRC. In the 
future, Army National Guard combat units will be 
better trained, more capable, and more ready. If mobi
lized early during a conflict, brigade-sized units could 
provide extra security and flexibility if a second con
flict arose while the first was still going on. In addition, 
the Navy plans to increase the capability and effective
ness of its Navy/Marine Corps reserve air wing through 
the introduction of a reserve/training aircraft carrier. 

Allied Military Capabilities. We will continue 
I 

to help our allies in key regions improve their defense 
capabilities. For example, we are assisting South 
Korea in its efforts to modernize its armed forces and 
take on greater responsibility for its own defense -
including conclusion of an agreement to co-produce 
F-16 aircraft. 

i 
In Southwest Asia, we are 'continuing to improve 

our defense ties with friends and allies through defense 
cooperation agreements, more frequent joint and com
bined exercises, equipment prepositioning, frequent 
force deployments, and security assistance. We are 
also providing modern weapons, such as the MlA2 
tank to Kuwait and the Patriot antimissile system to 
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, to improve the self-defense 
capabilities of our friends and allies in the Gulf region. 

Peace Enforcement and 'Intervention 
Operations 

' 
The second set of operations for which we must 

size and shape our forces involves a variety of contin
gencies that are less demanding than an MRC but still 
require significant combat forces and capabilities. Such 
operations may range from multilateral peace enforce
ment to unilateral intervention. 

The types, numbers, and sophistication of weap
ons in the hands of potential adversaries in such opera
tions can vary widely. For planning purposes, we 
assume that the threat we would face would include a 
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mix of regular and irregular forces possessing mostly 
I 

light weapons, supplemented by moderately sophisti-
cated systems, such as antitank and antiship guided 
missiles, surface-to-air missiles, land and sea mines, 
T-54 and T-72-class tanks, armored personnel carriers, 
and towed artillery and mortars. Adversary forces 
might also possess a limited number of mostly older 
combat aircraft (e.g., MiG-2ls, 23s), a few smaller 
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surface ships (e.g., patrol craft), and perhaps a few 
submarines. 

In most cases, U.S. involvement in peace enforce
ment operations would be as part of a multinational 
effort under the auspices of the United Nations or some 
other international body. U.S. and coalition forces 
would have several key objectives in a peace enforce
ment or intervention operation, each of which would 
require certain types of combat forces to achieve: 

• Forced entry into defended airfields, ports, and 
other facilities and seizing and holding these facili-
ties. 

• Controlling the movement of troops and sup
plies across borders and within the target country, 
including enforcing a blqckade or quarantine of 
maritime commerce. 

• Establishing and defending zones in which civil
ians are protected from external attacks. 

• Securing protected zones from internal threats, 
such as snipers, terrorist attacks, or sabotage. 

• Preparing to turn over responsibility for security 
to peacekeeping units and( or a reconstituted admin
istrative authority. 

The prudent level of forc~s that should be planned 
for a major intervention or peace enforcement opera
tion is: 

• 1 air assault or airborne division 
• 1 light infantry division 
• I mechanized infantry division 
• 1 Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
• 1 - 2 carrier battle groups 
• 1 - 2 composite wings of Air Force aircraft 
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U.S. F-15 fighter leads two Japanese 
Self Defense fighters. 

• Special operations forces 
• Civil affairs units 
• Airlift and sealift forces 
• Combat support and service support units 
• 50,000 total combat and support personnel. 

These capabilities could be provided largely by the 
same collection of general purpose forces needed for 
MRCs, so long as the forces had the appropriate train
ing needed for peacekeeping or peace enforcement. 
This means that the United States would have to forgo 
the option of conducting sizable peace enforcement or 
intervention operations at the same time it was fighting 
two MRCs. 

Overseas Presence 

The final set of requirements used to size general 
purpose forces are those related to sustaining the over
seas presence of U.S. military forces. U.S. forces 
deployed abroad protect and advance our interests and 
perform a wide range of functions that contribute to our 
security. 

The Bottom-Up Review reached a number of con
clusions on the future size and shape of our overseas 
presence. 

. In_Eu_rope, we will continue to provide leadership 
m a remvigorated North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), which has been the bedrock of European 
security for over four decades. We plan to retain about 
100,000 troops in Europe - a commitment that will 
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allow the United States to continue to play a leading 
role in the NATO alliance and provide a robust capa
bility for multinational training and· crisis response. 
These forces will include about two and one-third 
wings of Air Force fighters and substantial elements of 
two Army divisions, along with a corps headquarters 
and other supporting elements. Equipment for bringing 
these in-place divisions to full strength will remain 
prepositioned in Europe, along with the equipment of 
?ne additional division that would deploy to the region 
m the event of a conflict. 

U.S. Army forces will participate in two multina
tional corps with German forces. Their training will 
focus on missions involving rapid deployment to con
flicts outside of central Europe and on "nontraditional" 
operations, such as peace enforcement, in addition to 
their long-standing mission of stabilization of central 
Europe. These missions might lead, over time, to 
changes in the equipment and configuration of Army 
units stationed in Europe. The Air Force will continue 
to provide unique theater intelligence, lift, 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 Mediterranean 
Sea and other waters surrounding Europe. 

In Northeast Asia, we also plan to retain close to 
100,000 troops. As recently announced by President 
Clinton, our commitment to South Korea's security 
remains undiminished, as demonstrated by the one 
U.S. Army division, consisting of two brigades, and 
one wing of U.S. Air Force combat aircraft we have 
stationed there. In light of the continuing threat of 
aggression from North Korea, we have frozen our 
troop levels in South Korea and are modernizing South 
Korean and American forces on the peninsula. We are 
also exploring the possibility of prepositioning more 
military equipment in South Korea to increase our 
crisis-response capability. While plans call for the 
eventual withdrawal of one of our two Army brigades 
from South Korea, President Clinton recently reiter
~ted that our troops will stay in South Korea as long as 
Its people want and need us there. 

On Okinawa, we will continue to station a Marine 
Expeditionary Force and an Army special forces 
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battalion. In Japan, we have homeported the aircraft 
carrier Independence, the amphibious assault ship 
Belleau Wood, and their support ships. We will also 

I 
retain approximately one and onechalf wings of Air 
Force combat aircraft in Japan and Okinawa, and the 
Navy's Seventh Fleet will continue to routinely patrol 
the western Pacific. 

1 

In Southwest Asia, the absence of a large-scale 
I 

U.S. military presence will continue to necessitate 
heavier reliance on periodic deployments of forces, 
rather than routine stationing of forces on the ground. 

I 

The Navy's Middle East force of four to six ships, 
which has been continuously on patrol in the Persian 
Gulf since 194 7, will remain. In addition, we plan to 
keep a brigade-sized set of equipment in Kuwait to be 
used by rotating deployments of U.S. forces that will 
train and exercise there with thei~ Kuwaiti counter
parts. We also are exploring options to preposition a 
second brigade set elsewhere on the Arabian penin
sula. 

These forces have been supplemented temporarily 
by several squadrons ofland-based'combat aircraft that 
have remained in the Gulf region since Operation 
Desert Storm and, along with other coalition aircraft, 

I 

are now helping to enforce U.N.:resolutions toward 
Iraq. 

The aircraft carrier USS Dwight D. Eisenhower 
transiting the Suez Canal. 
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Another significant element of our military pos
ture in Southwest Asia is the equipment prepositioned 
on ships that are normally anchored at Diego Garcia. In 
addition to a brigade-sized set of equipment for the 
Marine Corps, we have seven afloat prepositioning 
ships supporting Army, Air Force, and Navy forces. 

In Africa, we will continue important formal and 
informal access agreements to key facilities and ports 
which allow our forces to transit or stop on the African 
continent. We will also deploy forces to Africa, as in 
recent operations like Sharp Edge (Liberia) and Re
store Hope (Somalia), when our interests are threat
ened or our assistance is needed and requested. Today, 
more than 4,000 U.S. troops remain deployed in Soma
lia as part of the U.N. force seeking to provide humani
tarian assistance to that country. 

In Latin America, our armed forces will help to 
promote and expand recent trends toward democracy 
in many countries. They will also continue to work in 
concert with the armed forces of Latin American coun
tries to combat drug traffickers. The United States will 
also retain a military presence in Panama, acting as 
Panama's partner in operating and defending the 
Panama Canal during the transition to full Panamanian 
control of the waterway in 1999.' 

Naval Presence. Sizing our naval forces for two 
nearly simultaneous MRCs provides a fairly large and 
robust force structure that can easily support other, 
smaller regional operations. However, our overseas 
presence needs can impose req~irements for naval 
forces, especially aircraft carriers, that exceed those 
needed to win two MRCs. The flexibility of our 
carriers, and their ability to operate effectively with 
relative independence from shore bases, makes them 
well suited to overseas presence operations, especially 
in areas such as the Persian Gulf, where our land-based 
military infrastructure is relatively underdeveloped. 
For these reasons, our force of aircraft carriers, am
phibious ships, and other naval combatants is sized to 
reflect the exigencies of overseas presence, as well as 
the warfighting requirements of MRCs. 
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U.S. Navy and Marine forces continue to play 
important roles in our approach to overseas presence 
operations. In recent years, we have sought to deploy 
a sizable U.S. naval presence- generally, a carrier 
battle group accompanied by an amphibious ready 
group - more or less continuously in the waters off 
Southwest Asia, Northeast Asia, and Europe (most 
often, in the Mediterranean Sea). However, in order to 
avoid serious morale and retention problems that can 
arise when our forces are asked to remain deployed for 
excessively long periods in peacetime, we will experi
ence some gaps in carrier presence in these areas in the 
future. 

In order to avoid degradations to our regional 
security posture, we have identified a number of ways 
to fill gaps in carrier presence or to supplement our 
posture even when carriers are present. For example, 
in some circumstances, we may find it possible to 
center naval expeditionary forces around large-deck 
amphibious assault ships carrying A V -8B attack jets 
and Cobra attack helicopters, as well as a 2,000-man 
Marine Expeditionary Unit. Another force might con
sist of a Tomahawk sea-launched cruise-missile
equipped Aegis cruiser, a guided missile destroyer, 
attack submarines, and P-3land-based maritime patrol 
aircraft. 

In addition to these "maritime" approaches to 
sustaining overseas presence, a new concept is being 
developed that envisions using tailored joint forces to 
conduct overseas presence operations. These "Adap
tive Joint Force Packages" could contain a mix of air, 
land, special operations, and maritime forces tailored 
to meet a theater commander's needs. These forces, 
plus designated backup units in the United States, 
would train jointly to provide the specific capabilities 
needed on station and on call during any particular 
period. Like maritime task forces, these joint force 
packages will also be capable of participating in com
bined military exercises with allied and friendly forces. 

Together, these approaches will give us a variety of 
ways to manage our overseas presence profile, balanc
ing carrier availability with the deployment of other 
types of units. Given this flexible approach to provid-
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B-2 bombers being refueled by KC-10 tanker. 

ing forces for overseas presence, we can meet the needs 
of our strategy with a fleet of eleven active aircraft 
carriers and one reserve/training carrier. 

Nuclear Forces 

The changing security environment presents sig
nificant uncertainties and challenges in planning our 
strategic nuclear force structure. In light of the dissolu
tion of the Warsaw Pact, the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, the conclusion of the START I and II treaties, 
and our improving relationship with Russia, the threat 
of a massive nuclear attack on the United States is 
lower than at any time in many years. 

However, a number of issues affecting our future 
strategic nuclear posture must still be addressed. Tens 
of thousands of nuclear weapons continue to be de
ployed on Russian territory and on the territory of three 
other former Soviet republics. Even under START II, 
Russia will retain a sizable residual nuclear arsenal. 
And, despite promising trends, the future political 
situation in Russia remains highly uncertain. 

In addition, many obstacles must be overcome 
before the ratification of START II, foremost of which 
are Ukrainian ratification of START I and Ukraine's 
and Kazakhstan's accession to the Nuclear Nonpro
liferation Treaty as non-nuclear-weapon states -
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a condition required by Russia prioir to implementing 
START I. Moreover, even if these obstacles can be 
overcome, implementation of the reductions mandated 

I 

in START I and II will not be completed for almost 10 
years. Thus, while the United States has already 
removed more than 3,500 warhe!ids from ballistic 
missile systems slated for elimination under START I 
(some 90 percent of the total required), in light of 
current uncertainties, we must t~e a measured ap
proach to further reductions. 

Two principal guidelines shape' our future require-
' ments for strategic nuclear forces: providing an effec-

tive deterrent while remaining within START I and II 
limits, and allowing for additional forces to be recon
stituted in the event of a threatening reversal of events. 
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The Bottom-Up Review did riot address nuclear 
force structure in detail. As a follow-up to the review, 
a comprehensive study of U.S. nm;lear forces is being 
conducted. For planning purposes, we are evolving 
toward a future strategic nuclear force that by 2003 will 
include: 

• 18 Trident submarines equipped with C-4 and 
D-5 missiles. 

• 500 Minuteman III missiles, each carrying a 
single warhead. 

• Up to 94 B-52H bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles and 20 B-2 bombers. 

a 
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Determining the overall force structure needed to 
provide the building blocks we have identified for new 
dangers and opportunities rests on the key question: 
How many of each type of building block might need 
to be engaged at once? The answer depends on the 
nature and number of dangers that threaten us at any 
given time. Figure 6 shows where and how we will 
need to engage building blocks as the international 
environment shifts from peacetime to multiple crises 
or conflicts and back to peace. 

In peacetime, we will conduct routine overseas 
presence operations. Moreover, the nature of the new 
regional dangers and our recent experience suggests 
that we will also need building blocks for lower-scale 
operations such as peacekeeping and peace enforce
ment, as well as humanitarian assistance and disaster 
relief activities. Beyond these types of operations, we 
will routinely hold large forces in "strategic reserve." 

Conflict Dynamics 

SITUATION I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FORCES 
ENGAGED 

FORCES 
AVAILABLE 

PEACETIME 
DISPOSITION 
OF FORCES 

Reserve Forces 

U.S. ENGAGED 
IN ONE MAC 

Reserve Forces 

U.S. SHIFTING 
TO TWO MRCs 

MRC#2 

Figure 6 

U.S. ENGAGED 
IN SECOND MAC 

d~WIN MRC#2 

POST-CONFLICT 
PERIOD 

Reserve Forces 
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If a major regional conflict erup~s, we will deploy 
a substantial portion of our forces stationed in the 
United States and draw on our overseas presence forces 
to put in place the capabilities needed to first halt and 

I 

then defeat an aggressor. If we feel it is prudent to do 
so, we can keep other forces engaged in a smaller-scale 
operation like peacekeeping while responding to a 
single MRC 

If a second MRC breaks out shortly after the first, 
we will need to pull together and deploy another 
building block of forces to assist :our allies in the 
threatened area in halting and def~ating the second 
aggressor. The forces for that effort would come from 
a further reallocation of overseas presence forces, any 
forces still engaged in smaller-scale operations, and 
most of our remaining forces bas~d in the United 
States. These forces would include a combination of 
air, ground, and maritime units deployed concurrently 
with those dispatched to the first MRC Selected high~ 
leverage and mobile intelligence, c6mmand and con
trol, and air capabilities would be redeployed from the 
first MRC to the second as circumstances permitted. 
As will be described later, combat ;forces in the Na
tional Guard and reserves would play an important role 
in creating this building block. ' 

1 
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BUILDING AN OVERALL FORCE STRUCTURE 

As also shown in Figure 6, while the force building 
blocks would shift in order to provide the capability to 
fight two MRCs, there will continue to be a simulta
neous requirement for forces and capabilities to main
tain strategic nuclear deterrence, ·conduct overseas 
presence, peace enforcement, or other types of inter
vention operations, and provide a strategic reserve of 
mostly Guard and reserve forces back in the United 
States. 

Once we had won both MRCs, our forces would 
assume a more routine, peacetime posture. However, 
as Figure 6 depicts, some forces would probably re
main in the regions to maintain stability and to prevent 
any further problems from arising in the conflicts' 
aftermath. 

Overall Force Structure 

On the basis of a comprehen~ive assessment of 
U.S. defense needs, the Bottom-Up Review deter
mined that the force structure shown in Figure 7, which 
will be reached by about the end of the decade, can 
carry out our strategy and meet our national security 
requirements. 

U.S. Force Structure - 1999 

Army 10 divisions (active) 
5+ divisions (reserve) 

I 
11 aircraft carriers (active) 

Navy ' 1 aircraft carrier (reserve/training) 
45-55 attack submarines 
346 ships 

I 13 fighter wings (active) I 
' 

Air Force 7 fighter wings (reserve) 
Up to 184 bombers (B-52H, B-1, B-2) 

I 
3 Marine Expeditionary Forces 

Marine Corps ' 174,000 personnel (active end-strength) 
42,000 personnel (reserve end-strength) 

18 ballistic missile submarines 
Strategic Nuclea~ Up to 94 B-52H bombers 
Forces (by 2003) • 20 B-2 bombers 

500 Minuteman IIIICBMs (single warhead) 

Figure 7 
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This force structure will meet our requirements 
both for overseas presence in peacetime and for a wide 
range of smaller-scale operations. It will also give the 
United States the ability to prevail in the most stressing 
situation we may face- two major regional conflicts 
occurring nearly simultaneously. 

In addition, the force structure provides sufficient 
capabilities for strategic deterrence and defen~e It also 
provides enough forces, primarily reserve co onent, 
to be held in strategic reserve and utilized if d when 
needed. For example, reserve forces could deploy to 
one or both MRCs, if operations do not go as we had 
planned. Alternatively, they could be used to "backfill" 
for overseas presence forces redeployed to an MRC. 

Within this overall force structure, each of the 
services will be making changes in order to support the 
defense strategy and provide the capabilities needed to 
win major regional conflicts quickly and decisively. 

Army. Forward stationing of Army forces will be 
reduced, but greater use of prepositioning will improve 
the Army's ability to introduce heavy forces early in a 
conflict. Battlefield mobility and flexibility will be 
enhanced through helicopter and other selected mod
ernization programs. Thus, although smaller, the Army 
will be more capable of delivering decisive combat 
power early to a distant region. 

Navy. While cutting significantly the forces de
voted to "blue water" sea control, the Navy is undertak
ing improvements and innovations in naval air and 
amphibious lift that will enhance its ability to bring 
power to bear in a land battle. 

Air Force. The Air Force will also be reshaped to 
increase its ability to bring early firepower to regional 
battlefields. This will come through utilizing all of its 
assets - from long-range bombers to short-range 
strike aircraft- and enhancing their capabilities with 
improved munitions and the continued introduction of 
stealth technology. Airlift capabilities will also be 
modernized to ensure the rapid flow of personnel and 
equipment to distant regions when needed. 
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Marine Corps. Through prudent modernization, 
prepositioning, and a high level of training, the Marine 
Corps will capitalize on its ability to bring ready and 
well-supported combat capability to a battlefield quickly 
and effectively. 

Analysis of Alternative Force Structures 
and Mixes 

In the analysis supporting the Bottom-Up Review, 
four separate force structure options were investigated. 
The options were designed to meet successively more 
demanding regional defense strategies. Figure 8 illus
trates the range of options considered. Option 3 - a 
force structure adequate to win two nearly simulta
neous MRCs - represents, in broad terms, the ap
proach we have chosen. 

Option 1 would require the fewest resources, 
allowing us to reduce the defense budget and redirect 
excess funds to other national priorities. But, in pro
viding only enough forces and capabilities to fight one 
major regional conflict at a time, this option would 
leave us vulnerable to the possibility that a potential 
aggressor might choose to take advantage of the situ
ation if virtually all of our forces were already engaged 
in a conflict elsewhere. At a minimum, choosing this 
approach would require us to scale back or terminate 
certain existing mutual defense treaties and long-stand
ing commitments, with a corresponding reduction in 
our influence in those regions where we chose to 
abandon a major leadership role. 

Option 2 frees additional resources for other na
tional priorities, but is premised on the risky assump
tion that, if we are challenged in one region, respond to 
the aggression, and then are challenged shortly after
wards in another region, a sizable block of our remain
ing forces will have the stamina and capability to defeat 
the first adversary, move to another region possibly 
several thousand miles distant, and defeat a second 
adversary. Choosing this option might provide suffi
cient military strength in peacetime to maintain 
America's global leadership, but it would heighten the 
risk in wartime associated with carrying out a two
MRC strategy. 
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Section IV 

BUILDING AN OVERALL FORCE STRUCTURE 

Force O,ptions for Major Regional Conflicts 

STRATEGY 

Army • 8 Active Divisions • 10 Active Divisions • I 0 Active Divisions • 12 Active Divisions 
• 6 Reserve Division • 6 Reserve Division • 15 Reserve Enhanced- • 8 Reserve Enhanced 

Equivalents Equivalents Readiness Brigades Equivalents 

Navy • 8 Carrier • I 0 Carrier Battle • I I Carrier Battle • 12 Carrier 
Battle Groups I Groups Groups Battle Groups 

• I Reserve Carrier 
I 

Marine 
I 

• 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades 

Corps • I Reserve Division • I Reserve Division • I Reserve Division • I Reserve Division 

Air Force • 10 Active Fighter • 13 Active Fighter • 13 Active Fighter • 14 Active Fighter 
Wings I Wings Wings Wings 

• 6 Reserve Fighter • 7 Reserve Fighter • 7 Reserve Fighter • I 0 Reserve Fighter 
Wings I Wings Wings Wings 

Force Enhancements 

Figure 8 

Option 3 provides sufficiently capable and flex
ible military forces to position the United States to be 
a leader and shaper of global affa,irs for positive change. 
It allows us to carry forward' with confidence our 
strategy of being able to fight and win two major 
regional conflicts nearly simultaneously. However, it 
leaves little other active force structure to provide other 
overseas presence or to conduct !peacekeeping or other 
lower-intensity operations if we had to fight two MRCs 
at once. If such tasks became hecessary, or if either 
MRC did not evolve as we antic;ipated, then we might 
be required to activate significant numbers of reserve 
component forces. Also key to the Option 3 force's 
ability to carry out its strategy are a series of critical 
force enhancements described in Section III, including 
additional prepositioning of brigade sets of equipment, 

increased stocks of antiarmor precision-guided muni
tions, more early-arriving naval air power, and other 
initiatives. 

Option 4 would allow us to fight and win two 
MRCs nearly simultaneously ~hile continuing to sus
tain some other overseas presence and perhaps an 
additional peacekeeping, peace enforcement, or other 
intervention-type operation. However, to maintain 
forces of this size would require significant additional 
resources, thereby eliminating any "peace dividend" 
the American people are expecting as a result of the end 
of the Cold War. Yet our analysis showed that, despite 
this larger investment, Option 4 would provide only a 
small increment of increased military capability. 
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BUILDING AN OVERALL FORCE STRUCTURE 

Assessment of Alternative Force Mixes 

Each of the four strategy and force structure op
tions was tested by "weighting" the various mixes in 
favor of land, sea, or air contributions. The analysis 
indicated that, in some circumstances, placing empha
sis on certain types of forces or capabilities could help 
offset the loss of certain other capabilities or forces. 
For example, additional ground forces might be able to 
compensate for the loss of some air contributions when 
dealing with guerrilla or insurgency threats where 
terrain is thick and constrained, or where the enemy is 
not technologically advanced. Alternatively, the sub
stitution of air power for some ground forces might be 
supportable in cases where terrain is open, the enemy 
is high! y dependent on key industries, resources, or 
utilities, or heavy armored forces are engaged in some 
other conventional conflict. Even among air compo-
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nents, certain environments or circumstances favor the 
use of land-based versus sea-based air forces or vice 
versa. 

Nevertheless, while the analysis indicated that a 
force structure geared toward particular types of forces 
might enhance overall capabilities under very specific 
conditions, it would also create serious vulnerabilities 
under other circumstances. Given the great uncer
tainty as to where, when, and how future crises might 
occur, anything but a carefully balanced force will risk 
ineffectiveness, high casualties, or a failure to meet 
objectives. The basic conclusion of the analysis was 
that the balanced force structure we have selected is the 
best choice to execute our defense strategy and main
tain the flexibility needed to deal with the wide range 
of dangers we may face. 



SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

INTRODUCTION 

Along with developing a strategy to address new 
dangers and seize new opportunities, and planning 
capable and ready forces to carry out that strategy, we 
must also ensure that America's armed forces remain 
the best equipped in the world. Thus, as part of the 
Bottom-Up Review, we conducted a comprehensive 
evaluation of key modernization programs within the 
Department of Defense. Throughout the process, a 
number of considerations helped shape our assessment 
of future modernization needs and guided our deci
sions on weapon system acquisitions. 

Of foremost concern was operational need. We 
began with an assessment of the strategies to be carried 
out by U.S. combatant commanders in the future, 
evolving threats to which those strategies must re
spond, and promising approaches to addressing those 
threats. In the past, our weapons were designed almost 
exclusively to counter Soviet systems. In the post
Cold War era, our weaponry and equipment must be 
able to deal with myriad potential threats and with 
weapon systems of various origin. Moreover, we must 
be prepared to employ our military systems in a wide 
range of physical environments and operational set
tings. Improved interoperability with the forces of 
other countries is also a high priority. 

Second, our evaluation was guided by the pros
pects for a variety of new technologies to provide 
substantial enhancements to the capabilities of U.S. 
weapon systems - those that are already operational 
as well as those in development. The review took into 
account the potential contributions of enhanced sup
port systems (such as surveillance and communica
tions assets), advanced munitions, and new major 
systems, seeking to identify those that could provide 
the greatest "value added" under a constrained budget. 

The technological revolution now taking place has 
a number of implications for the design and upgrade of 
military systems: 

• In order to take best advantage of technological 
advances, the entire weapons procurement cycle 
must be shortened. so that weapon systems fielded 
today are not dependent on the technology of a 
decade ago. 

• The revolution in weapons technology also sug
gests that we must reexamine our concepts for 
employing certain weapons- tanks, aircraft, mis
siles, and the like- on the battlefield. Advances 
in information technology, materials, and elec
tronics, if properly incorporated into weapons, 
hold promise of providing significant advantages 
for U.S. forces against potential adversaries. 

A third important consideration in our moderniza
tion review was the changing nuclear threat and its 
implications for future U.S. defense strategy. Because 
of the transformation in the relationship between the 
United States and Russia, as exemplified by the dra
matic nuclear reductions called for in the START I and 
START II treaties, we do not have to invest as many 
resources in nuclear deterrence as was the case at the 
height of the Cold War. At the same time, the prolif
eration of weapons of mass destruction presents a new 
challenge to U.S. security that must be taken into 
account and guide our research and development ef
forts in the coming years. 

Finally, ensuring the long-term viability of critical 
elements of the defense industrial base played a signifi
cant role in our deliberations. The defense industrial 
base will shrink substantially as a result of the reduc
tions in defense spending that have been occurring and 
are projected for the future. However, it is important 
that this adjustment be accomplished carefully. with an 
eye toward preserving those parts of the industrial base 
that are essential to our long-term defense needs and 
that would be difficult or costly to reconstitute once 
lost. 
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The modernization review focused on major pro
grams that involve the potential fo,r significant invest
ment. These programs include: 

• Theater air forces 

• Attack and reconnaissance helicopters 

• Ballistic missile defense 

• Aircraft carriers 

• Attack submarines 

• Space launch 

Section V: Modernization 
INTRODUCTION 

.j 

• Military satellite comrnunibtions 
I 

I 

• V -22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft 
I 

Summaries of our findings in each of these areas 
I 

are presented in the remainder of this section. 
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SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

THEATER AIR FORCES 

Theater air forces provide the United States the 
ability to project military power rapidly and effectively 
in defense of vital interests. In times of crisis, the 
prompt availability of these forces helps to deter ag
gression and protect U.S. and allied interests. If con
flicts arise, U.S. air power provides a versatile, fast, and 
lethal means of countering hostile forces and neutral
izing enemy threats in the air, at sea, and on the ground. 
We saw this vividly demonstrated in Operation Desert 
Storm. 

By virtue of their rapid responsiveness and opera
tional flexibility, theater air forces are well suited to the 
demands of the new defense strategy. As the focus of 
planning shifts from global war to regional conflicts, as 
our overseas presence declines, and as our forces grow 
smaller. we recognize that theater air forces will un- · 
doubtedly play an even greater role in any future 
conflict in which the United States is engaged. The 
effectiveness of air operations in the Persian Gulf War 
underscores the necessity of funding theater air mod
ernization at a level sufficient to maintain our techno
logical edge and our domination of the skies. 

The Problem 

A number of combat aircraft that were key to our 
success in Operation Desert Storm and have been the 
core of our aviation structure for many years are aging 
and must be replaced. For example, by 1995, the 
average age of the Navy's inventory of A-6 Intruder 
medium-attack aircraft will be more than 20 years
the age at which such aircraft have typically been 
retired - and some will be even older. Other air
frames, including the F- I 5C/D Eagle, F-!6A/B Fight
ing Falcon, and F-14AID Tomcat, will need to be 
retired beginning early in the 21st century. 

Replacing these airframes is a complex and expen
sive undertaking involving difficult trade-offs. The 
selection of replacement aircraft is complicated by 
several factors and questions that were considered as 

theater air modernization requirements were evaluated 
for the Bottom-Up Review. 

First, new aircraft that incorporate important ad
vances in low observability ("stealth"), advanced avi
onics, greater range and speed, and improved muni
tions are quite expensive, with the cost per aircraft 
averaging 30 to 50 percent more than that of current
generation systems. Thus, we must determine how 
many of what types of these new aircraft are affordable, 
and what level of technology they should incorporate. 

Second, during the Cold War, we sized and shaped 
our theater air forces to meet the formidable threat of a 
global conflict with the Soviet Union. With the disso
lution of theW arsaw Pact and the Soviet Union, we can 
reduce the overall size of our combat air structure while 
selectively modernizing it in order to maintain its 
superiority over any potential aggressor. In determin
ing how many of what types of new aircraft are needed, 
we had to carefully assess the projected threats that our 
aircraft are likely to face in this new, post Cold-War 
world, both from advanced aircraft and from modern 
air defenses. 

Third, certain modernization requirements are more 
pressing than others. As mentioned earlier, the A-6 is 
the airframe in greatest need of early replacement. Our 
general approach on theater air modernization was to 
make only those programmatic decisions that needed 
to be made now in order to correct current deficiencies, 
while protecting our flexibility in choosing moderniza
tion options in the future. 

Fourth, while there is only one U.S. Air Force, both 
the Navy and Marine Corps have sizable tactical avia
tion elements that include different types of advanced, 
fixed-wing combat aircraft. Historically, the Air Force 
and the Navy have developed new combat aircraft 
separately and individually- efforts at joint develop
ment of a single aircraft type to meet the requirements 
of both services have met with very limited success. 
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Nevertheless, our review analyzed the potential for 
substantial cost savings through joint Air Force-Navy 
development of single aircraft types and components 
to meet the requirements of both services. 

I 

Fifth was the issue of the defense industrial base. 
With the drawdown in our defense structure comes a 
reduced need for aircraft production capacity. Cur
rently, nearly all aircraft prime contractors are operat
ing at approximately 50 percent of capacity, and that 
figure is projected to decline to 40 percent by the year 
2000. In looking at modernization options, we had to 
consider how best to preserve needed aircraft design 
and production capacity and competitiveness, while 
allowing the defense companies that remain to transi
tion smoothly to reduced requir~ments. 

Sixth, as we reduce our overall forces and defense 
funding levels we will not be able to afford several 

I 

types of special-purpose aircraft. Multirole aircraft 
capable of air superiority, strike, and possibly support 
missions have a high "payoff." . 

I 

While taking account of the~e issues, we also had 
to address such related factors as the proper allocation 
of roles, missions, and functions among the services. 
For example, the Bottom-Up Review considered how 

I 

Marine Corps aviation could best be modernized, and 
how it might be better integrated with the Navy's 
carrier battle groups. A second. "roles and missions" 
issue was whether naval aviati~n should continue to 
stress the capability to strike so-called "deep interdic
tion" targets- a requirement for which the A-6 and its 
successor, the A/F-X, are both specifically designed. 

I 

The Threat 

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the 
I 

Warsaw Pact, the threats that U.S. combat aircraft will 
face over the next decade are likely to be less intense 
than was the case during the Cold War. However, the 

I 

countries of the former Soviet Union, especially Rus-
sia and Ukraine, as well as France and other Western 
states continue to field sophisticated fighter aircraft 
and ground-based air defense systems, including high-

' performance surface-to-air missiles, that in many ways 
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match and possibly exceed the capabilities of our own 
currently fielded systems. More important, these coun
tries are aggressively selling their most advanced weap
ons in the international market, which increases the 
potential for countries hostile to our interests acquiring 
far more capable aircraft and air defense systems. 

Moreover, Russia, France, and other countries are 
carrying out sophisticated dev~lopment programs for 
aircraft, air-to-air missiles, and surface-to-air missiles 
with dramatically improved lethality. These systems 
are likely to be sold internationally over the next 
decade. 

Current Theater Air PrC!grams ' 

Currently, there are a number of theater air mod
ernization programs underway and in various stages of 
development. 

• The F-22 is being developed by the Air Force as 
its air-superiority fighter for the future. The designated 
replacement for the F-15 C/D, the F-22 is currently 
well into engineering development, with procurement 
scheduled to begin in 1997. The aircraft is slated to 
enter operation in 2003. 

• The F/ A-18 EJF aircraft is a derivative of the 
current multimission, carrier-capable F/A-18 A/B/C/D 
models. It is considered a relatively low-risk develop
ment program that will provide a more advanced fighter 
and attack capability, including greater payload and 
range, as well as improved survivability because of 
enhanced low-observable features. The F/ A-18 EJF is 
to replace some F/A-18s, F-14s, and A-6s beginning in 
2001. 

• The A/F-X Advanced, Strike Aircraft is a 
multirole, carrier-capable aircraft being developed 
jointly by the Navy and the Air Force to replace the 
Navy's A-6 and F-14 fleets and the Air Force's F-Ill, 
F-15E, and F-117 aircraft. The A/F-X incorporates 
stealth technology, along with advanced avionics, coun
termeasures, and other performance improvements. 
The aircraft is still in the earlx developmental stage 
(concept definition is complete but a specific design 
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Navy F/A-18 aircraft landing on an aircraft carrier. 

has not yet been selected), with initial deployment 
planned for 2008. 

• The Multirole Fighter (MRF) is envisioned as a 
relatively low-cost but stealthy replacement for the Air 
Force's F-16 multirole aircraft, and perhaps for Navy 
and Marine Corps F/A-18 aircraft, beginning in 2015. 

The dilemma we faced as we began the Bottom-Up 
Review was a recognition that, given the tremendous 
costs entailed in buying these aircraft, proceeding with 
all of them as planned would absorb a significant 
percentage of our overall research and development 
and procurement funding both in the near term and 
beyond. 

The total cost for all four programs has been 
estimated to be almost $320 billion in FY 1994 dollars. 
Much of this funding would be required in the years 
beyond the 1994-99 Future Years Defense Program 
(FYDP) -the so-called "bow wave" effect- mean
ing that decisions taken now on aircraft modernization 
will affect how we spend scarce procurement dollars 
for years to come. Even within the FYDP period, costs 
would be significant, totaling over $33 billion. Thus, 
to pursue all of these programs simultaneously would 
have meant deferring or canceling other vital weapons 
modernization programs over the next decade. We 
needed to examine alternatives. 

37 

Options Examined 

Several alternative strategies for modernizing our 
theater air forces were considered. The options were 
evaluated in terms of their costs and capabilities, re
sponsiveness to operational requirements, and other 
parameters. 

The various modernization options were assessed 
against postulated threats during three different time 
periods (2003, 2013, 2023) in a large-scale theater air 
campaign. The results indicated that options of similar 
cost produced relatively equal levels of effectiveness, 
with no single option standing out as the most cost
effective. This led to the conclusion that no single 
modernization option identifiable at this time could 
best meet our anticipated theater air requirements for 
the next thirty years. 

Accordingly, we elected to take a different ap
proach- making only the theater air decisions that need 
to be made today and preserving maximum flexibility 
for future program choices. 

The Decision 

The incremental approach we have adopted makes 
the decisions that must be made now: (I) replacing the 
Navy's aging A-6 ground attack aircraft, and (2) pro
ceeding with the F-22 to ensure technology domi
nance. In summary: 

• We will proceed with development and procure
ment of the F/ A-18 ElF to achieve initial opera
tional capability in 2001. Once production of the 
ElF version has begun in 1997, production of the 
Fl A-18 C/D model will be terminated. 

• We will retire all A-6 aircraft by 1998. To help 
compensate for the A-6's retirement, we will up
grade the F-14 with a limited ground-attack capa
bility. 

• We will also proceed with development and 
procurement of the F-22 , looking toward an initial 
operational capability by 2003. The F-22's 
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quantum improvements in stealth, "supercruise" 
capability, and avionics wiil make it the best air
superiority fighter in the world for the foreseeable 
future. We will also incorpor,ate a precision ground
attack capability into the F-22 at the very outset of 
production, thus providing a multirole capability 
that greatly improves the aircraft's utility and cost
effectiveness. 

• WewillcanceltheA/F-XimdtheMRF. Wealso 
plan to terminate all production of the F-16 after 
FY 1994. These actions will:save significant funds 
both over the FYDP period and in future years. 

Developmental version of Air Force's F-22 aircraft. 

I 

Additionally, we will launch a Joint Advanced 
Strike Technology Program tha~ focuses on develop
ing common components for future engines, avionics, 
ground support, training, muni,tions, and advanced 
mission planning. The technologies pursued under this 
program could be used with any future combat aircraft 
the nation decides to build. These common technolo
gies account for the bulk of the cost incurred in acquir
ing and operating aircraft. Different airframes -the 
chief differentiator between land-based and carrier
based aircraft - are a lesser part of overall aircraft 
costs. Thus, we are aiming for a combat aircraft that, 
in terms of cost, is 80 percent "joint," although there 
may be different airframe silhouettes. We believe this 
will significantly reduce development and production 
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costs for the next generation of Navy and Air Force 
aircraft, even if we elect to proceed with different 
airframes. 

The Joint Advanced Strike Technology program 
will develop several technology demonstrator aircraft 
to explore different technologies that could be incorpo
rated into future aircraft. From these technology dem
onstrators, prototype aircraft would then be developed 
to help choose the next-generation replacement for the 
A-6, F-14, F-16, and F-Ill as they reach the end of 
their service lives. 

We will also strengthen supporting capabilities. 
First, this involves a joint munitions program to ensure 
that high-leverage, highly accurate weapons (such as 
the Joint Standoff Weapon and Joint Direct Attack 
Munition) are available to destroy targets with mini
mum collateral damage. Second, we will improve our 
targeting capabilities so that we can better utilize these 
weapons. Third, we will improve the conventional 
bombing capabilities of our long-range B-1, B-2, and 
B-52 bombers. 

Our program will also protect the industrial base 
necessary to meet projected theater air modernization 
needs. Production of both the F/A-18 ElF and the F-22 
at modest annual rates will allow us to preserve aircraft 
production lines for other futu~e needs. Development 
of these aircraft, as well as our joint advanced technol
ogy program, will allow us to maintain critical aircraft 
design teams. 

This approach to theater air modernization -
proceeding with the F/A-18 Elf and F-22, and with a 
robust technology development and demonstration 
effort to lay the foundation for future aircraft selection 
- provides a sound combination of programs that 
responds to foreseeable mission requirements, 
affordability concerns, a new threat environment, and 
priorities for replacement, while simultaneously pre
paring for future operational ne,eds. 

-



SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

ATTACK AND RECONNAISSANCE HELICOPTERS 

The Army has two main types of armed helicop
ters: attack and reconnaissance. Attack helicopters 
engage and destroy armored vehicles and other enemy 
targets. Reconnaissance (or "scout") helicopters per
form intelligence-gathering, surveillance, and target 
acquisition and designation missions. 

Army combat helicopters contribute in important 
ways to the new post-Cold War defense strategy. In 
times of crisis, they can either self-deploy or be air
lifted to distant areas, arriving in significantly less time 
than ground forces. Moreover, they provide substantial 
combat power relative to the amount of air transport 
required to deploy them. With their ability to adapt and 
perform multiple roles on the modern battlefield, com
bat helicopters are key contributors to the Army's 
ability to conduct the fast-paced, maneuver-type war
fare that we expect to dominate future conflicts. 

The Army currently has about 3,300 combat heli
copters of five different types: the OH-6 and 
OH-58A/C Kiowa, which are reconnaissance helicop
ters; the AH-1 Cobra and OH-58D Kiowa Warrior, 
which perform armed reconnaissance and attack mis
sions in support of light forces; and the AH-64A 
Apache, an attack helicopter. Under the Aviation 
Redesign Initiative, the Army is reducing the size of its 
helicopter fleet as part of its overall force reduction, 
while modernizing the helicopter forces that remain. 

The Problem 

The majority ofOH-58 A/Cs and AH-ls have met 
or exceeded their expected service life of 20 years and 
are in need of replacement. The OH-58D and AH-64 
are newer, but have not been produced in the quantities 
or with the capabilities needed to meet all of the 
Army's attack and reconnaissance requirements. 

In addition, recent joint exercises and operations, 
including Operation Desert Storm, have identified a 
number of operational shortfalls in the armed recon-

naissance/light attack helicopter fleet. These include 
limited night and adverse weather capability; inad
equate reliability, maintainability, and supportability; 
insufficient survivability; inability to destroy the full 
range of ground targets; limited shipboard compatibil
ity; limited air-to-air combat capability; and other 
deficiencies. 

Army Aviation Modernization Plan 

During the previous administration, the Army de
veloped a modernization plan for attack and reconnais
sance helicopters that included three main compo
nents: 

• Modifying existing AH -64As to the AH -64 C/D 
Longbow configuration. The mast-mounted Longbow 
fire control radar enhances the survivability and target
ing capability of attack helicopters. It allows them to 
fire rapidly on large numbers of air or ground targets, 
even in adverse weather, when used in conjunction 
with an advanced Hellfire missile. After firing the 
current laser-guided Hellfire, a helicopter must remain 
in the vicinity of the target in order to guide the missile 
while it is in flight; this exposes the helicopter to enemy 
fire. The Longbow Hellfire uses a new "fire and forget" 
guidance system that does not require a designator, 
thus improving helicopter survivability. Approxi
mately 227 Apaches would be modified to the "D" 
version and another 529 would become AH-64 Cs. The 
D models would receive Longbow radars, new im
proved engines, and other enhancements. The 
AH-64 Cs would receive modifications enabling them 
to carry and fire Longbow Hellfire missiles, but they 
would not actually be outfitted with the new fire 
control radar. 

• Procuring the RAH -66 Comanche helicopter for 
the armed reconnaissance mission or attack mission in 
support of light forces. The plan was to buy approxi
mately 1,300 Comanches, of which about one-third 
would be equipped with a downsized Longbow 
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system. The Comanche is a state-of-the-art helicopter 
that provides better self-deployability, greater night 
and adverse weather capability, improved lethality and 
air combat capability, higher survivability and reliabil
ity, and lower operating and sup~ort costs. 

I 

• Purchasing additional OH-~8D helicopters until 
the Comanche is introduced. To fill the near-term gap 
in production until the Comanche is deployed, ap
proximately 350 OH-58D Kiowa Warriors would be 
purchased and fielded as interim armed reconnais
sance/light attack helicopters. This element of the 
Army's plan has, in fact, already been mostly funded, 
with production scheduled to be completed in FY 
1995. 

The Threat 

The primary threats to attack and reconnaissance 
helicopters are surface-to-air missiles and antiaircraft 
artillery. These weapons are rel~tively inexpensive, 
often simple to operate, and are found in very large 
numbers worldwide. Other attack helicopters armed 
with air-to-air missiles and cannons could also pose a 
threat. 

In the past, our helicopter forces were designed 
primarily to counter Soviet air defenses and combat 
aircraft. In the post-Cold War era, our principal con
cern in considering attack and reconnaissance helicop-

' ter requirements is the air defenses, combat aircraft, 
and missiles projected to be deployed by regional 

I 

I 

AH-64 Apache helicopter with Longbow radar. 
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powers we might have to face. In assessing the utility 
of the Longbow system on the AH-64D and RAH-66, 
we also need to consider existing and projected future 
techniques of concealment and countermeasures that 
could reduce Longbow's effectiveness. 

I 

As with other types of weapons, the demise of the 
Soviet Union and the need for hard currency by the 
former Soviet republics has meant that Soviet weap
ons, including advanced air defense systems and com
bat helicopters, are being exported in significant num
ber. Other European countries are also manufacturing 
and marketing such systems. As these weapons prolif
erate, the threat emerging in some regions, particularly 
the Middle East, could approach that previously found 
only in Europe, although inventory levels and the 
capability to integrate air defenses could be a limiting 
factor. This prospect makes the survivability, lethality, 
and other enhancements of the RAH-66 and AH-640 
Longbow a priority. 

Options Examined 

Three options for modernizing the attack and re
connaissance helicopter force were examined: 

• Option 1 would maintain the previously planned 
modernization program, procuring and fielding both 
the AH-64 C/D with Longbow and the RAH-66 
Comanche. One-third of the RAH-66 fleet would be 
fielded with the Longbow fire control radar. The 
Army's AH-1 and OH-58 A/C andD helicopters would 
be phased out as the new systems became operational. 

• Option 2 would terminate the RAH -66 program 
but retain the AH-64 C/D. The AH-64 modification 
program would be the same as under Option I, except 
that additional AH-64s would be purchased to perform 
the heavy attack mission. Additional OH-58D aircraft 
would be procured to perform the light attack/armed 
reconnaissance mission. This option also phases out 
the Army's AH-ls and OH-58 AI_Cs. 

• Option 3 would terminate the AH-64 C/D modi
fication program and procure and field the RAH-66 
without the Longbow radar. The Longbow radar 
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would be returned to a technology base program until 
the technology has further matured. No Longbow
capable Hellfire missiles would be procured. The AH
I and OH-58 NC and D would be phased out. 

A fourth option that would have terminated both 
the AH-64 CID and the RAH-66 was considered in the 
initial stages of the review. That option was rejected 
because it did not meet the combat helicopter require
ments of the new defense strategy. 

Marine Corps attack/reconnaissance helicopters 
were excluded from the review. The Marine Corps 
does not employ armed reconnaissance helicopters, 
and the AH-1 W is its only attack helicopter. The 
AH-1 W is a shipboard-compatible system currently 
produced at the rate of 12 per year. Altering this 
program by the introduction of an additional type of 
helicopter or replacing the AH-1 W in the near term 
would not offer any cost savings or increase the effec
tiveness of Marine Corps attack helicopters. However, 
the Bottom-Up Review did 1ookatreplacing the Army's 
Comanche helicopter with the AH -1 Wand determined 
that it was not the best option. 

Evaluation of Options 

The options were evaluated according to four 
criteria: (I) combat effectiveness; (2) technical risk; 
(3) acquisition and life-cycle cost; (4) and effects on 
the defense industrial base. 

RAH-66 Comanche helicopter. 
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Much of the analysis was derived from previous 
studies. Those earlier studies had looked at a range of 
scenarios and threat levels, involving company through 
corps-level missions, and they included evaluations of 
the lethality, survivability, sustainability, and 
deployabi1ity of alternative helicopter forces. 

A group of outside experts was asked to evaluate 
the analysis conducted for the Bottom-Up Review. The 
group concluded that there was some technical risk 
associated with Longbow's development. One such 
risk was the radar's inability to recognize and identify, 
as well as detect and classify, stationary ground targets 
at the longer ranges from which it could enable missiles 
to be fired. This poses a potential "identification of 
friend and foe" problem. But the group concluded that 
the risk was manageable, and that the advantages of the 
system, even if this full capability cannot be obtained, 
make it a very cost-effective force enhancement. 

The cost analysis led to the conclusion that mod
ernization is not the major contributor to the total cost 
of any option. Longbow adds approximately 10 per
cent to the life-cycle cost of Options I and 3, and the 
Comanche constitutes about one-third of the cost of 
Option I. Overall, Option 3 is the lowest-cost near
term option, but it saves little over the long term. 
Option 2 saves little during the FYDP period, but it 
does reduce long-term costs significantly. 

The industrial base assessment concluded that the 
modernization options could all be executed with the 
current helicopter industrial base, which has consider
able excess design, engineering, and production capac
ity. Option 3 would probably lead to the loss of one 
prime contractor, but it would increase the utilization 
of the other three major helicopter manufacturers. If 
both the RAH-66 and V -22 were developed and fielded, 
the United States would probably retain its more than 
50 percent share of the world's civil and military 
helicopter market. Without these programs, that figure 
would drop to 40 percent. 
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Option 1. The previously planned program pro
vides significant improvements ih both lethality and 
survivability and solves many of ~he current deficien
cies in night and adverse weather capability. It pro
vides a balanced, deployable, and sustainable fleet. 
But it also is the most costly of the' three options at any 
of the force levels considered. 

Option 2. By terminating the RAH-66 program, 
this option emphasizes near-term improvements in the 
attack helicopter inventory but lell;ves major deficien
cies in armed reconnaissance capabilities. The techni
cal risks associated with the Longbow program re
main. Option 2 is the least costly of the three alterna
tives over the program lifetime, but it costs more in the 
near term because of the investment in OH-58Ds and 
improved AH-64s. 

Option 3. By terminating Longbow but proceed
ing with the RAH-66, this option makes long-term 
improvements in scout and armed'reconnaissance ca
pability, but only modest upgrades to attack capability. 
Although it is the lowest-cost near-term alternative, 
Option 3 offers the least improv~ment in antiarmor 
capability while abandoning Longbow's potentially 
high cost-effectiveness if deploye~ on both the AH-64 
and RAH-66. 
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The Decision 

We have decided to proceed with Option 1 -
fielding both the RAH-66 Comanche and AH-64 C/D 
with Longbow - for a variety of reasons. First, the 
cost during both the FYDP period and beyond is not a 
significant discriminator, given the improvements in 
capability both systems provide. 

Second, proceeding with both Apache (Longbow) 
and Comanche yields capabilities that are complemen
tary and not directly substitutable for one another. The 
RAH -66 provides significant improvements in all mis
sion areas and alleviates age and operational shortfalls 
in the reconnaissance/scout fleet. 'It also brings techni
cal advances in stealth and avionics. Although the 
value of reconnaissance is difficult to measure, our 
experience in the Persian Gulf War and other recent 
operations has shown that the battlefield information 
that reconnaissance helicopters provide is becoming 
increasingly important in modem warfare. Longbow 
will enhance the survivability, lethality, and target 
detection capability of both armed reconnaissance and 
attack helicopters. While it will require a significant 
investment in the near term, this expenditure will yield 
real dividends in the longer term. However, the tech
nical and cost-growth risks associated with both 
Longbow and Comanche will need to be monitored and 
carefully managed, since both systems are on the 
cutting edge oftechnology and have significant devel
opment time remaining. 
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Throughout the Cold War, both the United States 
and the Soviet Union conducted research and develop
ment on ways to defend against nuclear-armed ballistic 
missiles. With the signing of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) Treaty in 1972 banning nationwide ABM 
systems, the issue of ballistic missile defense (BMD) 
was relegated to a less prominent status. Beginning in 
March 1983, ballistic missile defense gained new promi
nence with the unveiling of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). Throughout the next decade, the SDI 
program engendered significant debate with regard to 
its viability and cost. 

The Problem 

Despite a decade of research and an investment of 
$30 billion, most experts inside and outside the Depart
ment of Defense agree that we are far from deploying 
a highly effective defense against a large-scale missile 
attack. Furthermore, as a result of the strategic arms 
reduction agreements recently negotiated with the 
former Soviet Union and the dissolution of that coun
try, the principal threat against which such a system 
was originally designed has drastically declined. 

In response to these developments, and because 
the Congress had consistently failed to fund the scale 
ofSDI program that the executive branch proposed, the 
Bush Administration refocused SDI toward a more 
limited defense of the United States and its allies, 
called Global Protection Against Limited Strikes 
(GPALS). The Bush program called for spending an 
additional $39 billion for ballistic missile defense in 
FY 1995-99- an amount that would have constituted 
a significant portion of the modernization dollars in the 
DoD budget. 

In his FY 1994 defense budget request, President 
Clinton decided to scale back investments in missile 
defenses from $6.3 billion under the Bush plan to $3.8 
billion. This reduction reflected this Administration's 
skepticism about the need for early deployment of a 

national missile defense and a desire both to reorient 
the program toward theater missile defense and to fund 
overall missile defense research and development at a 
sustainable level. 1 

The Bottom-Up Review thus examined U.S. mis
sile defense requirements from a perspective of identi
fying options that could meet future needs at an afford
able cost. 

The Threat 

There are three general categories of long-range 
missile threats to the United States: deliberate attacks 
by the former Soviet Union or China, accidental or 
unauthorized launches from those countries, and the 
emergence of new long-range missile threats from 
potentially hostile nations. 

If Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan ratify and 
implement START I and join the Nuclear Nonprolif
eration Treaty as nonnuclear states, Russia will be the 
only country of the former Soviet Union possessing 
missiles capable of reaching the United States. Once 
START II is implemented, Russian strategic nuclear 
forces will be much smaller than they are today and 
strategic modernization is expected to proceed at a 
slower pace. While China also has a few nuclear 
missiles that could reach the United States, its strategic 
nuclear force is quite small now, and it is likely to grow 
slowly in both size and capability over the next decade. 
A deliberate attack by Russia or China on the United 
States would appear to be highly unlikely. 

Accidental or unauthorized launches of Chinese or 
former Soviet nuclear missiles are also considered 

1 The term theater missile defense (TMD) refers to defenses 
against shorter-range theater and tactical missiles that might be 
used against forward-deployed U.S. forces or U.S. allies. A 
national missile defense (NMD), by contrast, would defend 
against long-range strategic missiles that might be used to 
attack the United States directly. 
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unlikely. Both countries appear to maintain effective 
nuclear weapon control procedure~ to preclude such an 
event. 

I 

I 
Finally, while no other potentially hostile nation 

currently possesses the capability t6 threaten the United 
States with ballistic missiles (and 

1
probably none will 

acquire such a capability for the next several years), the 
possibility of a limited ballistic missile threat from the 
Third World sometime in the first decade of the next 
century cannot be excluded. 

However, a different threat of particular concern in 
the post-Cold War period is the proiiferation of shorter-

' range ballistic and cruise missiles ~ed with nuclear, 
biological, or chemical warheads. Ballistic and cruise 
missile deployments are expected to increase world
wide, despite stepped-up efforts to inhibit their prolif
eration, and several countries other than the acknowl
edged nuclear states are developing both nuclear weap
ons and ballistic missiles. Similarly, a number of 

I 

countries have or are developing shemical or biologi-
cal weapons that could be delivered by ballistic or 
cruise missiles. ' 

Treaty Compliance 

The ABM treaty, as amended, in 1974, permits a 
single missile defense site equipped with ground
based tracking and guidance radars and up to I 00 fixed, 

I 

land-based interceptor missiles. The treaty prohibits 
mobile land-based, air-based, sea-based, and space
based ABM systems or components. The Bottom-Up 
Review considered program options that are treaty 
compliant as well as options that would require relief. 

One option would be to deploy an ABM system 
that could provide a limited defense of the continental 
United States against a small-sdale missile attack. 
Such a system, deployed at a single'site in Grand Forks, 
North Dakota, would consist of a ground-based radar 
(GBR), 100 ground-based interceptors (GBis), and 
upgrades to our existing early-warning radar system. 
While such a system would provide nationwide cover
age against some types of attacks, levels of protection 
for substantial areas ofthe eastern and western United 

I 
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States would be inadequate in the event of other at
tacks. 

Other options involve multiple sites, additional 
interceptor missiles, and/or reliance on missile track
ing information from space-based sensors. These 
options are being examined in the context of a Presi
dential review of our BMD program and the ABM 
treaty. They raise ABM treaty compliance issues that 
must be resolved within the government and within the 
framework of our dialogue with Russia and perhaps 
other countries of the former Soviet Union before 

' 
development or deployment could proceed. The present 
political instability in Russia could make it very diffi
cult to negotiate such modifications to the ABM treaty 
for the foreseeable future. 

Core Theater Missile Defense Program 

To meet the growing threat from shorter-range 
theater ballistic and cruise missiles, the Bottom-Up 
Review considered a range of th~ater missile defense 
options. All options include a ."core" set of TMD 
systems consisting of an enhanced version of the 
existing land-based Patriot air and missile defense 
system, called Patriot Advanced Capability, Level-3 
(PAC-3); the sea-based Aegis/Standard Missile Block 
IV A; and the land-based Theater High-Altitude Area 
Defense (THAAD) missile systein (see Figure 9). 

I 
Patriot Advanced Capability Level - 3. Our 

current ability to intercept shorter-range ballistic mis
siles is limited to the Patriot PAC-2 missile, which was 
used with partial success against modified Iraqi Scud 
missiles during the Gulf War. The immediacy of the 
tactical ballistic missile threat argues strongly for rapid 
deployment of improved theater missile defenses, such 
as PAC-3, that provide greater lethality and range, and 
are more capable against longer-range threats. PAC-3 
would include an improved radar and either an up
graded Patriot missile or a new "hit-to-kill" interceptor 
missile. 

The Aegis/Standard Missile Block IV A. The 
Navy currently deploys many cruisers and a growing 
number of destroyers equipped ~ith Aegis radars and 

a 
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Standard missiles for air defense operations. The 
Block IV A program would capitalize on this existing 
infrastructure by fielding upgraded Standard missiles 
and a modified Aegis radar to provide a sea-based 
TMD capability and improved performance against 
antishi p cruise missiles. In some circumstances, a 
naval TMD capability could be in place in the vicinity 
of a regional conflict, providing protection for land
based targets before hostilities break out or before 
land-based defenses can be transported to the theater. 

Theater High-Altitude Area Defense System. 
While modifications of existing systems can deal with 
most existing ballistic and cruise missile threats, the 
THAAD system is included in the core TMD program 
because additional capabilities will be needed to counter 
more advanced threats anticipated in the future. 
THAAD would defeat longer-range ballistic missiles, 
thereby minimizing the effects of weapons of mass 
destruction on the ground, and would also defend a 
larger area. When combined with either PAC-3 or the 
Standard Block IV A missile as a lower defensive tier, 
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THAAD would anchor a highly effective layered de
fense of critical assets. 

Brilliant Eyes. Brilliant Eyes (BE) missile track
ing satellites offer the potential for significantly en
hancing the capabilities of the core theater missile 
defense effort. Brilliant Eyes satellites would provide 
an autonomous missile surveillance and tracking capa
bility for a number of regions of interest, or if cued by 
global surveillance satellites, they could observe mis
siles soon after launch. The unique contribution of BE 
is high-precision midcourse tracking, which allows 
interceptors to be launched when incoming missiles 
are still beyond the range of land- or sea-based radars. 
This means that intercept ranges would increase, par
ticularly for long-range, wide-area defensive systems 
such as THAAD. 

Brilliant Eyes missile tracking data could also be 
used for interceptor guidance updates, further increas
ing the defended area and offering a hedge against 
radar countermeasures or the loss of a radar. In 

Theater Missile Defense 
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I 

peacetime, the BE constellation' could help collect 
intelligence data on emerging threats. A DoD working 
group is examining whether Brilliant Eyes might also 
have a role to play in fulfilling future strategic early
warning and surveillance requirements. 

Additional TMD Program~ 

In addition to the core TMD program and Brilliant 
Eyes, the Bottom-Up Review examined the advan
tages and costs of proceeding wi~h several other pro
posed TMD programs: a sea-based upper-tier pro
gram, the Army's Corps Surface-to-Air Missile (SAM) 
system, and ascent/boost-phase irhercept capabilities. 

Sea-Based Upper Tier. All! sea-based concepts 
for higher-altitude missile ("upper tier") intercepts 
take advantage of the Vertical Laupch System on naval 
combatants and offer very long-range intercept poten
tial when supported by BE or some other over-the
horizon sensor. This is particulafly true for concepts 
using an upper-stage intercept element based on Light
weight Exoatmospheric Projectile (LEAP) technology 
and carried by the Standard missile. These sea-based 
systems could provide extensive area protection. 

Corps SAM. This new mobile air and missile 
defense system would protect A~y or Marine maneu
ver forces against short-range ballistic missiles and 
advanced cruise missiles fired from any direction. In 
addition, Corps SAM would be more transportable, 
more mobile, and have more oh-line missiles per 
battery than the Patriot PAC-3. 

Ascent/Boost-Phase Intercept. We will also in
vest.igate the feasibility of defensive systems having 
earher intercept capabilities so that enemy missiles 
could be destroyed while they are still ascending. This 
would be a joint Air Force-Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization (BMDO) program. 

TMDOptions 

Four TMD options that build on the core program 
were examined. The options diffe,r with respect to the 
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ways in which they supplement the core program and 
the time period in which the additional programs they 
provide would proceed through the acquisition pro
cess. 

Option 1: Core TMD Program Plus Sea-Based 
Upper Tier and Corps SAM. T,his option, consisting 
of the core TMD program (PAC-3, THAAD, Standard 
Missile Block IVA) plus both the Sea-Based Upper 
Tier and Corps SAM systems, 'was the Bush TMD 
program. Proceeding with all five of these major 
system acquisitions would require about $14 billion in 
investment funding forTMD during FY 1995-99. This 
option would create a significant bow-wave problem in 
the period beyond the FYDP, due to the large number 
of systems acquired during the initial years. 

Option 2: Core Program Plus Sea-Based Up
per Tier. This option consists of the core TMD pro
gram plus the Sea-Based Upper Tier system and a less 
vigorous development effort for'Corps SAM. Under 
this option, Corps SAM would not enter the demon
stration/validation phase any earlier than FY 1998. 
About $12 billion would be needed in FY 1995-99 to 
implement the option. Post-FYDP acquisition funding 
would increase modestly. 

Option 3: Core Program and Technology 
Demonstration. This option would pursue the core 
TMD acquisition program plus a technology demon
stration only for the Sea-Based Upper Tier. Depending 
on the success of the technology demonstration effort, 
the Sea-Based Upper Tier system could transition to an 
acquisition program in FY 1998. Alternatively, devel
opment of Corps SAM could be started at that time. 
The estimated FY 1995-99 cost of this option is about 
$10 billion; no significant post-FYDP funding bow 
wave is projected. 

Option 4: Core TMD program. This option 
consists of the core TMD program only, delaying the 
start of any additional acquisition program - Sea
Based Upper Tier or Corps SAM- until at least FY 
1998. This option would require about $9 billion in 
funding in FY 1995-99 and about the same level of 
expenditure in FY 2000-06. 
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National Missile Defense Options 

In evaluating options for national missile defense, 
three main factors were considered: technological 
promise, responsiveness to the projected threat, and 
ABM treaty compliance. Various NMD architectures 
were examined, consisting of the Ground-Based Radar 
and the Ground-Based Interceptor, with and without 
Brilliant Eyes. In addition, four different development 
approaches were analyzed. 

Option!: StandardAcquisitionProgram. This 
option would cost approximately $10 billion over the 
FYDP period. If started now, it could provide an initial 
operational capability by the year 2004. Pursuit of this 
type of NMD program might be appropriate if the 
likelihood that a potential adversary (e.g., Libya, Iraq, 
or North Korea) might acquire an intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) capability by 2004 was sub
stantially higher than it currently appears to be. 

Option 2: Systems Technology Demonstration 
Approach. This option would cost about $7 billion 
over the FYDP period. It envisions conducting enough 
development to ensure that the United States- given 
the knowledge of an emerging threat and the decision 
to start development - would have the capability to 
deploy a prototype ground-based system within about 
five years and production-quality hardware in about 
eight years. Although this approach could save $3 
billion to $4 billion during FY 1995-99 relative to the 
first option, the total expenditure for a single, fully 
configured site (with production equipment) would be 
considerably more than if a standard acquisition pro
gram were started now. The specific option considered 
would permit a prototype deployment by 2003 (given 
a decision in 1999 to do so), with the first production 
hardware available in 2007. 

Option 3: NMD Technology Program Plus 
Brilliant Eyes. This option would cost $3 billion over 
the FYDP years, including about $200 million annu
ally for acquisition of Brilliant Eyes. It preserves a 
capability in the key technologies being investigated 
for NMD. Under this approach, it would take 10 to 15 
years to deploy an operationally effective system from 
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the time a decision was made to do so. Cost savings 
relative to Option I would be $7 billion to $8 billion 
during FY 1995-99. The NMD technology alternative 
would, in conjunction with TMD activities, preserve 
an adequate industrial base in critical technology areas. 

Option 4: NMD Technology Program Without 
Brilliant Eyes Acquisition. This option would cost 
about $2 billion over the FYDP period. It is similar to 
the third option, except that a Brilliant Eyes acquisition 
program is not iucluded. Option 4 would provide cost 
savings (relative to Option I) of $8 billion to $9 billion 
during the FYDP years. 

The Decision 

In considering the proper approach to ballistic 
missile defense, the Bottom-Up Review examined a 
range of program options that emphasized theater 
missile defense, national missile defense, both TMD 
and NMD, or neither. The options ranged in cost from 
$15 billion to $25 billion, although each would gener
ate significant savings compared with the Bush 
Administration's planned $39 billion expenditure on 
ballistic missile defense during FY 1995-99. 

Given the nature of the present and projected threat 
from ballistic and cruise missiles armed with weapons 
of mass destruction, a decision was made to emphasize 
protection of forward-deployed U.S. forces in the near 
term and to proceed with a more robust TMD program, 
combined with a more limited NMD technology pro
gram. 

On TMD, we have decided to pursue Option 2-
a TMD program that includes PAC-3, the Standard 
Missile Block IVA, THAAD, and the Sea-Based Up
per Tier system, all funded as major acquisitions in FY 
1995-99. We will also examine the feasibility of as
cent/boost-phase intercept capabilities. Development 
of PAC-3 will allow major work on Corps SAM to be 
deferred until FY 1998. 

On NMD, we will fund a technology program at 
approximate! y $600 million per year as a hedge against 
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the emergence of a greater long-range missile threat 
than is now projected. This program, in conjunction 
with the recommended TMD option, will preserve an 
adequate technology base in critical ballistic missile 
defense areas. 

Specifically, Brilliant Eyes, or an equally effective 
alternative, would continue as a technology program; 
ground-based radar technology would advance through 
the GBR program for THAAD; and existing intercep
tor technology efforts, including THAAD and LEAP 
(if selected for the Sea-Based Upper-Tier system), 
would provide a development path"to a ground-based 
interceptor for NMD. 
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Overall, the ballistic missile defense program will 
require an investment of approximately $18 billion 
over the FYDP period, with about two-thirds (or $12 
billion) of the total expenditure directed toward TMD. 
This will provide a savings of about $21 billion com
pared with the previous Administration's BMD pro
gram. 

We believe the recommended overall BMD pro
gram - a robust TMD effort plus a limited NMD 
technology program - is the best and most cost
effective approach. It is both consistent with our 
current understanding of the likelihood of a limited 
missile attack against the United States and provides 
the capabilities needed to defeat the more pressing 
theater ballistic and cruise missile threats. 
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AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

New aircraft carrier procurement represents a sig
nificant investment for the Navy. In evaluating future 
requirements, the Bottom-Up Review assessed aircraft 
carrier modernization needs in light of the new interna
tional security environment. Modernization options 
- both new procurement and overhaul of existing 
carriers- were examined in the context of alternative 
carrier force levels. The review focused on procure
ment of CVN-76, the next new carrier the Navy has 
requested. 

The review also examined the potential budgetary 
savings and other implications of consolidating nuclear 
aircraft carrier and submarine construction at a single 
shipyard. This issue was considered because reduced 
procurement rates for both submarines and carriers in 
the post-Cold War era have resulted in excess produc
tion capacity at shipyards. 

Current Capabilities and Programs 

With the decommissioning of the Forrestal 
(CV-59) and the Ranger (CV-61) at the end of FY 
1993, the Navy will have 13 aircraft carriers, of which 
six are conventionally-powered and seven nuclear
powered. The nuclear-powered carriers include the 
Enterprise (CVN-65) and six ships of the Nimitz class. 

The planned decommissioning of the Saratoga 
(CV -60) in the near future will result in a 12-carrier 
force, with no dedicated training platform. Currently, 
two Nimitz-class carriers, CVN-74 and 75, are under 
construction, and are planned for delivery by the end of 
the decade. To maintain a constant force level as new 
Nimitz-class carriers are introduced, the Navy plans to 
decommission some additional conventional carriers 
that still have service life remaining. 

The Bush Administration planned to retain 13 
carriers as part of the Base Force, 12 of which would be 

available for routine deployments, with the remaining 
ship serving as a dedicated training carrier. A contract 
for construction of the ninth Nimitz-class carrier, 
CVN-76, was to be awarded in FY 1995. Advance 
procurement funds for the nuclear propulsion plant for 
CVN-76 were authorized in FY 1993. The Bush FYDP 
also contained advance procurement funding in FY 
1999 for CVN-77. 

Options Examined 

Nine options were examined- three variations in 
aircraft carrier modernization to support three different 
carrier force levels. Operating conventional carriers to 
their planned service lives or beyond, consistent with 
past practice, was considered in order to determine 
whether our conventional carriers could be kept in 
service longer than the Navy currently plans. As is 
discussed in more detail below, retaining these ships 
for longer periods could help to limit a potential pro
curement "bow wave" beyond the turn of the century at 
higher force levels. 

The three modernization options evaluated were: 

Option 1 would retain the current modernization 
program. It would procure CVN-76 in FY 1995 and 
provide advance procurement funds for CVN-77 in 
FY 1999, at a total acquisition cost of about $5 billion. 
Overhaul of the Nimitz (CVN-68) would also be com
pleted, as scheduled, in FY 1998. 

Option 2 would defer CVN-76 construction be
yond the FYDP period, to FY 2000. It would extend the 
operational life of some existing carriers to their esti
mated service life or slightly beyond. Advance pro
curement funding for future CVNs would be deferred 
beyond FY 1999. The Nimitz overhaul would be 
completed on schedule. 



50 

Option 3 would procure CVN-76 in FY 1995, 
provide advance procurement funding for CVN-77 in 
FY 1999, but retire the Nimitz in1 FY 1998 in lieu of 

' overhauling it. 1 

' I 
I 

Initially, a fourth modernizat}on option was also 
considered. It would have retained the America 
(CV -66) beyond its planned decommissioning in FY 
1996 and operated the John F. Kennedy (CV -67) for as 
much as eight years beyond that ship's current esti
mated service life. These steps would have been taken 
to compensate for delaying the construction of 
CVN-76. This modernization strategy was rejected 
because the technical difficulties involved would make 
a service life extension program (SLEP) fortheAmerica 
prohibitively expensive and further extending the 
Kennedy's service life would require an additional, 
unplanned and costly overhaul.: Another factor in 
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rejecting this option was the training and maintenance 
efficiency to be gained by transitioning to an all
nuclear-powered carrier force. 

Three different force levels were considered in the 
evaluation of modernization options. The force alter
natives included l 0, ll, and 12 carriers, respectively. 
Variations in overall force levels were an important 
factor in assessing modernization costs and determin
ing the industrial base implications of alternative mod
ernization strategies. 

Evaluation of Options 

Five factors were weighed in evaluating each mod
ernization option: (I) effectiveness in achieving 
warfighting and overseas presence requirements; (2) 
effects on the affordability of future carriers (i.e., the 
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procurement bow wave); (3) the number of useful 
service years forgone by decommissioning conven
tional carriers early to maintain force levels constant as 
new nuclear carriers are delivered; ( 4) costs, including 
acquisition and nuclear refueling expenditures in the 
FYDP years and beyond; and (5) impact on the aircraft 
carrier industrial base. 

Warfighting Effectiveness. First, the relation
ship of carrier force levels to warfighting capability in 
regional contingencies was reviewed. Figure 10 illus
trates the increased risk to the successful accomplish
ment of warfighting tasks as carrier force levels are 
reduced. However, the analysis confirmed that a force 
of I 0 carriers would be adequate to fight two nearly 
simultaneous MRCs. That assessment was based on 
many factors, from potential sortie generation capabil
ity and arrival periods on station to the independence of 
carrier-based aviation and its criticality if land-based 
air elements are delayed in arriving in the theater. 

Overseas Presence Effectiveness. With regard to 
overseas presence, the analysis compared recent expe
rience, with a total force of 14 to 15 carriers, to the 
peacetime overseas presence implications of a force 
with 10, II, or 12 carriers. 

As shown in Figure 10, a IS-carrier force could 
provide virtually full-time presence in three key re
gions where presence operations are important - the 
Mediterranean Sea, the western Pacific, and the Indian 
Ocean/Persian Gulf. A 12-carrier force could maintain 
a full-time presence in one region, with a minimum of 
two-month "gaps" in coverage in the other two. If the 
force were reduced to 11 or 10 carriers, the gap in 
regional coverage would increase. At a 1 0-carrier 
level, the United States could maintain a continuous 
presence in one region, but gaps in the other two would 
be as long as six months. 

One way of reducing the effect on overseas pres
ence of moving to a smaller carrier force would be to 
implement a "tether" policy for carriers. Under such a 
policy, carriers could operate within large areas yet be 
available to steam to specific staging areas within 
several days. 
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Along with implementing a tether policy, other 
ways of dealing with presence gaps were examined
for example, using ships other than carriers to provide 
overseas presence or homeporting additional carriers 
overseas, as is currently done with the Independence 
(CV-62) in Japan. Amphibious ready groups also 
could substitute for carrier battle groups in some, but 
not all, peacetime presence missions. Additional over
seas carrier homeporting remains another potential 
option, but significant front -end costs, time, and diplo
matic effort would be required to implement this con
cept successfully. 

The interaction between aircraft carrier force lev
els and naval air wing requirements also was exam
ined, in order to determine the most prudent and 
effective way to reduce the number of active and 
reserve air wings as carrier force levels decline. Be
cause at least one aircraft carrier is usually in overhaul 
and thus not readily deployable, the Navy maintains 
one fewer air wing than it has carriers. Currently, the 
Navy has II active air wings and two reserve wings. 

Also studied was a concept developed by the Navy 
calling for retention of a dedicated reserve/training 
carrier. This platform would be manned by a mostly 
active-duty crew and would be used both by Navy and 
Marine active and reserve pilots and crews during their 
initial and refresher carrier training. The carrier could 
deploy forward for limited periods either with an 
integrated active/reserve wing or with an active wing 
whose carrier was in long-term maintenance. This 
innovative new concept could improve overall reserve 
readiness, help fill gaps in overseas naval presence, and 
provide a rapidly deployable carrier for use in crises or 
conflicts. 

Affordability. Deferring construction of CVN-
76 to FY 2000 could result in an affordability problem 
-a procurement bow wave- for carriers constructed 
in succeeding years. For example, at a 12-carrier force 
level, slipping CVN-76 construction to FY 2000 would 
require that four new nuclear carriers be funded during 
FY 2000-08 if conventional carriers were to be re
placed as they reached the end of their service lives. 
The option of retiring Nimitz early in order to save 
funds over the FYDP period was eliminated at force 
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levels of II or 12 carriers. because it, too. would have 
worsened the procurement bow-wave problem associ
ated with carrier construction beyond FY 2000. 

Carrier Useful Life Forgone.: Conventional car
riers are built to last approximate]y,30 years. Through 
the Service Life Extension Program, the useful life of 
these ships can be extended another 15 years. Because 
additional nuclear carriers are already funded and 
under construction, one of the imp\ications of moving 
to a smaller force level is that conventional carriers 
would have to be retired several years prior to the end 
of their service lives in order to make way for the new 
carriers. The Bottom-Up Review compared the useful 
service life forgone of three conventional carriers -
Kitty Hawk (CV-63), Constellation (CV-64), and 
Kennedy (CV-67)- for each of the force level and 
modernization options considered. Under all three 
force levels, building CVN-76 in FY 1995 would mean 
forgoing some useful life of these ,existing carriers. 
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Cost Analysis. Delaying funding for CVN-76 to 
FY 2000 (and deferring advance procurement funding 
for CVN-77) would save approximately $5 billion in 
aircraft carrier acquisition costs during the FYDP pe
riod. However, the delay would add about $2.1 billion 
to the total cost of CVN-76's construction, including 
the cost of reconstituting the shipbuilder's production 
facilities. retraining the work force, requalifying ven
dors, overhead escalation, and direct construction costs. 
The annual cost to procure, operate. and maintain a I 0-
carrier force, averaged out over 35 years. is approxi
mately $3.6 billion. An !!-carrier force costs about I 0 
percent more, or $4 billion. A 12-carrier force costs 
about $4.2 billion to $4.3 billion. 

Industrial Base Assessment. Also assessed was 
the aircraft carrier industrial base, focusing on both the 
shipbuilder and the firms that provide the nuclear 
reactor and other key nonnuclear components for the 
ships. Results of the submarine industrial base study, 
completed as partofthe attack submarine portion of the 

The aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln and its battle group. 
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Bottom-Up Review, were considered because the stud
ies focused on the same shipbuilder and suppliers (or 
vendors) that manufacture nuclear propulsion systems. 

It was concluded that delaying CVN-76 construc
tion until FY 2000 would be a high risk for the ship
builder. This is because existing contracts will be 
completed in the mid-1990s and a lack of subsequent 
orders would threaten the shipbuilder's viability by 
1997 without additional work. This risk could be 
mitigated if certain actions were taken ahead of time. 
One option would be to do the necessary pre-shutdown 
planning to minimize the effort and cost that would be 
entailed in restarting carrier production - a "smart 
shutdown" of certain carrier construction capabilities. 
Another option would avoid a shutdown altogether by 
rescheduling delivery of carriers under contract, over
hauls, and other work in order to help keep the facility 
open and functioning and to maintain essential con
struction capabilities. 

Delaying CVN-76 construction would have less 
impact on the nuclear vendors, assuming that work 
proceeds in FY 1996 on components for a new nuclear 
attack submarine. The analysis indicated, however, 
that suppliers of nonnuclear and carrier-specific equip
ment could be affected by a delay in CVN-76 construc
tion. 

Consolidating Nuclear Aircraft Carrier 
and Submarine Construction 

Current! y, Newport News Shipbuilding Company, 
in Newport News, Virginia, builds both nuclear air
craft carriers and nuclear attack submarines. General 
Dynamics' Electric Boat Division in Groton, Con
necticut, builds nuclear-powered ballistic missile and 
attack submarines. Because Newport News is techni
cally capable of building nuclear carriers and subma
rines, the implications of consolidating construction of 
these ships at that facility were assessed. 

Consolidating carrier and submarine construction 
at Newport News would save about $1.8 billion during 
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the FYDP period. However, much of these savings are 
derived from not funding SSN-23, the third Seawolf 
submarine, which would provide a "bridge" in produc
tion to keep the Groton, Connecticut, shipyard viable 
and preserve the industrial base needed to produce a 
new attack submarine. Newport News would not need 
such a "bridge" submarine production contract, even if 
CVN-76 were delayed, if all future carrier and other 
submarine construction were consolidated there. This 
issue is discussed in more detail in the Attack Subma
rine section of this report. 

The Decision 

Construction of CVN-76. We have decided to 
proceed with construction ofCVN-76 beginning in FY 
1995. This decision preserves some flexibility on the 
ultimate size of the carrier force, protects the carrier 
industrial base, avoids the cost increase associated 
with delaying CVN-76's construction, and avoids a 
major carrier procurement bow wave beyond FY 1999. 

Advance Procurement for CVN-77. We will 
defer long-lead funding for CVN-77 until after FY 
1999, pending completion of a study evaluating alter
native aircraft carrier concepts for the 21st century. 
This latter study will examine a full range of sea-based 
platforms to project air power and meet our military 
needs in the period 2020 and beyond. Platforms to be 
assessed will include Nimitz-sized carriers, both nuclear 
and conventionally-powered; smaller-sized carriers; 
larger;sized carriers; and "floating islands." 

Consolidating Nuclear Aircraft Carrier and 
Submarine Construction. Because we remain con
cerned about the resulting loss of competition as well 
as other long-term defense industrial base and national 
security implications that would result from having 
only one provider for two key classes of naval vessels, 
we will not consolidate all carrier and submarine con
struction. However, we will continue to monitor this 
issue closely while examining other ways to balance 
industrial base considerations with reduced shipbuild
ing requirements. 
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Aircraft Carrier Force Structure and the Re
serve Carrier. In order to reduce our overall force 
structure while still meeting our warfighting and 
overseas presence needs, we will maintain a naval 
force structure organized around 11 active aircraft 
carriers, 10 Navy active air wings, and one composite 
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Navy-Marine Corps reserve air wing. We also plan to 
establish a reserve/training carrier to provide Navy and 
Marine active and reserve pilots their initial and re
fresher carrier training, a.nd for occasional forward 
operations to cover overseas presence requirements. 
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ATTACK SUBMARINES 

Nuclear-powered attack submarines are a valuable 
and flexible national asset- combining the elements 
of stealth, endurance, agility, and firepower on a single, 
multimission-capable platform. Attack submarines' 
stealth, combined with their advanced sensors and 
weaponry, means they can detect and attack adversar
ies or conduct land attacks with cruise missiles without 
first revealing their presence. Stealth also means 
covertness- attack submarines can routinely collect 
intelligence on enemy forces and movements without 
revealing that U.S. forces are present. Nuclear propul
sion provides submarines with virtually unlimited en
durance and the ability to operate at very high speeds 
for long periods of time. Finally, the diverse firepower 
of attack submarines gives them the ability to use not 
only traditional submarine weapons, such as torpedoes 
and mines, but also antiship and land-attack cruise 
missiles. 

Attack submarine missions include regional sea 
denial, task force support, precision strikes, forward 
presence, surveillance, and special operations. Whether 
serving as key elements of joint task forces or naval 
battle groups, or deployed as independent units, attack 
submarines play an important role in U.S. defense 
op~rations. 

Current Attack Submarine Force 
Levels and Programs 

Today, the Navy has nearly 90 nuclear-powered 
attack submarines. These include two 594-class sub
marines, 31 Sturgeon-class (SSN-637) submarines, 39 
Los Angeles-class (SSN-688) submarines, and 14 im
proved Los Angeles-class (SSN-6881) submarines. 
All of the 594- and 637-class boats will be decommis
sioned by FY 1999, as the Navy trims its force to 
approximately 55 attack submarines. 

Currently, both Newport News Shipyard in New
port News, Virginia, and Electric Boat Shipyard in 
Groton, Connecticut, build nuclear-powered attack 
submarines. Nine improved Los Angeles-class sub-

marines are under construction, three at Electric Boat 
Shipyard and six at Newport News. The Navy is also 
building two new Seawolf-class (SSN-21) attack sub
marines at General Dynamics' Electric Boat Shipyard. 
These two subs will be completed in 1996 and 1997, 
respectively. 

The USS Alexandria, an improved version of the 
Los Angeles-class (SNN-688) attack submarine. 

The Sea wolf, originally slated as the replacement 
for Los Angeles-class submarines, was designed to 
counter increasingly more capable Soviet submarines. 
With the demise of the Soviet Union and the reduced 
threat of global war, Seawolf production has been 
sharply curtailed. 

At the same time, the Navy has initiated develop
ment of a New Attack Submarine (NAS)- designed 
to be a more cost-effective replacement for the Los 
Angeles class. Under current plans, acquisition fund
ing for the first N AS would be provided in the FY 1998 
budget, with construction commencing in FY 1999. 

The Threat 

During the Cold War, attack submarines were 
critical to our ability to counter the Soviet navy, prima
rily the threat posed by Soviet attack submarines to our 
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surface combatants and merchant ships, which were 
vital to our ability to reinforce Europe in the event of a 
NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. Our attack submarine 
force was also our principal means of holding Soviet 
ballistic missile submarines at risk. 

Since the end of the Cold War and the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, the restructured Russian subma
rine force has dramatically reduced its operations at 
sea. However, Russia continues to construct and 
deploy modem, high-quality attack submarines with 
capabilities that approach, and in some cases exceed, 
our own. Russia has also begun exporting some of its 
modem submarines abroad, including most recently 
selling three Kilo-class diesel-powered submarines to 
Iran. 

The Problem 

The Bottom-Up Review addressed several issues 
with respect to the future size and shape of the U.S. 
attack submarine force. 

First was the question of how many attack subma
rines are needed in the post-Cold War era. Ninety 
attack submarines are more than we need to fulfill the 
warfighting and overseas presence requirements of our 
new defense strategy. During the Bottom-Up Review, 
future requirements for both these missions were ana
lyzed. 

Second was the need to devise a cost-effective 
approach to modernizing the force as the overall num
ber of attack submarines declines. 

The third issue, linked to the first two, was the need 
to preserve our long-term ability to build attack subma
rines. This problem arises from the fact that the 
reduced requirement for new submarines as the force is 
drawn down has created a potential "gap" in new 
submarine construction that threatens the viability of 
the submarine production base. There will be a seven
year interval between the time the second Seawolf 
submarine was authorized (in 1991) and the start of 
construction of the firstNAS, slated for 1998. Ongoing 
production to fill previous orders for SSN-688, 

Section V: Modernization 
ATTACK SUBMARINES 

An artist's concept of the nuclear-powered attack 
submarine Seawo/f(SSN-21) 

SSN-21, and Trident submarines will be completed by 
1997. When these submarines are completed, the 
Groton, Connecticut. shipyard will be without any 
additional submarine production work. 

Force Level Options Examined 

The elimination of the global threat formerly rep
resented by the Soviet navy has created an opportunity 
to reduce the U.S. attack submarine force while reori
enting it to reflect the new def~nse strategy and pro
jected forward presence requirements. 

Three different force levels were considered in the 
Bottom-Up Review. The options took into account the 
requirements of regional conflicts and presence opera
tions, manpower and training needs, the present capa
bilities of U.S. attack submarines against foreign sub
marines, overhaul and refueling schedules, force age. 
and the attack submarine retirement profile. Detailed 
analyses of the options were performed by the Joint 
Staff with input from the Navy and OSD. 

• Option 1 would retain a force of 55 attack 
submarines. The analysis indicated that a force of 
this size could meet all wartime requirements for 
regional conflicts, as well as fulfill peacetime 
needs. 

• Option 2 would reduce the number of attack 
submarines to 45. This force also was found to be 
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• Option 2 would reduce the number of attack 
submarines to 45. This force also was found to be 
capable of fulfilling warfighting requirements, but 
it imposed a greater degree of risk to peacetime 
missions than the larger Option 1 force. 

• Option 3 would reduce the attack submarine 
force by the greatest margin - to a level of 30 
submarines. The analysis concluded that a force of 
this size would be unable to meet either warfighting 
or peacetime operational requirements. 

Industrial Base Considerations 

Several options were considered as a means of 
avoiding the potential consequences of a gap in subma
rine construction. Two alternatives emerged as the 
leading candidates. The first took steps to effect a 
"smart" shutdown of nuclear submarine construction 
at Newport News, with an eye to preserving the capa
bility to resume production in the future, when circum
stances warrant. A "smart shutdown" approach makes 
more sense at Newport News, since much of its skilled 
work force would continue construction of nuclear 
aircraft carriers. Thus, in effect, this option would end 
submarine production at the Groton, Connecticut, ship
yard. It would require approximately $625 million in 
shutdown/reconstitution-related costs. 

The second option provided for construction of a 
"bridge" submarine to avoid the adverse consequences 
of attempting to shut down a nuclear-certified shipyard 
and then having to reopen it at a later date. This option 
was more expensive than the first, costing about $1.8 
billion, but was judged to be the better industrial 
practice and had the added benefit of providing the 
nation with a third state-of-the-art Sea wolf attack sub-
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marine at a cost of only $1.2 billion more than the first 
option, which provided no third Seawolf.2 

The Decision 

The Bottom-Up Review concluded that, in re
sponse to the changing threat environment, the Navy 
should reorient its submarine force to focus on regional 
conflicts and presence operations, keeping in mind the 
increasing capabilities of foreign, primarily Russian, 
submarines. Specifically, the review determined that: 

• A force of 45 to 55 attack submarines is needed 
to meet the requirements of our defense strategy, 
including both regional conflicts and peacetime 
presence operations. 

• Production of a third Seawolf attack submarine 
in FY 1995 or FY 1996, which will be directed to 
the Groton, Connecticut, shipyard, would "bridge" 
the projected gap in submarine production. 

• The Navy should develop and build a new attack 
submarine as a more cost-effective follow-on to 
the Sea wolf class, with construction beginning in 
FY 1998 or FY 1999 at the Groton, Connecticut, 
shipyard. 

These last two decisions will maintain two nuclear
capable shipyards, thereby mitigating the risk to the 
industrial base. 

2 The $1.8 billion includes $1.5 billion in the FYDP period 
for the bridge submarine, as well as $300 million for smart 
shutdown/reconstitution-related costs. It does not include 
some prior appropriations or sunk costs for SSN-23, which 
brings the total cost to $2.4 billion. 
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Satellites are an essential element of America's 
military capability, as well as its economic security. 
These systems provide vital support to our forces in 
such areas as intelligence-gathering, surveillance, mis
sile warning, communications, weather monitoring, 
and navigation. A robust space launch capability is 
integral to our ability to operate in space because it 
provides the means to place satellites into orbit. 

Requirements for space launch are of two types: 
(I) performance - the ability to deliver a satellite 
(payload) reliably to a specific orbit, and (2) opera
tional flexibility- the capability to perform rapid and 
adaptive payload integration, servicing, substitution, 
and launch. Today's launch systems meet the perfor
mance objective, albeit with less than desired reliabil
ity, but fall short of the operational flexibility goal.· 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated the current and 
projected status of DoD's space launch capabilities, 
along with various options for future investments in 
launch vehicles and infrastructure. The review in
cluded an examination of U.S. military, civil, and 
commercial space launch needs; the international com
petitiveness of the U.S. commercial space launch in
dustry; and the effect of various modernization options 
on the industrial base. 

The Problem 

As indicated in Figure II, DoD maintains a fleet of 
expendable launch vehicles (ELVs) and also uses the 
space shuttle to place military satellites in orbit. The 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) uses the shuttle as its primary launch vehicle, 
but also employs both DoD EL V s and commercial 
variants of these vehicles. 

As a result of a 1970s decision to fly all DoD 
spacecraft on the NASA shuttle, DoD investments in 
space launch infrastructure and vehicle improvements 

virtually halted. Expenditures in this area remained 
relatively dormant until 1986, when the Challenger 
accident revealed the consequences of such an "all 
eggs in one basket" approach. Since then, DoD has 
gradually lessened its reliance on the shuttle to launch 
defense payloads, while increasing its investments in 
maintaining and improving the outdated EL V fleet and 
aging launch infrastructure. 

Currently, the main types of launch systems used 
by DoD are the Delta II (manufactured by McDonnell 
Douglas), the Atlas I and II (produced by General 
Dynamics), and the Titan II and IV (made by Martin 
Marietta). Over the next several decades, launch rates 
in support of military satellite requirements are ex
pected to be fairly stable at 15-20 per year, spread 
among the existing Delta, Atlas, and Titan boosters. 
While we are currently able to place all military satel
lites into their required orbits with this fleet, maintain
ing this capability over the long term will require 
significant investments in both the existing vehicles 
and the associated launch infrastructure. 

Today, U.S. military space launch capabilities are 
characterized by high cost and serious operational 
limitations as a result of (I) the need to sustain three 
separate launch teams (for the three booster types) and 
associated support equipment, (2) the aging and obso
lescence of major EL V components, and (3) continued 
dependence on outdated launch vehicle production 
lines and manpower-intensive launch processes. As a 
result, the performance and flexibility of launch opera
tions is inadequate and system responsiveness in crises 
or emergencies is limited. For example, the current 
launch systems do not provide any overlap in perfor
mance- individual satellites are tied to specific space 
launch systems. Thus, Global Positioning System 
(GPS) satellites must be launched on Delta boosters, 
Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) 
satellites on Atlas boosters, and Defense Support Pro
gram (DSP) satellites on Titan boosters. 
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Delta I/ launch from Cape Canaveral. 

necessary maintenance and flexibility improvements, 
and funding cost-effective launch vehicle flexibility 
upgrades. 

Option 2: New Launch System Development. 
This option replaces the current EL V fleet with a new 
family of "space lifter" launch vehicles. It also pro
vides for current vehicle and infrastructure upgrades 
prior to and during a period of transition, from 2004 
through 2013. Robust (Option 2) and austere (Option 
2A) upgrade options are included. 

Option 3: "Leapfrog" Technology Launch 
Systems. This option funds the development of an 
advanced reusable launch system and provides for 
current vehicle and infrastructure upgrades prior to and 
during a transition period that starts in 20 I 0, leading up 
to the introduction of the new launch system. 
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Evaluation of Options 

Option 1 makes investments in launch vehicles 
and infrastructure. It meets all launch-vehicle perfor
mance needs. All upgrades are considered to be cost
effective, and are identified in four priority categories. 
The robust version of this option includes upgrades in 
all categories; Option I A, the austere version, includes 
only the most necessary enhancements. However, 
even the more ambitious upgrades to current launch 
systems fail to satisfy the flexibility requirement or 
meet improved reliability goals. Consequently, this 
option offers little potential for reducing the high 
operating costs of the current systems, since we would 
still be maintaining three independent launch teams, 
with the associated inefficiencies, due to overcapacity 
in the industrial base. This option would have little 
impact on anticipated U.S. payload development ef
forts. It appears to be the least expensive option, over 
the FYDP period, of those examined. 

Option I also offers little opportunity for coopera
tive activities with NASA; it offers minimal assistance 
to the U.S. launch vehicle industry to support commer
cial competitiveness; and it results in U.S. systems that 
could be more costly and less reliable than certain 
foreign alternatives for the foreseeable future. 

Option 2 also satisfies launch needs for current 
and projected U.S. military payloads. The design for 
this new generation of systems offers the potential for 
major improvements in both reliability and operational 
responsiveness, as well as significant reductions in 
operating costs. Significant investments in research 
and development would be required both during and 
beyond the FYDP years. The amount of these invest
ments would depend on the particular design selected; 
since the new space lifter is still in the concept devel
opment phase, it is difficult to determine with accuracy 
its projected cost. 

Because of the time needed to develop a new space 
lifter and integrate it with the variety of satellites it 
would carry, there would be a relatively long transition 
period, from 2004 to 2013, during which space 
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payloads would continue to be launched by current 
systems. Thus, in addition to the investment in the new 
space lifter, this option requires the same launch ve
hicle and infrastructure upgrades to existing systems as 
Option I. An austere option, Option 2A, includes only 
the most necessary upgrades. 

This option would be particularly effective in re
ordering the industrial base and reducing significantly 
the production and operating inefficiencies of current 
systems. There would also be greater opportunity for 
technical and fiscal cooperation with NASA in the 
development, production, and operations phases. 
Moreover, this option would improve the international 
competitiveness of the U.S. commercial launch indus
try. 

Option 2 also offers the opportunity to expand 
cooperative efforts with Russia on commercial uses of 

Titan IV launch from Cape Canaveral, Florida, 
carrying DoD satellite into orbit. 
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space by introducing Russian technology into vehicle 
development and launch processing. The use of Rus
sian technology, especially advanced liquid rocket 
engines, could also reduce the development time and 
cost of a new launch system. However, a principal 
policy concern is whether the United States should 
consider relying on a non-U.S. system to launch mili
tary satellites. 

Although difficult to measure, this option offers 
the potential for reduced long-term costs if savings 
from higher reliability (less frequent failures and the 
associated cost of stand-down) as well as benefits 
(lower unit and operations costs) for the civil and 
commercial launch sectors are taken into account. 
Nevertheless, preliminary analyses indicate that it could 
be several decades before this "payback" in savings 
would be realized. 

Option 3 was the most difficult to quantify, be
cause of the large uncertainties inherent in the cost 
estimates, the high technical risk of some of the launch 
systems, and the breadth of the technologies that re
quire significant investments within and beyond the 
FYDP period. During the analysis of this option, some 
of the new approaches were found to en tailless techni
cal risk and thus could be considered as variants within 
Option 2. Because Option 2 would have a concept 
development phase that considered all possible alter
natives- including expendable, partially reusable, and 
fully reusable launch vehicles- it was determined that 
the concept phase would result in a better understand
ing of the technical and cost risks associated with those 
concepts. 

Option 3 provides the long-term potential for the 
lowest operating and maintenance costs, primarily 
because of reusability. It would also offer the greatest 
change to the industrial base, because of the significant 
differences associated with producing a small number 
of advanced launch vehicles ( 4-6) and the operations of 
a reusable system. There would also be a significant 
opportunity for cooperation with NASA in developing 
the technologies, since most would be applicable to 
both manned and unmanned systems. Nevertheless, 
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the near- and mid-term costs of developing and produc
ing these advanced launchers would be very high. 

Because of the need to structure a technology 
readiness program that would last through the end of 
the decade, and given the fact that development of such 
a vehicle would extend well into the first decade of the 
21st century, we would need to maintain the current 
fleet much longer (until the year 2015). This would 
result in significant investment costs at a time when 
development expenditures for the new system would 
be at thei'r highest. For these reasons and because there 
are concepts that have less technical risk, this option 
was not considered to be viable, especially given 
current and projected budget constraints. 
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The Decision 

After reviewing the alternatives, we selected the 
austere life-extension option (1 A). This option ad
equately fulfills DoD's projected space launch needs at 
the lowest cost over the next decade. It includes the 
improvements needed in our space launch infrastruc
ture. It also retains the option for incremental improve
ments to the current launch fleet to support future 
needs. Although a new launcher development effort 
would have permitted us to attain our desired goals for 
operational flexibility and reliability, and would have 
contributed toward improved competitiveness of the 
U.S. commercial space launch industry, those benefits 
did not outweigh the near-term costs of such an ap
proach. 
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MILITARY SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS 

There are four segments to the military satellite 
communications (MILSATCOM) architecture. First, 
ultrahigh frequency (UHF) satellites are the work
horses for tactical ground, sea, and air forces. Second, 
the superhigh frequency (SHF) Defense Satellite Com
munications System (DSCS), first deployed in the 
1970s, supports long-distance communications require
ments of military forces that cannot be met by ground
based communications systems. The DSCS system 
satisfies the majority of DoD's medium- and high
data-rate communications requirements. Milstar will 
soon be integrated as the third segment of the 
MILS A TCOM architecture. It will provide a world
wide, secure, jam-resistant communications capability 
to U.S. civilian and military leaders for command and 
control of military forces. The fourth segment consists 
of commercial communications satellites, which are 
used to support DoD's MILSATCOM capabilities 
where jamming protection is not required. 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated MILSATCOM 
program alternatives in light of the projected threat, 
operational requirements, cost and effectiveness trade
offs, and affordability. The primary emphasis was on 
providing low-data-rate (LDR) and medium-data-rate 
(MDR) communication capabilities for U.S. tactical 
forces employed in one or more major regional con
flicts, although the review also addressed requirements 
for strategic forces. 

While all current MILSATCOM programs were 
reviewed, the focus was on identifying and evaluating 
lower-cost alternatives to Milstar. Milstar is a joint
service program to develop and acquire satellites, 
mission control elements, and new or modified termi
nals to support extremely high frequency (EHF) com
munications. The Mil star system would directly sup
port the National Command Authorities (NCA) and the 
tactical and strategic forces of the unified and specified 
commanders-in-chief (CINCs) during all levels of con
flict. 

The Problem 

The original Milstar program, initiated in the early 
1980s, was designed to provide LDR communications 
for strategic and tactical military forces, primarily 
during a nuclear conflict. The highest-priority users 
were expected to be strategic and nonstrategic nuclear 
forces, with tactical naval, ground, and air forces 
having a lower priority. The original design included 
many special features intended to allow the system to 
survive and operate during a nuclear conflict. 

Because of the greatly reduced threat of nuclear 
war in the post-Cold War era, Congress directed DoD 
in the fall of 1990 to restructure the Milstar program 
(now designated Milstar ll) to emphasize its utility for 
tactical military forces and to reduce system costs. The 
system's survivability and endurability features and 
constellation size also were reduced. 

Nevertheless, during preparation of the FY 1994 
defense budget, the issues of Milstar affordability and 
alternative satellite designs were raised again. The 
Bottom-Up Review thus undertook a comprehensive 
evaluation aimed at determining the costs and effects 
on military capabilities of the Milstar program and 
alternatives to it. 

Current Program 

The current Milstar program would launch the 
first two Milstar satellites (Milstar I, LDR-only) in FY 
1994 and FY 1995, respectively, and would develop im 
MDR payload for the first Milstar II satellite, sched
uled for launch in FY 1999. The current program also 
includes funding for an as-yet-undefined "polar ad
junct" to Milstar and would continue preparations for 
a Defense Acquisition Board program review of that 
adjunct. A complete constellation of LDR and MDR 
satellites would be achieved with the launch of the 
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fourth Milstar II satellite. Replenishment of the four
satellite Mils tar II constellation: would occur between 
FY 2006 and FY 2009, with th~ exact launch dates to 
be determined by actual satellite longevity. Ulti
mately, nine Mils tar II satellites would be bought 
through FY 2011, including a spare satellite planned 
for delivery in FY 2003. Total expenditures for the 
Mils tar program during FY 1994-99 would be almost 
$12 billion, including satellites' and terminals. 
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Option 1 (Milstar IU Advanced EHF) would retain 
four Mil star li satellites, with alfirst launch. in FY 1999 
(as in the current program), bdt it would eliminat~ the. 
fifth Milstar II satellite (planne'ct for delivery as a spare 
satellite in FY 2003) as well ds subsequent Milstar II 
satellites. Full operational ~~pability for. LDR 
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and 

MDR would be achieved o~J the same schedule a,s 
under the current program. ~"ffnder this option, 1Adc. 
vanced EHF satellites would;pe developed 4sing ad
vanced technology, to provide LDR and MDR capa-
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As indicated in Figure 12,: all alternatives to the 
I 

current program would deploy advanced EHF satel- II . ., .. ,; .... '!I ... 
lites, and would therefore pro'lide significantly more 
capability than we have today. •All options would also 

I 

launch the original two Milstarl satellites and eventu-
ally transition to Advanced EHF satellites that would 
be developed in the mid-to-lat~ 1990s. The successor 
system would maintain as much LDR and MDR capa
bility as possible while reducing satellite weight, which 
should help to reduce costs. The alternatives to the 
current program differ as to when the initial Advanced 
EHF satellite would be launched and, consequently, 
the MILSATCOM capabilities :that would be provided 
in the meantime. 

I 

Option2(MDR-Only/AdyancedEHF)wouldc,%1~, 
eel Mils tar II and replace the! four Mils tar II satel1!it<;~, . 
with satellites providing an MIDR capability, but elilni~ 
nating the LDR capability. 'lli.e first MDR-only sate!- • 
lite would be launched in FY ~900, with a four-satelli~e,,' 
constellation on orbit in FY 2?03. This option w~uld ' 
also develop Advanced EHF satellites with bothMDR 
and LDR capability. The first bf those satellites would 

I 

be launched in about FY 200(. 

Option 3 (Advanced EH~ Only) would a~so,can
cel Milstar II, but it would replace that system with . 
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Advanced EHF satellites having both MDR and LDR 
capabilities. The first Advanced EHF satellite would 
be launched in FY 2003, with a four-satellite constel
lation in place in FY 2006. 

Option 4 (Accelerated Advanced EHF) is similar 
to Option 3, except that it accelerates development of 
the Advanced EHF satellite, achieving a first launch in 
FY 2000 and a four-satellite constellation in FY 2003. 
This alternative would, if necessary, trade capability 
for weight on the initial satellites to maintain an FY 
2000 launch date. Subsequent satellites could incorpo
rate performance improvements, if needed. 

Evaluation of Options 

Two factors guided decisionmaking on Milstar 
alternatives. First, the military requirement for a jam
resistant advanced EHF communications system pro
viding capability equivalent to Milstar II was reaf
firmed early in the process. Second, while future 
national security requirements guided the evaluation 
of program alternatives, another important objective 
was to identify options that offered substantial cost 
savings relative to the current Milstar program. 

An outside Technical Support Group was estab
lished to review the options and assess the level of risk, 
as well as to develop and evaluate additional Milstar 
alternatives. The Technical Support Group concluded 
that the most effective way to provide the desired 
communications capability in a cost-constrained envi
ronment would be with the new-design Advanced EHF 
satellites, deployed in geostationary orbits and provid
ing both LDR and MDR capability. 

The primary reason for considering options to the 
current Milstar program was to reduce system cost. 
Mils tar II satellites would weigh approximately I 0,000 
pounds and, consequently, would have to be launched 
on Titan IV rockets- an expensive launching mode. 
The Technical Support Group recommended that DoD 
take advantage of recent technological advances to 
build substantially lighter satellites that could never
theless provide performance comparable to Milstar II. 
The group concluded that a reasonable objective would 
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be to transition to a lighter, advanced EHF satellite that 
could be boosted into orbit by a medium-launch ve
hicle (ML V). This would limit costs, which have 
historically been related to satellite weight. 

The consensus of the Technical Support Group 
was that an Advanced EHF satellite that could be 
launched from an ML V could be available by 2003. 
However, the four-year delay between the scheduled 
launch of the first Milstar II satellite and the postulated 
launch of the first Advanced EHF satellite was a 
concern. Consequently, the Technical Support Group 
considered what capabilities could be provided on an 
Advanced EHF satellite if the first launch was acceler
ated to 2000. 

The Technical Support Group did not reach a 
consensus on whether such an accelerated deployment· 
of Advanced EHF satellites was possible. It identified 
as a major risk the Jack of maturity in the packaging for 
microwave and digital electronics. A first launch in 
2000 would be possible, according to some of the 
group members, using technology already developed 
or currently under development. Other members of the 
group concluded that there would be major risks asso
ciated with the concurrent technology demonstration, 
satellite design, and streamlined test program inherent 
in Option 4. 

Cost Comparison 

Total space segment costs (including launch costs) 
in FY 1994-2011 for the alternatives considered in the 
review ranged from $6.1 billion for the least costly 
option (Option 3) to $13.9 billion for the current 
program. Cost estimates for Option 4 varied from $7.2 
billion to $11.3 billion, depending upon assumptions 
about risk of payload weight growth or schedule slip
page. 

Option 1 has essentially the same FY 1994-99 
costs as the current program because it retains the first 
four Mil star II satellites, although it does achieve about 
$300 million in cost savings by canceling the Mil star II 
spare satellite. Further cost savings are achieved 
beyond the FYDP period by transitioning to the lower-
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cost Advanced EHF satellite. FYDP savings of the 
other three options come predoniinantly from cancel
ing the Milstar II program immediately and deferring 
MDR capability. 

I 

I 
There are also differences in launch costs among 

the options, driven primarily by the differences in costs 
of the launch vehicles for the Mil~tar II satellites (Titan 
IV) and Advanced EHF satellit~s (Atlas liAS). The 
Titan IV costs approximately $2S5 million per launch 
and the Atlas liAS about $115 million. 

I 

Effectiveness Comparison 
I 

All of the alternatives to the current program 
would eventually provide sufficient LDR and MDR 
capability, although each has some shortfalls com
pared to the current program. The LDR shortfall is 
most severe in Option 2 because that option provides 
no substantial LDR capability until Advanced EHF 
satellites are launched beginning in 2007. Option 3, 
which provides for initial operations of Advanced EHF 
satellites in FY 2003, would delay initial MDR service 
by four years relative to the current program. Options 
2 and 4 would delay MDR servi~e by one year. 

The Joint Staff assessed eac;:h option's ability to 
fulfill military requirements for EHF communications. 
It concluded that, while the concept of an advanced 
EHF follow-on to Mils tar II is acceptable, the system 
should be designed to meet milidrry requirements, not 
cost or weight limits. Options 2 and 3 were judged 
unacceptable because their schedules provide capa-

' bilities much later than does th!! current program or 
Option I. The technical, cost, and schedule risks of 
Option 4 were considered to be

1 
too high. The Joint 

Staff also concluded that the LDR capability provided 
by Advanced EHF satellites would be reduced relative 
to Milstar II because these satellites would provide 
fewer antennas than Milstar II. I 
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Milstar . 

In summary, the options differ in cost, capability, 
risk, and schedule. Those options that do not contain 
Milstar II satellites trade costs for capability and/or 
schedule. As cost savings increase, risk increases and 
deployment of EHF capability is delayed. 

The options containing fourMilstar lis were deter
mined to be most preferable because a constellation of 
that size would meet military requirements and provide 
the most operational capability at the earliest date. 
Option 3 was considered unacceptable because it would 
delay LDR and MDR capability by four years. Option 
4 would provide capability sooner, but its schedule was 
considered high risk. 

The Decision 

After reviewing the alternatives, we decided to 
proceed with Option I, deploying both Milstar I and the 
initial constellation of Milstar II satellites, then 
transitioning to a lower-cost, lower-weight Advanced 
EHF satellite that would be launched initially by FY 
2006. We believe that this represents the best means of 
achieving a needed military communications capabil
ity in the near term while potentially reducing the long
term costs associated with sustaining this capability. 
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V-22 OSPREY TILT-ROTOR AIRCRAFT 

In 1981, the V -22 program was initiated as a joint
service effort to develop a tiit-rotor aircraft incorporat
ing advanced avionics and composite technologies. 
Such a system would offer significant improvements 
over existing and projected helicopter capabilities. As 
originally envisioned, the V -22 Osprey aircraft was to 
be produced in various versions for use in a range of 
military missions. Initially led by the Army, the V-22 
program was transferred to the Navy in 1982, when the 
Army withdrew because of concerns about the system's 
affordability. One of the principal intended users of the 
V-22 was to be the Marine Corps, which has an acute 
need to replace the CH-46 and CH-53 helicopters that 
fulfill its medium-lift requirement- that is, transport
ing personnel, supplies, and equipment ashore during 
amphibious assaults. The V -22 was intended to satisfy 
certain Navy, Air Force, and special operations force 
(SOF) needs as well. 

V-22 Osprey. 

In 1989, the V -22 program was terminated by the 
Bush Administration, and then-Secretary of Defense 
Cheney directed the Navy to develop an alternative 
aircraft. In response, the Navy established and funded 
a program to investigate an alternative, called the 
Medium Lift Replacement (MLR). However, Con
gress consistently voted to fund continued V -22 devel
opment and refused to provide funding for the MLR 
program. 

In July 1992, DoD and Congress worked out a 
compromise that added funding to the defense budget 
for demonstrations of both V -22 technology and other 
medium-lift helicopter technology, leaving for future 
years the decision on which technology would best 
meet DoD's medium-lift needs. Over the succeeding 
years, development of the V-22 at a limited funding 
level proceeded and study of an alternative MLR 
helicopter was begun. 

The Problem 

While the Congress and the Bush Administration 
dueled over the merits of the V -22, the Marine Corps' 
need for a medium-lift replacement aircraft grew. Its 
inventory of CH-46s and CH-53As and Ds continued 
to age and decline through attrition, resulting in a fleet 
that cannot currently meet Marine Corps requirements. 
Moreover, while the compromise on V -22 worked out 
between the Congress and the Bush Administration 
kept the V -22 program alive, the Bush 1994-99 FYDP 
did not fund V-22 development at a level sufficient to 
allow the system to proceed toward production. 

Status of the V-22 Program 

No task force was established under the Bottom
Up Review to examine the V -22 program because the 
program is being reviewed under the auspices of the 
Defense Acquisition Board (DAB). On June 30, a 
committee within the DAB reported to the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition on the status of its 
V -22 review, taking into consideration applications of 
the V -22 for both the Marine Corps and special opera
tions forces, and the status of the alternative MLR 
program. 

The purpose of this review was to: (I) decide on a 
path for defining the right program to meet relevant 
requirements for the Marine Corps and SOF; (2) re-
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view the status of the V -22 and MLR programs, includ
ing the technical objectives, milestones, funding, con
tract structure, and technical and cost risks entailed; 
and (3) provide guidelines to support a future decision 
on the requirements, structure, and funding of the two 
programs. The review also examined potential com
mercial applications of tilt-rotor technology. The 
range of V -22 options examined over the past several 
months covered various funding and procurement pro
files for SOF and the Marine Corps. 
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In June, the DAB concluded that a focused effort 
should be undertaken over the next few months to 
define the acquisition options more precisely. There 
will be a series of reports and progress reviews, all 
coordinated by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, leading to a program decision in the fall of 
1993. We expect that these efforts will provide a range 
of V-22 options and MLR helicopter alternatives to 
guide the Department in choosing the right option to 
fulfill SOF air transport and Marine Corps medium-lift 
requirements in a cost-effective and affordable man
ner. 



SECTION VI 

INITIATIVES 

The new dangers and opportunities of the post
Cold War world require the United States to act 
proactive) y to protect and enhance its national security. 
We must seek not only to counter threats to our security 
as they arise, but to prevent them from occurring in the 
first place. We must also seize opportunities to shape 
the international environment in ways favorable to our 
interests. Toward these ends, the Department of De
fense is undertaking a series of new policy initiatives, 
including: 

• Cooperative threat reduction 

• Counterproliferation 

• Former Soviet Union defense/military 
partnership 

• Global cooperative initiatives- peacekeeping 
and peace enforcement, humanitarian assistance, 
disaster/famine relief,. and the promotion of de
mocracy through military-to-military contacts. 

By mitigating the dangers against which future 
defense dollars would otherwise have to be spent, these 
initiatives have the potential to save more than they 
cost. 

Cooperative Threat Reduction 

As Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan 
implement their respective arms reduction commit
ments and responses to the U.S. presidential nuclear 
initiatives of September 1991 and January 1992, hun
dreds of strategic offensive arms and thousands of 
nuclear warheads must be dismantled. Russia must 
also ensure the safety and security of its remaining 
nuclear arsenal and meet its commitment to completely 
destroy the huge chemical arsenal it inherited from the 
former Soviet Union. 

These would be difficult tasks even without the 
massive economic, political, and military dislocations 
engendered by the dissolution of the former Soviet 
Union. But such dislocations have increased the risk 
thab nuclear weapons could be subject to accidental or 
unauthorized use, could form the basis for the emer
gence of new nuclear weapons states, or even could fall 
into the hands of terrorist groups. The dislocations 
have also increased the danger that the materials and 
know-how needed to develop nuclear weapons could 
leak through porous FSU borders to other countries. 

The United States simply cannot afford to ignore 
these risks. The Cooperative Threat Reduction initia
tive aims to reinvigorate and expand upon past and 
ongoing U.S. efforts to actively assist in the destruction 
of FSU weapons of mass destruction and the preven
tion of weapons proliferation. 

Specifically, this initiative builds upon the historic 
"Nunn-Lugar" legislation, which authorized the De
partment of Defense to transfer, subject to restrictions, 
up to $800 million in FY 1992-93 appropriations or 
working capital accounts to assist eligible FSU states 
to: 

• Destroy nuclear, chemical, and other weapons. 

• Transport, store, disable, and safeguard weap
ons in connection with their destruction. 

• Establish verifiable safeguards against the pro
liferation of such weapons. 

• Facilitate demilitarization of defense industries 
and conversion of military technologies and capa
bilities to civilian use. 

• Expand military-to-military and defense con
tacts between the United States and the newly 
independent states. 
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The United States has made'political commitments 
to provide approximately $420 million in Nunn-Lugar 
assistance to Russia, at least $17 5 million to Ukraine, 
and up to $75 million to Belaru~. To date, the Depart
ment of Defense has notified Congress of proposed 

' obligations totaling $488.5 million for specific Nunn-
Lugar projects for which the necessary agreements are 
signed or awaiting signature or parliamentary ratifica
tion. If ongoing discussions ~ith the eligible states 
prove successful, additional implementing agreements 
could be signed in the next few months that would 
absorb nearly all of the remaini,ng $311.5 million. 

The Cooperative Threat Reduction initiative for 
the FY 1994-99 period retains key elements of the 
existing "Nunn-Lugar" legislation- in particular, its 
emphasis on the safe and secure transportation, stor
age, and elimination of nuclear

1 

weapons and on non
proliferation- and targets some new areas for addi
tional assistance as well: 

Workers disassembling ch(!mical munitions. 

• Destroying weapons of mass destruction in the 
FSU and removing all nuclear weapons from 
Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, including dis
mantling strategic nuclear l delivery vehicles to 
comply with the START I and II treaties and 
destroying chemical weapons. 
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• Constructing a safe, secure, and environmen
tally sound storage facility' for fissile material from 
dismantled nuclear weapons in Russia. 

• Preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, theircompom!nts, related technology, 
and expertise within and beyond FSU borders, 
including the establishment of effective export
control systems, fissile material control and ac
countability systems, physical protection systems 
and, possibly, additional resources for the science 
and technology centers being established in Mos
cow and Kiev. 

• Advancing the complex and costly effort to 
achieve the environmentally safe elimination of 
the chemical weapons arsenal in Russia. 

• Other projects to keep the process of denuclear
ization and demilitarization on track in the FSU, 
including environmental restoration of former stra
tegic offensive arms bases, defense conversion, 
retraining and housing of former military officers, 
and expanded military and defense contacts. 

To implement this initiative, a separate Coopera
tive Threat Reduction line-ite'TI account is being pro
posed with an additional $400 lfiillion in DoD funding 
for FY 1994, to remain available until expended. 

I 

The United States cannot and should not bear the 
entire threat reduction bill for these four newly inde
pendent states, and we will continue to insist that they 
do their part. We are also pressing key European allies 
and Japan to increase their helpful, but relatively mod
est, assistance to the FS U in this area. 

This initiative will require a significant effort by 
the Administration, Congress, and ultimately the Ameri
can people. But it is essential to U.S. and international 
security in the post-Cold War era. This is not "foreign 
assistance" as traditionally defined. Rather, it is a 
unique and relatively small investment in U.S. national 

,. 
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security from which we stand to reap great benefits, 
including savings in defense programs that might oth
erwise be necessary to deter or defend against FSU 
weapons of mass destruction in the future. 

Counterproliferation 

More than 25 nations either have or are attempting 
to acquire weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, 
biological, or chemical. In most areas where U.S. 
forces could potentially be engaged, our likely adver
saries already possess chemical and biological weap
ons. Most of these states are striving to acquire nuclear 
arsenals as well. 

Several new realities are contributing to the spread 
of WMD and related technology. First, alternative 
suppliers ofWMD technologies and delivery systems 
are emerging, with countries such as North Korea 
offering to sell technologies and missiles with little 
regard for the ambitions of recipient states. In addition, 
the indigenous capabilities of countries of concern are 
improving. There is also the new danger of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons, materials, equip
ment, and knowledge leaking from the former Soviet 
Union. Further, the challenges associated with con
trolling dual-use technologies have grown. 

In the hands of a hostile regional power, weapons 
of mass destruction could threaten not only U.S. lives 
but also the viability of our regional power projection 
strategy. For example, if a state opposed to U.S. 
interests were to acquire nuclear weapons, it could use 
them in a conflict or crisis in any number of ways, from 
threatening to attack a neighboring state in an effort to 
dissuade it from requesting U.S. assistance to threaten
ing American and allied forces or cities in an effort to 
deter U.S. intervention altogether. Furthermore, the 
unpredictable nature of some Third World regimes, 
coupled with the fact that potential adversaries may 
have more at stake in a regional conflict than the United 
States, means that the United States' ability to deter 
such actions may at best be uncertain. 

In these circumstances, our nation not only must 
seek to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruc
tion, but it must be prepared to respond to the military 

73 

threat posed by these weapons should nonproliferation 
efforts fail. We are not resigned to the failure of 
nonproliferation regimes; rather, confronted with the 
possibility of even limited failure, we must ensure that 
our forces have the capabilities they would need to 
confront an opponent armed with weapons of mass 
destruction in a future crisis or conflict. The 
counterproliferation initiative is designed to develop a 
coherent strategy to prevent additional countries from 
acquiring WMD and, should such efforts fail, to deter 
these weapons' use against the United States and its 
allieS, to defend against them if they are used, and to 
ensure that U.S. armed forces can successfully carry 
out operations in a conflict involving the use of nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons. 

Toward that end, we are assessing the military 
capabilities needed and correcting any deficiencies 
that may exist. Our assessment will cover the follow
ing broad areas: 

• Intelligence 
• Battlefield detection 
• Passive defenses 
• Active defenses 
• Counterforce capabilities 
• Inspection and verification support 
• Export control support 

DoD's counterproliferation approach, which is 
designed to complement and strengthen the traditional 
nonproliferation efforts of other U.S. government agen
cies, will be implemented in three parts. First, we will 
strive to foster an international environment that dis
courages the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion and to strengthen export controls and related arms 
control arrangements. Second, in our forces and pro
grams, we will determine the specific capabilities 
needed to counter proliferation, identify existing DoD 
efforts that contribute to these capabilities, specify 
remaining deficiencies vis-a-vis threats from weapons 
of mass destruction, and devise programmatic options 
to address those deficiencies. Finally, in our tactics and 
contingency plans, we will seek to improve our ability 
to deter the use of nuclear, chemical, and biological 
weapons, to develop doctrine and tactics for dealing 
with them, and to incorporate WMD threats into our 
planning. 
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This initiative will be a multifaceted, multiyear 
effort involving numerous and diverse components of 
DoD. Not all of these activities are captured in the 
$40.5 million requested for counterproliferation in FY 
1994. 

Countering proliferation is central to addressing 
both nuclear and regional dangers in the post -Cold War 
world. Strengthening the U.S. military's capabilities 
for meeting the threat of the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction is one of the Department's most 
important responsibilities in th\! new security environ-
ment. ' 

FSU Defense/Military Partnership 

The post-Cold War trend toward democracy and 
liberal reform only bolsters the security of the United 
States. Not only are Western values ascendant, but 
prospects for the peaceful resolution of disputes im
prove as democracy spreads, and the potential for 
global prosperity increases as more countries adopt 
market reforms. ' 

But these trends are not 'irreversible. In most 
former communist countries, democratic institutions 
are not yet firmly in place, and market reforms have yet 
to produce tangible improvembnts in the standard of 

I 

living. The reversal of these trends could have a 
profound impact on U.S. security and on U.S. defense 
requirements. Nowhere is this more true than in the 
former Soviet Union. 

The FSU Defense/Military Partnership initiative 
seeks both to lessen the likelihood of the failure of 
reform and to hedge against it. Its primary objective is 
to develop a solid partnership between the defense 
establishments of the United States and the former 
Soviet Union in an effort to encourage support for 
reform, develop FSU militaries responsible to demo
cratically elected officials, encourage U.S.-FSU de
fense cooperation in areas ranging from regional con
flicts to counterproliferation, and convince an expand
ing circle of officers and officials that the United States 
seeks a real partnership. Parti:cular attention will be 
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paid to Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus -
the four FSU states with nuclear weapons still main
tained on their soil. Enhancing our military coopera
tion with these states and building partnerships with 
them will be crucial in facing the dangers of the post
Cold War era. 

Russian Federation Minister of Defense Grachev 
and Secretary Aspin signing memorandum of 

understanding on defense contacts. 

This initiative has three main components: 

• Expanded defense and military contacts, mov
ing beyond a series of single contacts to programs 
that foster ongoing relationships between indi
vidual U.S. and FSU military/defense leaders or 
provide concrete technical assistance. 

• Enhanced military cooperation, expanding on 
unit exchanges, sister base/unit programs, and ship 
visits, and developing the capability for combined 
peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, and other 

b
) . 

noncom at operatiOns. 

• Support for transition and reform, focusing on 
concrete measures to address pressing social con
cerns affecting the military, such as military hous
ing shortages, inadequate medical care, and envi
ronmental degradation at military sites. 

FY 1994 funding for this initiative comes from the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction line item. 
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Global Cooperative Initiatives 

The Global Cooperative Initiatives seek to im
prove our ability to respond to new regional dangers 
while positioning us to capitalize on a number of post
Cold War opportunities. They do not, however, pre
judge when or how we should respond to a given 
situation. Rather, they seek to enable DoD, in coopera
tion with other U.S. government agencies, to prepare 
the ground for a more effective U.S. response if and 
when such a response is deemed appropriate and nec
essary by the President and the Congress. 

More specifically, these initiatives seek to enhance 
DoD planning and capabilities for peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement operations, humanitarian assistance 
measures, disaster and famine relief activities, and the 
promotion of democracy. As such, they are only one 
part of what must be a national, multi-agency effort in 
these areas. 

Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement 
Operations 

Traditionally, peacekeeping - military opera
tions, undertaken with the consent of all major 
belligerents, that are designed to monitor and facilitate 
implementation of an existing truce agreement in sup
port of diplomatic efforts to reach a political settlement 
to a dispute - and peace enforcement - military 
intervention to compel compliance with international 
sanctions or resolutions designed to maintain or restore 
international peace and security - have been seen as 
secondary missions for the U.S. military. They have 
been lesser-included cases of more demanding mis
sions, such as fighting and winning major regional 
conflicts. Accordingly, planning for these missions 
has often been undertaken on an ad hoc basis, and 
funding has generally been drawn from operations and 
maintenance accounts as needed. As a result, these 
operations have often been funded at the expense of 
readiness, pending subsequent reprogramming or 
supplemental funding. Keeping our forces ready to 
fight requires that we do business differently in the 
future. 
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As peacekeeping and peace enforcement gain new 
prominence among U.S. military missions in the post
Cold War era, DoD will earmark funds for these 
missions to help other countries and the United Nations 
strengthen their peacekeeping and peace enforcement 
capabilities, and in so doing reduce the demand for 
U.S. forces. Investments in this area also will facilitate 
rapid military responses to decisions to commit U.S. 
forces to such operations; they will minimize the 
impact of U.S. participation in such operations on 
service budgets; and they will permit greater policy 
oversight of these operations. 

Proposed funding for these mJtlatJves is $300 
million in FY 1994: $260 million for reimbursement 
of incremental DoD costs for peacekeeping and peace 
enforcement and $40 million for assistance to third 
countries and international organizations in support of 
sanctioned international peacekeeping or peace en
forcement activities. 

Humanitarian Assistance and 
Disaster/Famine Relief 

The rise of regional dangers on the U.S. security 
agenda has increased the importance of the U.S. 
military's role in providing humanitarian assistance 
and disaster and famine relief to foreign populations in 
need. Operations directed at alleviating human suffer
ing and meeting the basic needs of victims of social 
dislocation, economic strife, political conflict, or natu
ral disasters can, in some cases, be the best foreign 
policy instrument available to the United States. Hu
manitarian operations can also prove an effective means 
of addressing potential sources of regional instability 
before they lead to armed conflict, and of promoting 
recovery and nation-building after crises have oc
curred. 

In FY 1993, $28 million in DoD funds was appro
priated for humanitarian assistance programs, $50 
million was provided for disaster relief activities, and 
$10 million was allocated for disaster relief planning. 
In addition, $40 million was provided in supplemental 
appropriations for Kurdish relief efforts in FY 1992 
and $115 million was transferred from other DoD 
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appropriations to provide humanitarian assistance to 
the former Soviet Union in FYI 992-93. Much of this 
assistance took the form of Do,D deliveries of excess 
property as well as privately: donated supplies -
including medical supplies, clothing, shelter, food, 
heavy equipment, and vehicles.: It also included coor
dinating large-scale air, land, and sea operations and 
evacuating refugees and disaster victims in need of 
medical care. 

The Humanitarian Assistal)ce and Disaster/Fam
ine Relief initiative will consolidate a wide variety of 
existing programs under a sing!\! umbrella within DoD 
to: I 

I 
I 

• Develop and refine strategies for delivering ex
cess DoD property, privately donated supplies, 
and other assistance to countries in need. 

• Improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and time
liness of DoD's existing ht,~manitarian assistance 
and disaster and famine relief efforts. 

I 

I 

• Facilitate contingency planning with other U.S. 
government agencies as well as international and 
nongovernmental organizations to ensure DoD 
relief preparedness. 

• Expand cooperative relationships with leading 
U.N., private voluntary, and other international 
organizations to facilitate 6on-U.S. government 

I 

humanitarian assistance efforts. 

Proposed funding for FY 1994 is $48 million for 
humanitarian assistance and $50 million for disaster/ 
famine relief, including: 

• Excess property donations: Repairs, packing, 
processing, warehousing, and other costs associ-

' ated with preparing property for delivery. 

• Transportation assistance: Air, sea, and over
land transportation of personnel and materiel. 

• Planning and training: Preparedness and as
sessment activities, including studies, exercises, 
and specialized training. 
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• Relief activities: Provision of shelter, food, 
water, and medical supplies to countries in need. 

Promotion of Democracy 

One of the most significant dangers in the post
Cold War era is the possibilitY. that democratic reform 
in newly independent states might fail, reducing the 
chances that a coalition of democracies favoring peace
ful means of resolving disputes will take root and 
flourish. One of the most significann'Jpportunities for 
the United States in this new era is the chance to 
promote democracy in other countries and, in so doing, 
to promote a more peaceful world. 

I 

The Department of Defense has an important role 
to play in promoting democracy. Toward this end, it 
has requested $50 million in FY 1994 to develop and 
integrate a variety of military-to-military programs 
and associated defense contacts as well as other activi
ties designed to promote democracy. These efforts 
focus on countries other than those targeted for assis
tance under the Cooperative Threat Reduction initia
tive. The programs include: 

• Ongoing military and defense contacts that 
focus on familiarizing military and defense offi
cials from emerging democracies with appropriate 
roles of a professional military in a constitutional 
democracy, such as the Army European 
Command's Joint Contact Team program in cen
tral and eastern Europe. ' 

• Expanding such military and defense contacts 
to additional countries in eastern Europe. 

• Developing similar contact programs in other 
regions, namely Africa, L~tin America, Asia, and 
the Pacific. ' 

Promoting democracy in other countries is central 
to international stability and to the prospect of a more 
peaceful world. This relatively small expenditure of 
DoD resources has the potential to obviate the need for 
the far more costly defense efforts that might be neces
sary should democratization fail. 
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FORCES READY TO FIGHT 

The first priority of the Clinton-Aspin defense plan 
is to ensure that the United States has forces ready to 
fight today and in the future. 

Currently, we have the best and most ready mili
tary force in the world. We have worked hard to get it 
that way over the past several years. Now, we face the 
even more difficult challenge of preserving readiness 
as we reduce the defense budget, draw down our 
overall force structure, and reorient our armed forces 
toward the new dangers facing us in the post -Cold War 
world. 

Our approach to preserving readiness will be not 
only to identify readiness problems as they emerge and 
take corrective action, but also to anticipate, and thus 
prevent, problems from occurring through develop
ment of a readiness "early warning system." This focus 
on prevention guides our readiness planning and orga
nizational innovation. It is also one of our most 
difficult challenges. 

Defining Readiness 

The first problem in addressing the issue of readi
ness is that there is no simple way to define what 
readiness is, and what it is not. Broadly speaking, 
almost everything DoD does is related to readiness. 
Yet, such a broad definition suggests that any reduction 
in the overall defense budget automatically reduces 
readiness- an overly simplistic conclusion that does 
not help to establish priorities in defense planning. 
However, too narrow a definition may shift the focus to 
individual units, underemphasizing the "joint" readi
ness we seek from our forces as a whole. 

Current definitions of readiness, established dur
ing the Cold War, need to be updated to address new 
dangers and conform with the new defense strategy and 
forces that have resulted from the Bottom-Up Review. 
One of our primary challenges, therefore, is to define 
readiness broadly enough to include elements of 

jointness and sustainability while reflecting the shift
ing requirements of the post-Cold War era. 

Once an updated definition of readiness has been 
developed, we must proceed to establish: 

• Clear and agreed-upon standards that specify the 
levels of performance our forces must be able to 
attain. 

• Reliable measurements to assess whether cur
rent and future forces meet these standards. 

• Responsive management structures to ensure 
that readiness receives appropriate attention within 
the policymaking and resource allocation pro
cesses. 

Standards 

Determining standards for readiness used to be 
easy: The Soviet Union was our principal enemy and 
the main readiness standard was a requirement to be 
able to halt an attack on Western Europe by Warsaw 
Pact forces. We no longer face a single potential 
adversary or have a familiar and long-standing sce
nario for which to prepare. Our forces may be called 
upon to fight on short notice in any of a number of 
locations or conditions, or they may have to be inserted 
into a civil conflict where they would seek to enforce 
a peace settlement among warring factions. 

Traditionally, levels of readiness have been deter
mined by specified metrics. We are working to deter
mine whether existing standards could be supple
mented or replaced by other standards more appropri
ate to the requirements of the new defense strategy. 

Our broad standards of readiness should be deter
mined by the ability of our forces to carry out our 
defense strategy, specifically the requirement to be 
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able to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major 
regional conflicts. Appropri~te offices within OSD, 
the Joint Staff, the services, and the combatant com
mands will determine guidelines for establishing readi-
ness standards. I 

Measurements 
I 
I 

Once standards have bee~ set, we must develop 
reliable measurements to help determine whether or 
not our forces are meeting the standards. Currently, we 
measure readiness either by looking at inputs, such as 
flying hours per month and steaming hours per quarter, 
or by examining outputs, such, as C-ratings (measure
ments of equipment fill, manni~g, level of training, and 
so forth) for various units. The trouble with inputs is 
that they measure only the factors that contribute to 
readiness. Output measures aie suspect because they 
are very subjective and are do~e on a piecemeal basis 
by different people judging disparate units using varied 
criteria. 

Another shortcoming of the current readiness re
porting system is that it scrutinizes most carefully the 
readiness of the front-line troops that would be called 
on first in a crisis, butdoesn'tas'sess the restofthe force 
as carefully. However, because most commanders will 
accept risks to some parts of the force structure in order 
to keep "cutting edge" comb'\t troops at the highest 
readiness state, degradations in the readiness of these 
other components are often sl~w to be perceived. 

While the current system of measuring readiness 
does not need to be abandoned, existing measures of 
readiness do need to be augmented with new ap
proaches to evaluating troop performance. Not only 
are better measures of readiness needed at the indi
vidual and unit level, but we must find ways to evaluate 
the readiness of joint forces ---, thereby ensuring that 
our combat forces are adequately trained, equipped, 
and supported to conduct joint and combined opera
tions ranging from smaller contingencies to major 
regional conflicts. These new measures must examine 
both inputs and outputs to watch for warning signs of 
decreased readiness. Some possible warning signs 
include: 
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• Increased tempos of operations for both units 
and individual personnel necessitated by either 
routine or crisis commitments. 

• Transfers of funds out ,of readiness accounts to 
support unscheduled deployments. 

• Decreases, cancellations, or deferrals of planned 
training or logistics support activities and func
tions. 

To get a true picture of fotce readiness, we need to 
identify key indicators and use them to project or 
confirm longer-term trends .. In that regard, we are 
watching existing indicators and developing new ones 
- especially measures that will allow us to prevent 
future readiness problems- to improve our ability to 
oversee and manage readiness. The following ex
amples illustrate the complexities of readiness assess
ment and forecasting. 

This spring, the national media reported that we 
had experienced reduced success in attaining both the 
desired number and quality of military recruits. A 
longer-term view, however, suggests that this reduced 
recruiting success came at the traditional annual low 
point in recruiting (April/May pre-high school gradu
ation). Subsequently, our indicators have projected 
that FY 1993 recruit quality will remain above that of 
pre-Desert Shield/Desert Storm experience. 

Similarly, it was reported that there had been a 
"reduced propensity to enlist.'1 Taken alone, this might 
be seen as a problem. A more balanced view, however, 
must consider the impact of the force drawdown, with 
its associated reduced need for recruits, as well as the 
growing number of eligible youths in the recruiting 
pool. Doing so provides a more optimistic outcome. 

Finally, it has been argued that readiness and 
training were reduced by our large-scale contingency 
operations in Somalia, Iraq, and Bosnia. It is certainly 
true that this year's operating tempo was exceptionally 
high. As a result, we had to divert funds from the 
operations and maintenance (O&M) account to sup
port these efforts. Without timely corrective actions, 
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this can hurt readiness. To some extent, recovery in 
readiness and related accounts can be accomplished 
through reprogramming, as was done in this year's 
supplemental and reprogramming requests. However, 
in order to preclude, or at least to mitigate, the impact 
of future contingency operations on readiness, the FY 
1994 defense budget request included $448 million for 
contingency operations: peacekeeping/peace enforce
ment, humanitarian assistance, democracy building, 
and disaster relief. 

By expanding and improving our measures of 
readiness, in line with standards agreed upon by OSD, 
the CINCs, and the services, we can get a better 
appreciation of the status of our forces, and what 
supplemental steps are needed to maintain their readi
ness. 

Management 

The last step in the process of improving our means 
of maintaining high combat readiness is the creation of 
management structures within DoD that ensure that 
readiness concerns permeate all levels of decision
making. 

First, there must be no doubt that preserving readi
ness is the cornerstone of our new defense strategy. 
The Clinton Administration and its defense team have 
made maintaining forces ready to fight the number one 
defense priority. This emphasis will be reflected, for 
example, in the Defense Planning Guidance and other 
key DoD planning and programming documents. These 
documents direct the services, which have principal 
responsibility for readiness, to make combat readiness 
the first priority in their programs and budgets. 

In addition, several organizational initiatives re
lated to readiness are underway. The OSD staff is 
being reorganized to create a new Assistant Secretary 
for Personnel and Readiness. This position will pro
vide a single focal point for overseeing all aspects of 
readiness. There are also three readiness committees 
that have been formed to examine different aspects of 
the issue. 
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• Senior Readiness Council. This senior-level 
forum is chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
and includes the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the service chiefs, with the Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness serving as 
Executive Secretary. The group was created to bring 
together the key military leaders who are responsible 
for advising the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense on readiness policy. Specifically, the group 
will be attempting to link near-term considerations 
with longer-term programs and to alert OSD to any 
critical readiness problems that may occur. The panel 
will receive and consider recommendations made by 
the Readiness Task Force and the Readiness Working 
Group (discussed below), and other sources. 

• Readiness Task Force. This group, operating 
under the Defense Science Board and headed by Gen
eral Edward C. "Shy" Meyer (USA-Ret.), consists of 
eight retired general and flag officers. It was created to 
provide the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
expert outside advice and alert them to critical readi
ness issues. The Meyer panel will meet as required and 
periodically visit units in the field in order to develop 
insights on readiness matters and provide recommen
dations to the Secretary. It will focus on establishing 
key readiness indicators - especially those that pro
vide early warning of future problems - and alerting 
the Secretary and the Senior Readiness Council to 
critical readiness concerns it may identify. 

• Readiness Working Group. This group, to be 
chaired by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness, will include senior represen
tatives from the Joint Staff, the services, and offices 
within OSD. It will be the primary forum in DoD for 
raising, discussing, evaluating, and recommending so
lutions to readiness issues. The Readiness Working 
Group will also be responsible for overseeing the 
implementation of readiness initiatives, programs, and 
decisions. The group will charter studies of readiness 
issues, ensure that DoD readiness goals are met, con
vey the Secretary of Defense's readiness decisions 
throughout the department, and develop and use readi
ness early-warning indicators to alert DoD and advise 
the Secretary on readiness-related issues. 
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Funding Issues 
i 

Despite the promise of these new standards, mea
sures, and organizations, without adequate funding, 
readiness will decrease. Too often in the past, readi
ness has suffered when increased operating tempos, 
caused by crisis responses ·around the globe, have 
forced the services to draw from the same operations 
and maintenance accounts that fund readiness. In the 

I 

first years of the post-Cold War era, we have already 
been involved in many such operations, from peace
keeping and peace enforcement to humanitarian assis
tance and disaster relief. 

This is especially true in the case of smaller-scale 
operations where reimbursements from other sources 

' 
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- whether contributions from coalition partners or a 
supplemental appropriation from Congress - are not 
readily available. Frequently, when reimbursements 
to the services have been received, they have come 
after decreases in readiness - as a result of missed 
training or deferred maintenance - have already oc
curred. 

The establishment of a special peacekeeping ac
count in the FY 1994 budgetto fund U.S. commitments 
to such operations will help to avoid siphoning off 
O&M funds needed for readiness. However, this fund 
is insufficient to support larger, long-term deploy
ments of U.S. forces to these operations. In the future. 
DoD will press to get such contingency operations 
funded through supplemental budget requests as rap
idly as possible. 
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People are at the heart of our armed forces. The 
best planning, the highest-technology weapons, and 
the most well-conceived strategy will have no impact 
if the military personnel upon whom the planning, 
weapons, and strategy depend are not fully motivated 
and trained. 

In order to meet Cold War threats, we created the 
most highly professional, trained, and motivated force 
in the world. The results of those efforts were clearly 
seen in the overwhelming victory achieved in Opera
tion Desert Storm. To meet the new dangers and seize 
the new opportunities of the post-Cold War environ
ment, we need to maintain those qualities in our people. 

During this era of shrinking budgets and force 
reductions, we have a responsibility to those individu
als remaining in the military to maintain their quality of 
life and to ensure that they retain the high level of 
professionalism they have worked so hard to attain. 
We also have a responsibility to treat fairly and ease the 
transition of those who will be leaving the military, as 
well as the people and communities who supported our 
forces-from defense workers to the communities 
losing bases or defense plants. 

Our Commitment to People in the Force 

Our first challenge as we reduce the size of our 
defense structure is to make sure that our military 
remains the most dedicated and professional in the 
world. With the range of activities that America's 
armed forces will be involved in, it is more important 
than ever that we provide the full range and quality of 
support, training, and education that our troops need. 
In order to meet this challenge, DoD will pursue the 
following objectives: 

• Maintain high recruit quality. We must con
tinue to ensure that we recruit the best young men 

and women we can for our armed forces. Thus far, 
the services have continued to meet their recruiting 
objectives with top-notch people, although educational 
achievements of incoming personnel have declined 
slightly from the unprecedented highs of the past few 
years. Somewhat worrisome is the fact that some 
surveys indicate that interest in joining the armed 
forces is beginning to decline among America's youth. 
This appears to be due, in part, to the uncertainty 
they perceive as to the long-term viability of a mili
tary career. We plan to take steps to halt both these 
trends. Two steps that will help are to provide ad
equate funding and support for our advertising and 
enlistment bonus programs so that they continue to 
work effectively. 

• Successfully implement social changes. Our 
armed forces will be going through significant social 
changes as we seek to expand the number and types of 
opportunities available to service women and to imple
ment President Clinton's decision on homosexuals in 
the military. We must implement these new policies in 
a careful, practical, fair, and consistent way, while 
preserving the current high levels of combat effective
ness and unit cohesion in our armed forces. 

• Maintain the quality of life of our military 
personnel and their families. Our ability to attract 
and retain high-quality men and women in the armed 
forces will be heavily influenced by our ability to 
provide a military lifestyle that encourages talented 
people to join and remain in the military. To achieve 
this goal, we are implementing a proactive, "people 
first" strategy. We must provide adequate compensa
tion, benefit levels, and "quality-of-life" incentives, 
while continuing to improve our welfare and recreation 
activities, dependent education, child development, 
youth activity, and family support programs. We must 
also monitor the tempo of operations of our deployed 
forces so that our troops and their families will not be 
hit so hard by frequent, lengthy separations. 
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• Training. We must also provide rigorous, re-

alistic, and challenging training to our troops if we 
are to keep their readiness high. We are determined 
to maintain adequate funding for field training and 
related programs, such as expanded use of combat 
simulators. 

• Limit disruptions as the personnel drawdown 
proceeds. Perhaps our most important goal is to man
age the personnel drawdown process intelligently, 
with as little disruption to our armed forces as pos
sible. As the drawdown proceeds, there will inevita
bly be some upheavals and reorganizations. We will 
face a temporary increase, in the near future, in reloca
tion moves for separated and realigned staff, but we 
are determined to try and minimize these moves and 
disruptions. 

Our Commitment to People Leaving 
I 

the Force 

We owe a great deal to all those who have chosen 
to serve in the Department of Defense, and we have a 
responsibility to treat those who separate from DoD 
with the compassion and fairness they deserve. Sev
eral programs are intended to minimize involuntary 
separations and ease any separations that must take 
place. 

Voluntary Separation Initiatives (VSI) and 
Special Separation Benefit (SSB) Programs. DoD 
ended FY 1992 with an active-duty military end
strength some 17 percent, or 366,000, below the peak 
end-strength of 2,174,000 in FY 1987. We must still 
draw down by approximately 400,000 more people, to 
1.4 million by FY 1999. Until now, most of the 
reductions have been achieved by attrition, reduced 
accessions, and our very successful voluntary separa
tion programs. More than 22;000 service members 
have already applied for separation under the VSI and 

I 

SSB programs this year; this is more than half of our FY 
1993 goal of 30,000. We will continue to use these 
programs wherever possible to ·achieve further neces
sary personnel reductions. 
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Early Retirement Authority. While the VSI and 
SSB programs are working well for members with 6 to 
15 years of service, these programs have not induced 
large numbers of DoD personnel with more than 15 
years of service to separate. Temporary early retire
ment authority will complement other programs and 
help us shape the 15- to 20-year segment of the force. 
The goal of this program is to supplement the voluntary 
separation programs so that our forces can maintain an 
appropriate mix of skills and experience as they are 
reduced in size. The temporary early retirement pro
gram will help reduce those overstrength skills, grades, 
and year groups and minimize involuntary separations. 

Reserve Component Separation Initiatives. The 
reserve component transition initiatives enacted by the 
Congress and implemented by DoD include special 
separation pay for those with more than 20 years of 
service, early qualification for retirement pay (at age 
60) for those with 15 to 20 years' service, separation 
pay for those with 6 to 15 years of service, post
separation use of commissaries and exchanges, con
tinuation of Montgomery G.I. Bill educational assis
tance, and VSIJSSB and temporary early retirement 
programs for selected full-time reservists. 

Civilian Separation Incentives. Like our plans 
for active military and reserve personnel separations, 
plans for civilian separations will minimize involun
tary departures. DoD intends to reach the civilian 
reduction level first by attrition, then by using the 
authorized buyout provisions recently passed by the 
Congress, and last, by involuntary separations. We 
will also continue to adhere to civilian hiring restric
tions already in place, replacing two civilian employ
ees for every five employees who leave. 

Transition Assistance Programs. There are other 
programs being undertaken to ease the transition for 
personnel leaving DoD: 

• Extended medical care. We will pay the gov
ernment portion of health insurance premiums for an 
additional 18 months beyond the release date of em
ployees who are involuntarily'separated. 
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• Separation assistance counseling. There are 
several programs available to help departing DoD 
personnel find new jobs. The Verification Program 
provides a form with a service member's military 
experience, training history, associated civilian-equiva
lent job titles, and educational credit information. 
Another automated program registers mini-resumes of 
civilian employees, military members and their spouses 
in the Defense Outplacement Referral System. Through 
this program, the Department, in cooperation with the 
Office of Personnel Management, refers the resumes 
of DoD personnel to federal and other public and 
private-sector employers. The Defense Priority Place
ment Program (PPP) remains the backbone of our 
internal civilian placement efforts, providing fine
tuned PPP policies that are responsive to employee 
needs. Registrants in this automated program average 
about 7,000 per month, and we place approximately 
500 employees monthly. To accommodate the transi
tion needs of individuals stationed overseas, DoD has 
sponsored job fairs in Europe and Asia. 

• Relocation assistance. This is a Congression
ally-directed program that operates through the family 
centers at military installations. It provides planning 
assistance, community information, and emergency 
aid during the relocation process. 

• "Soft landings'' for troops. To address the tran
sition needs of military personnel, DoD civilians, and 
defense contractors and, at the same time, place tal
ented individuals in public service jobs, we are estab
lishing a program to encourage separated individuals 
to go into teaching, law enforcement, health care, and 
environmental restoration and preservation. We are 
also establishing a public and community service jobs 
registry containing both resumes and job vacancy 
notices. 

• Retraining. DoD is helping displaced military, 
civilian, and contractor personnel prepare for new 
employment by working with other federal agencies to 
provide employment and retraining services. 

• Department of Veterans Affairs. We have also 
provided significant funding to the Department of 
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Veterans Affairs to implement the Service Members 
Occupational Conversion and Training Act, which will 
provide training to veterans in need of additional 
civilian job skills. 

Assistance to the Larger Defense 
Community 

We have established the Defense Reinvestment 
Initiative to aid the people and communities that have 
long supported our national defense but are now losing 
defense facilities in their area. This initiative, in 
conjunction with others from DoD and other govern
ment agencies, will help affected communities adjust 
to the defense drawdown. 

Base Closure and Redevelopment. DoD is work
ing with the Commission on National and Community 
Service to explore how the Civilian Community Corps 
can assist us in addressing the needs of communities 
where bases are being closed. Examples might include 
(nontoxic) environmental base cleanup activities, in
stallation maintenance, conservation programs, and 
wildlife protection. 

Continued Commitment to Society. To further 
address the school dropout problem, the Department 
will fund a Civilian Youth Opportunities pilot pro
gram, administered by the National Guard. The pro
gram will provide military-based training and commu
nity service opportunities to improve the life skills and 
employment potential of youth who drop out of school. 
We also are implementing a pilot program through the 
National Guard to provide health care services to 
medically underserved communities and populations. 
DoD has doubled the size of the Junior Reserve Offic
ers Training Corps (JROTC) program, which uses 
retired defense personnel to teach leadership, citizen
ship, and responsibility to high school students. Com
bining JROTC instruction with vocational training and 
academic instruction, we have developed the JROTC 
Career Academy Program directed toward at -risk youth 
in inner-city high schools. 

Demonstration Programs in Job Development. 
DoD is working with the Department of Labor to assist 
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employees adversely affected by base closures and 
realignments and contractor cutbacks. We have trans
ferred $100 million of the $150 million authorized to 
the Department of Labor for the Defense Conversion 
Adjustment Program to help displaced defense work
ers prepare for and find new jobs, and to provide them 
with relocation and other support services, such as 
transportation and child care. Iri addition, three base 
closure locations (Castle Air Force Base, Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, and Williams Air Force Base) were 
among 12 locales awarded demonstration grants to 
provide job development and jop search services be
yond those traditionally available through the Labor 
Department program. 

. I 
I 
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Defense Diversification Program. Additional 
funds, authorized and appropriated in FY 1993, have 
been transferred to the Department of Labor for an 
expanded assistance initiative, called the Defense Di
versification Program. New provisions include ac
cess to training assistance 24 months in advance for 
DoD civilians at bases slated for closure and needs
related stipends for displaced defense workers while 
on training. 

Department of Commerce. The Department also 
transferred $50 million appropriated in FY 1991 and 
$80 million appropriated in FY 1993 to the Economic 
Development Administration of the Department of 
Commerce to help communities implement their ad
justment plans . 
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ROLES AND MISSIONS 

To ensure that our armed forces are properly aligned 
to meet future challenges, we must continually evalu
ate the division of labor - the allocation of roles, 
missions, and functions - among the services and 
combatant commands. 

This section describes the Bottom-Up Review of: 

• Roles. The broad and enduring purposes for 
which the military services were established by 
Congress in law; 

• Missions. The tasks assigned by the President 
or Secretary of Defense to the combatant com
manders; and 

• Functions. The specific responsibilities as
signed by the President or the Secretary of Defense 
to enable the services to fulfill their legally estab
lished roles. 

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 requires the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to "periodically recom
mend such changes in the assignment of functions (or 
roles and missions) as the Chairman considers neces
sary to achieve maximum effectiveness of the Armed 
Forces." 

In March, Secretary Aspin forwarded to the Con
gress the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs Report 
on the Roles, Missions, and Functions of the Anned 
Forces of the United States- the second such version 
of that report since Goldwater-Nichols became law. In 
his letter transmitting the report and in a subsequent 
directive issued throughout DoD in April, the Secre
tary provided his decisions on the Chairman's recom
mendations. Within OSD, the services, and the Joint 
Staff, 31 working groups were formed to implement 
the Secretary's decisions. Deliberations commenced 
immediately. In most cases, 60-day implementation 
plans or 90-day "fast track" study results were for-

warded to the Secretary to keep him apprised of progress 
on the actions. 

The most encompassing action taken-one which 
has broad implications for the conduct of evolving, 
post-Cold War missions such as peacekeeping -
involves placing the majority of U.S.-based forces, 
including the Atlantic Fleet, Forces Command, Air 
Combat Command, and Marine Forces Atlantic, under 
a single, unifiedcombatantcommand. The U.S. Atlan
tic Command was selected because it is particularly 
well-suited to assume this new mission. The principal 
purpose of the new command is to ensure joint training 
and readiness of forces stationed in the United States. 
As a result of this change, forces would already be 
accustomed to operating together and could therefore 
be deployed efficiently to overseas locations when 
crises arise. Consequently, overseas CINCs will be 
able to focus more on in-theater operations and less on 
deployment readiness concerns. 

In addition to developing jointly trained forces, the 
U.S. Atlantic Command would be assigned other im
portant new functional responsibilities: 

• Supporting U.N. peacekeeping operations and 
training units for that purpose. 

• Assisting with disaster relief operations in the 
United States and fulfilling other requirements for 
military support to civil authorities when requested 
by state governors and as directed by the President. 

• Planning the land defense of the United States. 

• Improving joint tactics, techniques, and proce
dures. 

• Recommending and testing joint doctrine. 

Depot maintenance represents another area exam
ined in the most recent Roles and Missions Report 
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where important follow-on work is underway to elimi
nate redundancies. Government depots comprise a 

I 
huge organization of some 130,000 civilians and 2,000 
military personnel spread across 30 facilities. Today, 
with the ongoing reductions in the U.S. force structure, 
DoD's depot capacity exceeds requirements by 25 to 
50 percent. The Base Realignment'and Closure (BRA C) 
Commission recommended closing seven depots and 
realigning three others. A DoD working group is re
viewing additional consolidations and new manage
ment schemes. The goal is to reduce depot capacity 
significantly so as to align it more closely with our 
reduced force structure and overall requirements. 

I 
I 

I 
Another action resulting from the Roles and Mis-

sions Report and the Secretary of Defense's directive 
is the establishment of an Executive Agent manage
ment structure for DoD's vast traiping, test, and evalu
ation (TT &E) establishment. The services have agreed 
to pool their TT &E infrastructures and resources under 
a joint board of directors comprising senior officers 
from the four services. This action will streamline and 
vastly improve the efficiency of this large complex of 
facilities and ranges. 

The April directive also identified five areas for 
further study in conjunction with the Bottom-Up Re
view (four of which are addresse<;l in this section): 

• Expeditionary ground fore~ roles and require
ments. 

• Service air power roles and1 force requirements. 
' I 

• Service contributions to meeting overseas pres
ence needs. 

• Service responsibilities in 'new mission areas, 
such as peacekeeping. 

• Responsibilities assigned to the active and re
serve components (examined 1in the next section). 

In each of these areas, the focus was on preserving 
the benefits that derive from CO!I).petition among the 
services, while eliminating unnecessary and duplica-
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tive practices. As Secretary Aspin and the Chairman of 
the JCS have both stated, fielding unique but comple
mentary capabilities in different' military services can 
be an efficient use of resources. It may be necessary to 
assign a particular function to more than one service in 
order to ensure that critical capabilities are available 
when and where they are needed. Moreover, cross
service diversity can foster greater innovation, seri
ously complicate enemy planning, and hedge against 
possible breakthroughs in countering a particular capa
bility. 

The Bottom-Up Review determined that it is nec
essary to maintain multiservice capabilities in all of the 
areas listed above. However, where those capabilities 
involve the use of similar weapon systems or plat
forms, special attention must be given to ensuring that 
the services adopt common approaches, to the extent 
possible, in several areas. These include: 

• Developing standard tactics and techniques, 
adopting common doctrinal approaches, and car
rying out joint training where coordination with 
other force elements is required. 

• Consolidating support and training infrastruc
tures to reduce excess capacity. 

• Exploiting opportunities to develop and field 
common weapon systems and subsystems. 

Expeditionary Ground Forces 

As was discussed in Section IV, the Bottom-Up 
Review assessed a number of alternative force mixes 
weighted toward ground, sea, or air components, but 
validated the need for a balance~ force that is highly 
responsive to a broad array of possible contingencies. 

The review of expeditionary ground force require
ments included the full range of contingency and 
expeditionary forces: active Army heavy (armor and 
mechanized), light, and specialized airborne and air 
assault forces; all Marine Corps forces, including the 
organic contributions of the Manne air component; 
and special operations forces. These forces were 
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c'x:unined for their contributions under a range of 
.:ir.:umstances and conditions. 

Under our proposed defense strategy and force 
~tructure, expeditionary ground force capabilities ap
pear sufficient for any single contingency, large or 
~mall. However, if we had to deal with more than one 
c'llntingency at a time, such a scenario would place 
c' x traordinary demands on certain elements of the force, 
~uch as Army airborne and air assault forces, Marine 
c'xpeditionary forces, and some special operations 
forces. 

Smaller-scale operations also place special re
quirements on "light" forces and on special operations 
forces. Threat and terrain conditions and the lack of 
available infrastructure often exclude the use of armor 
t 1r mechanized forces in such circumstances. So-called 
light forces (Army infantry, airborne, and air assault) 
and medium forces (Marine air-ground task forces) 
may be required to perform a variety of functions, 
including forcible entry, assuming access is contested. 
For contingencies extending over lengthy periods of 
time, consideration must also be given to providing an 
adequate rotation base. Reserve component forces 
might be called upon in these situations. 

Adoption of new missions such as peacekeeping, 
humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief, or a sig
nificant expansion of existing missions such as in
creased amphibious ready group presence in maritime 
regions, has the potential to place far greater demands 
on the operating and deployment tempos (time de
ployed) of our forces. Combat force contributions to 
peacekeeping operations, for example, will in most 
cases be infantry and SOP-intensive and will likely 
involve force commitments of an extended duration. 
However, planned reductions in light infantry forces 
and rotation factors will limit the size and number of 
commitments these forces can support. Moreover, 
cmce committed to peacekeeping operations, these 
f<Jrccs will not be readily available to respond to crises 
c;bewhere. Again, we are exploring greater use of 
rc;<,erve component forces as a means of relieving the 
burden on our active forces and increasing our flexibil
ity to perform such operations. 
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Theater Air Operations 

The Bottom-Up Review's assessment of theater 
air operations drew heavily on Joint Staff analyses 
exploring the contributions of various service air com
ponents under a variety of scenarios and circumstances. 
However, some independent modeling was conducted 
within OSD which looked specifically at the capabili
ties of modem munitions against large armored forces. 

As with ground force operations, theater air opera
tions require a careful sequencing of forces in the early 
stages of conflict. If control of airspace is contested, air 
superiority must first be established. When airspace is 
contested in maritime areas or when air bases ashore 
are not available, Marine and Navy fighter aircraft play 
a crucial role. In certain circumstances, Marine and 
Navy air elements, along with long-range bombers, 
will be the only sources of theater air power available. 
In contingencies where access to local land-based 
facilities is well assured and logistics support can be 
maintained, land-based air -superiority aircraft will com
bine with Navy and Marine tactical aircraft to provide 
the most capable mix of forces possible. Joint Staff 
war-gaming analysts explored air-superiority require
ments against a variety of potential threats. In all cases, 
land- and sea-based air-superiority aircraft were found 
mutually supportive and necessary. 

Interdiction operations and attacks on strategic 
targets could begin almost immediately with long
range missiles, stealth aircraft, and aircraft capable of 
delivering standoff weapons. Once air superiority was 
assured, emphasis would be placed on interdiction 
efforts. Strike platforms from all services would con
tribute, adding confusion to enemy planning and over
whelming remaining enemy air defenses. Bombers 
could play especially important roles in the early stages 
of a conflict, once outfitted for delivery of precision
guided munitions. 

Engaged ground forces will require close air sup
port. Air Force, Navy, and Marine fixed-wing attack 
aircraft and Army and Marine attack helicopters will 
provide this support. In implementing another recom
mendation of the recent Roles and Missions Report, 
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joint doctrine is being updated to better account for the 
contributions of attack helicopters. Work must con
tinue in the area of integrating long-range rocket artil
lery fire with air-delivered munitions. 

The danger presented by the proliferation of weap
ons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear weapons, 
places additional demands on theater aviation. First, 
development of conventional counterforce capabilities 
will be necessary. Second, whil~ we believe the Navy 
and Marine Corps can prudently do away with the 
tactical nuclear mission of their air components, a 
limited number of Air Force multirole aircraft must 

I 

remain capable of delivering theater nuclear weapons. 

' One other promising change in the area of theater 
aviation is the integration of Navy and Marine Corps 
fixed-wing fighter/attack aircraft. Three Marine Corps 
F/A-18 squadrons and one EA-6B squadron will par
ticipate in aircraft carrier depldyments. We will also 
examine further integration of Marine Corps fighter/ 
attack squadrons in support of carrier operations, while 
ensuring that such integration does not disrupt the 
integrity of the Marine air-ground task force concept. 

I 

On the programmatic side of theater air operations, 
the Bottom-Up Review analyzed the potential for joint 
Air Force-Navy development of single aircraft types 
and components to meet the requirements of both 

I 

services at substantial cost savings. As a result, the 
Joint Advanced Strike Technology Program has been 
launched with the aim of achieving far greater com
monality of components and "jointness" in the next 
generation of Navy and Air Force strike aircraft. 

! 

While it is clear that all services will retain impor
tant air power roles, more work must be done to ensure 
that air and missile contributions are better integrated. 
This will remain a critical area 'for ongoing analysis. 

Overseas Presence 

Overseas presence requirements are apportioned 
among the services according tb the needs of regional 

' 
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commanders. Given the diversity of situations and 
locations where U.S. interests are represented in peace
time, multiservice capabilities are crucial to maintain
ing adequate overseas presence as the overall size of 
our force is reduced. 

Throughout the Cold War era, land-based ground 
and air forces constituted the majority of U.S. forces 
stationed overseas. Guided by a strategy of forward 
defense and containment, these forces were deployed 
in significant numbers and were supported by a rela
tively large forward base infrastructure. 

Today, our overseas presence is both declining and 
being restructured in response to the changed strategic 
environment. In some regions, such as Europe, our 
land-based presence, both troops and bases, is declin
ing sharply. In other regions, like the Pacific, where we 
had fewer forward-stationed forces to begin with, the 
decline is less dramatic. In still other regions, such as 
the Persian Gulf, the post -Cold War period has brought 
with it more, not fewer, demands for presence. 

The decline in the number of U.S. forces perma
nently stationed abroad and the accompanying draw
down in bases and facilities to which we have histori
cally had access means that our remaining overseas 
presence forces and facilities take on added signifi
cance in implementing our regionally-oriented de
fense strategy. 

We will continue to examine innovative concepts 
to fulfill our commitments as we reduce our overall 
overseas presence, ensuring, , for example, that in
creased operating tempos and a shrinking rotation base 
do not degrade combat readiness. A number of these 
concepts- including a reserve/training carrier, adap
tive and joint force packages, and combined exercises 
of land, air, and naval forces with U.S. friends and 
allies - have already been discussed. Over time and 
in consultation with our friends and allies, adjustments 
will continue to be made in our overseas presence that 
recognize the limitations of a smaller U.S. force struc
ture while continuing to serve 'our interests abroad. 
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Service Roles in New Mission Areas 

Peacekeeping, peace enforcement, humanitarian 
assistance, and disaster relief operations place new 
demands on U.S. armed forces and require some re
definition of missions and functions, with an attendant 
impact on resource allocation. Of these potential mis
sions, peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations 
will be the most demanding. Here again, the flexibility 
of complementary, multiservice capabilities is a tre
mendous asset. 

As noted earlier, one prominent step in our re
sponse to this new requirement has been to make the 
U.S. Atlantic Command responsible for evaluating and 
refining joint and combined doctrine for peacekeeping 
and other peace support operations and for developing 
joint training programs and exercises. In terms of the 
distribution of other roles and missions, the military 
services will retain responsibility for individual and 
unit training and general leadership preparation for 
peace support operations, while regional commanders 
will be responsible for operational and contingency 
planning. 

Force planning and the associated force structure 
for peace enforcement operations will resemble those 
for major (or lesser) regional conflicts, as was dis
cussed in Section III. Peace enforcement is a form of 
armed combat requiring tailored forces from all com
ponents, as determined by a regional commander. 
Service functions in these types of operations will 
differ little from those required for other combat opera
tions. 

Planning for peacekeeping requires different tech
niques and a different mix of combat and support 
forces. Effective multinational staff and leader train
ing and familiarity with certain noncombat techniques 
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(such as negotiation and integration of nongovernmen
tal and private volunteer organizations into the overall 
effort) will be critical to the outcome. 

Peacekeeping operations typical! y will also re
quire heavier concentrations of combat support and 
combat service support forces than is the case for 
combat operations. Emphasis will be placed on medi
cal, engineering, transportation, and command and 
control capabilities. Depending on the anticipated 
level of U.S. participation in peacekeeping operations, 
the mix of active and reserve forces in these areas may 
need review. 

Combat forces for peacekeeping will usually in
clude both ground and air components, as well as 
maritime forces ifblockades are to be enforced ornaval 
interdiction is required. Ground forces will like! y be 
infantry-intensive, depending upon the scenario, and 
could, in some cases, severely strain overall "light" 
force capabilities. Air contributions will mostly in
volve supply and reconnaissance assets. As a follow
on to the Bottom-Up Review, we will continue to 
evaluate overall force requirements for peace support 
operations. 

A Concluding Comment 

The Bottom-Up Review has provided an important 
opportunity to further clarify service roles, missions, 
and functions in selected areas and, therefore, build on 
the recommendations of the Roles and Missions Re
port. In each of the five areas examined, the need for 
multiservice capabilities was reaffirmed. However, 
several important matters raised in the Bottom-Up 
Review will require further attention as the process of 
defining America's post -Cold War security needs con
tinues in the months ahead. 
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RESERVE COMPONENT FORCES 

Reserve component forces are an integral part of 
our armed forces and are essential to the implementa
tion of our defense strategy. Reserve forces were key 
to our success in the Persian Gulf war, clearly demon
strating their commitment, dedication, and profession
alism. After Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, reserve volun
teers from all of the services were among the first 
military personnel to deploy- literally thousands of 
reservists volunteered to be activated in the initial days 
of the operation. The Persian Gulf War, which re
quired the largest mobilization and deployment of the 
reserve component since the Korean conflict, was also 
the first major test of our Total Force policy, instituted 
in 1973 to integrate the active and reserve components 
of our armed forces more closely with one another. 

Since the inception of the Total Force policy, our 
National Guard and reserve forces have been sized and 
structured in much the same way as our active forces
which, during the Cold War years, required that they be 
able to meet the demands of a global conflict with the 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. During the 1980s, 
major improvements were made in the readiness of 
reserve forces for wartime missions. The reserve 
component structure also was expanded significantly 
-the Selected Reserve (those units and individuals 
within the overall Ready Reserve structure designated 
as essential to wartime missions) increased by some 35 
percent, to 1,150,000 personnel from 850,000. 

Adapting the Reserve Components to 
Address New Dangers 

Today, new regional dangers have replaced the 
global Soviet threat and, as with our active forces, we 
must adapt the reserve components to meet these new 
challenges. Our approach is to seek "compensating 
leverage"; that is, to use the reserve components to 
reduce the risks and control the costs of smaller active 
forces. Compensating leverage does not mean main
taining larger Guard and reserve forces. Rather, it 

means making smarter use of the reserve component 
forces that we have by adapting them to new require
ments, assigning them missions that properly utilize 
their strengths, and funding them at a level consistent 
with what will be expected of them if we have to use 
them during a crisis or war. 

One of the most important tasks is to define explic
itly the roles and missions we expect the reserve 
components to perform in the new security environ
ment. During regional contingencies, Guard and re
serve forces will continue to provide- as they have in 
the past- significant support forces, many of which 
would deploy in the early days of a conflict. Reserve 
component combat forces will both augment and rein
force deployed active forces and backfill for active 
forces deployed to a contingency from other critical 
regions. 

Guard and reserve forces also will help promote 
international stability and security during peacekeep
ing, peace enforcement, and humanitarian assistance 
operations. Missions appropriate to the reserve com
ponents include support for active forces engaged in 
such operations, including strategic airlift, service sup
port, civil affairs, and other capabilities. During pro
longed operations, or when active forces redeploy 
during a major regional conflict, reserve forces are 
available to provide a rotational or replacement base. 

Finally, the Army and Air National Guard will 
continue to serve as the first line of defense for domes
tic emergencies. They will provide forces to respond 
to natural disasters, domestic unrest, and other threats 
to domestic tranquility. They also will provide air 
defense of the United States and protect U.S. airspace 
sovereignty. 

In some areas, the reserve component force struc
ture is well suited to future needs. In others, too much 
force structure exists and organizations are not prop-
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erly organized, trained, or equipped to undertake new 
missions. Described below, for each of the services, 
are the changes we intend tol make in the reserve 
components to adapt them to t!ie new environment. 

I 

Air Force Reserve Forces 
I 

Increased investments in the Air Force Reserve 
and the Air National Guard duripg the last two decades 
have produced forces able to 1 meet the demanding 
missions given to them. All of the roles already as
signed to the Air Reserve components, from aerial 
refueling to airlift to air combat', are well suited to our 
future needs. We also intend to ~ssign new or expanded 
roles to the Air Reserve compoJents in several impor
tant areas. At the same time, the end of the Cold War 
has made necessary some reductions in these force 
elements. I 

The Air National Guard wil,I assume a larger share 
of the air defense mission in the' United States, includ
ing manning and operating I stAir Force Headquarters 
and all U.S. regional and sector operations centers. The 
total number of Air National Guard air defense inter-

' ceptor squadrons and aircraft wi)l be reduced in light of 
the virtual elimination of the long-range bomber threat. 

Air National Guard and Alr Force Reserve units 
I 

will also assume an increased snare of aerial-refueling 
and airlift operations- a task t~ey have performed so 
well in past operations, like Desert Shield/Desert Storm. 
Also, for the first time, B-52 arid B-1 heavy bombers 
will be transferred to Air National Guard and Air 
Reserve units. Finally, both the Air National Guard 
and the Air Force Reserve will: undertake occasional 
short-duration peacetime fightbr deployments over
seas to help reduce personnel demands on the active 
Air Force and to meet surge requirements. 

i 
I 

Finally, there will be reductions in Air Reserve 
component fighter wings. As a result of the Bottom-Up 
Review, it was determined that 20 fighter wings would 
be required to fight and win twb nearly simultaneous 

'I 

I 
I 
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major regional conflicts. This allows for a significant 
reduction in the total numbe~ of U.S. fighter wi~gs 
from the Cold War level. At the same time, peacetime 

presence needs, including an ~ctive rotation base, r~- ·••.·.· .·~ .. ·.,·<:· .. i.:_ .. · 

quire us to maintain a minimum of 13 wings in.·the . ,: 
active force. Thus, the active ~ir Force will-be reduced t; 

from 22 general purpose fig~tf~ wings in 1991 to 13 .. , . '' 
wings, and the reserve force will be reduced from 12 to · 
seven wings, along with a restbcturing and reduc~oq .. : · · ·· · ;,,~~: 
of selected support elements~~ The resulting actiye: . · ' • 
reserve mix will help reduce costs while maintaini'ng, • · ··:;: •: 
adequate levels of readiness, bverseas presence, ,and: -:.::~1!5·. . i·· 

warfighting capability across ,~he entire Air Force. · ;.. · • . "'"' 
I . '' 

Naval Reserve Forces 

The Naval Reserve has many units that simply are 
'I 

not needed for regional contingencies. During the 
Cold War, a substantial numbe~ of Naval Reserve ship . 
augmentation units were maintained to increase man
ning to wartime requirementJ and to replace b~ttle 
casualties. Now that new ted~nology has aut9m~ted 
many ship functions and the threat posed by a· blue- "';. 
water Soviet navy has disappeaired. these requirements 
have declined significantly. i . 

Some units will be reoriented to missions that 
support a high tempo of pea~Jtime naval operations;· 
while providing. a surge capJbility to augment 1•the 

I . 

active force during contingencies. The resulting N~yal 
Reserve will• be smaller, more1 specialized, and more 
immediately effective in res~onding to a· range ·of 
potential operations, includingithe needs of two nearly-~ 
simultaneous conflicts. 

The demanding peacetim~ tempo of naval forces 
means most ships must be ~anned by active-duty., 
crews. Ships will be placed in the Naval Reserve Fleet 
(NRF) where the need for a high tempo of peace~me 
operations is limited. For exam1ple, we will be subst.afi- , 
tially increasing the Naval R:eserve's role in Iiline,.~ 
warfare by placing additional rhinesweepers and mine 
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countermeasure ships in the N:fval Reserve Fleet. Wtt· · 
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also expect to retain about ten frigates (FFG-7s) in the 
NRF. 

In addition, we are proposing a major innovation in 
the force structure for Naval Reserve ships- placing 
an aircraft carrier in reserve status. In peacetime, this 
carrier, with a largely full-time crew, would conduct 
training missions for active and reserve aviators, and 
could be available for limited deployments overseas. 
In a war that called for a very large force and mobiliza
tion, the reserve carrier and its air wing could be 
deployed to a conflict theater relatively expeditiously. 

A single reserve carrier air wing composed of 
Navy and Marine Corps squadrons will be created. The 
Naval Air Reserve will also have significant responsi
bilities in the areas of antisubmarine warfare and 
countermine operations. For example, the Navy in
tends to integrate active and reserve mine countermea
sure helicopter squadrons. 

Marine Corps Reserve Forces 

The Marine Corps Reserve is a relatively small 
force - representing only 19 percent of total Marine 
Corps end-strength. It is characterized by high prior
service officer accessions and the integration of Ma
rine Corps Reserve combat units at the smaller unit 
level. Such characteristics have given the Marine 
Corps Reserve an ability to deploy and integrate itself 
effectively with active forces with minimal "train-up" 
time following mobilization. For example, during 
Operation Desert Storm, more than 50 percent of the 
Marine Corps Reserve was activated and employed, 
including some two-thirds of the reserve combat struc
ture. 

Marine Corps Reserve forces, which have long 
been designed and structured to augment and reinforce 
expeditionary operations in distant regions, are well 
suited to the challenges of the post-Cold War era and 
require only limited changes in their composition. We 
plan to retain a Marine Corps Reserve end-strength of 
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about 42,000, slightly larger than planned under the 
Base Force, to ensure that the Marine Corps Reserve 
can fulfill both its augmentation and reinforcement 
roles. 

Army Reserve Component Forces 

Achieving an Army total force capable of meeting 
new security requirements demands adapting the Army 
National Guard and the Army Reserve to the new 
defense strategy, improving and accelerating the pro
cess of readying combat forces for deployment, and 
utilizing the Army Guard and Reserve in areas where 
they have performed effectively and responsively in 
the past. Currently, there are about 700,000 personnel 
in the U.S. Army Reserve and National Guard. As the 
reserve structure is realigned to support the new de
fense strategy, end-strength in the Army reserve com
ponents will decline to about 575,000 by 1999. 

Support Forces. Combat support and combat 
service support (CS and CSS) units in the Army Re
serve are able to deploy rapid! y and be integrated 
effectively into the active force - a fact that was 
demonstrated clear! y during the Persian Gulf conflict. 
Our reliance on the reserves forCS and CSS units in the 
future will depend on how quickly we can activate 
them in a crisis, as well as on the size of the residual 
active-duty support forces needed for peacetime mis
sions. We plan to expand the role of Army reserve 
component CS and CSS units in key areas to provide 
additional support for Army combat units and other 
U.S. forces involved in combat operations. 

Reorganizing the Army National Guard. The 
Army National Guard will transition to a combat force 
of about 37 brigades, including 15 enhanced readiness 
National Guard brigades, to execute the strategy of the 
Bottom-Up Review, to provide strategic insurance, 
and to support civil authorities. Within the overall 
force structure, the focus will be on the readiness 
initiatives directed toward the 15 enhanced readiness 
brigades as well as combat support and combat service 
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support needed to execute the strategy of winning two 
nearly simultaneous major reg.ional contingencies. 

The 15 enhanced readiness Army National Guard 
brigades will be organized and resourced so that they 
can be mobilized, trained, and deployed more quickly 
to the fast-evolving regional conflicts that we expect in 
the future. These brigades will be able to reinforce 

I 

active combat units in a crisis. The goal is to have these 
brigades ready to begin deployment in 90 days. 

The other Army National Guard combat forces, 
maintained at lower readiness, ,are needed as well for: 

• Extended Crises. The warfighting analysis of 
the Bottom-Up Review focused on regional crises 
where an enemy invasion of it~ neighbor is countered 
by an early American response that results in a quick 
and decisive military victory for the United States and 
its allies. In cases where a :large scale American 
deployment to a region successfully deters an invasion 
but requires forces to remain in place over an extended 
period, additional Army National Guard combat units 
will provide the basis for the rotational forces. 

I 

o Peace Operations. The United States should 
have the option to provide forc:es to engage in peace
keeping or peace enforcement when it is in the country's 
interest. Generally, active duty forces would be used in 
the initial stages of such operations. Protracted com
mitments to peace operations could lower the overall 
readiness of U.S. active duty forces over time, and in 
turn, reduce our ability to fulfill our strategy to be able 
to win two nearly simultaneous major regional con
flicts. To avoid such a path to decreased readiness, the 
Army Guard and Reserve forC!fS must be prepared to 
share the burden of conducting'these operations. 

o Dete"ent Hedge. The collapse of the Soviet 
Union has greatly reduced the imminent threat to U.S. 
vital interests in Europe and the Far East. The reduced 
threat has permitted the Defense Department to make 
significant reductions in force ~tructure and military 
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end-strengths of the Total Force (both active and re
serve). However, it remains prudent to maintain a 
hedge against the possible failure of democratic re
forms in Russia, Ukraine, and elsewhere in the world. 
The additional reserve component force structure pro
vides a hedge that could form the basis of an expanded 
American force structure and serve as a deterrent to 
future adversarial regimes that could threaten U.S. 
interests. 

• Domestic Missions. In addition to the defense 
missions discussed above, Army National Guard and 
reserve forces are called upon to meet domestic dan
gers such as natural disasters and civil unrest. Substan
tial numbers of reserves must be available during both 
peacetime and wartime to support civil authorities in 
responding to domestic crises. The Army National 
Guard and reserve force structure provides added capa
bility to respond to external conflicts and to support 
ci vii authorities at home. 

Readiness and Training Initiatives 

A series of readiness and training improvements is 
necessary to ensure that the reserve components are 
able to meet the demands of the new defense strategy. 
Improvements are particularly necessary in the Army 
because of the demanding roles that Army National 
Guard and Army Reserve forces may be called upon to 
perform. 

During the Persian Gulf War, several National 
Guard brigades were mobilized, but the needed post
mobilization training of those brigades was not accom
plished as quickly as had been hoped or expected. 
Important lessons about readiness and training were 
learned from this experience. ' 

Following the Gulf War, 'the Army's active and 
reserve components initiated a series of efforts reflect
ing the experiences of that conflict- the Army's Bold 
Shift program, the Army National Guard's Project 
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Standard Bearer, and the Army Reserve's Project Prime. 
Title XI of the 1993 Defense Appropriations Act added 
a series of requirements to further improve the 
deployability of individual Guard members, to sharpen 
the emphasis on unit and leadership training in the 
National Guard, to strengthen the capability assess
ments of National Guard units, and to increase the 
compatibility of active units with Guard units. 

To help ensure that Guard and reserve units can 
indeed be available when we plan for them to be, we 
will be continuing a number of initiatives and under
taking some new ones to alleviate deficiencies in 
Guard and reserve training and combat readiness that 
were identified during the Persian Gulf War. 

• Reserve equipment initiative. Adequate equip
ment is a crucial part of readiness. We will formulate 
our plans and budgets in order to fulfill the reserve 
components' legitimate equipment needs - in the 
Army and the other services as well. The Department 
will develop a balanced program of new procurement 
and redistribution to provide needed equipment. 

• Full-time support for the Army Reserve. We 
are increasing the percentage of full-time support per
sonnel in the Army Reserve component. These per
sonnel perform key support functions - administra
tion, maintenance, and so forth - enabling reserve 
personnel to focus their limited training time on re
quired military skills. 

• Pre-mobilization preparations. On strategic 
warning, several measures can be taken to improve the 
readiness of combat forces without mobilizing them. 
These include filling equipment shortfalls, completing 
school training of all personnel, providing two week
ends of drill training per month, and providing a two
to three-week training period after six months. 

• Post-mobilization training. Currently, only the 
National Training Center and a few other sites are able 
to provide post-mobilization training to National Guard 
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combat brigades, if such training is needed. This limits 
our ability to call up and train more than a few brigades 
in a crisis. The Army, recognizing this deficiency, is 
creating several "readiness divisions" to assist with the 
training of reserve component units during peacetime 
and crises. These divisions will contain active Army, 
Army National Guard, and Army Reserve personnel, 
and will provide the peacetime and post-mobilization 
training assistance needed by reserve component com
bat and support units. 

Army Guard and Reserve units must be trained and 
ready to fight when called to active duty. The initia
tives and restructuring we are proposing are designed 
to ensure that is the case. After these initiatives have 
been implemented and in place for some time, they will 
need to be evaluated carefully to determine whether the 
readiness achieved is satisfactory or further improve
ments are needed. We will also need to continue to 
evaluate the reserve component structure against evolv
ing warfighting requirements. 

Making the Force More Accessible 

As DoD becomes more reliant upon the contribu
tions of the reserve components, ensuring better access 
to Guard and reserve forces takes on increasing impor

. tance. Our concerns span the entire spectrum of needs: 
wartime contingencies, domestic emergencies, and 
peacetime operations. 

We are examining the adequacy of existing legis
lation and have submitted a request for two changes to 
Title 10, USC 673b. We have asked the Congress to 
amend that provision of law to give us access to the 
reserve component for 180 days plus an extension of an 
additional 180 days, versus the 90 + 90 days provided 
under current law. We have also asked that the Secre
tary of Defense have the authority to call up 25,000 
people if needed to support deployment operations 
during the early stages of a conflict. 
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The Department of Defense has formed a Reserve 
Component Accessibility Steering Group which will 
identify and develop solutions for a full range of 
accessibility issues: legislative and regulatory changes; 
mobilization policy guidance; better ways to use vol
unteers; and methods to meet domestic mission needs 
more effectively. In addition, accessibility for domes
tic missions of National Guard forces could be im-
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proved by implementing recent proposals for bilateral 
and multilateral agreements for cooperation among 
states. 

Our ultimate objective, of course, is to assure the 
availability of reserve component forces when needed, 

' while ensuring that we do n~t overextend our call on 
our citizen-soldiers. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE 

Infrastructure is the foundation upon which our 
military strength is built. It includes all DoD activities 
other than those directly associated with operational 
forces, intelligence, strategic defense, and applied re
search and development. 

For example, in FY 1994, infrastructure activities 
will account for $160 billion in appropriated and re
volving funds, or approximately 59 percent of DoD 
total obligational authority. 

Infrastructure activities fall into seven broad cat
egories: 

• Central Logistics - includes depot mainte
nance, supply operations, and transportation. This 
is the largest functional area. 

• Central Medical - includes all DoD medical 
activities except those directly associated with the 
readiness mission. CHAMPUS and the military 
medical treatment facilities make up most of this 
category. 

• Central Personnel - includes all permanent 
change-of-station costs, recruiting and advertising 

expenditures, dependent support programs, vari
ous public relations functions, and assorted other 
personnel activities. 

• Central Training- includes only formal train
ing activities, not the larger costs of unit training 
and exercises. 

• Science and Technology (S&T), DoD Labs, 
and Acquisition Management- includes prima
rily S&T funding and oversight of DoD labs. 

• Installation Support- includes costs driven by 
the number and size of DoD installations. 

• Force Management - includes management 
headquarters, some defense agencies, and some 
aspects of command, control, communications, 
and intelligence (C3I). 

As indicated in Figure 13, logistics represents the 
largest share of infrastructure expenditures, claiming 
40 percent of the total, followed by installation support, 
with a 17 percent share. 

Infrastructure Categories 
(As percentage of $160 billion in FY 1994 budget) 

Installation 
Support 

17% 

Acquisition 
Management 

6% 

Force Management 
13% 

Training 
8% 

Personnel 
7% 

Figure 13 

Medical 
9% 

Logistics 
40% 
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Infrastructure costs fall into two categories: those 
that are sensitive to changes in the overall force struc
ture and those that are not affected when the size of the 
force is reduced. Our objeqive in the Bottom-Up 
Review was to identify potential savings and to launch 
a longer-term process of reducing and streamlining 
DoD's infrastructure without J:!arrning readiness. 

Approximately 40 percent of infrastructure costs 
are tied directly to force structure. Examples include 
training, supply, and transportation costs. We will, of 
course, realize savings in these areas as our forces are 
reduced. Further opportunities for savings can be de
rived from supporting our operational forces more 
efficiently. 

A detailed analysis of cost savings that could be 
realized as a result of force downsizing alone was 
conducted as part of the Bottom-Up Review. Since 
decisions on the final force structure were not available 
at the time the analysis was performed, a notional force 
was used. The analysis suggested that DoD should see 
direct infrastructure savings 6f between $10 billion 
and $11 billion resulting directly from the force draw
down. 

The Bottom-Up Review also examined ways to 
obtain substantial savings in ,areas of infrastructure 
where costs have traditionally been seen as relatively 
fixed. Savings in these areas will require changing the 
basic ways in which DoD does business. For example, 
about 50 percent of infrastructure costs are a product of 
policy decisions or statutory requirements and can be 
reduced only through changes in public law or DoD 
directives. These include elements of funding for 
military installations, family housing, military base 
operations, depot maintenance, and schools for DoD 
dependents, both in the United States and abroad. 

' One such area of potential' savings is the realign-
ment and closure of additional U.S. military bases and 
facilities. This is accomplish~d through the BRAC 
process. Implementation of BRAC-93 decisions is 
expected to result in a savings of about $4 billion. 

Another I 0 percent of i~frastructure costs are 
attributable to public law and policy decisions but are 
virtually impossible to reduce. Cutting expenditures 
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here would require extremely difficult and, in some 
cases, undesirable changes, such as Congressional 
action to rescind or rewrite U.S. environmental laws. 
Included in this category are most environmental res
toration efforts (which involve myriad legal, regula
tory, and policy constraints), various legal entitlements 
of current and former service members, and the obliga
tion to provide medical benefits to dependents of 
active-duty personnel. 

There are three general methods of reducing vari
able infrastructure costs. These include increased use 
of privatization for business operations, additional 
consolidations and expanded use of executive agents, 
and better business practices and incentives. There 
have been many attempts to reduce costs in these areas 
before, and such efforts must be encouraged and ex
panded. The potential for savings, however, differs 
significantly across functional categories. 

Privatization of DoD operations can, in selected 
cases, provide cost savings. Transferring operations to 
the private sector could yield savings in such areas as 
maintenance, base operations, and concession func
tions. There are significant economies of scale that can 
be realized from consolidating certain functions, such 
as accounting services, and appointing executive agents 
for training and depot maintenance. Employing better 
business practices over a range of DoD activities will 
enable us to reduce infrastructure costs without cutting 
outputs. 

The Bottom-Up Review has provided a detailed 
framework of options for reducing infrastructure costs. 
Just by reducing force size, savings of around $10 
billion to $11 billion will be realized in the 40 percent 
of infrastructure costs that are directly tied to our 
operational force structure. Another $4 billion in 
savings will be achieved with the implementation of 
BRAC-93 decisions. Further' cost savings will come 
from changes in policy directives and, in some cases, 
public law, as we make adjustments with an eye toward 
privatization, consolidation of functions, and better 
business practices. We will pursue the maximum 
savings possible in each infrastructure category, while 
maintaining an adequate lev~! and quality of infra
structure to support our forces. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY 

In the post-Cold War era, DoD's approach to 
environmental problems must rest on two basic pre
mises. First, our national security must include protec
tion of the environment, and environmental concerns 
must be fully integrated into our defense policies. 
Second, to protect our nation we must also have a 
strong economy; protecting the environment and grow
ing the economy must go hand in hand. 

Environmental concerns are an integral part of 
U.S. national security policy because of the effect that 
environmental conditions have on economic and po
litical stability, because of the growth in environmental 
costs as a share of the national security budget, and 
because of the loss of public trust caused by military 
noncompliance with environmental laws and regula
tions. 

Reflecting the Clinton Administration's commit
ment to preserving and protecting the environment, the 
Department of Defense created a new Environmental 
Security Program with a mandate to ensure that appro
priate environmental, safety, and health considerations 
are brought to bear in the development of national 
security policy; that the environment is protected in 
defense operations; and that our environmental stew
ardship is used to promote economic growth. This 
program is being pursued in partnership with other 
federal agencies, states, private industry, the public, 
and Congress. 

This new program is based on a c3p2 (C-cubed, P
squared) foundation, which stands for cleanup, com
pliance, conservation, and pollution prevention. The 
Department will establish goals and priorities in each 
of these areas and will establish measurable ways to 
demonstrate progress. 

Over time, this program should provide DoD with 
a better environmental security strategy, better infor
mation and control systems for effective management, 
uniform cost-estimating methods within the Depart-

ment, an environmental security technology program 
directed toward user needs, and increased public in
volvement in environmental security efforts. 

Threats to Environmental Security 

The Department's national security mission in
cludes performing defense operations in an environ
mentally responsible manner, deterring environmental 
threats that could lead to international instability, and 
when appropriate, applying military capabilities to 
mitigate environmental effects of natural disasters. 

Environmental security threats are defined as con
ditions affecting human health, safety, or the environ
ment that actually or potentially (I) impair the ability 
of DoD to prepare for and perform its national security 
mission or (2) create instabilities that can threaten U.S. 
national security. 

The most notable environmental threats to U.S. 
security to which the Department must respond are: 
global threats, such as warming, ozone depletion, loss 
of biodiversity, and nuclear proliferation; regional 
threats, such as environmental terrorism, accidents or 
disasters, regional conflicts caused by scarcity or de
nial of resources, and cross-border and global contami
nation; and national threats, such as risks to public 
health and the environment from DoD activities, in
creasing restrictions on military operations, inefficient 
use of DoD resources, reduced weapon system perfor

mance, and erosion of public trust. 

Program Objectives 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated each of the 
Department's environmental security programs in light 
of the following objectives: reducing environmental 
risk by minimizing threats to human health and safety; 
ensuring full compliance with U.S. environmental 
laws and regulations and with the Overseas Environ-
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mental Baseline Guidance document; enhancing cost
effectiveness and reducing cqsts wherever possible; 
targeting environmental technology on the most seri
ous problems and where research and development 
will achieve the highest payoffs; improving U.S. pub
lic involvement and awareness by conducting open, 
frequent, and meaningful public dialogues and infor
mation exchanges; and producing measurable results 
in performance, schedule, an~ cost. This includes 
reductions in environmental risks, protection of natural 
resources, compliance with environmental laws or 
regulations, and reductions in pollution levels. 

I 

New Directions Needed 

The Department has stewardship for about 25 
million acres of land around the world, and has identi
fied more than 18,000 sites that'may need to be cleaned 
up. Cleanup requirements include: fuels and solvents 
at about 60 percent of our sites, toxic and hazardous 
waste at about 30 percent, unexploded bombs and 
artillery shells at about 8 percent, and low-level nuclear 
waste at about 2 percent. 

Based on its examination .of environmental pro
grams, the Bottom-Up Review identified the following 
objectives for DoD's environmental security strategy: 

I 

Cleanup programs must reflect a new "common 
sense" strategy that relates cleanup standards to planned 
land use; eliminates contamination "hot spots" and 
evaluates the balance of contaminated sites for applica
tion of environmental technologies; increases public 
involvement in decisionmaking; and achieves signifi
cant economies in the management of cleanup pro
grams. We will complete preliminary assessments at 
all sites; mitigate contamination at all "hot spots"; 
consider future land use in developing cleanup strate
gies; and fully implement the Eresident's "fast track" 
cleanup program at bases slated for closure. 

Compliance programs need to improve our ability 
to identify, program, and budget for environmental 
security requirements and evaluate program execu
tion; improve education and training to ensure full 
compliance; increase partnership efforts with federal 

I 
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and state regulators and the public to achieve sustained 
compliance, including creatidn of regional DoD envi
ronmental offices; develop an investment strategy to 
upgrade the Department's infrastructure; and resolve 
deficiencies as soon as possible. 

Conservation programs need to enable DoD to 
participate fully in the National Biological Survey and 
complete resource inventories of all DoD lands and 
waters; improve ecosystem management and protec
tion of resources; and establish DoD-wide energy and 
resource conservation guidelines and incentives to 
reduce energy consumption. · 

Pollution prevention programs need to ensure that 
life-cycle environmental security costs and benefits 
are considered explicitly in acquisition and supply 
system decisions, and that incentives are provided to 
reduce sources of pollution and promote more efficient 
material and energy procurement and use, including 
reuse, recycling, and creating markets for recycled 
materials. Specifically, the Department will reduce 
non-mission-essential use of ozone-depleting sub
stances and reduce toxic releases and the generation of 
solid and hazardous waste. 

Technology development efforts need to meet 
widespread environmental needs with programs that 
yield quick results and have high payoffs. In addition, 
the Department must develop a system to determine 
technology priorities and eliminate overlapping fund
ing; engage in technology partnerships to stimulate 
innovative technology development and promote dual 
use where appropriate; and improve technology trans
fers within and outside DoD, particularly technologies 
to characterize and clean up sites. 

The Department also needs to redesign its budget 
preparation and execution tracking procedures for en
vironmental security programs. 

The new Environmental Security Program will 
ensure that both environmental threats and environ
mental protection are promin!fnt parts of the defense 
program. Giving these issues the attention they de
serve will be vital to our national security and to our 
economic growth in the years ahead. 
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ACQUISITION REFORM 

The Need for Reform 

The DoD acquisition system developed and ac
quired the best weapons and support systems in the 
world. It was critical to fielding the quality armed 
forces the United States has today. However,just as we 
need to reshape our forces from the bottom up in 
response to the changed security environment, so must 
we restructure our acquisition system to compensate 
for the decline in available resources for defense in
vestment and to exploit technological advances in the 
commercial sector of our economy more effectively. 

In addition, certain oversight and regulatory prac
tices that were adopted during the Cold War are no 
longer affordable or necessary today. The existing 
DoD acquisition system is based on outdated manage
ment philosophies and organizational structures. Our 
acquisition organization is segmented, overly special
ized, and hierarchical. There are so many hand-offs of 
responsibility for any one acquisition program that 
accountability is difficult, and the ability of any one 
person or organization to change the process is small. 

The current acquisition system has been shaped by 
myriad rules, regulations, and laws that were intended 
to protect the government, ensure fairness, check the 
government's authority over its suppliers, or further 
social objectives. However, while these laws and 
regulations were noble in intent, in practice they have 
often burdened the acquisition system unnecessarily, 
adding unnecessary costs to items produced by defense 
contractors, discouraging commercial contractors from 
selling to the government, and increasing DoD's man
agement and control costs. Examples include: 

• Regulations governing military specifications 
that were adopted to ensure that products would 
both meet users' needs and be purchased from the 
lowest bidder. 

• Laws requiring DoD to use small businesses and 
buy only American-made products, which were 
enacted to further particular public interests. 

• Oversight requirements both within DoD and 
over DoD contractors that have burgeoned in an 
effort to eliminate waste, fraud, or abuse of the 
system. 

Today's rules and regulations are barriers to the 
use of commercial practices, the purchase of commer
cial products, and the integration of the defense and 
commercial industrial bases. Any attempt at acquisi
tion reform must take the original intent of current 
regulations into consideration, but must also find ways 
to: (1) reassess their viability given expected DoD 
procurement changes or (2) where appropriate, modify 
laws and regulations to ensure that they protect the 
government's interest while fostering more effective 
and efficient acquisition procedures. 

The Path to Reform 

The DoD acquisition system should establish rea
sonable and affordable requirements and provide the 
most efficient, timely, and effective means of acquir
ing state-of-the-art goods and services to meet those 
requirements at the best value to the American tax
payer. 

There are two goals that reform of the defense 
acquisition system can and must achieve immediately 
in order to succeed in our longer-term reform objec
tives: 

• First, we must adopt commercial practices to the 
maximum extent possible to make DoD a better 
customer and to foster the integration of the de
fense and commercial industrial bases. 
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• Second, we must more closely link the systems 
requirements process to the operational plans and 
needs of the unified commands, as well as to the 

' resource allocation process. 

Integrating major parts of the defense industrial 
base with the commercial irldustrial base and having 
DoD adopt the best practices of today's commercial 
industries is the key to our reforms. We can no longer 
rely on a large defense industrial base consisting of 
companies who cater only to the needs of the military; 
our reduced defense spending will simply not support 
a separate defense industrial, base with many compa
nies largely isolated from the commercial sector. 

Integrating the defense and industrial bases and 
making DoD a better custo~er will allow us to meet 
several key objectives: 

• Maintain "leading edge" technology. In order 
to stay on the cutting edge of technology, we must look 
beyond our traditional defense contractors and sub
contractors. Modem weapo~ry relies heavily on ad
vanced electronics, software, telecommunications, flex
ible manufacturing techniques, and other advanced 
technologies where commercial companies are often 
making the most significant ~dvances. 

• Broaden the industrUzl base for DoD. Because 
the defense-dedicated industrial base will necessarily 
shrink, it would probably not be sufficient to handle 
expanded requirements in a large-scale crisis. Broad
ening the base of potential suppliers will ensure that the 
United States has the capability to gear up production 
again should that become necessary. 

' 
• Encourage innovation· and reduce acquisition 

time. Having a larger base to draw upon and making 
DoD a better customer will encourage innovation in 

' products and practices, both iri government and private 
industry; allow more flexible' solutions to acquisition 
problems; and reduce the time it takes to acquire 
products and services. 
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• Become more efficient. A larger base of compa
nies creates more competition, which in tum yields 
more efficient operations and reduces the time required 
to acquire products and services. Increased competi
tion also allows the market to set and enforce fair 
prices. This will allow us to reduce unnecessary 
infrastructure and oversight still further. 

• Integrate military and commercial advanced 
technologies. Integrating the defense and commercial 
industrial bases means that the results of substantial 
investments in military-related technologies will be 
available for exploitation by commercial industry. 
This will help the U.S. economy. 

We also plan to better integrate the unified com
manders, those who will actually use the systems, into 
the process of determining what systems will be ac
quired. In addition, the overall budget process must be 
linked more closely with individual acquisition deci
sions. Such integration will add flexibility, efficiency, 
and innovation to the acquisition process by encourag
ing consideration of alternative or substitute systems to 
meet the needs of weapons users. 

An Agenda for Reform 

To bring daily attention to these issues, the office 
of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui
sition Reform (DUSD(AR)) has been established. This 
office will be the focal point for all acquisition reform 
issues and for restructuring the acquisition system. 
The DUSD(AR) will also chair a Senior DoD Acquisi
tion Reform Steering Group, whose members will 
make recommendations on acquisition reform goals, 
principles, and actions. 

We have identified the following short-term prior
ity measures as the first steps in what will be a larger 
reform effort: 

• Simplify the acquisition of purchases under 
$100,000. 



---
Section VII: Defense Foundations 
ACQUISITION REFORM 

• Remove impediments to the purchase of com
mercial items and services. 

• Develop proposals for pilot programs pursuant 
to the authority in Section 809 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(Public Law 101-510). 

• Reaffirm the policy preference for the acquisi
tion of commercial items and the use of functional 
performance specifications unless a DoD-unique 
product specification or process is the only practi
cal alternative to ensure that a product or service 
meets users' needs. 

• Repeal outdated and unnecessary service-unique 
statutes as proposed by the "Section 800" Acquisi
tion Streamlining Report. 
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These priorities, the objectives of the acquisition 
reform effort, and the strategy for meeting those objec
tives will continue to develop as DoD works with other 
organizations conducting related efforts - such as the 
National Performance Review. In addition, many of 
these initiatives require coordination with and support 
from other federal agencies, such as the Department of 
Labor and the Small Business Administration. We will 
work with the Office of Federal Procurement Policy, 
the Office of Management and Budget, and other 
federal agencies to ensure that acquisition reform ini
tiatives are applied government-wide where appropri
ate. 

The Bottom-Up Review was only the beginning of 
our efforts to reform the acquisition system. The 
process does not end here. The DUSD(AR) will soon 
be unveiling a detailed strategic plan for acquisition 
reform that builds on the results of the Bottom-Up 
Review and increases the scope of action. 
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SECTION VIII 

RESOURCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

The Bottom-Up Review's Budgetary 
Starting Point 

The final step in the Bottom-Up Review process 
was to match resources to the defense strategy, force 
structure, and modernization programs selected. While 
the Bottom-Up Review was driven primarily by con
siderations of what constituted the best defense strat
egy and policy for America, it obviously could not 
ignore economic realities. Thus, at the conclusion of 
the review, we estimated what the recommended pro
gram would cost and matched it against President 
Clinton's direction for reductions. 

To establish a baseline for this cost comparison, we 
began with the Bush defense program and adjusted it to 
reflect updated economic assumptions, the govern
ment-wide federal pay reduction, and the findings of a 
Defense Science Board task force, led by defense 
analyst Philip Odeen, which was formed to determine 
if the Bush Administration's defense program had 
been properly casted. Those adjustments resulted in a 
baseline total of $1,325 billion for the FY 1995-99 
FYDP. The Clinton Administration defense budget 
target for this same period was $1,221 billion; this was 
based on the President's April1993 budget, adjusted to 
reflect the Odeen Panel's findings. Thus, as shown in 
Table I, the difference between the baseline and the 
fiscal target for the FYDP years is $104 billion. 

Baseline Versus Clinton 
Future Years Defense Program 
(Billions of Dollars in Budget Authority) 

Baseline 
Clinton Budget 

Reduction 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY95-99 
257 261 264 270 273 1,325 
lli 242 2lQ 244 250 I 221 

8 19 28 26 23 104 

Table I 

Budgetary Impact of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

The results of Bottom-Up Review decisions will 
become adjustments to the FY 1995-99 baseline ($1 ,325 
billion) program. The decisions fall into four catego
ries: 

• Force structure 
• Infrastructure (including base closures) 
• Modernization and investment programs 
• Initiatives 

Force Structure. These changes comprise ad
justments to Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps 
force structure and end-strength, as compared to the 
Base Force. The active-duty forces of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force will be reduced, while Marine Corps and 
National Guard and reserve forces are increased. Sav
ings in infrastructure directly related to force structure 
cuts will also be realized. Finally, provisions have 
been made for the costs of achieving DoD's environ
mental security objectives. In total, force structure 
decisions from the Bottom-Up Review will reduce 
funding requirements by $24 billion from the FY 1995-
99 baseline. 

Infrastructure. Separately from the force struc
ture-derived changes to DoD infrastructure, opportu
nities for savings and efficiencies were found else
where in DoD supporting activities, as discussed in 
Section vn. For example, savings were identified 
through reductions in headquarters and cuts in civilian 
personnel levels, as well as through the realignment 
and closure of military bases and facilities. Estimated 
savings in these infrastructure programs total $19 bil
lion. 

Modernization and Investment Programs. This 
broad category includes the development and procure
ment of ships, aircraft, and other combat equipment, as 
well as DoD's Science and Technology and Defense 
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Reinvestment programs. The realigned ballistic mis
sile defense program will gem;rate savings of approxi
mately $21 billion during FY 1995-99. Other modern
ization decisions focus on are~s where the Bottom-Up 
Review determined that savings can be achieved (air
craft carriers, space launch, theater aircraft, military 

I 

communications satellites, and other programs). There 
also are some systems in which the Clinton-Aspin 
strategy requires additional investment (combat heli
copters, attack submarines, apd the V-22 program). 
Finally, the Defense Reinvestment program will em
phasize technologies of potential "dual use" in the 
military and civil sectors, as~ist DoD personnel af
fected by the restructured defense program, and help 
communities adjust to closure of nearby military bases. 
The net effect of these investment program decisions 
(aside from ballistic missile defense) will be a $32 

I 

billion savings during FY 1995-99. 

Initiatives. As discussed .in Section VI, new ini
tiatives include cooperative thi-eat reduction; counter-

' proliferation efforts; expanded contacts and coopera-
tion with the states of the former Soviet Union; global 
initiatives to promote democracy; peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement operations

1

; and humanitarian as
sistance. The Bottom-Up Rev.iew determined that $5 
billion could prudently be added over FY 1995-99 to 
pursue these objectives. ! 

Summary of Savings iri the FYDP. In total, 
decisions made in the Bottom-Up Review will achieve 
an estimated $91 billion in savings (during FY 1995-
99) from the $1,325 billion baseline program (see 
Table 2). Relative to the Administration's target re
duction of $104 billion, this is a shortfall of about $13 
billion. This difference is spr~ad across the first.four 
years of the FYDP. 

Estimated Resource 'Changes from 
the Bottom-Up Review 

(Billions of Dollars in Budget Authority) 
I 

I FY 1995-99 

Force Structure -24 
Infrastructure -19 
BMDO I -21 
Other Modernization and Investment -32 
Initiatives +5 

Total Savings -91 

Table 2\ 
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It is important to note that these figures are plan
ning estimates. The BottomtUp Review developed-a. 
strategic framework for defense reductions, not a bud-:; 

'I ' , ...... 1 .· .. 

get. Throughout the fall, Do!D will conduct its nof!Tial : 
program and budget review, Buring which it,will:iqen~ . 
tify the additional $13 billi~? in reductions needed to 
meet the President's target. Frurther savings are \ikely · 
to come from the following areas: 

I . 

• The National PerforlJance Review. The! Vice.· 
President's study has m~ny good ideas for ~ette~. 
cheaper government th~t will be examinea«by 
DoD. : 

I , 
I ' • The FY 1995 Base Closure and Rea#gnment · 

Process. Savings here \nay be significant,, but 
would not occur until late in the FYDP. 

I I 

I 
• Acquisition Reform. No savings fro!Jl a~quisi- · I ... 
tion reform were counted in the Bottom-Up Re-

'1 . view. 
'' 
' 

• Strategic Programs. 'Ye are conducting an ex-
tensive review of strategic requirements and pro
grams and are likely to fi'nd reductions po~sible. 

I 

. :. . 

". 
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I . . . 
Addressing the "Bow Wave" Problem. As 'the 

Bottom-Up Review tracked ~~he impact of its rec<:~m-. '.)"·, , .. '' 
mendations over the FYDP pbod, it remained rtiind- '~ ';:: · 

I • 
ful of consequences for defense spending in the year .;: .. 
2000 and beyond. The revieJ. was particularly intent ·· •· ~·· 
on preventing this year's d~~isions from ,prodlfdng,:· 
large bills that would have to be paid in future defense 
budgets. I . · 

.I I 
In most cases, the Bottom-Up Review found that 

sizing defense programs prop:erly now would prevent. . • , . ; 
"bow wave" problems from !Occurring later. For ex- ·· • 
ample, the previous admini~tration's theater aircraft '' <:c~)i 
modernization program calledlfor developing too many 
new combat aircraft. As shclwn in Figure 14, these 
systems would have absorb~d a steadily increasing . ;~;lj;:,•, 
share of investment dollars ~Js they. moved intd ad- < · j ., 
vanced development or prociAement early in the next ;.. ·i~· .~; 
decade. However, as also sho~n in Figure 14, the new :· , ',;: 
theater aircraft program recoclmended in the Bottom-

' 
~: 

Up Review eliminates this "~ow wave" while fully 
funding the V-22 program. I '. "• ·, ' ,. 

,~ ,,,.• 1i l 
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NEWS . 
BRieFING 

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
General Colin Powell. Chairman. JCS 
Bottom-Up Review 
Wednesday, September 1, 1993 

Office of the Assistant Secrerary of Defense 
(Public Affairs) 

Ms. del aski: Thank you for coming. Thank you for your interest in the Bottom-Up Review. 
Let me explain how this briefing will proceed. 

First of all, Secretary Aspin will make some opening comments, and then General Powell will 
brief the force structure elements. Then Secretary A spin will brief the modernization issues. I ask 
you to hold your questions until after they do those things, then they'll be happy to take your 
questions. 

If it's difficult for some of you to see, which it might be, we have provided a hard copy of 
the slides so you can follow along. The Xeroxed excerpts that you received today are not the 
complete Bottom-Up Review. You're getting the briefing, though, pretty much that the President 
got this week. You'll have the full document probably next week. 

Let me make one point, though. As we've said, this is a strategy review, not a budget. We don't 
have dollar figures today. The savings derived from the Bottom-Up Review will be discussed in 
conjunction with the Vice President's National Performance Review next week. 

With that, I give you Secretary Aspin. 

Aspin: Thank you, Kathleen. Let me say good day to all of you, and welcome to our 
briefing. General Powell and I arc here to present to you today the results of the Bottom-Up·· 
Review. 

The Clinton Administration defense program that we're going to talk about today is based upon 
tomorrow's requirements. It is a product of a comprehensive, broadly collaborative review based 
upon the real dangers that face America in the new era. It has produced a lean, mobile, high-rec:h 
force ready to protect Americans in this new time. General Powell will talk to you about the force 
structure that came from the Bottom-Up Review. I'll discuss the modernization. 

But before Colin begins, let me talk just a little bit about the process and a little bit of the 
beginning here. Let me stan, first of all, by talking about the foundation for the Bottom-Up 
Review. Those of you who have been following this topic know that for decades this building has 
focused almost all of its planning -- budgets, force structures, the way we organize our forces -
everything has been focused against the Soviet threat, even to the extent of the way we designed our 
weapons. We designed our tanks. our planes. our ships with war with the Soviet Union in mind. We 
now face a time when ... this building is in a brand new era. We face a time when that is gone. There is 



no more Warsaw PacL There is no more Soviet Union. So how do we size and shape our defense 
budgets now? How do you know whether you need a $100 billion defense budget or a $300 billion 
or what kind of a defense budget? 

The fust step, then. in this Bottom-Up Review, was to Rsk •.. go to the fundamental question 
of what do you need a defense for. We began with the question of what are the dangers that face 
the United States now in the post-Cold War, post-Soviet world? We came up essentially with four- -
of them. ·Those of you who have been following the debate are familiar with these, but they are the 
four that are here on this chart. They are a new nuclear threat, proliferation. We have a dif'fc:rent -
nuclear threat. The old nuclear threat was thousands of warheads in the hands of the Soviet Union. 
The new nuclear threat is a handful of nuclear weapons in the hands of some terrorist organization or 
terrorist state. perhaps delivered by unconventional means. So the new nuclear threat. that is still a 
concern in this new era that we entednto. tt's not the old threat where it was possible for both 
sides to begin war and eliminate life in both countries and maybe a big chunk of life on the planeL -
What we really have now is a wholly different scale, but in a lot of ways a more difficult challenge.-a 
more unpredictable challenge. 

The second thing that we decided that was important, that we needed to have a defense 
establishment to deal with, was regional dangers. Saddam Hussein, Desen Storm, Just Cause with 
Noriega- these are the exhibits. There is still in the world today a handful of bad guys who, while 
they cannot threaten the continental United States in any meaningful way, they can threaten American 
interests or American allies or American friends. We need a defense establishment to be able to deal 
with those kinds of threats -- the regional bullies and the regional threats; · · 

·-·- ... . ··- . - .. .._, --~ • .... ,;:~:;; ~-;·:-~n.!:.· ...... ::· .. ·:. ····· .. ·:;..:_~-!~·-:·. 

Beyond those two, we stan to get into a broader -area of national security. What we got • 
into was thinking~ terms that this building doesn't or_dinarily thirik of as national security. Blitm..;;; 
the new world, they are national security. One is dangers to democracy. Tiiere fs a tenuous - ·-,·:-: · 
movement towards democracy in a large number of countries in the world today. If those were to=--. 
reverse, or if any of them were to reverse, it would produce a different national security situation 
for the ·United States •. ,_q~Iy,_ ~t.w~uld. pf?duce a _diff~!Cf!~_l_eyel of spencfing on ·defense. So .,. 
whether or not these COUJ!~S:,-and we're talking ~bout in th~- former SoViet Eriipire and in the::s: :· . 
developing world-develop as democracies is important to this building and to our national security:-' 
So the dangers to democracy is a third~national security to the United States. - -- ---· 

•. •'h .• ..- ..... _. '··- ·--- •JJJ~ .: ••• ::..t ··:-:·,;·~.....:.~ ::;:,~1';; __ :.! ·.: .~-::.~ .: '! ... y!f~~·:.!-<.t" 

The fourth one really is something that we~-;-e ri~;eireaily explicitly addressed before, and that's 
the dangers of a weak e_£onomy. _In .the shan run, _the national security of the United States is 
protected by a strang military force. If! the long run, the riatiomil security. of the Uiiited States is 
protected by a suong ~conomy. 

~ , ___ ,..,.,.., , .. :·.~;... ·.: - ... , .. ~.:.:. . . -~·: ·•:·-
··-:"":··:·-~::·.r . .-:.--- -- - _, __ __ 

So these are the four dangers that we began with, with the Bottom-Up Review. All of the::· 
parts of the Bottom-Up Review had to eventually come and relate to the four dangers. This danger, 
[points to chart] as you will see as we lay it out. this danger, the regional dangers, is the main thing 
that drove the size of the defense establishment that we're going to present to you today. The first 
three -- new nukes, regional dangers, and dangers to democracy have driven the shape of the defense 
establishment that we're going to present to you today. And this one, [points to chan] the dangers 
of a weak economy, drive the way in which defense business is being conducted by this establishment 
that we're going to present. How we get that establishment, how we fund that establishment, how 
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we dc:al with that establishme~t is driven by this one [points to chan). So this -~s the size. this is the (;,' 
,.;, .. ~ ~ .&l; me method of operation. That is the fundamental beginnings of the Bottom-Up ·· , .: · ·;,~ 
Review. ' .I . / .;, , -11:, .~:. 

I I . '• '~~ .. ~~. 
~ • • i ~~J. ·i . . ... ~,:jl 

Two more pomts. The Bottom-Up Revtew process over on the ngrt hand chart there shows , · · ~-~t; 
all of tbc things th~ arc involved in the Bottom-Up Review. It covers fore:: :~*:1cture, it c.overs: ).: 
modcmization, it cov~ initiativ~s. things we have not done before~ It covct:5 the foundati,ons: H , , .. ,. . · ~, .... · 
covers cverything.._We'd like you to understand that this is ·a very comprehensiJe review: It willl~ot.t -'' ·~,; ~~~ 
just CO"Ia' the few items that ~e're ~oing to brief in ~tail here today .• but ~crcilwill be pub&~pns · ;;. :!,. .• . _' 

and others to follow up on aU of thts. It's an extenstve, comprchenstve revte~rl And all.oftbem: " • ,ll~ · 1>, 

driven back to the four dangerS that we oudined. • . ' 1 
.. .-t 

! . I. • .• 4\.. ,~;Y 

I - ~~. 4..Af:~_ .· ~~~r~ 

~ ~e of th~ dots-~. ~or.example, tho~ b~ts, like, theater air,J subm~es, p+ ~ :;r :-:. '; _ .. -~~ 
the m~on chotccs; balysuc mtssile defense, theater m .. Each one of th.~~e ~ad a :~ortcijl-~f~: >t':. -~~ 
group m the Pentagon. Each one of those··had a separate working group that was working on dios~ -~:: ; ~ .· : -~ 
issue~ and ~ere arc other wotking groups that were n?t listed on the chan th~re.,,, Bilt it's a veiy ·· ·-.•'!' ;:;~if •. ,:.; 
extcnsnre revtew. 1 I .·: ·:·· ••• :t 

I ;:;>, ''-/i 
Over here, the chan shows that it was, as the previous statement implie~. a collabm.ptive . ;"::;-

process. These arc all of the parts of the building that were. involved in this thibg~ Every o~e of ·" ~ 
those working groups had mixed people from various parts of OSD arid varioti~ pans of the . · · < .. : 't; 
uniformed services - from the1 services themselves,· from the· JCS. · It was a ver!)r ~xtel)s~;v.e,.,. ,.. ~-~,IIi.~· '! 
collaborative effort. This is just the collaboration within the building. When. !{e got th~ .sniff 1 -'. • .. · . ·-P.,'; 
finished within the building- ~tentative restilts -- we would take it across the ri~er. The Pre~t and ,, ;'> ... · ":I 
his sta1fwere continually up~ted as this thing went on. We had a chance to gdt his ide~. his : ' · < _., •;:~ -~, 
reaction to things: We'd com~ back and adjust as it was going on. So dley wed: intimately invol;vcd l ' ··' 
in the process from the beginning -- the White House staff, the President himself was involvea1in the - • 1 

• ', :~ 

process. .-_,_ ='!·:':.;.~t-·:-·~-< .:)·: , .. :.-::;;.;w, ·-~·- .J.: . .-> . -.'./ :',, ::··~:~~·'~<;:-;;; 
Let me tell you wh_~t ~e·re-goiiig to do.here tc:>day a.s far as the presenratio~ that Caliri and'! I .,.,., •. • i 

are going·to do._ There wilJthen be a followup pricfing @at will go into some ~inore1detail on sobte . · .. · ~· ~ 
of the others •• But Colin.will:cover the fori:e structure options over thcr'e;agaln, looking auhe::-· : . ·'· • .. ,~, 
right hand chart. Colin will bnefthci force structure options, because that's t~e heart of the matter; .. : J~:-<4 
That really is the key to the ~hole thing, is. the force structure options mat wb,' have to have,-~aL:: r. ·: ~ ;:~.' 
we're •laying out here that we need to meet the new dangers. ' · . ,, •' :·jd 

I will ralk ab~·the incidemizarlon ch~lc~s. and out of just necessity, it will be relativel~ ~ .• : .· . X"~~ 
shan. I will pici: a few of them, and we '11 go through others. We will not ha~e a chance ~~b im go ~-. ~;'~~-i 
into the initiatives and the fo~ndations, but perhaps we'll get a chance to do ~at at ~a later'poi~~': "' .. 1::~ .; · -~i 
There will be other chances for you to hear about that and, ultimately we'll be )handing out more · · ·· '> 

documents over the next week or so. · . · / . ~~ { ~-.I':·· 
"}1 • ' ~·. · ..... ~ 

~- .· ;4> J,. ~ ! 
-~ ·~ *- .. ~ 

~f' ':" ' ... 
" ·' :t,' . :,t;~ 

....... '';;-;,~.-
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Let me, at this poin,t introduce Colin and let him talk about the force structure options. .. · .. - . . I 
. : • ... . • • -.::'0 : • I . • • .,. · • • •. , - • 4,. • •• • • 

General Powell: Thank; you, Mr. Secretary. 
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T ,., '""' hesrin by echoing a point the Secretary made, that this was a very, very collaborative 
effon. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, theJoint Staff, and the service staffs worked very closely with 
the new appointees in Mr. Aspin's organization-on his team-and we have been in sync with them step 
by step throughout this en~. almost seven-month process, and I'm very, very pleased at the level of 
collaboration that baa-existed. and I think it will be reflected in the very, very fine product that we 
arc beginning to unveil today. 

Let me begin by giving a little bit of a tutorial about what an armed forces is all abouL
Notwithstanding all of the changes that have taken place in the world, notwithstanding the new 
emphasis of peaccbeping. peace enforcement, peace engagement, preventive diplomacy, we have a value 
system and a cuhurc system within the armed forces of the United States. We have this mission -to. 
fight and .win the nation's wars. That's what we do. Why do we do it? For this purpose .,.. to: 
provide for the common defense. Who do we do it for? We do it for the American people.:W~ 
never want to lose sight of this ethic. we- never want to lose sight of this basic, underlying principle 
of the armed forces of the United States. We're warriors, and because we are warriors, because we 
have demonstrated time and time again that we can do this for that purpose for the American people. 
that's why you have armed forces within the United States structure. 

At the same time, because we arc able to fight and win the nation's wars, because we are :
warriors, we arc also uniquely able to do some of these other new missions that arc coming along -
peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, disaster relief, you name it, we can do it, and we can modify our _ 
doctrine, we can modify our strategy, we can modify our structure, our equipment, our training, our 
leadership techniques, everything else to do ·these other missions. But we never want to do it in such 
a way that we lose sight of the focus of why you,.have armed forces-:. to fight and to win the:::. 
natiou's wars. -· -- ···· ·- -- _· ~--···· -· ·' ·· · · -~:· ..... _:.:...; i.:.. •. _ ·.:J_:,· .. ~~::...!.~-.:..:.~ .!~ •• ..~:.J":~· • ..;-.,:.! 

~ ~-~- . . - .. ; . . .. . - ·- ...... -
. :::..z!1 __ .... .: ":..!-;!~~·-::: _ _.._ . ., ... ~~~--~--- ... ·--· ... .' ... ._ · __ d: : .. -;.:.:.,··----_··:·.; .. _ .. ~-: .. ~·.:.:·-::_:.._ ..... _:.il.:.::.-:-:· 

For most of the last 40 years-- and almost all of my carcer--.: the war that we focused.on.-,
that conflict that we were so concerned about, would come out of the Cold War. It was a namc.-we . 
didn't use very often because it was too scary=-~. it was called World War Ill. But for almost all of 
my adult life, I worricd..in orie:way qr another, about World War III: The Cold War, World Warm 
was going to be sonieiliing· that· engulfed the entire world. ~As-yott-think back at some of thee;__ ;Jr.:.., . 

assumptions we worried about all during the '50s and the '60s and the '70s and the early pan of the 
'80s, about a Soviet Empire here that. had tentacles that reached around the world, it was all.linked, 
and this war could begin, ariyviherc= . It 'could begi~ iri' the MiC!dle Ea5t, ·it -could begin in Northeast:Asia. 
It could, perhaps, begin even in our own continent. Brit it had a link. It had an empire linkage-to it, 
and we had to plan ~~.we might. be in conflict witlt_an empire that had worldwide ambitions, . 
worldwide.dcsigns, a worldwide StratCgy,~and the ability !O project poWer around the world.Jhus,. 
we worried about the Atlantic Ocean. Just ten years ago, we used to worry about Soviet submarines 
off the coast of the United States, just off of Norfolk, that could launch missiles that could strike 
Washington in eight or nine minutes time. We used to wony a great deal about our ability to project 
power across the north Atlantic Ocean as the Soviet Union's navy was being built up. We used to 
worry about our ability to defend Central Europe. We used to worry about what we might have to 
do in the eastern pan of Russia as they undenook action against our interests in that pan of the . 
world as pan of this worldwide conflicL That was the guiding principle, the guiding assumptions 
relating to this kind of a war for most of the last four decades. That's all now gone. 



It's gone, and let me kind of describe what we used to worry about, where it has gone. and 
wnat we nave w worry about now as a way of segueing into the new strategy and the new force 
structure. · · 

That So-net E"tlpirc has now been replaced by something quite different -- an Iraq, a Korea. 
other demons and dangers that come along of a regional nature. They are no longer linked. but they 
are nevenheless, the source o~ potential conflict, places where the United States armed forces might 
have to go and fight and win. ' · 

Some of you may remember one of my more forgettable lines, "I'm running out of demons," 
three years ago~ Fonunately, history and central casting has supplied me with new ones along the 
way. (Laughter) Sacfdam Hussein. Mr. Aidccd,. General Malaticb. What we've discovered is that that 
uncenainty we were wmrying about a few years ago is still there, and from time to time these ... · 
dangcn come along. They're the dangers that Secretary Aspin was talking about under his second 
catalog of regional dan gen. · 

You may recall when I became Chairman four years ago, and for many years before·that. we 
used to argue endlessly about how much warning time we had-- whether it would be ten days or 14 
days before World War ill began in Central Europe. Many of you here in 1989 wrote long articles 
when we decided to change it from 14 to 21 days-- a major change in strategy at that time. Was it 
14 or 21 days'? We haven't ~ed about that in years because, with the collapse of the Warsaw Pact. 
the collapse of the Soviet.Union, we are not talking about regional conflicts that may break out in 
one day's time, or it might be something that son of develops over a period of time, and it might 
take years in terms ofthis thing coming to a point where United States armed forces might have to 
get involved. So it requires forces that are able to go instantly and the ability to develop larger· 
forces for a different kind of conflict .•. in order to relate to this new world and pay the peace · 
dividend thatPresidcnt Clinton has promised to the American people. We can do that, and that's 
whatwe'retryingtodo.· .•. -..... · · ·-· ...• ;.. ·r::· --- --;,.' --~,..,.,,,_ 

,_._·.~--·_ ... l ... _::.; :. .. :~·_;:.: ~~-t.:'-" ·: .;...;"'_.JC . ..: ~fr: ·:. ·_:;;..r.-:-. · .• ·. • •- -·. _.,.. :T· ·-.-· - . '" : ,:.• :.:,; ···•:< ...... 

-~ So the world.of the Cold War has now.gone froin this set of assumptions to that set of 
assumptions, andJt really _ljnd oq~ a little bit more likC this in carioori fa.Shion. ·· • ~- ::: -• 

. . . . . ~. ···--· ··- •.• L. ·--.:.:·.: . -~· ':-:-•_·.~:.~-.. _-·. :--~ ~-: ~~-~~,':'-
• ··. ·~ - -::,. .. :.:. ~..: :....· .. ·_ -: -. •·'l ·. . - •. . • ...., . ~ . . •. 

Itseems-to us that it is essential that the United States armed forces, in the.name of the:· 
American people, -be-prepare~ to fight .and win a major regional conflict in this pan of the world
Southwest Asia.. Why? Be~use we have alliances there, we have vital interests there, the oil of the 
Western world is located there. It seems to be a sound strategy, based on sound political and military 
principles that we -always have the .wherewithal to project power thiS distance for the purpose .of . 
fighting and winning against any regional aggressor who might sUrface in' tha~ region of the world. 

·- . .• . --·-----..J ·.:· •.. 
--·~J :.:.:. ;--~.:.::- .... _~- .... -- ... · . . ~ '· 

· -·Similarly; we think we shoUld be able-to do the. same-thing in NortheaSt Asia. That one's 
clearer. North Korea has not changed its stripes - my one remaining demon that I was hanging on to 
a few years ago. They have not changed their stripes. Our interest is so great in this pan of the 
world that we should have the ability to do this as well. · · · · · 

.. -· ... -- --·- . ·' 

We also believe it is ~ound. wise and prudent. for us to be able to do these two near 
simultaneously. Why near simultaneously'? Why not at the same time'? The same time is probably a 
little too expensive and it's probably unlikely. Since these are no longer linked by the Soviet Empire 



:~nti ,.,,. l"nlti War. it's most unlikely they would occur at the same time, and it would be very 
difficult to buy the lift assets necessacy to move our forces to both places at the same time. But we 
think it's wise to have sufficient force to deal with them almost at the same time, near 
simultaneously, so that we can shift our lift according to how these crises unfold. 

Well, is it really likely they would happen at the same time? Probably not.- But while we are' 
committed to either one of these, it would be irresponsible, in our judgment, and unwise in our .. 
judgment, not to bave sufficient capabilities to deal with the second. thereby, perhaps encouraging the 
very conflict we do not want to see occur. So this is a fundamental. underlying principle of President 
Clinton and Secretary Aspin and the Joint Chiefs of Staff strategy statement for Bottom-Up 
Review. being able to deal with two major regional contingencies or conflictS near simultaneously. 

. .. . . . . . .. , . . . . -.. -..:: .·· .-.. :- .- -·~ 

At the same time, we have to keep in the back of our. mind that while these are· the two main 
events. lots of other thing are going on in the world. We can't p~ct where the conflict might be. 
We have some difficult situations right now in the area of the former Warsaw Pact and other an:as in 
Central Emopc:, Bosnia being a prime example. Are we going to get involved in Bosnia? This is a 
situation that is before us right now as we see what we might have to do in peacekeeping activities-
not necessarily a conflict, but a draw on our forces. A significant commitment of forces, perhaps, to 
deal with something like that, or elsewhere in Central Europe. We have to keep our attention focused 
on our own hemisphere. 

So two major regional conflicts, be able to deal with them near simultaneously. Also to have 

sufficient capacity if_~cm.~~l!g else ~~~-~~n~ ·· _ .. :.~.:~,.;; .:_· ·::::.:c~~~~.;;::, -~- .. ~- .. -. ~~= ... · . ~::.: .. 
-·' •· .,. ... " . 

That's nice strategy, but then you have to convert that into form and substance and · _;::; _ · 
structure. The way ~e do that is through a series of models and war games and military analyses and 
discussions with our political leaders as to what is an acceptable riskor.an,unacceptable risk._ . 

· ... :: ·-·~ .. ~-~;~_; __ ·:-·~=;::.:.; :-.:~ ·-..r::·.;:: ~:.::.:~ ·:. ;~,Jz ~.:'%~ ~~atu-;:-:c u;.:::--~ :-::tn· ~~·,. .. n~; ~~~~-,:~::::~ -;:·· 
. The way_~e go about it is to take this major regional contingency, Southwest Asia,.and take a 

look at what might happen: ·In this case we have postulated another attack some.time in the.future 
from Iraq iiuo Kuwliit or perhaps into Saudi Arabia.' This really is a smrogate. ,V".e. ~n~t lC8ll)r'.kiiow 
if anything like this would ever hapPen again.- We don~t know.r:Butthere.is such instability ~-this-.~ 
region of the. wo~ld._~.:p_iere- are a number of nations that are uming themselves~, There_ are a ni.iinber 
of nations who might not have interests that are favorable; toward our friends in the region ana::; .. -_·_· 
toward our interests. So let's use this particular conflict in our modeling and our war games a5 a··· · 
sunogate for ~hat J11ight happen in this region. 

. _.· .. ~··· -.~:...: ...... ~-~~A..~ ·~-;::; .,_\N ;uo :·; ~:·'~ .:..:!nr:::i::'r.:~ 1:..:.:.::<; ~.·.•".~ !r;:·.'; :;;;~~i! ~:'~.i ":'··~!~!""'"·~! ~~ .~ 1;: 
.· Let's do the same thing in Northeast Asia. although it's a little clearer as to who that . 

potential enemy might bC:, and we've been studying him for 40 years. So. we use.these two scenarios. 
and we run war games, we use models to make judgments about what kind of forces are necessary to 
fight and win this battle. To fight and win this battle, what kind of infrastructure is necessary to 
suppon it. what kind of lift capacity is required to get your forces there, what kind of reserve is 
necessary so the nation isn't stripped bare. and all of the other things that go along With it_ . 

... ~-·· ·-~-~ ··~· ........ ,, ... ,.... . . -: . 
. . . . . 

The point I want to make with respect to this little cartoon, Country X. is that history · 
teaches us we never really fight where we thought we were going to fight. We fought Desen Storm 
with a European Army. We used European tactics. Desen Storm was that Cold War battle that 



didn't come with trees and mountains. We got a nice desert. and we got a very, very incompetent 
enemy to work againsL But history teaches that the forces you buy, based on these reasonable 
assessments. might well be used far a conflict you never dreamed of. The force we arc buying now. 
the plans that the Secretary and the President arc making now arc for a force that will be with us for 
years to come. It is a force that may well be cr.1ploycd a year from now, three years from now. or 
long after President Clinton has completed his tenn of service and Secretary Aspin has completed his. 
The force we have now, to a large extent. is inherited from our predecessors. We always have to be 
thinking of the future, the unknown, the.unccrtain, and I think that's what Secretary Aspin has 
clearly done in the guidance he has given us for the Bottom-Up Review. 

Let me just give you a quick tutorial on how we actUally run the models. This part of my 
chart out here. this shows the two regional contingencies. This out here is a period of strategic 
warning. We. hopefully. can see a conflict coming out here somewhere and start to do something 
about iL Maybe we can do something here. when we arc quite sure something is about to happen. 
We can begin deploying forces before a conflict actually begins. When that conflict does begin, the 
deployment and sustainment of forces takes priority as you go through the phases of the campaign. 
The fim thing you have to do is to halt the invading force. 

For example, in Desert Storm we didn't know if the Iraqi army was going to continue 
through Kuwait and go down into Saudi Arabia. We couldn't be sure. Nobody was willing ~o bet the 
farm on thaL Answer -- you send in the 82nd Airborne Division, you send in the lst Tactical Fighter 
Wing, and you plant the flag of the United States of America in Saudi Arabia. It was a very thin 
force, many of you will recall. but there was a lot more coming behind it and. at 'that point. we had 
planted the flag of the United States of America. We the people were coming to fight and to win 
eventually. ::::,:_·.-:;.-: -· · :: . .., ___ : --.:: · · ·" ··- - ., . · ·· - -· . ~ --- ... - . -. " .. _ 

··;,;~~ yo~~·~~:~e ~v~~~ ~~~c.'·~~~ ~~P~~~-pt!M~~:·y~u'build up yo~ force~ you 
usc air power, air power with great precision and skill to attrit away the enemy force. B u't ai the 
same time, you continue to move forces so that you can eventually seize the initiative away _from the 
enemy. compiete ·the battle, and provide some post-war stability .. _ Post-war stability isn't. (h~ught 
about that mach; but it should be • .,After . .World.WarJI •. post-war stability took the form of~-
occupa~on armies in'Gcnnany and Japan untilsucb time as .we could tum it.over to newly ~lectcd 
democratic Jc3deii:::After Kbrca. we.stayed:.there •. and.we!re still.thcfe.. ThaCs. post-conflict..,_·_ 
stability. Now~ after Operation Desert Storm;·we ·have forces in the region for post-conflict . · · 
stability. ... · · ... · · ... · · - - · · · · .... .. 

.• ~c~-~~=~ -··;~;· ·-:· .-:-·;~.:_.· ·-:~· : . . ... , -- .. 
We are hoping that these will never occur simultaneously, but we feel thai oiir planning 

provides the forces necessary to do ·these if we 'vc got the necessary gap between the two conflicts 
occurring so tliat we can use our lift assets to move the. forces first to here, then to here, J!Dd then 
sustain them both ·and get ready for post-conflict stability. . . ... . . ~-- · ·· · " -- · · · ~ ·--" ' 

Let me describe now the force options that we examined to sec what we needed to deal with 
the strategic situation I've just put forward to you. Let me begin on the right side of the chart with 
a force. let's call it the base force. The base force generally had as its underpinning being able to win 
two nearly simultaneously major regional conflicts and some more capacity beyond that. It consisted, 
as you well know, of 12 active, eight reserve Army divisions; the 12 carrier battle groups; the 
Marine Corps component; and the Air Force component that you see here. Pointing out that the Air 



Force really is .. .it gets a little bit of shon shrift in this kind of display because it only shows fighter 
wmg equivalents where there is a lot more to the Air Force, the lift capacity of the Air Force, and a 
lot of other things the Air Force does. It's just a little shorthand of laying out force structure in-

anageablc . . - -·-m ways. 

The other end of the extreme, we listed the forces we felt through war gaming would be able 
to deal with one major regional conflict. and we thought eight divisions with six reserve division 
equivalents as backup so that it could be mobilized and brought on-scene in due course, with only __ 
eight carrier battle groups, still a very robust Marine Corps, and a much smaller Air Force, would -
give us one major regional conflict capability with some left over. 

We didn't find this to be an adequate force. We didn't find that this would serve our 
interests for the reasons that I think I've laid out earlier. - ,, .- -- . . . -- . . _ .. _ • ... 

--
What we then did was to look at two options in the middle, where we came away from the 

current force projection because of the second revolution that Secretary Aspin talks about frequently 
-- not only the collapse of the Cold War and the Warsaw Pact, but the total collapse of the Soviet 
Union; with something of a third revolution as these new regional conflicts have come along. So we 
can come back from this force level, and we looked at options in here. 



Iml)lt)Ved antiannor and precision-guided munitions for the Air Force and the Navy, so that 
during that yellow pan of my little canoon earlier. when we were actually interdicting the force. we 
can do it much more effectively than through the usc of ballistically dumb bombs. 

' I 

More early arriving Na..ry air. We're going to reconfigure our raval ~.viaP,on so that, if a 
carrier is at a point of conflict where it needs additional strike aircraft and iewer air superiority. air 
defense aircraft, we will bring out additional F-18 squadrons and. ultimately, the F-14 variation. the 
Tomcat. would replace some of the air superiority fighters aboard the camer. 

We're going to improve Anny National Guard combat brigade readiness. and I've touched on 
that already. Improve Army Guard and Reserve support force readiness. 

We're going to do a lo~ more with command. control, and intelligence .Ssets, in focusing that 
and being able to provide that: to the warfighters. We've got a lot of initiatives underway there. 

And. as I'll discuss in a moment. we arc going to retain some additional Marine end strength. 
As you recall, the base force would have taken the Marines down to 159,000. But what we haven't 
been able to do is get rid of all the requirements that the Marines have and all the commitments that 
they have. They are busier than they have ever been. So we are going to level that out at 17 4,000, 
and I'll describe that in a moment. 

That's how-you come up with the warfighting structure, but there arc other things we have 
to do. For example, overseas presence. A lot of these folks arc pan of the wapighting structure, 
but they serve other purposes as well. You. sec them here: ·display U.S. commitment to deter regional 
aggression just by being in the theater; prevent regional anns races by being there in stren~.saying 
it isn't worth having an arms race with this guy. We will win, and we will fight, and })eat you if we 
have to. Improved coalition effectiveness by our presence, by their learning frOm us, by ~ ·_ · 
exercising from us, and providing initial response to the regional crisis forces that would be coming 
over. _______ --~- :. ~- _·-_~, __ -·--:- ··:-. _ ·-··· ---··. - .- -~ .-:: ·· . ·: ... ::.·:: :::.-· ~ _--- : __ _.. - - · · · 

-··-•._..u... ----~_.:\'.~.":"· •-:.. • ~-~--: : .... , -...i..--~~:..~;--.;~---5,{4~1- _,_ .. _ --·----

::_:,'in Etiroj)e~·th-e PrCSide~t and SecretaryAspin have reaffmncdlOO~OOO troops will.beJbc.:. 
number coming down:from;remcinber, 315~000 troops just four-years ago. In East Asia": about. 
98,000 troops, keeping our two brigades in Korea; an Air.Force.wing in Japan, I think you're 7:. ·· 

familiar with. SouthWest 1\sia. we have roughly 20,000 troops pre• positioned there now. -We will : 
also have periodic de{jlojrrilcnts and exercises with our friends in the region to show this commitment 
to their welfare. And. of course, our global maritime presence that we have around the world in the 
form of c:anicrs aitd'othcr ships,- and we're doing some:very,-very exciting, adaptive force planning so 
that you sec something other than ju·st the traditional large deck canier battle group. We're making 
the battle group_ smaller, and we 'rc' doing more creative .things and using the unique capabilities of the 
aircraft carrier. ..::. ·· .:·.- -- : - ~'-~ :- .-, - - ·- · - ""- ·, ··. · · - . . - . . _ _ .. _ ·-

Of course there are other things we have to do. I think you're familiar with all of these. In 
the four years that I have been Chairman, as you go through all of these. we?ve done about two 
dozen of them. Sometimes they arc rather simple, such as moving food supplies to the Soviet Union 
two winters ago; sometimes they are real tricky such as evacuating the embassy in Mogadishu in 
1991, just about the time we were getting ready to stan Operation Desen Storm. All of these will 



keep cominJ! along, and we have to make sure that we have the capacity to deal with these kinds of 
unique operations. . .. 

Let me use one wonderful chan that you're all going to just love, to son of summarize •. If -
you can't read it. I think you_ have a handout. But this kind of gives it to you i:t a dy:tamic sense. 

Let's stan here. This is what the anned forces of the .United States are doing today. We arc 
providing overseas presence. Korea. Japan, Europe• Southwest Asia.. We're doing democracy 
activities. You find men-and women of the anned forces around the world working with our friends 
who want to learn from us. One of my great examples is we have an Anny chaplain who is working 
with the Czech republic in helping them put together a chaplain. -a religious program for their armed 
forces. to show them what we do to provide for the spiritual well being of our armed forces~ .Ibosc 
types of things will take on -greater imponailce? Why? For the. third reason that the Secretary -- . ___ 
mentioned, to help preserve democracy, to deal with that danger that he talked about a moment ago. 
Our forces in Europe that are providing forward presence are spending more and more of their time 
traveling into the nations of the fanner Warsaw Pact to teach them, to learn from them, to exchange 
experiences and to help get them to understand the role of the armed forces in a democratic system. 

Peacekeeping, such as our hospital in Zagreb, our troops in Macedonia, what we're doing in 
Somalia which is a combination of peacekeeping as well as some low intensity conflict, being ready for 
lesser regional contingencies. Humanitarian assistance, disaster relief. Strategic lift .. Pan of our air 
fleet is always it w~rk supporting our troops in Mogadishu or flying into Sarajevo. _ .:~~ ~: .. 

. ~i:-~ri·i~~On:~~d -~~t~s-yori);~~:~~~ o~i;~h~ /~~~~ti~~ ~:~~ b~se~. camiis stinoiis:~~: ... -~ 
training installations, all of that. our depots. You have the general purpose forces ready to respQnd _. 
to the crisis that comes along. And through it all, you have your strategic nuclear deterrencs oui "'-~··· -
there because we still do have 28,000 nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union that_we ~ave to -
eventually deal with.":~ •<•l '- ;:;ru ~:-::-::0:1 ;;;~ ·• ·- ,;,; ::.avo.;. au: <= :'l!li-; ~m::~ .. - ........ :, -- . - ~.::. · ·. __ _ 

. . ,. ;-; ·•<;:-: ::;·,. - .:.: .. --~~- ._._:..c. ' .• • __ ·_-: .. o"• ~·-··~~: · ___ ' •. •: -.::~:" 
. "j\long c~mes the f'U'St majar regional crisis ·--either the:East.one or the-;v.'est.O?C.'7 ,1 'I.;Sl>.··-· 

Immediately, ~e begin-tO flow foR:es that are·available.in th~.United StateL-Jf,Y()IUCmem.tJc:r ~.1~~: ~~; 
canoon, I moved Europe-frOm-the Cold War center out of th~picture.-puuhe United States .m the·;:.· .. 
center of the picture on that second cartoon, because.the·.whole.focus.in the future \Vil~ be less_<; .. 1 ..,~:. 
overseas presence, more ability to surge forces out from the United States. So the forces begin to . · 
surge. . .. ,. c·r ---·--'11! ~;_.,~ -.-. _. ···------ ----c.,---: ... ·--.-·····. - . , .. _. :, ____ ,_ 

... ;!:;;~-/ -~!"..,~::-···;: j~~-:;.""!',-.~-

. We also begin to call up reserves. In the total force concept. the reserves ire going to bC iur~···-
integral pan, even though they are also'going to be taken down in size •. They _will go pretty much 
from day one as they do now -- pan of our total force effort.-. The. whole force begins to flow to . . 
deal with major regional contingency one; we·call up additional reserves to hedge your bets in case the. 
second one comes. You may have to cut down on some of these other activities. Strategic lift · 
stans to surge, we call up the Ready Reserve Acct. go to MRC-1 [Major Regional Contingency One]. 
Then here's your riear simultaneity when MRC-2 comes along. :We continue to flow. __ -·- . 

·~~-""'. ·- • • .i, \' ""''·• .: ;::1 ..... ::"!::.,,;!.:;,,a:. 

What you lose here as you go down in size is reserve capacity to deal ~ith anything eiS~ ib;t" . -. -
comes along. But the option that I described earlier, the option three that you saw, we believe gives 
us the ability to handles these two MRC's and have a little bit left over without putting the nation at 



anv ri~k. It's an ontion that the Chiefs are very, very comfonable with, and the Commanders in 
Chief of the unified command are very comfonable with. You win MRC-0, you then go into 
post-conflict stability, what we talked about earlier: and then you essentially reposture yourself to 
get ready for what might come in the future. 

This kind of summarizes the sort of philosophy we used in the development of the 
Bottom-Up Review. We looked at this chart over and over and over again and we debated, what do 
we need for all these dUngs? How do they link in with the four dangers that the Secretary spoke to? 
It was kind of our little report card on ourselves throughout the past seven-month period. 

What does it all look like when you're finisbedl .. Here it is~ In FY9o, the Army had 18Ktive 
divisions and 10 National Guard divisions. As it was coming down to its base force level of 12, "it is 
now at 14 going to six.· The plan was siX National Guam plus two cadn: National Guard divisions. 
The Bottom-Up Review concludes that we can go to ten Ktive divisions and· be able to deal with the 
situation I described earlier. We put it up here as five National Guard division equivalents, but it's 
within that five Guard division equivalent that we're talking about the enhanced readiness brigades. . 
How the division headquaners would be used to support those enhanced readiness brigades, we are 
still discussing and debating. 

The Navy, from its high of roughly 15 plus one carriers down to 13, is going to 11 plus one. 
Eleven full-up active carriers outperforming force presence missions. This 12th carrier will, for the 
most part, stay off of the East Coast of the. United States, be manned at about 80 percent Ktive, 
20 percent reserves. It will use reserve training wings to come and go. It can be surged quickly and 
sent somewhere ifrieed be~ That's the beauty of it. We get this 12th carrier at much, much less 
expense than one of the other, 11 carriers~· - - ~ 

. -~ .. ·, :.:. ~·.~ .. ··.- . ..::..~~- .. l ... : .. 

The oveiiill size of ihe Navy continues to·ck~lln~· Re~;~ber-ihe first canoon, the Norm 
Atlantic. The North Atlantic is gone. There is no Soviet navy out there that's threatening us: ·rrwe 
had to go back to Europe it might well be with the assistance of the Soviet navy rather after ·'·~- · 
·:sistance of the SoViet navy. We can make prudent reductions in the.size of the Navy, very_ 
.•gnificant rediicuons in'ihe overall sizc:of the Navy,-preserving •. dlough,·that unique capability that. 
comes with the aircraft carrier.· .We~re looking .for more flexible ways to use that unique capabiliij, · 
and that's why I think it is a very sounddecision·to keep that number fairly robusL .. · · · ·· 

· · ~· ... : .. · .. ;.:.acl ~:"".; :·~~ ,~~:::.:~ --~~::::~~ .. :~ --:-:::"':~- .j~ ~~'~:::~r;~ ~.-· "-_......... . . . .. , -·--- ·- .,. · .. ·~ 

The Air Force will continue to go down to 13 active fighter wings and ~even rese~~-- -. • :-::· . 
component fighter wings. 

: ·.' .. , - .::-:1? -7't!! ~:;·.r~~ ~ :..'::· ;~;:~·.-:--::-~ ~: . .:-:-~! ~.:;~;; :-•:-..i --:L .. ~.,;.--,....-..~,... ,.~, . - .. 

The Marine Corps en~ strength I've already touched on, comii1g down from its 1990 high of 
197 down to 174- a significant reduction in the size of the Corps, but because they are so busy in 
this very calm, riew world order we expected'. it isn't prudent to take them down any further, and so 
this is a case where we are holding and building back up from previous decisions. 

I • • 

Strategic nuclear forces. Not much change to the previous plans. This will be the subject of 
intense review by the Secretary and his staff and the Chiefs in the months and years ahead. 



There vou have it. there's the force structure associated with the Bottom-Up Review, and I 
think I've covered adequately the strategy that led to the force structure .. I'll tum it back over to 
the S-wy. ··-. -.-: ·:-o:·.. . _·- .. --··· - . ····- -

"""-.~.'-' .. --. ··- -·· - ' 

. . ·-
Secretary Aspin: Thank you very much, Colin. .. ·-·· -. . ' . 

Let me more briefly cover some of the modernization issues here, because this is the next item 
here. As I say, there am a whole bunch of things here to cover, but under the modernization choices, 
I'll talk about ballistic missile defense, and then more briefly, theater air, submarines and aircraft 
carriers. And the rest of it. I'll wait and see if you have any questions on iL But let's start with the 
ballistic missile defense and where we came out on that issue._ 

7~- .... -. --':";~~---. ·-·---~-~--·-· ·-

Hci'e·is the key considerations·for ail of the ~~liriZation choice'i that .;e ~~~nook.. These 
are the factors that went into our decisions as to which choices, the opn~ns. we looked at, and which 
ones of the options did we pick. The only thing I would point out to you is the industrial base here. 
That's new. Previous reviews of modernization issues probably did not give the same weight to the 
industrial base that we did. So I think that. one of the things that I think is important here to point 
out is that we do give some weight to the.industrial base considerations in our choices. 

Let's stan with the ballistic missile defense program. Here are the problems, as you sec, and 
the alternatives for how to deal with it. Basically what we have is a ncar-term problem of theater 
ballistic mi!sile threats to the-United States allies,.fricnds. and.Amcricaii forces stationed abroad.·· 
That's here-and now.· That starts from Iraq • .:..That we saw -in Desert Storm~ .That is. a near-term ---· · 

thre~~ ~~~;~~~< ! ~~: ~~~~~~ :~~-f' ;.:~~~ ,~:.: :·:,·; ;.;~. :~:·f ::~:-:~·; ~~~~- _-:~;:j7 ~~~~:::,:~.:~c~-~~~;~~:-~ 
:•'·A longer-term threat is the threat to the continental, United S~!CsJr~m intercontinental.~:-~_ "A~ 

ballistic missiles. That one depends upon the development of that capability bya.wliole bunch of~_--: 
countries that are-lookili'g at it but do: not.hav.e that capa,bility~p_o~ -::~9 f#C?!C}~ a~ ':l~ed for a:...th~~~~ : 
missile defense right now. There is a need for doing some research, at least, on a national missilC ~ -"' 
defense program. ··---~ ~ · ~ ··-· • · ·- ·• ·-~.o..a.:! _,.lil'JUCt'.' 

- • suQ } ,....,.,.,._ --.l.- ~--· . - - ' ' ... ~.•l5 ~ toJ"' ... .-..Ll.w ...,;u~- ~,·.~. ~- ... ,... ~ ... ~..J _, ..... _.,.T·. ·"'"". ,.....!'t "'~ _·y 
- ............. --.J: .. ~ _, ___ ..,. .• ,~~· ... :1' .·• ~! .. ~'!# ~·- '"""'"!'t''t ~--;~4· --- ~! 

The· other part of it~ ·of course; ·is that we arc in an ABM treary_~th the .Sovfei'Uiiio~, )o .. 
whatever option we pick hcrc;whatever combination of things we pick here, it must be consistent . 
with the ABM Treaty. . ..,. . ~' .. ·----- --- ·~-·-··~ .. ._.... c.1SU;;;; 

.. ~ -. ..:.- .. ·· .... -- :· ....... ::.:~··- - ... 

So thcic- arc ·two -ways to. proceed...; One is the q~estion of how much theater missile defense 
you get, and the second is the question_ ofwhatyou do with thc.~~tioililmisslle-dCfeilsc =a,.n~!J~~~-: 
consistent with the 1\BM Treaty~.:Lctme:show you a chart that~s better than Colin's. I'.ve gq_t some 
charts that make that thing that Colin put .up there look easy. ~ug~ter). Some of ihem I',m not-~ . ~ 
going to show you, but there arc a couple in here that arc really good. .This is a nice chart. ms. is · . 
much better than Colin's chart. · ' "· · 

What it has here ·is the theater missile defense on one axis. for you mathematicians, and.the 
national missile defense on the other axis. -This is the Y axis, this is the X axis: Do you remember. 
that? (Laughter) .. · , 



Theater missile defense. In the theater missile defense. we have a core program. All of the 
options under the theater missile defense have the core program listed here. Th~n it builds more 
theater missile defense into the program as you move up. This is a $9 billion program, $10 billion 
program. to $12. and here's a $14. So the higher you arc on this chan. the more robust theater 
missile defense program you've got. · ;. 

On the other hand. you've got a series of options here on the national military missile defense 
program. You caD have two versions of a technology program- one with Brilliant Eyes, one 
without it; you caD have a tech demonstration program which would be more expensive; and then 
you've got acquisition program options which are even more expensive yeL 

I 

The bouom line is, you can pick ~ number in there. Or pick one of these boxes is what the 
Bottom-Up Review had to do. pick somewhere in the boxes. Basically, the philosophy I think we 
came to was that the right place to be is up in here; with a more robust theater missile defense, but a 
fairly research-oriented national missile defense. The option we picked was that one. -

The program that we picked is the box there. It's the selected program.' It emphasizes theater 
missile defense development and deployment. It's very robust. it's got that whole core program plus 
a good chunk of the other stuff in the theater missile defense. It focuses on national military, on 
technology development~ is the $3 billion program with Brilliant Eyes. Here, it's a $12 billion theater 
missile development and $3 billion national missile ... plus a $3 billion overhead. it's an $18 billion 
program. ·It complies with the ABM Treaty, and it reduces the-ballistic missile de~ensc budget by $21 
billion because it compares with the current f one J in the base force, in the Bush budget, the FY95 to 
99 budget, the $39 billion. This is an $18 billion option. You can pick others. You could pick a $15 
or a $20 or a $~3 or a $25. What this shows is, it !:bows you in more detail rpan I'm going to on 
the others, but if you're interested in it, what we·lookcdat, what·kind of choices we were looking 
at. what consideiations drove us to what we wanted to do •. Anyway, what we picked wu:ihC..one 
that is $12 billion oVer the five-year period of a theater missile defense program, and a $3 billion . · · - ' 
national missile defense pro~.· · · · . · .. ·. . ; ~~ .. . __ : ; : ~ _:: ;: ~;:: · . · . 

. ... . ... ·' r, ; ..... 

Let me then_ go on.· We will not go into that kind of detail on the other programs,--buil'd 
just like to go, very ~riefly;in terms ·of the theater air and the attack submarines and th~. ~ft 
carriers just briefly, -and then~ if you' 've got questions, we can go to those on the other weapons. 

I • _ .. -· 

' - . ' . 
. - -· 

Let's look at the theater air. The problem with the theater air is to define the theater air 
capability, here it is, and here's the problems; The ClDTCnt program has these .kind of problems . 
associated with iL ~The question is what arc we· going to do and what did we come up with_ .I won't 
go through the same discussion of the analysis, but let me just jump to the bottom line here of the 
option that we picked. -Here is the option that we picked. Those of you who have the pieces of 
paper in front of you can take it and'look at it .. I'd just like to call attention to a couple of issues 
here on the options that we picked. 

The first thing about these options that we picked is that we concentrated very heavily on the 
ncar term problems, the problems that arc most acute right now. · So point number one, we're- . 
focusing very carefully on the near term problems. 



,..,. 

Second. I'd like to point out this line here-- the joint advance strike technology program. We 
are looking towards developing the commonality in the next fighter that we will develop, between the 
Air Force and the Navy. All of us in the Pentagon- in the unifonncd services and in the civilian
have been in the Pentagon before, and we know the anguish that that produces. And indeed. the -
whole McNamara 1FX fight of the pasL 

What we tried to do is to take a different approach to this, and this really is a unique attempt 
to solve the problem •. What we are doing is seeing if we can't get components which we can make 
common to the two planes, to the Navy plane and the Air Force plane. Try and make components 
common. Where most of the money is in the components -- the avionics, the engine, what have you. 
Try and make them common, even though the silhouette of the plane may look diffcrcndy. So yo~ 
drive the commonality in driving at the co~monality of components. That's the approach -- to try -
and save money by maybe getting 70, 80 percent of the components of the Air Force plane and the 
Navy plane common. We'll save a lot of money even though, as I say, the silhouette may look 
differently, and the silhouette may be very imponant for the Navy's purpose of flying it off of a 
carrier or whatever. This is a fairly brand new approach, a very interesting approach. 

Two more things to point out before we leave this. Oneis that we're going big time into 
making the nuclear bomber force, the B-1 and the B-2, conventional capable. Wholly refocusing • 
where we're going with those bomber programs, and to make them pan of this theater air solution, 
is going to be to take the strategic assets from the old Cold War nuclear scenarios to see whether we 
can make them into silver bullets, usc them as silver bullets or whatever in terms of d:ealing with 
theater air.:. ~. "~~~~d:;:: :::-.;.:: · ·- · :~ _:! :r:: _··" -: :f;; .. ~ ::;~~"!"...J;.:; :l:...;::-;~.::·:~-~~;:t;~ ;:~ ._:;-~,c~- ;>!!T~;:u!J~~· 

Filially. -u;~ioc;;s n~t just on 'iite phttforms,'b~t'o'n the' ~tah~off ~~ap~ns .. that come -off'l>f :
the platforms. In other words, some of these platforms we're not going to change _as fast as we·;.;:~.-~ 
would like to have them changed. To keep the capability there and to have the-capability to dCiii With'·· 
these deep targets off-of the carrier, wc~re gqing to have. to improve the standoff y."eapl:)ns .. So-
there arc two ways to deal with it. One is to deal with~the.we!ipons. the other is to deal witbthe 
platforms~ .Jn cases .where, because for one reason or ai1other .we can't deal with the platfomis,oiat -
leastcenainly not right away, we're loo~ng·~!.dCaling with thc.problems With ihc_standoff 9!ea~s: 
That's theater air.· -- .... --.. . . - :.... . . ·-· ·· · · -_·:· · ·- -·- · ·- · ··--·-~- •. u~c. 

· :·i.Z .:~ .. :;::. :~ _:;;. 1!."0 ~ ':J) cT! ~'l;;:Y:C:i ":"'::!~ "';r tO ?!!;!1or;; :: f •':3d ~~,,.-.. ,_ no-• • . . ·,, .... ~ ~- '.-. .. , · 

Let me do the .submarine program. The issue of the submarines is,"of course, essentially at its -
core an industrial base issue. The fact of the miuter is that we're not going to need the same number 

0 

of submarines in the future-- maybe down to half the number of submarines. We have 81 submarines 
in the inventory oow.- In ~the long run ~c'rc looking at maybe in the range of 45 to 50 submarines. 
What that means is that you just don't have to build a submarine for awhile. What happens to the 
industrial base in the period in which you would.not bC.bUilding s'ubmarines?- . ;·.. . ' ·. '"'-·-~;:~.,-. 

~ . ·. . . . ···•·· '·.- ...... -·· . ···-·-- ...... ~~ .. ::·~ -:~::~-~-~ .. !~ 

·-
So these are the questions. The alternatives here are two. We can shut down the program 

and then rcstan it when you need to build it-- there would be a gap then. You've got a gap when 
you don't need to build submarines. You can shut something down and theri stan it up again. Or_- . _ 
you can put something in the middle in there and bridge the production betWeen where we are now on · 
submarines and building the new submarines that we will build. · 



What we have done is we have decided to do the bridge option. We have planned to complete 
a wini :ouomarinc, a third Scawolf at Groton, ConnccticuL That maintains the _two nuclear-capable 
shipyards. It also would be •.• thc other part of it is, of course, to develop and build a new attack 
submarine which would be pan of the next generation of submarines. Again, I've just listed the 
problem and listed the solution that we picked without going into the Malysis. If you're interested in 
the analysis, we can go into t.IJaL 

Here's my other chan which is pretty good. What it talks about is, Colin pointed out ca:: :r, 
the number of carriers that we're going to buy. The point that this chart makes is that the number of 
carriers that you want is a cotnbination of the two MRC's, the fighting of the two MRC's, but also 
the function of presence. In other words, you need aircraft carriers to fight and win two MRC's -
major regional contingencies - as Colin was explaining in his presentation. ' 

How many carriers do you need to do that? What we looked at and wqat we came up with 
was, frankly, a number like 10 would probably do it. But the number of carriers that you need to 
fight and win two nearly simultaneous MRC's --an MRC West, an MRC East-- ten is probably a 
number that would work for you. But there's a second consideration. That is a consideration of 
carriers for presence in peacetime. As Colin also pointed out in his part of the presentation, that's a 
very important part of the usc of carriers, is to show the flag, to be able to project power, to be 
able to get power, aircraft power to places where we don't have access to airfields. It's an imponant 
pan of our present strategy.; 

I 

. . -- I 

With the demise of the Soviet Union, what we have discovered is that the presence~ · 
requirements drives the number of aircraft carriers more than the major regional contingencies. If . 
you had just major regional contingencies, you would probably buy ten aircraft carriers. If you are 
looking at the need for presence, it's one that makes attractive having more than ten aircraft carriers. 
This shows you the numbers down here at the bottom; -· .. - -·.: _;;. :.;.2-~·:l·:;;' .. :. : .- - ".:.~;:<,;; 

__ .... _. -·-- .. ' .. -· ,. . .:·;::. ; ..... _:;·_: :--~;.; ::;:.:_- ·.:~ ,--:---.~ ::·:.:.:~~ \_·; :~::·.tt .'"·. 
' --- ... ~- ... . " . -·- . - - . -. - . -

If, for example, you had ten aircraft carriers~ what it shows is that you have... You have 
three regions of the world -- the Med, the Indian Ocean, and the Pacific -- that you need aircraft 
carricrs.prescnL W!th ten aircraft carriers in the current kinds ofways they get deployed and. the .. 
time on station, etcetera, you would have full, 100 percent presence at one of the three pl~~but 
half, six months out of the year, SO percent of the time it would not be covered in the other two. 
If you get up to 11, you would have 12 months of the year coverage in one out of the three. and 
eight months coverage in the other two. tf you get up to 12 you do·a little bit better than thaL 
Those are the numbers. ! · · · : ; · 

····----·- . ,,,...;...·_ ._:::~·;.--~..::.1-'.!.:... .. · . • ti' .- ... -~~,~. • ;.. . ' . · -.;~-- .... .-. ~ ..• ~ ~.· .. \·· ~iG-f -~·_;·;:.~:· -·· ·:.:.~i.:..; ... :::·; ;::.1 i.:.!r...:.~.: 
.. , .. • ... ~ .. ~ -"'..-:=- .-

Looking at all Of this, looking at that plus the dollars and all cif the Ot~er things, We 'Came to 
the conclusion that Colin had in his force structure presentation, to have an 11 carrier force with a 
reserve carrier as the 12th carrier which is essentially a trilining carrier, but it does give you a little . 
bit of presence in rime of an emergency, and maybe even a little war fighting in time of an emergency. 

That's essentially the moderltization choices. There are more than are listed here. We:: 
shouldn't go through the whole proposition here, but there will be ample opportunity to ask us or 
ask [deleted and Admiral deleted], who arc going to be available to talk to you, and we'll have more 
that we're going to put out. : 



• 

-. 

Just to talk very briefly about the rest of it, you've got the initiatives {points to chan). 
lou aon · t want to spend any rime, but here are the initiatives. These will add money to the defense 
budget, but this is the new world, this is doing something about democracy, the concern about the .. 
reversal of refonn and the economic security issues. These are wrapped in this pan of the program~ 
I won't spend the time to go through it, but that's where these arc. As you know, this building has 
been very much involved in a whole bunch of those issues. 

The foundations are imponant. 

The readiness, as you all know, is one of the things that we arc very, very anxious to maintain 
and to maintain the quality of the readiness. and that, of course, means money. There's two ways 
that you can get some money out of the foundations, and one of them is extraOrdinarily important. 
And that is that we continue to downsize the overhead.- the infrasuucture, the bases-- thatas.the .. 
forces go down, we not get top- heavy on the infrasuucwre. -It's incredibly imponant. It's very 
tough to do. It's a very difficult pan of this thing, but this is absolutely critical. 

Refonning the defense acquisition process, more about that from this building, Bill Perry and 
others, later. But this is also a very imponant pan of the overall problem. Again, just to show you 
the comprehensiveness of the exercise. 

Finally, let me do this. This is the bottom-up review. What docs it change? It's the chan 
that tells you how this is different from what was scheduled before, what was different from the 
base force. The red stuff are reductions, the green stuff is additions. And I'd just let you look at it. 
You all got &:copy of the chan in the handout. It is essentially at the core of the bottom-line . 
difference. When you look at everything that we have done with this bottom-up review and then just 
take it over and set it alongside the base force, these are the differences that come out [points to .. · 

1 
. 

chan). ' -:·' ··:·.::·· .. _ . · · . :· -. . : -~ . ·: _ _ __ _:,:---· .... 
·- --~ ~:·_ . ~1J;.~ '-~ .... ·.;:_ 

--- . - .... -. - . ..:.-·:::t;~;.,:_:::·: 

., -.And as Colin was explaining, the base force was kind of a transitional budget. It was put · 
together in a different era. It was put together after the Warsaw Pact had collapsed but while the _ - _,. _ 
Soviet Union· was still a major threat, and so of course it's going to look differently than this. l . -- _- ·. 
mean they still were looking very much at the possibility of going to war with. the Soviet U nion~~we-:. 
think that Soviet Union now, thanks to a few more years of looking at it ... There are cenain . · '- ·-.--· 
circuiristances under which Russia could become a major regional threat, but it's hard to sec how:that
Humpty Dumpty called the Soviet Union ever gets put back together. And that changes everything .... 
That does change everything. And it allows us to make the kinds of changes that you see in these 
two charts. · .. -- --::-.--. .:•t":"" '· · · ----: . ,. ~ ·:::.::; ·: ... : .. :: .. , ~ ... -··· . .. __ ... . ·-·-· _ _ . . . _,, 

........ -~· 

Let me put this over here, and we '11 fmish just with the quote that Bill Clinton had said in . 
199 3: "The men and women who serve under the American flag will be the best trained, best -
equipped. best prepared fighting force in the world so long as I am president." And we have taken 
that to bean. That is exactly what we had in mind, exactly what we were dealing with when we did 
this. 

Thank you all very much, and let's-- Colin, do you want to come up and we'll answer some 
questions. 



Q: Mr. Secmtary, President Clinton, you and the . 
aamuustranon nave made much of the defense industrial base. You touched on it briefly here. The 
previous administration went undct the theory that if you cut arms programs or hun industries that 
it would seck its own level, that jobs would be repaired. . The only concrete example that I can.scc 
hen'! is th : fact that you're building an extra billion-dollar Sea Wolf submarine, which you, a.-t a 
member of Congress. many other congressmen and even people in this building questioned the need 
for. Could you go a little bit into about how you're going to maintain this artificial industrial base, 
if you would. at high cost to ,the taxpayers in order to .•. 

SEC ASPIN: Let me tell you a little bit more about the industrial base because it goes beyond 
the issue of the Sea Wolf submarine. 

I think that what we are talking about here in the industrial base is the relationship between the 
US defense budget and the US economy and what role we can play in both promoting an economy and 
in strengthening the defense of the future. And let me give you some examples. 

The industrial base .. .as we downsize the defense budgets of the United States, we're going to 
free up some resources. Whc'n you free up those resources, the question is what do you do with 
them? This administration, the Clinton administration. is going to be much more proactive, much 
more aggressive about finding ways to employ those resources in commercial products. We've got a 
big deal going on base closings and other things, so we have a big program for it. The previous. 
administration was a little more laid back about being aggressive about doing that, under the grounds 
that eventually these things "':ould find their own employment ct cetera. So on~ difference between 
us on this industrial base issue is to be more aggressive about employing the resources that are freed 
up. I • • ••!'' • '" '" • 

Secondly, we are much more concerned. as you say, about the ability to produce WeaPon · · 
systems in the future.· In other words, what kind of ·a base arc we doing as we go throop this .. 
downsizing? . . -::. .. ;:.:: ·.. _:;J :~.;- · - :: L. ·. . ... .... .. .. • · .. , · • ,, . .,.,.., . ·,. •. . .. .. 

And going through the period of the downsizingi~ili~ -~~st dit'ficult, beea~sc oricc"you hit a 
constant base, you'll be all right because you '11 be able build a certain number of ships and tanks and 
planes on a regular scheaulc. Yo·u 'II be able to do some work. It's gcttin g from here to there, where 
you're not buying anything.· Because. if you start out with 81 submarines and you're heading for 45, 
well. the first thing is that you're always above what.you need and you're- and the submi:rine1Iect 
keeps getting younger because you· keep taking out the older. ones .. So it '11 be a long time before 
you build a submarine-~ you need to build a submarine.~ - · · - . . ·. .. . · 

We· are cona:med about whether there are· some critical technologies that will be lost :when. you .. 
run into those kind of gaps. Arid as you rightly point out, the submarine is one example: · · · ·_· ~-. ·•·· .. 

.. ...... ·~· .. -- .. ...... - ... ·- .... ~--. -~ ....... :. . . - . . -·-
Q: Do you have any idea how much this is going to cost? If you will, again, arimc:Lilly .. :. 

maintain this base - · 
SEC. ASPIN: Yeah, it's- what it means is that it's about a $1.8 billion cost and you get a 

submarincoutofthedeal. '·. ·. ··· -. • ·· --~:. ··. :-::·: . . -~-- · . ·-. , . .' 

Q: But I'm talking about in other programs, too. Won't we have any idea of what the overall 
cost--

SEC. ASPIN: This- ~o. This is the big one. There's nothing else like this. 

Q: But what about aircraft carriers (inaudible) maintaining the aircraft c:irrier industrial base? I 
assume you've developed CVN-76? 



Q: And arc you essentially creating an industtial policy with the -
~r.\.:. A:Si'lN: Not one that would be applied nationwide. I mean, we're talking about a policy 

which is essentially focused on the defense budgets. _ 
Let me just- there's one other part to Charlie's question that relates to what you're asking._ 

That is the question - and it bas to do with this industrial policy or the interaction between defense _ 
and economics - and that is that one of the things we'd like to do is to make the US economy create 
more jobs, be more competitive internationally. And the question is, is there some role that the 
Defense Deparunent can plan in that? The answer is yes. The Defense Department, in its R&D 
budget, is amazingly able to invent new technologies. We are also the best country in the world to 
take that technology and weaponizc it as the experts say, tum it into effective weapons, 
highly-acaua~e w=pms 

So we develop R&D breakthroughs, and then we weaponizc iL But what has been happeoing in 
the world is that other countries have been taking our R&D and commercializing iL It's a long Ust .
the fax machine, VCRs -- it's a long list of products that have been developed by the United Stares _ 
and principally by the US military for military uses and have been commercialized by some other _ 
country~ Part of what we have going here is an attempt to make it easier for American companies to 
commercialize the spin-offs of our military R&D. That's where you create jobs. That's where you -
create high-tech jobs. That's where you create high-paying, high-wage jobs, is to get these R&D 
products that are developed for military uses and figure out bow to install them in the commercial 
markeL So that's the third part of 
this three-part program.-

But as I say, it's an industrial policy that relates to defense. We have not thought in terms of _ 
doing bcbinddefense. . __ _ ... ___ . _ · - · · ....... 0..,- ........ 

Q: Mr. Secretary, it seems that your transition from "win, hold, win" to win two nearly 
simultaneous regional conflicts is more political rhetoric than it is substance, because you actually go 
-you have fewer forces to do it. You have one less army National Guard division. You have one -
extra carrier, but you can't deploy it because you have one fewer carrier air wing. I mean- arid.
you're- and timing of when you redeploy to the second contingency is an open- ended thing. So it's 
basically "win, hold, win" by a different name.-;-_ :: ~-.:.::; :~ ::~, :~ _- __ ,-- •-- . . - :-;~~; ~- _ 

- SEC. ASPIN: No;< .Not trUe; but:let~Colin explain.~ (Laughter.) .- __ -'-"~~ :- -- ---- -- . ~;_; £i.~.-,: 
Q: -You're a shon-rimi:r.-· You can do iL :(Laughter.) - --- - --:- - - _--:- :• ~--
GEN. POWELL.:_ I don't think that's an accurarc..assessmenL The carrier. you're talking_about . __ 

- .•. •• • • • • • • • • • • ' "J--'< ---.i.J..nt 

can be surged. It can ptck tJp maybe a reserve m_wmg,:-or 1t could ptck.up an ac:tlve axr wmg that.;;., ~-, .. 
happens to be in the continental United States at the time working up for anothercarrierdeployniCiit:'-~ 
So there's flexibility with respectto that... : .;::~ _,., .. -· _ . ... . ... : : · 

·-~: :::::~: .:~·:t -~_;..:..,·.-:. .;::::J~ ··· ;:;C ~- :~ :····· ~ ""·:-""' .·!) ...... _ .. · ·· · ···· ··.---;-~~ .......... 
Obviously, as a conservative miliiary officer, I always like to have more, but looking at thfs~ · ·· 

strategy carefully with the chiefs and with the Joint Staff and running a lot of war games and 
examining the changes that have taken place in the world, we are comfortable that we can move from 
our previous plan down to this new level that came out of the bonom-up review and still be able to, 
at an acceptable level, give us the ability to deal with these two major regional conflicts near 
simultaneously. 

. .. : : '/ ·' ~. 

The real constraint is lift, getting to them, depending on bow separated they are in time. I 
can't help you with how separated they are in time, because that's the uncertainty we deal with. I 
hope that they remain separated in time forever. The best guarantee of that happening is to make 



sure that you show that second regional potential aggressor that you have the capability to get there 
near simultaneously to deal with that conflict. 

So I don't think it is a polincal statement at alL .I think that the force structure we have 
arrived at is a solid one. It is clearly linked to the political objectives that the president and the 
secretary have laid down to. us. It is a :hicvable with the dollars that I suspect will be available to the 
department. And I think it's a good. sound military strategy. 

SEC. ASPIN: Let mejust fiuish up on that question that Otto asked. The basic difference _ 
between "win, hold. win" and "win-win" is not in the force structure, as you've noticed. The force 
structure essentially looks like the same for both of them. The key is how fast can you get 
something in there, and the obvious answer to moving from "win, hold, win" to "win-win".is to get 
more lift. A problem is that in the short run you can't get:more lift. I mean, you know, the!e's a 
cenain time limit to get the more lift. Plus, we have problems with one of the key elements of this 
lift. which is the C-17. : ·:·· ·· 

So the question then is, is there some other way, other than lift, to get more capability into 
the theater there earlier which· would be the equivalent of more lift? And the answer was that chart 
that Colin had on the enhancements. And it is things like pre- positioning. It is things like having 
another carrier which allows you to get carrier air suppon in there earlier. It is things like having 
these new weapons and a capability to stop the invading army through airpower. It's a whole series 
of enhancements that you're looking at that substitute for the lift. · 

But basically the number of forces that you have to fight both of these wars is not different. 
I mean, it's a twO MRC scenario in either case. The question of whether you can get them the~e and 
what you can get there early is the key, and that's what changes a "win, hold, wiri" strategyjnto_ a 
"win-win" strategy . 

. . .. , .. ~ . . . -'' . , ·: rl _ ~: ~-- . _..; 

;Q·.;·Mr.-Secre· wy?. · ··~ --.... · · · -- ·-- ·· · · · · · ·- · ··~~--···-~ · - -~·,- _ _._ _ __ -;c~· ·;1 i.l.;O:'!' 

SEC. A SPIN: Yes. sir? ·. . .. ··.:~ .;: . .:-:-, "· . ;; .. , .. . - . .:. t :; , : . 

Q:'::' A two-pan question, if I ·may -- one, force structure, and the other -- well, since yQu're 
the boss, maybe you can handle both~ Supposing you have more than two contingencies with,..,. given 
the world the way it is, it's possible. The other question really comes under. the category ohvhatl 
would call the "emperor's new clothes." I mean,: as ~ou consider: gaming at the war colleg~s. it would 
seem to me that you're going to cut forces anyway at.ihe end of the Cold War •.. Four divisions: 
would seem_ fairly obvious along with the air wings.and.others •. : And if this .is a com~hensive, :- .. 
extensive review; arid I tbink gaming could accomplish the missions for two of Jbese in a relatively 
shon time, my bcittrim-line· question to you is what's really new? · · · - .... - .. . : '·: · 

SEC. ASPIN: A lot of things are new. The focus of this effon is towards two repgnal -
contingencies, which is very different from the base force. I mean, the base force -- · 

.... :.:.:·::~-~ ···- .... :· -· ' . ·:.:.::: . . ·~·-·. ~ .. -' 

_Q: Suppose you have more than two. _;~ :r. tr:~ : .. : ,::. , -:.~ _:,-:·_. -:,,. . ;-.r.=: . 
"SEC. ASPIN: Well, I mean, let's get to that question second. But if you look at the layout of 

what we're trying to do here, we've got some initiatives in this bill that you would not have had 
before. You've got dealing explicidy with two MRCs, and you·~ got identified the possible bad guys 
that you may need to deal with with the MRCs. What you've got is. of course, is force structure . 
which is smaller than what we had before, but we've got a force structure which in some cases has 
got more, as the chainnan pointed out with the Marines. It is a force ... a defense budget which has 
changed its focus from one threat-- Soviet Union/Warsaw Pact-- to a new world of a whole new 



20 

of threats. And that shapes the budget, and that is what shapes it. That's what's new. It's 
> fundamental propositions. 
e then go through and see how many ... what we've got to work.with. We're going to need 
ces, as we will see, in tenns of R&D. We're going to need some capabilities that we don't 
:. This drives you to consideration that there are cenain kinds of capabilities that we don't 
~ur inventory. But what you've got in the first instance is a set of weapons systems and 
Jcture that was designed for a different purpose. 

>w we look at what we need for this new purpose we find that some of it we don't need, so 
tcelling as some of those weapons -- some of those aircraft that we had. We find that some 
ings that we need, we have; we can still use exactly the way they were designed. Great. 
: some of the things that we bad we can use but we have to redesign them for something 
~ B-2, instead of being a nuclear bomber, will be a silver bullet kind of conventional bomber 
::.111 was at the outset of the war. We find that there are certain capabilities that we wish 
1 this new world that we don't have because we never had the R&D program for it because 
thinking in terms of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union. We're going to have to get an 
.gram to develop that. 

The other pan of the question? Two or more? 
:c. ASPIN: Two or more. 

I mean, you -- the whole contingency is for two. How did you arrive at the magic two? 
t about if it's three, four or half a dozen? ., . . · · . . .. 
~-POWELL: Pick a number, and I'll try to give you a force structure associated with that· 
But our best assessment was that these two areas of the world pointed out for major 
:ontingencies are the twO most likely, and the twO that would oe absolutely devastating tO 
interests. We would have to do something about them. So.- as a minimum, we have to be 
al with these two. ---··c.- ·:::--.~-- · ····· · ·• ._ ..... :.- ---

>W, if others come along, we ·may have to use the force ... remember my chart. that said the 
ctually comes along may have to use the forces we prepared for these two. If they all stan 
ong simultaneously, it starts to look like World War Ill and..the Cold War again and- YQIJ . .~ r.:..;;:~:":' ::.; 
veto build your force baclc.ilp:';'· :!.;c::t:!iro;;':~ r.r.i::'~i <.~ ~r:l'l'r.!~:: t-17::'h' ···:.· ·:- ::·.: ~~ ;~: ~~: •. -~-: -'..Gt:o!ol'l . 

:! can't be sure that, at some point in the future, the world stans to look different and it 
ire a buildup. But our best projection right now of what the world is liable to look like .. 
i.hat this is a pretty sound analysis of what we have to be able to do and the structure that 
iesigned will allow us to do thaL ______ _ 

This is a two-part question. Number one, which of your future opponents -- theoretical 
s- justifies the need for even 45 to SO attack submarines and 18 boomers? That's pan 
, number two, in projecting ahead as to future opponents, did you foresee them making any 
ioctrinal changes or developing with the possible exception of the occasional- the small 
f nuclear weapons - but did you see them developing any new type of threat that would 
.n qualitatively different from the Iraq that this country demolished in 1990, '91? 
C. ASPIN: Well, let me ask Colin to address the second one. In terms of the submarine 
1at we looked at was a number of-- there are a number of different ways of using 
~s beyond the traditional use of submarines which are going to be looked at and which have 
~ested and we're taking a look at. That's why we say we're looking at a number between 45 

.. / . .::3?. 
._, -n - . - - ___ ., 

- ?!C:: 
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and 55. For the purposes of this five-year defense budget, we're going to have a 55 force anyway. I 
mean. you don't come down that fast. We have time to look at this question. It may tum out that 
45 is toO many, but l think that we're going to continue to look at that and to look at the question 
of what docs it mean for submarines now in this world, what kind of thing it is. 

1bc 18- as you say, the nuclear-carrying~ the TrldCnt- carrying submarines- that's a wholly 
different thing. That's being driven at this point essentially by START I and START n 
considerations, aad we're looking- we will be- when we finish this bottom-up review, the 
presentation of it and getting !it incorporated in the next round of POMs, we will go back and look at 
the straregic forces. We did not look at the strategic forces very heavily here j:lccansc they were 
driven by the START I agreement and the START n agreement and those numbers were kind of fixed 
in the short run. So we saw no chance to influence those, except later. 

Colin, do you want to talk about 'the - -~ 
. .. -~ . ·-- .. ·-

GEN. POWELL: With respecuo -- I might add a point on submarines. We found the other 
capabilibcs of submarines particularly useful -- the ability to ftre Tomahawks. And so I think there is 
a continuing role for our submarines. I might point out that there have been a proliferation to some 
extent of diesel submarines around the world, son of a weapon of cheap choice. You may notice 
there are now some submarines prowling the Persian Gulf which do not belong to us or any of our 
friends. So I think there's a continuing role for the submarine. 

And your question with respect to is there anyone else around that rises to the level. say, of 
what we thought the Iraqi looked like in '90 and '91 we're able to deal with-- .. ~-

Q: (inaudible) projected a more thoughtful or crafty foe? · · " -- ·· .. "-~" .·· . _ ..... 
GEN. POWELL:. Well •. I don't know. I hope .: at the moment I don't see one. I hope .it stays 

that way. but I will never recommend to any of my civilian leaders that we should, therefore. reduce 
the quality of our forces or the sophistication of our forces to the lowest common denominator. 
The reason we were so successful is we;:in Desen Storm; made that investment in quality and.bigh 
technology. We also have to~ I think. be very sensitive to some of the developments_ we sic'iround 
the world with respect. to accpracy ofchicfweapons.: The information revolution is, perhaps,.iriak.ing 
it possible for some of these Third World countries to develop capabilities quite rapidly that.inight 
look radtcr sophisticated in a few years. ·- · 

SEC. ASPIN: ·Last one;· - ... --- -- .. -.. . .. .. ..... __ . .: ... : ::c: . '· . : ....... ~ ... _ . 
Q: ·Mr. Secreta!y? -~ ·"" :1~ J!r-::~i! :·. :·;- __ , -~~ ~:u .~.;~r~: ~-~ ··11:::;:; :.-i~~r~ r-':':!:~1r'-:·:: ~~-... ~· :::-~ ~rr~ .. _ ..... 

• :~ I 

SEC. ASPIN: There's 
1

other people who will be here to ask questions. s.o we're not the only 
guys you can talk to. ~Go ahead. !.:;_, :•. :::; 'I. .,,. J, ;" . 

Q: Back tO industrial policy.· On military infrastructure and. --·-··-.. . . ..... . . . . . 

suppon- ~-~a ~ · c:J · ·· - ~-:~:~:<::--~-~ ~ :::,.; :;::-~;-:;:~~ .:: ~~~::;;z.. \:.:: ~~-: .· .-. · ._.., .... -·~i.i --~~' "":··.: 

SEC. ASPIN: Before we do that.· , · 'Bob, on your question, who else might do it. the 
other possible - I mean, the other capable, I would think, out there would be a reversal of reform in 
Russia as a potential. Where would there be a real challenge.· Not just-- you·~ saying not just a 
challenge in manpower and in tanks. bufa challenge in new technology and new capability. You. know, 
no, it's not likely to come from the lraqs of the world,.butit. .• and. you know, maybe two~ or. three 
years from now we'll feel more comfonable about being able to predict for cenain the future of 
Russia. 

Go ahead. Tom. 
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Q: On military infrastructure and suppon, we have this enonnous tail out there, and you seem 
to have looked at it and come out widi the same conclusion as the roles and missions, which is, ';Gee, 
somebody should do something about all that." My question is, what are you going to do about it. 
or are you just going to leave it to the BRAC? 

SEC. ASPIN: In terms of which, the ..• 
Q: The giant military infrastructure, the suppon services, all the tail. 
SEC. ASPIN: Well, yeah, it's a long story, and it's not completely worked out yet. Butit is 

something that we will take it very, very seriously. The whole infrastructure problem is being given 

I'll tell you whaL When [deleted) comes here in a little while, you ask old [deleted). 
(Laughter.) Yeah.. 

GEN. POWELL: Can I-
SEC. ASPIN: Go ahead. Go ahead. Sure. -

- '. 

- .. ~. \ -: 

. . ~:. . _ .... _.... . .. ; 

SEC. ASPIN: Bigger. Bigger. __ 
GEN. POWELl..:. But the depanment is trapped to some extent by the political reality oL --·-·'-

infrastructure drawdown and base closures. · · ·· ~- , . :. · : . ~ _- ·· -":'f~.,'l :; .__ 

Q: -Well, General Cairs, in the Air Force, had an entirely different approach, which was to 
downsize the depots through contract by contract. and you seem to have rejected that approach. . , ... 

SEC. ASPIN: Well, I mean, not totally. We'lllook at thaL This is important, and the.OnlY. _ 
thing to say is that we started with the items that you see before us. The last thing we got to there 
was the foundations, and the infrastructure's in there. That is absolutely critical. Also critical is 
establishing some kind of ~~~chmarks, some kind of incentives.· I mean, we're talking about a major: · .. 
attempt to figure out how to' do that: arid we'll be back to you. :: -

~-.: ::·;3,1 ,:_: 2.-::;~.1· ~·:'1. ~:~::~<~ ·->·;:-.x~ rt:.~: JJt&i ~1i1;._ .. :·.: 
s·~uld-~e-~ve Charlie Cordrey onelast... . : . -:r: -·~·., - .. ; ~- : ~ ; :; ':2 
Q: Thank you, sir. -- :~;:, :;:; ~~:::..:...:~ _: :.:.--=.: ~ . -~·Jtc-~ .>.': .. 
SEC. ASPIN: In honor for his age and decrepimess? (Laughter.) 
Q: The question is for General Powell. When Congressman Aspin said that the base force-did 

not take account of a post-Soviet situation, you described him as mistaken in a television program. 
SEC. ASPIN: That's nicer than how he described me, though. 
Q: General, briefly, what changed your mind? But specifically, how much additional risk do 

these top-down cuts impose on the defense establishment? 
GEN. POWEU..: I don't think they pose any additional risk. 
Q: You mean there's no difference between ten divisions and 14? 

GEN. POWEU..: Of course there is. Of course there is. You know, I could make an argument 
that we probably -- you know, I could make an argument that maybe you want to stay at 18 until 
this period of uncertainty is completed. But that really wasn't in the cards. It wasn't an argument I 
could reasonably make. 



In 1990 and '91 and inio '92, when we were developing and presenting the base force, we 
presentee 1t as a torce that looked to us as a prudent force to go down to in light of what we saw 
at that time. It was controversial .. There were those who thought we were going too fast. those 
who thought we were going too slow. And you remember all of those battles, Charles. 

Your colleague and friend. Secretary A spin, now my boss, he wins the debates ~tow. .de didn't 
always win the debates •. (Lau~tcr.) But we had great fun and a lot of excitement debating that issue. 
The Secretary pointed out at that time that he didn't believe we took fully into account the total 
collapse of the Soviet Union in December of 1991. The point we made back at the time is that we 
had anticipated a fundamental change in the nature of the Soviet Union. and I think that's a true 
statement. but we didn't predict its absolute collapse d1c way it happened.. 

The Secretary and I haVe: also discussed that even since those days of intense debate, we 'vc seen 
something of a third revolution. I mean, nobody quite thought we would see Eastern Eutopc looking 
the way Eastern Europe is looking today. Nobody back then thought of a Somalia. and this was 
really with the background of De sen Storm. So with a little more time passing. with another review 
of the strategy, I think the base force served its purpose as a transitional concept coming out of the 
Cold War period. and as Secretary Aspin testified. if I may, Mr. Secretary-- when we were testifying 
on the budget earlier. he said what we're now doing in the bottom-up review is kind of the -like the 
successor to the base force. and builds on some of the work we did during the base force because the 
strategy underpinning is quite similar. and it ought to be quite similar because the world looks the 
same to us, whether you were wearing base force eyes or bottom-up review eyes. You have those 
two major regional contingencies that it is prudent for us to be able to deal with:· 

So I'm very comfortable with where we are. as are all my colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. as are the commanders of the unified commands who will have to go out and fight these 
conflicts. . ... .;..;~.:.· :;; :: .,;: ,... .. ,. · ·· ·· · · ·· · ···· ·• ···· · ···' 

-p· -- -····.:. . ;.:..:....:~; ::·:: _,-:~17!. J.;~.;-_/ ·:·- ~ .. -. __ ... :. .. 
,.... .. -:~~::::-·- /.'!"'-.-~-~--

.. - . ' .·: '": • :.::· ...::·~ -~-- •. ; : '"':'":~--. --~;: ··:·.;·_• -· .. ••·. "1.'"• 

SEC. ASPIN: And the other thing, Charlie, is the -- I mean, the lift study ihat you guys [JCS] 
did. They began a lift study apd a few other studies under tlie. base force wli1ch: is absohitc:ly _c:ritical. 

· I mean, we just-- it's been tremendously helpfulin putting together the .bottom- up ~view~· 'I'bat 
actually laid out exactly what we need to have here. · ·· ·· · - · · .. · · · ·- " · ~. • '· ·· 

So a lot of that work was done that we've been building on-- a lot of the work under the 
base force we'v~ been building on here. · ·- · · ..... · 

.t., ·--~-.. ............. ·~· 
• 1 ~lrlnt!~ ~ : ._;: .. ~rr~r:-=~-~~ ~'~a -==-~~ ~:~~-

~-Think you all very much. Thank you. · . . · · ... ,.~. · 
··· · ·· ... .....•.. ... '··, '"'::(end) .... _;. ·.:,:_"r;; .... : .. , 

·-· ----·-· "' 
-i=~=~~!:ri·~2:: · -.-~~:~~-~; .. ~ .:;-"J ·:.· .:~ -~ ~- ·:. :~~f.:~:.-~·\· . 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. Z030t 

. 3 SEP 1993 
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRET ARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
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The Bottom-Up Review has provided us with a sound military strategy and planning 
baseline for the Clinton Administration's initial Future Years Defense Program (FYDP).' This 
memorandum outlines the procedures that we will follow during the program review that will 
continue this process. Our fundamental objective remains the same: to provide "forces ready 
to fight" in the new strategic context. 

We will proceed according to the attached schedule. For the tightly compressed 
program review phase, we will operate largely as w'? did during the Bottom-Up Review. To 
this end, I am establishing two new entities: the Program Review Group and the Defense 
Resources Board. 

The Program Review Group will perform in the same role as the Bottom-Up Review 
Steering Group in identifying major issues, analyzing them, and developing decision options. 
I am asking the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) to serve again as chairman of this 
group, and the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to serve as vice-chair, the Director 
for Progr.tm Analysis and Evaluation will serve as the executive se-cretary. Other members 
will include the DoD Comptroller, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategy, Requirements and Resources), senior service 
representatives, and others as designated by the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) for 
specific issues. 

The Bottom-up Review established the baseline for the FY 1995-99 defense program. 
These decisions should not be revisited. The primary focus of the Program Review Group 
will be on programmatic issues that were not addressed or fully treated during the Bottom-Up 
Review. Attached to this memorandum is an initial list of these issues. Other issues may 
arise from review of component POM submissions. The Director for Program Analysis and 
Evaluation will organize issue teams--with membership drawn from cognizant OSD staffs, the 
Joint Staff and service representatives--to develop issues for presentation to the Program 
Review Group. The Program Review Group will screen and develop these issues for 
presentation to the Defense Resources Board (ORB). 
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The ORB will assist the Secretary in making major program decisions. In addition to 
the Secretary and myself (acting as ORB Chairman in the Seaetary's absence), the ORB will 
include the Otairman of the Joint-Chiefs of Staff, Vice Olairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), Under Secretary of Defense (Policy), Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), DoD Comptroller, and the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments. The Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation shall act as 
Executive Secretary. I will designate other members for individual meetings as appropriate. 

In addition to issues developed by the Program Review Group and decided by the 
Secretary with the ORB, there will be a number of other issues that will require ~solution in 
the program process. The Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation will ~sent these _ 
issues directly to me and the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) for decision, following 
coordination with other interested parties. 

Detailed insuuctions, appropriately modified from those of ~vious program ~views, 
will be issued shortly by the Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation. The instructions 
will include a schedule of program ~view activities, leadership assignments for the teams that 
will prep~ issue papers, and general guidance on the preparation of issue papers. 

All programmatic decisions will be incmporatcd into the Comptroller's 
program/budget data base update in early November. The budget ~view will be conducted 
largely in accordance with pt"'Cedducs used in the recent past, although also on ~ much 
com~sscd schedule. 

-
I urge all of you to continue the excellent c:oopcration evident in the Bottom-Up 

Review as we move through these final critical steps in the Administration's first Planning:: 
Programming and Budgeting cycle. _ --~.::;,. ---_ '-·#~~=i-··~-:::.::t; flp ..... 
Attachments . . .. ; ~ 

2 



Sept. 1 

Sept. 3 

Sept. 29 

Oct. 6 

Oct. 4- Oct. 29 

Oct. 29- Nov. 1 

Nov. 3 

FY95-99 PROGRAM REVIEW 

EVENT 

Bonom-Up Review released 

Final Fiscal Guidance issued to Components 

Components submit POMs 

Additional issue paper topics identified 

Program Review Group reviews and presents major 
program options for Defense Resources Board 

Secretary of Defense makes final program decisions 

Program Decision Memoranda issued 

9/1/93 



GENERAL 

Strategic Force Issues 
Readiness and Sustainability 
Precision Munitions 

PROGRAM REVIEW IsSUES 

Unmanned Reconnaissance Capabilities 
Strategic Mobility 
Major Weapon Systems Funding 
Post-FYDP Defense Program 
NFIPtriARA 

Army Reserve Component Equipment Level and Force Structure 
Armored Vehicle Modernization 
Utility Helicopters 

NAVY 

Surface Combatant Modcmizatjon 

Navy/Marine Tat:Air Integration 
V-22/Medium Lift Replacement (DAB) 

AIR FORCE 

Heavy Bomber Force Conventional Enhancements 
Space-Based Early Warning System Capabilities 
Strategic Airlift Force Structure Options (C-17 DAB) 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Civilian Work Force Reduction Strategy 
Defense Agency Manpower • 
Depot Maintenance 
Defense Health Program 
Defense Strategic Logistics Plan 
Science and Technology Program 
DoD FY 1995 BRAC Process 

·-. :· ... 



IMMEDIA1EREIEASE September 1, 1993 

No. 403-93 
(703) 695-0192 (media) 
(703) 697-3189 (copies) 
(703) 697-5737 (public/indusuy) 

SECRUABY ASPJNANNOUNCESBOIIOMUPREl'JEWRES(]LTS 

It was December 1991 at Georgetown University that candidate Bill Clinton pledged to 
"restructure our military forces for a new era." Today, Secretary of Defense Lcs Aspin 
announced fulfillment of that pledge. "We'll have a force based on tomorrow's requirements, 
a lean. mobile, high-tech force ready to protect Americans against the real dangers they face in 
this new era," Secretary Aspin said. 

The review was a highly collaborative effort composed of a steering group chaired by 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and included representatives from the offices 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the Services. · 

Its unprecedented scope encompasses all major elements of defense planning, from the 
formulation of strategy, to construction of force structure, to weapon system moderniza
tion, and finally the reconfiguring of the Depamnent of Defense (DoD) infrastructure. 

"It couldn't be any other way. The process has brought the civilian and military 
communities closer together. We've established a working relationship over the last five 
months that would have taken a year or two to develop with this review," said Secretary 
Aspin. 

The Bottom-Up Review's analytic process reviewed both the new dangers and 
opportunities foreseen in the post-Cold War world. The review developed new military 
strategies and plans to carry out these strategies in force structure, weapons modernization, 
and new defense initiatives. 

The review identifies force structure required to maintain the capabilities to win two 
nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts. In this force structure the Army will have 10 
active divisions and 15 reserve brigades, the Navy will maintain 11 carrier battlegroups and 
one reserve carrier, the Marine Corps will have five active brigades and one reserve division, 
and the Air Force will retain 13 active duty and seven reserve fighter wings. 

(MORE) 
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To help these srrialler forces remain combat ready, th-e review calls for force~~entt~~f 

ments such as: · I ' ! .• 

- Additiqna,l ~sjtioned equipment; 
- Additional airlift/sealift; · · · 1 

-Improved anti-lumor and·prccision-guidcd munitions; · \ 

.. ;· .·· 

. -~~.nut National Guanl CODl.bat brigade ~~!":SS~ . . I 
The United States will ccintinue its overseas presence to deter rc~onal ·ae:21'Cssi1on, 

, .. : rctai~ing its ~mmiunertts to,p_cacekceping and other military operation~ under thci~B.ott~!'!U 
Review. . · · " . . 'I ·: · ,. ·· ·""''"'"'' 
. . .. . , •a 
. , . AsfrcsidCnt Clinton said in February t993, ''The men and womefi,who·serv.c q:.·tf~r~ttn,~~ 

American Aag will be ~he best trained. best equipped. best prepared figli'ting force ..... _.,.h._. 
world. so long'as I am President." ! ' · 

.. , 
-END-
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NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST-COLD WAR WORLD 

Introduction 

The Cold War is behind us. The Soviet Union is no 
longer. The threat that drove our defense decision
making for four and a half decades - that detennined 
our strategy and tactics. our doctrine. the size and shape 
of our forces the design of our weapons, and the size of 
our defense budgets - is gone. 

Now that the Cold War is over, the questions we 
face in the Department of Defense are: How do we 
structure the armed forces of the United States for the 
future? How much defense is enough in the post-Cold 
War era? 

Several important events over the past four years 
underscore the revolutionary nature of recent changes 
in the international security environment and shed light 
on this new era and on America's future defense and 
security requirements. 

• In 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 
collapse of communism throughout Eastern Eu
rope precipitated a strategic shift away from con
::llrunent of the Soviet empire. 

•In l990,Iraq' s brutal invasion ofKuwaitsignaled 
a new class of regional dangers facing America
dangers spurred not by a global, empire-building 
ideological power. but by rogue leaders set on 
regional domination through military aggression 
while simultaneously pursuing .nuclear. biologi
cal. and chemical weapons capabilities. The world's 
response to Saddam' s invasion also demonstrated 
the potential in the new era for broad-based, collec
tive military action to thwart such tyrants. 

•In 1991. the failed Soviet coup demonstrated the 
Russian people's desire for democratic change and 
hastened the collapse of the Soviet Union as a 
naiional entity and military foe. 

In the aftermath of such epochal events. it has 
become clear that the framework that guided our secu· 
rity policy durin~ the Cold War is inadequate for the 
future. We must determine the characteristics of this 
new era. develop a new strategy. and restructure our 
armed forces and defense programs accordingly. We 
cannot. as we did for the past several decades. premise 
this year's forces, programs. and budgets on incremen· 
tal shifts from last year's efforts. We must rebuild our 
defense strategy, forces. and defense programs and 
budgets from the bottom up. 

The purpose of the Bottom-Up Review is to defme 
the strategy, force structure. modernization programs. 
industrial base. and infrastructure needed to meet new 
dangers and seize new opportunities. 

An Era of New Dangers 

Most striking in the transition from the Cold War 
is the shift in the nature of the dangers to our interests. 
as illustrated in Figure 1. 

The new dangers fall into four broad categories: 
. . 

• Dangen posed by nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of miiSS destruction. including dangers as
sociated with the proliferation of nuclear. biological. 
and chemical weapons as well as those associated with 
the large stocks of these weapons that remain in the 
former Soviet Union. 

• Regional dangers. posed primarily by the threat 
of large-scale aggression by major regional powers 
with interests antithetical to our own. but also by the 
potential for smaller. often internal, conflicts based on 
ethnic or religious animosities, state-sponsored terror
ism. and subversion of friendly governments. 
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• Dangers to democracy and reform, in the 

former Soviet Union. Eastern Europe. and elsewhere. 

• Economic dangers to our national security, 
which could result if we fail to build a strong, competi
tive and growing economy. 

Our armed forces are central to combating the first 
two dangers and can play a significant role in meeting 
the second two. Our predictions and conclusions about 
the nature and characteristics of these dangers will help 
mold our strategy and size and shape our future mili
tary forces. 

An Era of New Opportunities 

During the Cold War. few entertained realistic 
aspirations for a nwkedly safer, freer world. Our 
strategy of containment was, perforce. defensive in 
nature, designed primarily to hold the Soviet Union 
and China in check. Today, there is promise that we 
can replace the East-West confrontation of the Cold 
War with an era in which the community of nations, 
guided by a common commitment to democratic prin
ciples. free-market economics, and the rule oflaw. can 
be significantly enlarged. 

, 

As Figure 2 shows. beyond new dangers. there are 
new opponunities: realistic aspirations that. if we 
dedicate ourselves to pursue worthy goals. we can 
reach a world of greater safety. freedom, and prosner
ity. Our armed forces can contribute to this objective. 
In brief. we see new opporrunities to: 

• Expand and adapt our existing security panner
ships and alliances and build a larger community 
of democratic nations. 

• Promote new regional security arrangements and 
alliances to improve deterrence and reduce the 
potential for aggression by hostile regional pow
ers. 

• Implement the dramatic reductions in the strate
gic nuclear arsenals of the United States and the 
former Soviet Union achieved in the START I and 
II treaties. 

• Protect and advance our security with fewer 
resources. freeing excess resources to be invested 
in other areas vital to our prosperity. 

New Opportunities 
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FORCES TO IMPLEMENT OUR DEFENSE STRATEGY 

Major Regional Conflicts 

During the Cold War. our military planning was 
dominated by the need to confront numerically supe
rior Soviet forces in Europe. the Far East. and South
west Asia. Now. our focus is on the need to project 
power into regions important to our interests and to 
defeat potentially hostile regional powers. such as 
North Korea and Iraq. Although these powers are 
unlikely to threaten the United States directly, these 
countries and others like them have shown that they are 
willing and able to field forces sufficient to threaten 
important U.S. interests. friends. and allies. Operation 
Desert Storm was a powerful demonstration of the 
need to counter such regional aggression. 

Potential regional aggressors are expected to be 
capable of fielding military forces in the following 
ranges: 

• 400,000- 750,000 total persoMel under anns 
• 2.000 - 4,000 tanks 
• 3,000- 5,000 armored fighting vehicles 
• 2,000- 3,000 artillery pieces 
• 500 - 1.000 combat aircraft 
• 100 - 200 naval vessels, primarily patrol craft 
armed with surface-to-surface missiles, and up to 
50 submarines 
• I 00 - 1000 Scud-class ballistic missiles, some 
possibly with nuclear, chemical, or biological 
warheads. 

Military forces of this size can threaten regions 
importantto the United States because allied or friendly 
states are often unable to match the power of such a 
potentially aggressive neighbor. Hence, we must pre
pare our forces to assist those of our friends and allies 
in deterring, and ultimately, defeating aggression. 
should it occur. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools. Every war that the 
United States has fought has been different from the 
last. and different from what defense planners had 
envisioned. For example, the majority of the bases and 
facilities used by the United States and its coalition 
partners in Operation Desert Storm were built in the 
1980s, when we envisioned a Soviet invasion through 
Iran to be the principal threat to the Gulf ree:ion. In 
planning forces capable of fighting and winning major 
regional conflicts (MRCs). we must avoid preparing 
for past wars. History suggests that we most often deter 
the conflicts that we plan for and actually fight the ones 
we do not anticipate. 

For planning and assessment_purposes. we have 
selected two illustrative scenarios that are both plau
sible and that posit demands characteristic of those that 
could be posed by conflicts with a wide range of 
_regional powers. While a number of scenarios were 
examined. the two that we focused on most closely in 
the Bottom-Up Review envisioned aggression by a 
remilitarized Iraq against Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. 
and by North Korea against the Republic of Korea. 

Neither of these scenarios should be regarded as " 
prediction of future cont1icts, but each provides a 
useful representation of the challenge presented by a 
well-armed regional power initiating aggression thou
sands of miles from the United States. As such, the 
scenarios serve as yardsticks against which to assess. in 
gross terms, the capabilities of U.S. forces. Figure 4 
illustrates the scenarios and their relationship to plan
ning for force employment across a range of potential 
conflicts. 

In each scenario, we examined the performance of 
projected U.S. forces in relation to many critical pa
rameters, including warning time, the threat, terrain. 
weather, duration ofhostilities, and combat intensity. 
Overall. these scenarios were representative of likely 
ranges of these critical parameters. 



Objectives and Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

We undertook the Bottom-Up Review to selectthe 
right strategy, force structure, modernization programs, 
and supporting industrial base and infrastructure to 
provide for America's defense in the post-Cold War 
era. 

Figure 3 shows the step-by-step process we used to 
develop key assumptions. broad principles, and gen
eral objectives and translate them into a specific plan 
for our strategy, forces, and defense resources. 

These steps included: 

I. Assessing the post-Cold War era. and particu
larly the new dangers, opportunities, and uncertainties 
it presents. 

2. Devising a U.S. defense strategy to protect and 
advance our interests in this new period. · 

Methodology of the Bottom-Up Review 
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3. Constructing building blocks of forces to imple
ment this strategy. 

4. Combining these force building blocks to pro
duce options for our overall force structure. 

5. Complementing the force structure with weap
ons acquisition programs to modernize our forces. 
~efense foundations to sustain them. and policy initia
tives to address new dangers and take advantage of new 
opportunities. 

With the Bottom-Up Review now complete. we 
will utilize its results to build a multi-year plan for 
America's future security, detailing the forces, pro
grams, and defense budgets the United States needs to 
protect and advance its interests in the post-Cold War 
period. . 

The Bottom-Up Review represented a close col
laboration between the civilian and military sectors of 
the Department of Defense. Task forces were estab
lished-including representatives from the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff. the unified 
and specified commands, each of the armed services 
and. where appropriate. other defense agencies-to 
review the major issues entailed in planning defense 
strategy. forces, modernization programs. and other 
defense foundations. Numerous studies helped to 
formulate the key issues for decisionmakers and pro
vided the analytical underpinning for our review. 

We offer this plan for public consideration as a 
means of forming a new national consensus on 
America's strategic role in global affairs. the military 
instrUmCDts needed to fulfill that role. and the level of 
resources necessary to provide those instruments. 

BuDding Future Capabilities: Guiding 
Principles 

Certain other underlying principles guided our 
effort during the Bottom-Up Review .In his inaugural 
address. President Clinton pledged to keep America· s 
military the best trained. best equipped. best prepared 



fighting force in the world. To fulfill that pledge, we 
must keep it the focus of our effon throughout the 
planning. programming, and budgeting process. 

First. we must keep our forces ready to fight. We 
have already witnessed the challenges posed by the 
new dangers in operations like Just Cause (Panama), 
Desen Stann (Iraq), and Restore Hope (Somalia). 
Each of these was a "come as you are" campaign with 
little time to prepare our forces for the challenges they 
met. 

The new dangers thus demand that we keep our 
forces ready to fight as a top priority in allocating 
scarce defense resources. We must adequately fund 
operations and maintenance accounts. maintain suffi
cient stocks of spare pans, keep our forces well-trained 
and equipped. and take the other steps essential to 
preserving readiness. 

A key element of maintaining forces ready to fight 
is to maintain the quality of our people. so that they 
remain the best fighting force in the world. This means 
keepmg our personnel highly motivated by treating 
them fairly and maintaining their quality of life.lt also 
means continuing to recruit talented young men and 
women. expanding career opponunities for all service 
personnel, and putting in place programs to ease the 
transition to civilian life for many of our troops as we 
bring down the size of our forces. 

We must also maintain the technologicalsuperi· 
ority of our weapons and equipment. Operation De sen 
Storm demonstrated that we produce the best weapons 
and military equipment in the world. This technologi
cal edge helps us to achieve victory more swiftly and 
with fewer casualties. We must design a balanced 
modernization program that will safeguard this edge 
and the necessary supponing industrial base without 
buying more weapons than we need or can afford. 



Both scenarios as·sumed a similar enemy opera
tion: an armor-heavy. combined-arms offensive against 
the outnumbered forces of a neighboring state. U.S. 
forces. most of which wei'P. not present in the region 
when hostilities commenced. had to deploy to the 
region quickly. supplement indigenous forces. halt the 
invasion, and defeat the aggressor. 

Such a shan-notice scenario. in which only a 
modest number of U.S. forces are in a region at the 
commencement of hostilities. is both highly stressing 
and plausible. History shows that we frequently fail to 
anticipate the location and timing of aggression. even 
large-scale artacks against our interests. In such cases, 
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it may also not be possible, prior to an attack. to reach 
a political consensus on the proper U.S. response or to 
convince our allies to grant U.S. forces access to 
facilities in their countries. 

We also expect that the United States will often be 
fighting as the leader of a coalition. with allies provid
ing some suppon and combat forces. As was the case 
in Desen Storm. the need to defend common interests 
should prompt our allies in many cases to contribute 
capable forces to the war effon. However. our forces 
must be sized and structUred to preserve the flexibility 
and the capability to act unilaterally, should we choose 
to do so. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools 
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The Four Phases of U.S. Combat 
Operations 

Our ftrst priority in preparing for regional conflicts 
is to prevent them from ever occurring. This is the 
purpose of our overseas presence forces and opera
tions. joint exercises. and other military capabilities 
- to deter potential regional aggressors from even 
contemplating an attack. Should deterrence fail and 
conflict occur. it is envisioned that combat operations 
would unfold in four main phases: 

Phase 1: Halt the invasion. The highest priority 
in defending against a large-scale attack will most 
often be to minimize the territory and critical facilities 
that the invader can capture. Should important strate
gic assets fall to the in vader. it might attempt to use 
them as bargaining chips. In addition. stopping the 
invasion quickly may be key to ensuring that the 
threatened ally can continue its crucial role in the 
collective effon to defeat the aggressor. Funher. 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 casualties. depending on 
the progress the enemy makes. In the event of a shan
warning attack. more U.S. forces would need to deploy 
rapidly to the theater and enter the battle as quickly as 
possible. 

Pbase l: Build up U.S. combat power in the 
theater wbile reducing the enemy's. Once the 
enemy attack had been stopped and the front stabilized. 
U.S. and allied efforts would focus on continuing to 
build up combat forces and logistics suppon in the 
theater while reducing the enemy's capacity to ftght. 
Land. air. maritime, and special openitions forces from 
the United States and coalition countries would con
tinue to arrive. These forces would seek to ensure that 
the enemy did not regain the initiative on the ground. 
and they would mount sustained attacks to reduce the 
enemy's military capabilities in preparation for the 
combined-arms counteroffensive. 

Phase 3: Decisively defeat the enemy. In the 
third phase, U.S. and allied forces would seek to mount 

7 

a large-scale. air-land counteroffensive to defeat the 
enemy decisively by attacking his centers of l!ra.Vitv. 
retaking territory he had occupied. destroying his war
rruo.king capabilities. and successfully achieving other 
operational or strategic objectives. 

Phase 4: Provide for post-war stability. Al
though a majority of U.S. and coalition forces would 
begin returning to their home bases. some forces might 
be called upon to remain in the theater after the enemy 
had been defeated to ensure that the conditions that 
resulted in conflict did not recur. These forces could 
help repatriate prisoners. occupy and administer some 
or all of the enemy's territory. or to ensure compliance 
with the provisions of war-termination or cease-fire 
agreements. 

Forces for Combat Operations 

Described below are the types of forces that are 
needed to conduct joint combat. operations in all four 
phases of an MRC. 

Forces for Phase 1. Primary responsibility for the 
initial defense of their territory rests. of course. with 
our allies. As forces of the besieged country move to 
blunt an attack. U.S. forces already in the theater would 
move rapidly to provide assistance. However. as 
already mentioned, we are drawing down our overseas 
presence in response to the end of the Cold War. Thus, 
the bulk of our forces. even during the early stages of 
conflict. would bave to come from the United States. 
This places a premium on rapidly deployable yet 
highly lethal forces to blunt an attack. 

The major tasks to be performed in this phase and 
beyond are: 

• Help allied forces establish a viable defense that 
halts enemy groundforcesbeforetheycan achieve 
critical objectives. 

• Delay, disrupt. and destroy enemy ground forces 
and damage the roads along which they are mov
ing, in orderto halt the attack. U.S. attacks would 
be mounted by a combination efland- and seabased 



strike aircraft. heavy bombers. long-range tactical 
missiles, ground maneuver forces with antiarmor 
capabilities. and special operations forces. 

• Protect friendly forces and rear-area assets from 
attack by aircraft or cruise and ballistic missiles, 
using land and sea-based aircraft. ground- and sea
based surface-to-air missiles, and special opera
tions forces. 

• Establish air superiority and suppress enemy air 
defenses as needed. including those in rear areas 
and those accompanying invading ground forces, 
using land- and sea-based strike and jamming 
aircraft as well as surface-to-surface missiles, such 
as the Anny Tactical Missile System 
(ATACMS). 

• Destroy high-value targets. such as weapons of 
mass destruction, and degrade the enemy's ability 
to prosecute military operations through attacks 
focused on his central command, control, and 
communications facilities. For such anacks. we 
would rely heavily on long-range bombers. land 
and sea-based strike aircraft. cruise missiles, and 
special operations forces. 

• Establish maritime superiority, using naval task 
forces with mine countermeasure ships, in order to 
ensure access to ports and sea lines of communica
tion, and as a precondition for amphibious as- · 
saults. 

An ATACMS launch. 
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Forces for Phase 2. Many of the same forces 
employed in Phase I would be used in the second phase 
to perform similar tasks- grinding down the enemy· s 
military potential while additinnal U.S. and other coa
lition combat power is brought into the region. As 
more land- and sea-based air forces arrived. emphasis 
would shift from halting the invasion to isolating 
enemy ground forces and destroying them. destroying 
enemy air and naval forces. destroying stocks of sup
plies, and broadening attacks on military-related tar

gets in the enemy's rear area. These artacks could be 
supplemented with direct and indirect missile and 
artillery fire from ground. air. and sea forces. 

Meanwhile, other U.S. forces, including heavy 
ground forces. would begin arriving in the theater to 
help maintain the defensive line established at the end 
of Phase I and to begin preparations for the counter
offensive. 

Forces for Phase 3. The centerpiece of Phase 3 
would be the U.S. and allied counteroffensive. aimed 
at engaging, enveloping, and destroying or capturing 

· enemy ground forces occupying friendly territory. 
Major tasks within the counteroffensive include: 

• Breaching tactical and protective minefields. 

• Maneuvering to envelop or flank and destroy 
enemy forces, including armored vehicles in dug
in positions. 

• Conducting or threatening an amphibious inva
sion. 

• Dislodging and defeating infantry fighting from 
dug-in positions; defeating light infantry in urban 
terrain. 

• Destroying enemy artillery. 

• Locating and destroying mobile enemy resen·es. 

Combat power in this phase would include highly 
mobile armored, mechanized, and air assault forces. 
supponed by the full complement of air power. special 



operations forces, and land- and sea-based f1re support. 
Amphibious forces would provide additional opera
tional flexibility to the theater commander. 

Forces for Phase 4. Finally, a smaller comple
ment of joint forces would remain in the theater once 
the enemy had been defeated. These forces might 
include a carrier battle group. one to two wings of 
fighters, a division or less of ground forces. and special 
operations units. 

Supporting Capabilities 

The foregoing list of forces for the various phases 
of combat operations included only combat force ele
ments. Several types of support capabilities would 
play essential roles throughout all phases. 

Airlift. Adequate airlift capacity is needed to 
bring in forces and materiel required for the first weeks 
of an operation. In Operations Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm. the United States delivered to the Gulf region, 
on average, more than 2.400 tons of material per day by 
airlift. We anticipate that at least the same level of lift 
capacity will be needed to support high-intensity mili
tary operations in the opening phase of a future MRC 
and to help sustain operations thereafter. 

Prepositioning. Prepositioning heavy combat 
equipment ana suppiies, both ashore and afloat. can 
greatly reduce both the time required to deploy forces 
to distant regions and the number of airlift sorties 
devoted to moving such supplies. Initiatives now 
underway will accelerate the arrival of the Army's 
heavy forces in distant theaters. 

Sealift. In any major regional conflict. most com
bat equipment and supplies would be transported by 
sea. While airlift and prepositioning provide the most 
rapid response for deterrence and initial defense, the 
deployment of significant heavy ground and air forces. 
their support equipment. and sustainment must come 
by sea. 

Battlefield Surveillance; Command, Control 
and Communications. Accurate information on the 
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location and disposition of enemy forces is a prerequi
site for effective military operations. Hence. our plan
ning envisions the early deployment of reconnaissance 
and command and control aircraft and ground-based 
assets to enable our forces to see the enemy and to pass 
information quickly through all echelons of our forces. 
Total U.S. intelligence and surveillance capability will 
be less than it was during the Cold War, but it will be 
better able to provid~ timely information to battlefield 
commanders. Advanced systems, such as the Joint 
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System 
(JST ARS), the upgraded Airborne Warning and Con
trol System (AWACS), and the Mll..STAR satellite 
communications system, will ensure that U.S. forces 
have a decisive advantage in taCtical intelligence and 
communications. 

Maritime prepositioning ships. 

Advanced Munitions. As U.S. operations in the 
Gulf War demonstrated. advanced precision-guided 
munitions can dramatically increase the effectiveness 
of U.S. forces. Precision-guided munitions already in 
the U.S. inventory (for example, laser-guided bombs) 
as well as new types of munitions still under develop
ment are needed to ensure that U.S. forces can operate 
successfully in future MRCs and other types of con
flicts. New ''smart" and "brilliant" munitions under 
development hold promise of dramatically improving 
the capabilities ofU .S. air, ground, and maritime forces 
to destroy enemy armored vehicles and halt invading 
ground forces, as well as destroy fixed targets at longer 
ranges, reducing exposure to enemy air defenses. 



Aerial Refueling. Large numbers of aerial
refueling aircraft would be needed to suppon many 
components of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter air
craft deploying over long distances require aeriai 
refueling. Airlifters can also carry more cargo longer 
distances if enroute aerial refueling is available. Aerial 
surveillance and control platforms. such as AWACS 
and JST ARS. also need airborne refueling in order to 
achieve maximum mission effectiveness. 

The MRC Building Block 

In planning future force strUcture and allocating 
resources. we established forces levels and suppon 
which should enable us to win one MRC across a wide 
range of likely conflicts. Our detailed analyses of 
future MRCs. coupled with military judgment of the 
outcomes. suggest that the following forces will be 
adequate to execute the strategy oudined above for a 
single MRC: 

4 - 5 Army divisions 
4- 5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades 
10 Air Force fighter wings 
I 00 Air Force heavy bombers 
4- 5 Navy airaaft carrier batde groups 
Special operations forces 

These forces constitute a prudent building block 
for force planning purposes. In the event of an actual 
regional conflict. our response would depend on the , 
nature and scale of the aggression and circumstances 
elsewhere in the world. H the initial defense fails to halt 
the invasion quickly, or if circumstanCeS in other parts 
of the world permit. U.S. decisiorunakers may decide 
to commit more forces than those listed (for example, 
two additional Army divisions.) These added forces 
would help either to achieve the needed advantage 
over the enemy, to mount the decisive counteroffen
sive. or accomplish more ambitious war objectives, 
such as the complete destruction of the enemy's war
making potential. But our analysis also led us to the 
conclusion that enhancements to our military forces, 
focused on ensuring our ability to conduct a successful 
initial-defense. would both reduce our overall ground 
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force requirements and increase the responsiveness 
and effectiveness of our power projection forces. 

U.S. Marines conducring 
amphibious assault exercise. 

Fighting Two MRCs 

In this context. we decided early in the Bottom-Up 
review that the United States must f~eld forces suffi
cient to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major 
regional conflicts. This is prudent for two reasons: 

• FirSt. we need to avoid a situation in which the 
United States in effect makes simultaneous wars more 
likely by leaving an opening for potential aggressors. 
to attack their neighbors, should our engagement in a 
war in one region leave litde or no force available to 
respond effectively to defend our interests in another. 

• Second. fielding forces sufficient to win two wars 
nearly simultaneously provides a hedge against the 
possibility that a future adversary - or coalition of 
adversaries- might one day confront us with a larger
than-expected threat. In short. it is difficult to predict 
precisely what threats we will confront ten to twenty 
years from now. In this dynamic and unpredk•able 
post-Cold War world we must maintain military capa
bilities that are flexible and sufficient to cope with 
unforeseen threats. 

For the bulk of our ground. naval. and air forces. 
fielding forces sufficient to provide this capability 
involves duplicating the MRC building block described 
above. However, in planning our overall force struc-



ture. we must recognize two other factors. First, we 
must have sufficient Strategic lift to deploy forces 
when arid where we need them. Second. cenain spe· 
cialized high-leverage units or unique assets might be 
"dual tasked," that is, used in both MRCs. 

For example, certain advanced aircraft - such as 
B-2s, F-117s. JST ARs, AWACS. and EF-111 s- that 
we have purchased in limited numbers because of their 
expense would probably be dual-tasked. 

Force Enhancements to Support Our Strategy 

As previously mentioned, we have already under
taken or are planning a series of enhancements to our 
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forces to improve their capability, flexibility. and le
thality. These enhancements are especially geared 
toward buttressing our ability to conduct a successful 
initial defense in any major regional conflict. 

As shown in Figure 5. these enhancements include 
improving: (I) strategic mobility through more 
prepositioning and enhancements to airlift and sealift; 
(2) the strike capabilities of aircraft carriers; !3) the 
lethality of Army firepower: and ( 4) the ability oflong
range bombers to deliver conventional smart muni
tions. 

Strategic Mobillty. Our plans call for substantial 
enhancements to our strategic mobility - most of 
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which were first identified in the 1991 Mobility Re· 
quirements Study (MRS). First. we will either con
tinue the program to purchase and deploy the C-17 
airlifter or pcrchas: other airlifters to replace our aging 
C -141 transpon aircraft. Development of the C-17 has 
been troubled from the start and we will continue to 
monitor the program's progress closely, but signifi· 
cant. modem. flexible airlift capacity is essential to our 
defense strategy. A decision on the C-17 will be made 
after a thorough review by the Defense Acquisition 
Board is completed over the next several weelcs. Sec
ond. we plan to keep an Anny brigade set of heavy 
annor afloat on ships deployed abroad that could be 
sent either to the Persian Gulf or to Nonheast Asia on 
shon notice. Other prepositioning initiatives would 
accelerate the arrival of Anny heavy units in Southwest 
Asia and Korea. Third. we will increase the capacity of 
our surge sealift fleet to transpon forces and equipment 
rapidly from the United States to distant regions by 
purchasing additional roll-on/ roll-off ships. Fourth. 
we will improve the readiness and responsiveness of 
the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) through a variety of 
enhancements. Fmally. we will fund various effons to 
improve the "fon-to-pon" flow of personnel, equip
ment. and supplies in the United StateS. 

Naval Strike AircrafL The Navy is examining a 
number of innovative ways to improve the firepower 
aboard its aircraft carriers. FII'St. the Navy will im
prove its strike potential . by providing a precision 
ground-attack capability to many of its F-14 aircraft. It 
will also acquire stocks of new "brilliant" antiarmor 
weapons for delivery by attack airc:rafL Fmally, the 
Navy plans to develop the capability to fly additional 
squadrons of F/A·l8s to forward-deployed aircraft 
carriers that would be the fiJ'St to arrive in response to 
a regional continpcy. These additional aircraft would 
increase the power of the carriers during the critical 
early stages of a conflict. 

Army Firepower. The Anny is developing new. 
smart submunitions that can be delivered by AT ACMS. 
the Multiple-Launch Rocket System (MLRS), the Tri· 
Service Standoff Attack Missile (TSSAM) now under 
development. and by standard tube artillery. In addi· 
tion, the Longbow fli'C control radar system will in· 

crease the effectiveness and survivability of the AH-64 
Apache attack helicopter. We are also examining 
more prepositioning of AT ACMS and MLRS and 
having Apaches self-deploy from their overseas bases 
so that all would be available in the early stages of a 
conflict. 

Air Force Long-Range Bombers and ~luni
tions. The Air Force enhancements will be in two 
areas, bombers and munitions. First. we plan to modify 
the Air Force· s B-1 and B-2 long-range. heavy bomb· 
ers to improve their ability to deliver "smart" conven
tional munitions against attacking enemy forces and 
fixed targets. Second. we· will develop all-weather 
munitions. For example. the Air Force is developing a 
guidance package for a tactical munitions dispenser 
filled with anti-armor submunitions that can be used in 
all types of weather. These programs will dramatically 
increase our capacity to attack and destroy critical 
targets in the crucial opening days of a shon-waming 
conflict. 

In addition. two other force enhancements are 
'imponant to improving our ability to respond to the 
demanding requirement of two nearly simultaneous 
MRCs: 

Rese"e Component Forces. We have under
taken several initiatives to improve the readiness and 
flexibility of Army National Guard combat units and 
other Reserve Component forces in order to make them 
more readily available for MRCs and other tasks. For 
example. one imponantrole for combat elements of the 
Army National Guard is to provide forces to supple
ment active divisions, should more ground combat 
powerbeneededtodeterorfightasecondMRC.Inthe 
future, Anny National Guard combat units will be 
better trained, more capable, and more ready .If mobi· 
lized early during a conflict brigade-sized units could 
provide extra security and flexibility if a second con
flict arose while the ftrst was still going on.ln addition. 
the Navy plans to increase the capability and effective
ness of its Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Air Wing 
through the introduction of a reserve/training aircraft 
carrier. 



Allied Military Capabilities. We will continue to 
help our allies in key regions improve their own de
fense capabilities. For example. we are assisting South 
Korea in its efforts to modernize its anned force~ and 
take on greater responsibility for its own defense -
including conclusion of an agreement to co-produce 
F-16 aircraft. 

In Southwest Asia. we are continuing to improve 
our defense ties with our friends and allies in the region 
through defense cooperation agreements, more fre
quent joint and combined exercises, equipment 
prepositioning, frequent force deployments, and secu
rity assistance. We are also providing modem weap
ons, such as the MlA2 tank to Kuwait and the Patriot 
system to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. to improve the 
self-defense capabilities of our friends and allies in the 
Gulf region. 

Peace Enforcement and Intervention 
Operations 

The second set of operations for which we must 
shape and size our forces includes peace enforcement 
and intervention. The types. numbers, and sophistica
tion of weapons in the bands of potential adversaries in 
such operations can vary widely, with enforcement
type operations being the most demanding. For plan
ning purposes. we assume that the threat we would face 
would include a mix of regular and irregular forces 
possessing mostly light weapons, supplemented by 
moderately sophisticated systems, such as antitank and 
antiship guided missiles. surface-to-air missiles, land 
and sea mines, T-S4 and T-72-class tanks. armored 
persoMel carriers. and towed artillery and mortars. 
Adversary forces might also possess a limited number 
of mostly oldercombataircraft(e.g.,'MiG-2ls. 23s), a 
few smaller surface ships. (e.g., patrol craft), and 
perhaps a few submarines. 

In most cases. U.S. involvement in peace enforce
ment operations would be as part of a multinational 
effon under the auspices of the United Nations or 
another international body. U.S. and coalition forces 
would"have several key objectives in a peace enforce-
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ment or intervention operation. each of which would 
require certain types of combat forces to achieve: 

• Forced entry into defended airfields. pons. and 
other facilities and seizing and holding these facili
ties. 

• Controlling the movement of troops and supplies 
across borders and within the target country. in
cluding enforcing a blockade or quarantine of 
maritime commerce. 

• Establishing and defending zones in which civil
ians are protected from external attacks. 

• Securing protected zones from internal threats. 
such as snipers. terrorist attacks. and sabotage. 

• Preparing to tum over responsibility for security 
to peacekeeping units and/or a reconstitutedad~
isttative authority. 

The prudent level of forces that should be planned 
- for a major interVention or peace enforcement opera

tion is: 

1 air assault or airborne division 
1 light infantry division 
1 Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
1 - 2 carrier battle groups 
1 - 2 composite wings of Air Force aircraft 
Special operations forces 
Civil affairs units 
Airlift and sealift forces 
Combat suppon and service suppon units 
50,000 total combat and suppon personnel. 

These capabilities can be provided largely by the 
same collection of general purpose forces needed for 
the MRCs, so long as those forces had the appropriate
training needed for peacekeeping or peace enforce
menL This means that the United States would have 
to forgo the option of conducting sizable peace en
forcement or intervention operations at the same time 
it was fighting two MRCs. 



Overseas Presence 

The final set of requirements that we use to size 
general purpose forces are those related to sustaining 
the overseas presence of U.S. military forces. U.S. 
forces deployed abroad protect and advance our inter
ests and perform a wide range of functions that contrib
ute to our security. 

The Bottom-Up Review reachea a number of con
clusions on the future size and shape of our overseas 
presence. 

In Europe. we will continue to provide leadership 
in a reinvigorated NATO. which has been the bedrock 
of European security foroverfourdecades. We plan to 
retain about 100.000 troops there- a commitment that 
will allow the United States to continue to play a 
leading role in the NATO alliance and provide a robust 
capability for multinational training and crisis response. 
This force will include about two and one-third wings 
of Air Force fighters and subswltial elements of two 
Anny divisions. along with a corps headquarters and 
other supporting elements. Equipment for bringing 
these in-place divisions to full strength will remain 
prepositioned in Europe. along with the equipment of 
one additional division that would deploy to the region 
in the event of conflict. 

U.S. Army t'orces will participate in two muitina
tional corps with German forces. Their training will 
focus on missions involving rapid deployment to con
flicts outside of 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 time. to 

changes in the equipment and configuration of Army 
units stationed in Europe. The Air Force will continue 
to provide unique theater intelligence, lift. and all
weather precision-strike capabilities critical to U.S. 
and NATO missions. In addition. U.S. Navy ships and 
submarines will continue to patrol the Mediterranean 
Sea and other waters surrounding Europe. 

In.Northeast Asia, we also plan to retain close to 
100,000 troops. As recently announced by President 
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Clinton. our commitment to South Korea·s security 
remains undiminished. as demonstrated by the one 
U.S. Army division consisting of two brigades and one 
wing of U.S. Air Force ~ombat aircraft we have sta
tioned there. In light of the continuing threat of 
aggression from North Korea. we have frozen our 
troop levels in South Korea and are modernizing South 
Korean and American forces on the peninsula. We are 
also exploring the possibility of prepositioning more 
military equipment in South Korea to increase our 
crisis-response capability. While plans call for the 
eventual withdrawal of one of our two Army brigades 
from South Korea. President Clinton recently reiter
ated that our troops will stay in South Korea as long as 
its people want and need us there. 

On Okinawa. we will continue to station a ~Iarine 
Expeditionary Force and an Army special forces bat
talion. In Japan. we have homeported the aircraft 
carrier Independence. the amphibious assault ship 
Bellau Wood. and their support ships. We will also 
retain approximately one and one-half wings of Air 
Force combat aircraft in Japan and Okinawa. and the 
Navy• s Seventh Aeet will continue to routinely patrol 
the western Pacific. 

U.S. F-15 fighter leads two Japanese 
Self Defense fighters. 

... '-· 

In Southwest Asia. local sensitivities to a large
scale Western military presence on land necessitate 
heavier reliance on periodic deployments of forces. 
rather than routine stationing of forces on the ground. 
The Navy's Middle East Force of four to six ships. 



which has been continuously on patrol in the Persian 
Gulf since 1945. will remain. In addition. we plan to 
have a brigade-sized set of equipment in Kuwait to be 
used by r<Jtating deployments of U.S. forces that will 
train and exercise there with their Kuwaiti counter
parts. We are also exploring options to preposition a 
second brigade set elsewhere on the Arabian penin
sula. 

These forces have been supplemented temporarily 
by several squadrons ofland-based combat aircraft that 
have remained in the Gulf region since· Operation 
Desert Storm and, along with other coalition aircraft. 
are now helping to enforce U.N. resolutions toward 
Iraq. 

Another significant element of our military pos
ture in Southwest Asia is the equipment prepositioned 
on ships that are normaily anchored at Diego Garcia. In 
addition to a brigade-sized set of equipment for the 
Marine Corps, we have seven afloat prepositioning 
ships supporting Army, Air Force, and Navy forces .. 

In Africa. we will continue important formal and 
informal access agreements to key facilities and ports 
which allow our forces to transit or stop on the African 
continent. We will also deploy forces to Africa. as in 
recent operations like Sharp Edge (Liberia) and Re
store Hope (Somalia), when our interests arc threat
ened or our assistance is ncccieci and requested. Today, 
more than 4,000 U.S. trOOps remain deployed in Soma
lia as part of the U.N. force seeking to provide humani
tarian assistance to that country. 

In Latin America. our anned forces will help to 
promote and expand recent trends toward democracy 
in many countries. They will also continue to work in 
concert with the armed forces and police of Latin 
American countries to combat drug traffickers. The 
United States will also retain a military presence in 
Panama. acting as Panama's partner in operating and 
defending the Canal during the tranSition to full Pana
manian control of the canal in 1999. 

Naval Presence. Sizing our naval forces for two 
nearly simultaneous MRCs provides a fairly large and 
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robust force strUcture that can easily support other. 
smaller regional operations. However. our overseas 
presence needs can impose requirements for naval 
forces. especially aircraft carriers, that exceed those 
needed to win two MRCs. The flexibility of our 
carriers. and their ability to operate effectively with 
relative independence from shore bases. makes them 
well suited to overseas presence operations. especially 
in areas such as the Persian Gulf. where our land-based 
military infrastrUcture is relatively underdeveloped. 
For these reasons, the force of carriers. amphibious 
ships. and other surface combatants in the Clinton
Aspin defense plan was sized based on the exigencies 
of overseas presence. as well as the MRCs. 

U.S. Navy and Marine forces play important roles 
in our approach to overseas presence in these three 
regions. as well as others. In recent years. we have 
sought to deploy a sizable U.S. naval presence -
generally, a carrier battle group accompanied by an 
amphibious ready group- more or less continuously 
in the waters off Southwest Asia. Northeast Asia. and 
Europe (most often. in the Mediterranean SeaJ. How-

. ever. in order to avoid serious morale and retention 
problems that can arise when our forces arc asked to 
remain deployed for excessively long periods. we will 
experience some gaps in carrier presence in these areas 
in the future. 

.J*~ . . ·- ... 

0.----· :·:~ .--+.-::.:=:~ 
The aircraft carrier USS Dwight D. Eisenhower 

transiting the Suez Canal 



In order to avoid degradation in our regional secu
rity posture. we have identified a number of ways to fill 
these gaps and to supplement our posture even when 
carriers are present. For example. in sC'me Circum
stances. we may find it possible to center naval expe
ditionary forces around large-deck amphibious assault 
ships carrying A V -88 anack jets and Cobra attack 
helicopters. as well as a2.~man Marine Expedition
ary Unit. Another force might consist of a Tomahawk 
sea-launched cruise missile-equipped Aegis cruiser. a 
guided missile destroyer. anack submarines. and P-3 
land-based maritime pauol aircraft. · 

In addition to these "maritime" approaches to 
sustaining overseas presence, a new concept is being 
developed that envisions using tailored joint forces to 
conduct overseas presence operations. These "Adap
tive Joint Force Packages" could contain a mix of air, 
land. special operations, and maritime forces tailored 
to meet a theater commander's needs. These forces, 
plus designated backup units in the United States. 
would train jointly to provide the specific capabilities 
needed on station and on call during any particular 
period. Like maritime task forces, these joint force 
packages will also be capable of participating in com
bined military exercises with allied and friendly forces. 

Together, these approaches will give us a variety 
of ways to manage our overseas presence profile. 
balancing carrier avaiiability with the deployment of 
other types of units. Given this flexible approach to 
providing forces for overseas presence, we can meet 
the needs of our stra~egy with a fleet of eleven active 
aircraft carriers and one reserve/training carrier. 

Strategic Nuclear Forces 

The changing security environment presents us 
with significant uncertainties and challenges in plan
ning our strategic nuclear force structure.ln light cif the 
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact. the break-up of the 
Soviet Union, the conclusion of the START I and II 
treaties, and our improving relationship with Russia. 
the threat of massive nuclear attaCk on the United 
States"is lower than at any time in many years. 
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However. a number of issues affecting our future 
strategic nuclear posture must still be addressed. Tens 
of thousands of nuclear weapons continue to be de
ployed on Russian territory and on the territory of three 
otherformer Soviet republics. Even under START ll. 
Russia will retain a sizable residual nuclear arsenal. 
And, despite promising trends. the future political 
situation in Russia remains highly uncertain. 

B-2 bombers being refueled by KC-10 tanker. 

In addition, many obstacles must be overcome 
before the ratification of ST ARTTI. foremost of which 
are Ukrainian ratification of START I and Ukraine's 
and Kazakhstan's accession to the Nuclear Nonprolif
eration Treaty as nonnuciear-weapon states -a con
dition required by Russiapriortoimplementing START 
I. Moreover, even if these obstacles can be overcome. 
implementation of the reductions mandated in START 
I and ll will not be completed for almost 10 years. 
Thus. while the United States has already removed 
more than 3,500 warheads from ballistic missile sys
tems slated for elimination under START I (some 90 
percent of the total required), in light of current uncer
tainties. we must take a measured approach to further · 
reductions. 

Two principal guidelines shape our future require
ments for strategic nuclear forces: to provide an effec
tive deterrent while remaining within START l/II 
I imits, and to allow for additional forces to be reconsti
tuted. in the event of a threatening reversal of events. 

' ' 
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The Bottom-Up Review did not-address nuclear 
force structure in detail. As a follow -up to the Bottom
lip review. a comprehensive study of U.S. nuclear 
forces is being conducted. For planning purposes, we 
are evolving toward a future srrategic nuclear force that 
by 2003 will include: 

decade. can carry out our strategy and meet our na
tional securir:y requirements. 

This force st.-ucture meets our requirements for 
overseas presence in peacetime and a wide range of 
smaller-scale operations. It will also give the United 
States the capability to meet the most stressing situa
tion we may face - the requirement to fight and win 
two major regional conflicts occurring nearly simulta
neously. 

• I 8 Trident submarines equipped with C-4 and 
D-5 missiles. 

• 500 Minuteman ill missiles, each carrying a 
single warhead. In addition, this force structure provides sufficient 

capabilities for strategic deterrence and defense.lt also 
provides sufficient forces, primarily Reserve Compo
nent. to be held in strategic reserve and utilized if and 
when needed. For example, they could deploy to one or 
both MRCs, if operations do not go as we had planned. 
Alternatively, these forces could be used to "backfill" 
for overseas presence forces redeployed to an MRC. 
Finally, this force structure also meets an important 
new criterion for our forces - flexibility to deal with 
the uncenain nature of the new dangers. 

• Up to 94 B-52H bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles and 20 B-2 bombers. 

Conclusion 

At the conclusion of its comprehensive assessment 
of future U.S. defense needs, the Bottom-Up Review 
determined that the reduced force structure shown in 
Figure 6, which will be reached by about the end of the 

U.S. Force Structure -1999 

Army •10 divisions (active) 
• 5+ divisions (reserve) 
• 11 aircraft carriers (active) 

Navy • 1 aircraft carrier (reservettraanangJ 
• 45-55 attack submarines 
• ·346 ships 
• 13 fighter wings (active) 

Air Force • -7 fighter wings (reserve) 
• Up to 184 bombers 
• 3 Marine Expeditionary Forces 

Marine Corps •174,000 personnel (active endstrength) 
• 42,000 personnel1reserve endstrength) 
• 18 ballistic missile submarines 

Strategic Nuclear • Up to 94 B-52 H bombers 
Forces (by 2003) • 20 B-2 bombers 
- • 500 Minuteman Ill ICBMs (single warhead) 

Figure 6 
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Forces:· 

Army 

Navy. 

Marine 
Corps 

Ail: 
Fo.rce 
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Major Regional Cciitflict 
Force Options 

Buttom 

Ut• 
Review 

1 

• 8 Active bivlsio~s 
• 6 Reserve Division 

Equivalents 

•8 Canter 
Battlegroups 

• S Active Bfigades . 
•1 Reserve Division 
· .. , : .·. ·. · ·t:· ~::··~.: .. I .. :. :, . 

• :u1. i\ctive Hghler. · 
Wlngs · . · ·• · · 

• 6 Reserve 1:Jghter 
Wings 

. ·. . . 

•10 Active Divisions 
• 6 Reserve Division 

Equivalents 

•10 Carrier 
· Batttegroups 

• 5 Active Brigades 
•1 Reserve Division 
::: . ~ . . I ... I I . 

• ·a:t,Actlve i~ightei' .' 
·wtaigs . 
• 7 Reserve Fighter 

Wings 

3 

. , ' 
•10 Active Divisions . 
•15 Reserv~ Enhanced 

Readinestl Brigades 

•11 Carrier 
Battlegronps . 

•1 Reserve/training 
Carrier 

• $ Active Brigades .. 
•1 Reserve- Division 
•· ; ·: j I i : • • ; • 

•ll Active righter 
\Vlngs . 

•1 Reser\r,~ Flt~htcr 
Wings 

Force Enhancements 

4 

• h Active Divisions 
• 8 Reserve Division 

Equivalents 

•12. Carrier 
Battlegroups 

• 5 Active Brigades 
•1 Reserve Division· 

• ·14 Active righter 
Wlngs 

•10 Rcset·ve righter 
Wings 



Criticai Force Enhancements up 
Re·1iew 

• Additional Atmy prepositioried eqtiipntent 

• Additional airlift/sealift 

• Improved anti-armor and precision-guided munitions 

• More early-arriving Navy air 

• Improve Army National Guard combat brigade readiness 

• Improve Army Guard and reserve support force readiness 

• Improved Command, Control,. Coiririitiriicatioris and 
Intelligence assets 

• Retained Marine Corps endsttength . 
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Overseas Presen.ce B•,llom 
u, 

I 

• Europe - About 100,000 troops 
• East Asia - About 98,000 troops 

- Korea 
- 2 Army brigades 
- Air Force wing 
- Expanded prepositioning · 

Japan . 
- Carrier battle group 

Amphibious ready group 
Marine Expeditionary Force 

- Marine airwing 
Air Force wings 

• Southwest Asia 
. ' \ , I; 

- Periodic deployments of naval, air 
and ground forces 

- Expanded prepositioning 
• Global Maritime Presence 

R·~view 

Objectives 
• • ' I ' 

1 f i · . I ' 

• Display U.S. commitment 1 
I 

• Deter regional aggression f 

• Prevent regional arms races ,; 
~: 
=~ 
f 
< 

1 

• 1 ° l I ' I ' .. 
1 

j 

• lmj,rove coalition 
I ' I I ' ' ' ' 

effectiveness 
f; I , · i , 

• Provide initial response 



Peacekeeping arid 
. 9ther Military Operations 

• Disaster Relief 
• llumanitarian Assistance 
• Peacekeeping · · 
• Peace Enforcement 

· • Embassy Evacuations 
• Lesser Regional Conflicts 

Bottom 
Up 
Review 

Forces for peacekeeping and peace enforcentent 
11eed specialized trai1liug, doctritre aud 
equipment 
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U.S. Force Structure 

·.·.·~~f.: .. 
Activ~ l)lvJsioris · 

Natlonai Guard Division 

Navy , 
Aircraft Carriers ·· .· 

I : . 

Actlve/Reserv~ Airwlngs. · 
. •' ·. . 

FY1990 

18 
10 

15-i-1 
13/2 

·3of 
···1ooo · 

6 

I 

14 
Cadre) 

; ' 

ur 
Review 

Bottom-Up 
Review 

10 
5+ 

11+1 
10/i 

. . ··ts4 < .·. 

.. · ....... >; 500 
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Bottom - u·p Review: Modernization lp 

fleview 
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' 
STRATEGY TO 

ADDRESS 
DANGERS, 

SEIZE_ 
OPPORTUNITIES 

Force Structure Options 
• Major Regional Conflict 
• lteserve Components 
• l'eace Enforcement 

Operations 
• Overseas t•resence 
• Strategic Mobility/ 

Prepnlllil·inn,ino 
• Deter the Use o 

Mo~u::J.uu.uuul\ Choices 
: , 1 B~lllstlc T\·tissilc Defense 

·.1 /A Theater Air ~- ·.' · ..... -.... ,·;' · " r" t , A I '·' '· .; i"' ~ · '· '· ·': ·' • Submanncs · · tci.f(-.,· l:-· ~ 
~- ~- , . . . , I , _·_~·_,\'Aircraft Carre~_-_:·!~-i:J~_j' ··, 
,.; ~ Q Spilce Lift ; ~~' • .. ~ ;'r'l"a · 
.'-~ i Military Satellite omm 

1 Attack Hellco lets · 

Initiatives 
• Cooperative Threat 

Reduction 
• Counter New Nuclear 

Dangers 
1 Democralizallon/ 

llumanitarian Ops 
• Defense lteinvestmenl 

Foundations 
• Readiness 
• Acqui~ilinn Reform 
• lnhaslruclure 
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Modernization 

• Ballistic Missile Defense 

• Theater Air 

• Attack Submarines 

• Aircraft Carriers 

• Space Launch 

• Military Satellite Commtiriicatiori 

• Attack and Reconnaissance Helicopters 
:r:·' 

u,. 
Review 
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Key Considerations 
...... :· ...... ·· 

• Driven by New Dangers and New Strategy 
• Prospects for Technology 
• Different Nuclear Threat 
• Industrial Base 
• Acquisition Strategy 
• International Cooperation 

Consideration of Effectiveness arid 
C:ost of Alternatives ..... 

8' ttoiu 
Up 
Review 
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Ballistic 'Missile Deferlse (BMD) 
IJrogram Review 

. . ,. l' 

Problems: 
• Regional theater ballistic missile threat iiere today 

• New ballistic threat to US may emerge in future 
.. : . ' 

• How much Theater Missile Defense (TMD)? 
• Need for National 1\tlissile Defense (NMD)? 
• How to reconcile programs witli ADM ti·eaty? 

Alternatives: 
. . I . 

• Core Theater Missile Defense (e.g. Patriot upgraaes; etc.) 
through robust Theater Missile Defense 

• National Missile Defense- technology program or system 
development or deployed systean 

'; 'I 

Bc•tlom 
UJ 
R•~view 
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TMD I Nl\10 Program Options 
', '1 ' ; ., .... ' ' ' 1• .~'' 

Current FY 95 -99 is $39B 
NMD Tech 

Denio 
Acquisition 

m 

~ ' . ' . 

Bcttom 

ul' 
Rl view 

TMD $ 7JJillim\ $8 Billion · $10 Billion 

Additional 
PAC- 3 TMD 

Investment $14B 
c + 
0 e.g. Sea-
R TIIAAD based 
r: + Upper Tier $12B 

AEGIS I 
SM-2 Corps Sam Block 
IVA $lOB 
+ 

BM/C 
Ascent 
Phase 

;f:J $9B 

Cusls are 1:y 95-99 T\' $In Billions hum CAl<; . . .. , , 
0= Tolall'rogram CAll Options Include Approximately $311 rnr 1:0T anll ll&S) 
\'=TMLl . 
Z=NMU 



" 

Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) 
Program Rev~~~ 

Selected Progra111: 

• Emphasizes theater missiie defense 
development and deployment 

• Focuses National Missile Defense on. 
technology development 

• Complies with ABM tteaty 

• Reduces BMD budget by $ 21 !jillion 

Up 
Review 
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Tlteater Air 
·' '1.' 

• The Problem: 
- Define Theater Air Capability that Meets 

Military Need at Affordable Costs · 
• 

• .current Program 
- Too Many New Airplanes 

>> F-22, AJF-X, F/A-18E/F, MRF 

- Aging Fleet 
)) A-6, F-15C, F-14 

- Too Large Force Structure . 
. . , ' ' 

ur 
Review 
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Theater Air 
... ,. t t ... 

Decisions: 
• Proceed with F/A-18E/F (2001); grotirid attack upghides for 

. , • . ' . I ' f 

F-14; retire A-6; cancel,f/A-18C/D after 1997 

• Proceed with F-22 (2003) witlt groiinlt aHack capability 
• ' ~ I \ ~ • t f ; . 

• Cancel AIF-X, MRF now; cancel F-16 after FY94 

• Joint Advanced Strike Technology Progrcim 

- Critical components 

- Technology dentonstratoi's 

- joint triuriitions 

• Conventional capabilities for B-1, B-2 

• Standoff Weapons for deep strike I hard targets 

I' :, 

Bcttom 
Up 
Rf:view 
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Attack Subm~rine Progtaiti Review uF 

Review· " . 

Problem: 
• Maintaining capacity to build sutifuariites we need 

Questions: 
• When do we need to build submarines again? 
• What is the best way to get the new submarines? 

Alternatives: 
• Shutdown, then restart production 
• Bridge production 

.• ,1-, • ' •I ' 
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Attack Submarine Program Review up 
Review ; ~ ;;; 1-' l ·.'. .. ' ' ,: • ' ' 

Decisions: 
' 

• Complete third SSN 21 at Groton, CT 
to maintain two nuclear capable . 
shipyards 

• Develop and build New Attack 
Submarine (NAS) 

.; . ·.:. 
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Carrier Force Levels, ~ arfiglttiitg Risk 
and ()verseas Presence 

.: •• l • . ..,.{ •••.• 
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Warfightlng Risk 

I 

Bottom 

Up 
Review 

Lower Carrier Force Level 

; 
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' 15 
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. 1 i. ~' ~~;~;::./· . z. 
For. . .. 
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... ,011.1en•eas Presence, 
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Hut 
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Presence in Two Regions wilt1 Full-Time hesei1~e ia1 Tltird ltegion 
Average gap I I 
(Months) in t-1 -----lt-----+----... -----tl.....;.----11-----11 
Other 2 ltegions "12 10 8 6 · 4 2 0 

Percent 
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POST-COLO WAR 
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Bottom - U:p Review: 

' STRATEGY TO 
ADDRESS 

' 
DANGERS, 

SEiZE It '1 

OPPORTUNITIES 

Initiatives lp 
Review ... ~· ':.~· .. 

··'1'•1 1 

Force Sthacture Options 
• MaJor Regional Conflict 
~ Reserve Componenls 
• l'eace Enforcemenl 

Opera lions 
• Overseas l'resence 
~ Strategic Mobilily/ 

. . . l'reposilloning 
• Deler lhe Use of WMD 

Modernization Choices 
• Uallislic Missile Defense 
• Thealer Air 
• Submarines 
• Aircrafl Carriers 
• Space Lifl 
• Milila Salellile Comms 

• Readiness 
• Acquisition Reform 
• lnh·aslruclurc 



Initiatives 
' .. -·. 

' 

• Cooperative Threat Reduction 

• Counter N·ew- Nuclear Dangers 

Be ltom 

. ul' 
Rt view 

• FSU Defense/Military Partnership 

• Environtnental Security 

• Dual Use 'Technology 
~···:" , .... '·:· . \. ,. . -~ 
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Bottom- Up Review: Foundations 
Btaltom 
U·J 

' 

STRATEGY TO 
ADDRESS 
DANGERS, 

. . SEIZE , , . : . 
OPPORTUNITIES 

' ·~·. 

Ro.!view 

. I ' . 
. Force Structure Options 

• Major Regional Conflicl 
• Reserve Componenls 
• Peace Enforcemenl 

Opera lions 
• Overseas Presence 
• Slrategic Mobility/ 

, l'reposilioning 
• Deler the Use of WM D 

Modernization Choices 
• Ballistic Missile Defense 
• Theater Air 
• Submarines : . 
• Aircraft Carriers 
• Space Lift 
• Military Satellite Conuns 
. ~ Attack Helicopters 

Initiatives . . . 
• Cooperative Threat 
. Reduction . 
• Counter New Nuclear 
, Dangers 
• Democratization/ 

Humanitarian Ops 
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Infrastructure 

Eliminate Excess Infrastructure 
. . 

• Close or· realign bases 
• Consolidate training, maintenance 

and supply 
• Reduce costly overhead 

Reform the defense acquisition 
process 

" 'l "";; "t ' ' I 

Bol.om 
Up 
Re,iew 
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Bott:om.;.tip Review: 
What Does It Chan&e? . 

FY95- 991 

Ui· 
Review 
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•. Provides additional Anny preposHi.on.eCI eqiiipnieHt 
• Enhanc::es readiness of Army Natiorial Giia)·(l combat brigades 
• Retains addi.ti.onal ·Marine C<irps eridsti·eHgUi 
• Proposes New· Initiatives to meet Ne·w Daiigei·s 
• Develops V-22 
• Provides precision strike capabilities ft)r F-i4, F-22, B-1, D-2 

' ; ~ . 

• Establishes Joi.nt Advanced Strike Teclihology .Prograin fo.r next 
generatlon. aircraft 

• Preserves submal'ine industrial Llase 
• Preserves carrier industrial base 
• Begins acquisition refonn 
• Properly sizes support cslablishhl~nt-

i • Restructures Haltistic J\t1issilc l)(!fense Prognun 
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Bott:om~up Review~ 
Wha.t Does It Chari0e? 

FY95- 991 

, I I, I ••. 

Bottom 

Up 
Review 

• Reduces lnfrastlucture . • Cuts 2 active A~my divisions 
Reduces about 1is,ooo civilian ; Cuts i res~ive Army division . 
personnel • Cuts 3 active Air Force fighter 

• Reduces about 160,000 active 
personnel 

• Cancels A/FX 
• Cancels MRF 
• Cancels F.;.16 after FY~)4 
• Cancels F/A-i8C/D after FY97 
• RetilesA-6 

• ' ~ r wtngs · • 
• Cuts 4 reserve Air Force fighter • 

I e? I 

wtngs · 
; Cuts i active Navy airwing 
~ ·t ,t;,·~···· . ; ••. 
• Cuts 1 reserve Navy atrwtng 
• Cuts i airchift carrier 

. • Reduces carrier force level to 11 
• Cuts 55 surface ships and 

stibmariiies 
•I •, I. ; • ' I. If. 
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Bottom~ up ReView: · 
Wh~tt Does It Protect? ... 

ovttom 
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Review 

''The mett and UJomen Who serVe 
under the Atnerican Flag Will be the 
best trained1 best equipped, best 
prepared fighting force in the .World, 
so long as I am President~ 11 

.. • .: I . {< : 

President Bill Clinton 
Febru,r · · t993 .... ; · ... ,.,,,. ry,,, .,,. 



-NEWS 
B R l E Ffl N G 

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
General Colin Powell. Chainnan, JCS 
Bottom-Up Review 
Wednesday, September 1, 1993 

Office of the Assistant SecreTary of Defense 
(Public Affairs) 

Ms. deLaski: Thank you for coming. Thank you for your interest in the Bottom-Up Review. 
Let me explain how this briefing will proceed. 

First of all, Secretary Aspin will make some opening comments, and then General Powell will 
brief the force structure elements. Then Secretary A spin will brief the modernization issues. I ask 
you to hold your questions until after they do those things, then they'll be happy to take your 
questions. 

If it's difficult for some of you to see, which it might be, we have provided a hard copy of 
the slides so you can follow along. The Xeroxed excerpts that you received today are not the 
complete Bottom-Up Review. You're getting the briefing, though, pretty much that the President 
got this week. You'll have the full document probably next week. 

Let me make one point, though. As we've said, this is a strategy review, not a budget. We don't 
have dollar figures today. The savings derived from the Bottom-Up Review will be discussed in 
conjunction with the Vice President's National Performance Review next week. 

With that, I give you Secretary Aspin. 

Aspin: Thank you, Kathleen. Let me say good day to all of you, and welcome to our 
briefing. General Powell and I are here to present to you today the results of the Bottom-Up-·. 
Review. 

The Clinton Administration defense program that we're going to talk about today is based upon 
tomorrow's requirements. It is a product of a comprehensive, broadly collaborative review based 
upon the real dangers that face America in the new era. It has produced a lean, mobile, high-tech -
force ready to protect Americans in this new time. General Powell will talk to you about the force 
structure that carne from the Bottom-Up Review. I'll discuss the modernization. 

But before Colin begins, let me talk just a little bit about the process and a little bit of the 
beginning here. Let me start, first of all, by talking about the foundation for the Bottom-Up 
Review. Those of you who have been following this topic know that for decades this building has 
focused almost all of its planning -- budgets, force structures, the way we organize our forces -
everything has been focused against the Soviet threat, even to the extent of the way we designed our 
weapons. We designed our tanks, our planes, our ships with war with the Soviet Union in mind. We 
now face a time when ... this building is in a brand new era. We face a time when that is gone. There is 



,··. 

no more Warsaw Pact. There is no more Soviet Union. So how do we size and shape our defense 
budgets now'? How do you know whether you need a $100 billion defense budget or a $300 billion 
or what kind of a defense budget'? 

The first step, then, in this Bottom-Up Review, was to Rsk ... go to the fundamental question 
of what do you need a defense for. We began with the question of what are the dangers that face 

2 

the United States now in the post-Cold War, post-Soviet world'? We came up essentially with four-.~· 
of them. ·Those of you who have been following the debate are familiar with these, but they are the · 
four that are here on this charL They are a new nuclear threat, proliferation. We have a different · 
nuclear threat. The old nuclear threat was thousands of warheads in the hands of the Soviet Union; 
The new nuclear threat is a handful of nuclear weapons in the hands of some terrorist organization or · 
terrorist state. perhaps delivered by unconventional means. So the new nuclear threat, that is still a 
concern· in this new era that we enterJnto. it's not the old threat where it was possible for both 
sides to begin war and eliminate life in both countries and maybe a big chunk of life on the planet.-· 
What we really have now is a wholly different scale, but in a lot of ways a more difficult challenge; a 
more unpredictable challenge. 

The second thing that we decided that was important, that we needed to have a defense 
establishment to deal with, was regional dangers. Saddam Hussein, Desert Storm, Just Cause with 
Noriega-- these are the exhibits. There is still in the world today a handful of bad guys who, while 
they cannot threaten the continental United States in any meaningful way, they can threaten American 
interests or American allies or American friends. We need a defense establishment to be able to deal 
with those kinds of threats -"' ~he regional bullies and the regic;mal threats; · . . · 

• ••• •• ....... " -·••• ~-··-- ~-~ .. ~,.~;.-:-;;; .--:;."'"".:,W.r;.,!,~ ••: :-.• -.:::r .. ;: • • ·-·:~.·~,;.:::.;;~:~.:•'" 

Beyond those two, we start to get into a broader-area of national security. What we got~. 
into was thinking~ terms that this building l;loesn'tor9JJ.!arily ~ink of as national security.· Biitdn..;.;. 
the new world. they are national security. One is dangers to democracy. Tiiere fs a tenuous · .,,,.=:~·· .,a 
movement towards democracy in a large number of countries in the world today. If those were to:::. 
reverse, or if any of them were to reverse, it would produce a different national security situation 
for the ·United States.:.Clcarly; it would produce a different level of spendingon·defense. So ••· · 
whether or not. these cou~~§s:~~(f.we•ri tanang ~bdut -ili'th{(ormer S()Viei Empire and in th~ ~-.' 
developing world-develop as democracies is important to this building and to our national security~. 
So the dangers to democracy is a third--,national security to the United States. · -- · ;::~ .. : . 

·· _ ....... ,_.__,__~.._._ .... ·' ............ ___ ---4~.,;- ::h. l::f-.~J~.;.l"U.:.::;v&-1'-ri _..~1~ ·.:. -~-=-:.:: .: ·: -~ vH~·~:~~ 

The fourth one really is something that we;~~ ~~~erreaily expiidtiy addressed before, and that's· 
the dangers of a weak economy .. In the short run, the national security of the United States is 
protected by a strong military force. Itfthe long riJn~ the·riatiorial securicy.of the Uiiited States is 
protected by a suong ~conomy. . , .. 

- .. ,_ ·•fU.. • ~- - ·: ;·~:,;..:~::.::·: --~-:-: -·-·- ••• • ..... : ~~· • 

S~ ~~s~·~::th;-f~ur ch~ge~ th~t ;e: began· with, with ihe Boi~6:.up ~evi~~ .. All of dt~ ~ · 
pans of the Bottom-Up Review had to eventually come and relate to the four dangers. This danger, 
[points to chart) as you will see as we lay it out, this danger, the regional dangers, is the main thing 
that drove the size of the defense establishment that we're going to pres.ent to you today. The first 
three -- new nukes, regional dangers, and dangers to democracy have driven the shape of the defense 
establishment that we're going to present to you today. And this one, [points to chart] the dangers 
of a weak economy, drive the way in which defense business is being conducted by this establishment 
that we're going to present. How we get that establishment, how we fund that establishment, how 



,_;_. 

- ~ 
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we deal with that establishmen~ is driven by this one [points to chan]. So this is the size. thi~ is the 
~;•"!~.;. ~ l.s the ~ethod of opbration. That is the fundamental beginnings of cqe Bottom-Up ·· ' 
Review. / · :i 

'·, 

•i 

Two. more points: The/Bo.ttom-Up Review pr~c~ss over on the rigrt hatld.chan_there sh6ws''. ··.· :,~ (~ ... '~. 
all oftbe things that are mvolv~d m the Bottom-Up Revtew. It covers fore~ strpcture, tt covers.,.,. . 
modCmization. it cov.ers initiatives, things we have not done before. It ~overs the foundations. I( · ·~ 
covers everything. We'd like ~ou to understand that this is a very comprehensivb reView. It wi!l not: · 
just CO\W the few items that we're going to brief in detail here today. but there' ~11 be pu~lications · · · 
and others to follow up on all/of this. It's an extensive, comprehensive review;f And all of them·. 
drivea back to the four dangers that we oudined. 4 

. . I I 
~ • II • ' J:acb one of those dots ~ere, for example, those bullets, like ·theater IW'~ 1submannes.;~:: · 

the modernization choices; ballistic missile defense. theater.air. Each one of those had a womng [, : ~ · . ~. 
group ib the: P-entagon. Each ~ne of those had a separate working group tha.,t w~s warkirig ~p tpb!e)''~. . · 
issues. and there are other working groups that were not listed on the chan there. But it's a•very. · 

• : .. '~. . ' . l... .;.,.~ ·~· -~ 
extenSlYC revtew. ,I 

' 
Over here~ the chan shows that it was. as the previous statement implie~, a collaborative ~ .. 

.·.! 

., ' 

' . ·~ 
I 

j 

.. 
,• 

i '( 
': 

process. These are all of the parts of the building that were involved ~n this thihg. Every one of·· 
those working groups had mixbd people from vanous pans·ofOSD arid variou~ parts.ofthe' : *' ' ... 
uniformed services •• frQ~ the1 services themselves; from the JGS. It was a veql.extensive. . · ·•, ~: 
colla~ve effort. This is j~st the collaboration Within the building; When we got the stuff· · .·· • :! · ·'· · ' 
fi_nished within the_ building -1tentative .res~lts -- we would take it across the ri,yer: Jbe Pre~t'and ~~ . '·>i 
h1s staff were contmually updateQ. as th1s thmg went on. We had a chance to get h1s tdeas, his · ·· • · · . t'~· 

reaction to things. Wc:'d com~ back and adjust as it was going on. So they 'YerF intimately~ilxo~ved !l! . ·.;<.? 
in the process from the beginning -- the White House' staff. 'the President himself was involved.in: the<·· ··~ , y·. 

process. .. : .; .. :~.~''!. ~4 ... :~ ::·:·+ , L. _ ;,~·~·~·:: .::·~:;:;:~~~:~, ·:;~~;:u ;; :.:~- ;.~ ; . , .. :.,; . . . .. · ·. . :~ .·'-::; .. __ : , .•. . . , . :; 
Let me tell you wh_at we.:~~ going to do liei'e today liS far as the presentation that <:;Qlin and·lf' :·.. · , 1 

are going to• do. "There wilrilien be a followup !>riefilfg ttlat will go into some;lnore detaifo~·somt~: ..•. ,.r· """ ·; ~:. 
of the others •. B!lt Colin~willjcover the force strucnfre clptions· over there;·agiin. lo~iOng;.t the::-: :t •. ., .• 

right hand chart. Colin will brief the force structure options. because that's tHe hean·of't~e m~r;·<· · , .:·., 
That really is the key to the ~hole thing, is' the force structure options that w~ hay~ .. to havc.~tllat:::· i-'~i 
we're laying out ~~~~.~t-~e reed to ~eet th~ ~ew ~g~. .. . . • . ~~:.:~ 

• I will talk about the mOdernization choices. arid out of just necessity, it 'will be relat!ve!yl:.: . 
~bon.; I.~~ ~iclC a few of th~m. a~d we •n go through others. We will not ha~e a chance.Jri.~~tl;JP ~~
mto the 1muauves and the foundauons, but perhaps we'll get a chance to do ~at at a later pomt!'}' 
There Will be other chances f<?r you to hear about that and. ultimately we'll be ~anding otit more '· · 
documents over the next week or so. · · · · •· 

I I 

.·Let me, at this poin,t introduce Colin and let him talk about the force Jtrucuire options. ~ 

.' I • • •• .: ~ • • ., . . :·..... . . . . . .... ... . I . . . ~· ........... ·-· .. . 
; General Powell: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. · 

.I 

1 j _; 

. ··i ."', 

r .. ·l 
"! ... 
. . .. 

/·, 
:. 
·I 



4 

T JO:t ml"! hesrin by echoing a point the Secretary made, that this was a very, very collaborative 
effort. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Joint Staff, and the service staffs worked very closely with 
the new appointees in Mr. Aspin 's organization-on his team--and we have been in sync with them step 
by step throughout this en!irc, almost seven-month process, and I'm very, very pleased at the level of 
collaboration that hu-existed. and I think it will be reflected in the very, very fine product that we 
arc beginning to unveil today. · 

Let me begin by giving a little bit of a tutorial about what an anned forces is all about. .. 
Notwithstanding all of the changes that have taken place in the world, notwithstanding the new 
emphasis of peacekeeping. peace enforcement, peace engagement, preventive diplomacy, we have a value 
system and a culture system within the anned forces of the United States. We have this mission - to 
fight and win the nation's wars. That's what we do. Why do we do it? For this purpose ~-to:· 
provide for the common defense. Who do we do it for? We do it for the American people.-: We-:
never want to lose sight of this ethic. we· never wimt to lose sight of this basic, underlying principle 
of the armed forces of the United States. We're warriors, and because we arc warriors, bccause·.we 
have demonstrated time and.time again that we can do this for that purpose for the American people, 
that's why you have anned forces within the United States structure; 

At the same time, because we arc able to fight and win the nation's wars, because we arc~
warriors, we arc also uniquely able to do some of these other new missions that arc coming along ~ 
peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, disaster relief, you name it, we can do it, and we can modify our . 
doctrine, we can modify our strategy, we can modify our structure, our equipment, our ttaining, our 
leadership techniques,. everything else to do ·these other missions. Btrt we never want to do it in such 
a way that we lose sigh~ of the focus 'ofwhy ymdtave arined forces-.:_ •'to fight and to win the::::. . . ~ ... ; 
natiou!s wars. . . ··· - · ··· -··- · ······· ····' ···-. ····~:· ..... c..::;.;;.:. ... :;,:...·:·:: ~~::..,:.~., : ,c. __ ,y,··:;.·ln!· · 

. : -.~:-~i :...:.~ . j--·--- ., "'"•· .. -·-.• ' . . ;-... --.·----- . 
. -~::rn··:~ .. i-~. : . .z~Ir~~ y·::-:·."~.:. __ .-... - :~~~~~~:-_.:._: •. :;,__~----~·-_: _ ~ ·.:-~:~~ .. ;. ·;;_:;_~._ ---~~ :~· . .; _ _ -.' ··'"' ~- --.: :.·:.-: :~:. .. "'· -~:J;; .:.:7:.:··:~ 
For most of the last 40 years-- and almost all tif my career-.: the war that we focused.on,-·· 

that conflict that we were so concerned about, would come out of the Cold War. It was a namc:we • 
didn't use very often ~.cause it was too scary.:~. it w_as. called World War III. ·But for almost all of 
my adult life, I worricd.:inorie~way qr anothe·r, about Wodd War IlL The· Cold War, World Warm 
was going to be sonietii1ni thafengulfed the entire woiid.?As-you-think back at some of the~. ·:..n::.:~ .. 
assumptions we worried about all during the '50s and the '60s and the '70s and the early part of the 
'80s, about a Soviet Empire here that.had tentacles that reached around the world, it was all.linked, 
and this war could be~&Jijv/herc: · Ii ·c:()uld begi!l_ iri' ili~ Middle E&St, ·ifcould begin in Northeast-.Asia. 
It could, perhaps, begin even in our own continent. But it had a link. It had an empire linkage-to it, 
and we had to plan.$at.~e might. be in conflict witlt_an empire that had worldwide ambitions, .. · 
worldwide.designs, a worldWide Strategy.~ and the ability !O project power around the world. Jhils •. 
we worried about the Atlantic Ocean. Just ten years ago, we used to worry about Soviet submarines 
off the coast of the United States, just off of Norfolk, that could launch missiles that could strike 
Washington in eight or riine minutes time. We used to ·worry a great deal about our ability to project 
power across the north Atlantic Ocean as the Soviet Union's navy was being built up. We used to 
worry about our ability to defend Central Europe. We used to worry about what we might have to 
do in the eastern pan of Russia as they undertook action against our interests in that part of the · 
world as part of this worldwide conflict. That was the guiding principle, the guiding assumptions 
relating to this kind of a war for most of the last four decades. That's all now gone. 



It's gone, and let me kind of describe what we used to worry about. where it has gone. and 
wnat we nave io worry about now as a way of segueing intO the new Strategy and the new force 
SU'Ucture. · . 

That So·liet E'llpire has now been replaced by something quite different-- an Iraq, a Korea. 
other demons and dangers that~ come along of a regional nature. They are no longer linked. but they 
are nevertheless. the source of'potential conflict. places where the United States armed forces might 
have to go and fight and win. 

-· 
Some of you may rem~mber one of my more forgettable lines. "I'm running out of demons." 

three years ago; Fortunately, ~istory and central casting has supplied me with new ones along the 
way. (Laughter) Saddam Hussein. Mr. Aideed. GcnC:ral Malatich. What we've discovered is that that 
uncenainty·wc wete worrying' about a few years ago is still there~ and from time to time these···· 
dangers come-along. They're the dangers that Secretary Aspin was talking about under his second 
catalog of regional dangers. · · 

You may recall when I became Chainnan four years ago, and for many years before that. we 
used to argue endlessly about how much warning time we had-- whether it would be ten days or 14 

I 

days before World War ill began in Central Europe. Many of you here in 1989 wrote long articles 
when we decided to change ir:from 14 to 21 days-- a major change in strategy at that time. Was it 
14 or 21 days? We haven't tanced about that in years because, with the collapse of the Warsaw Pact. 
the collapse of the Soviet.Unibn. we are not talking about regional conflicts that may break out in 
one day's time, or it might be~ something that sort of develops over a period of time, and it might 
take years in terms of.this thi*g coming to a point where United States armed forces might have to 
get involved. So it requires forces that are able tog(} instantly and the ability to develop larger· 
forces for a different kind of conflict .. .in order to relate to this new world and pay the peace .. 
dividend thatPrcsidcnt Clinto~ has promised to the American people. We can do that. and that's 

what we~~- ~g-~~ do_~;:· .~:¥' ·>~_ ~-L~:; : .. ;:-.;~ ;_;~:: -~~·~;;G;J:~ -~~~~ ~:\u::o ~ _ ··;·;_', :. ', ,c· ',~~' 7:;';'L:. 
, -~ - So the.world.~f ihe Cpld War has nowgone from this set of ass-umptions to that set of 

assumptions, andit really_~-~ o_flookS a little bit more like this in cartoon fa$hion. · '" :.(.. ::::.: :· 
, ...... ·-·-.·.;; ~-:i:;::~.:.:·.;: ··.-··~! .•. · -~;~·-:_·:~. ·. . ~. ·--~--·· .. -. :;"'_; ·- ~ ~·~ ·~~:~:~:--.'-~· · .. : . . _ .. :~ ~-~ .... ~~:~:r:.~--~--··· ~'~ ~~.::- -·~.l1~:: 

It seems-to us that it is essentialthat the United States armed forces.- in ihe-name of the·:· 
American people. ·be:prcparcd to fight and win a major regional conflict in this part of the world~
Southwest Asia. .. Why? Becabse we have alliances there, we have vital interests there. the oil of the . 
Western world is located~. It seems to be a sound strategy, based on sound political and military 
prin~ples that.we.-alway~ ha'ie the-~here~_ithal to project ~ower ~is ~!Bnce.for.the purpose-of. , . 
fighttng and wmnmg agamst any rcgtonal aggressor who m1ght surface m that rcgton of the world. 

·- ,_.,.,.·J. ;.:.._:,. ;~~i::-.;::._:~ ~-:-.~:.~ ::- ~-;· .... , · ..... - ...... --'" ·~.~- "_.: :·~·~ ·-~ .. ; .. :··•~·::, .. :.)_ ~-·;_:=·.~ ... • '· ·>;r, ~.: ... -.. ~ .• 

-Similarly •. we think .we should be able -to do the same thing in Northeast Asia. That one's 
clearer. North Korea has not bhanged its stripes -- my one remaining demon that I was hanging on to 
a few years ago. They have riot changed their stripes. Our interest is so great in this part of the 
world that we should have the ability to do this as well· · · · · · _ · · · · ' · · · · 

.· .... ; :~::: ..... :·.: ---1· :·.; .... -·· ... .-. ... .. . :--· . ·.:: __ · .. :·. - -- .... i 
We also believe it is sound. wise and prudent. for us to be able to do these two near · 

simultaneously. Why near sirriultaneously? Why not at the same time? The same time is probably a 
little too expensive and it's ptobably unlikely. Since these are no longer linked by the Soviet Empire 
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~nti rhP f"nlti War. it's most unlikely they would occur at the same time, and it would be very 
difficuluo buy the lift assets necessary to move our forces to both places at the same time .. But_we 
think it's wise to have sufficient force·to deal with them almost at the same time, near. . 
simultaneously, so that we can shift our lift according to how these crises unfold... ·· ··· · · 

Well, is it really likely they would happen at the same time? Probably not~- But while we arc:" 
committed to either one of these, it would be irresponsible, in our judgment, and unwise in our .. 
judgment, not to have sufficient capabilities to deal with the second, thereby, perhaps encouraging the 
very conflict we do not want to see occur. So this is a fundamental, underlying principle of President 
Clinton and Secretary Aspin and the 1oint Chiefs of Staff strategy statement for Bottom-Up 
Review. being able to deal with two major regional contingencies or conflicts near simultaneously . .. - - - - - . . . . -.-

, . .,.· •• .. -~;;'··~·: r-,·~ ..... 

At the same time~ we have to keep in the back of our. mind that while these ar:C"the two main 
events, lots of other thing are going on in the world. ··we can.'t predict. where the conflict might be. 
We have some difficult situations right now in the area of the former Warsaw Pact and other areas in 
Central Europe, Bosnia being a prime example. Are we going to get involved in Bosnia? This is a 
situation that is before us right now as we see what we might. have to do in peacekeeping activities-
not necessarily a conflict, but a draw on our forces. A significant commitment of forces, perhaps, to 
deal with something like that, or elsewhere in Central Europe. We have to keep our attention focused 
on our own hemisphere. _ 

So two majar regional conflicts, be able to deal .with them ne~-simultaneously. Also to have 
sufficient capacity if)omething else comes along. ;_ .. __ .. :;:;: · .; -~ " .... ~; ,: : : .:,: ,_· _ , . . ~~;; · __ ;.: . _ 

-· . ::.. .. -•• ~:.~:.:~.: - .... -· ....... "':';~"~'-:":"; --7- : . -::··.7::"!';"•-:v -, --~-... :._: .t..~ ,:..,,; 'r,.,,;":" --J~-~--···•·• t 

That's nice strategy, but then you have to conven that into form and substance and . .-;:;~:- .. 
structure. The way ~e do that is through a series of models and war games and military analyses and 
discussions with our political leaders as to what is an acceptable risk or .an ,unacceptable risk.. . 

"-~- "~ ···-~-~-~-~~~-~-.:~ili:..:~~.:; :-.~: ---/~:·.;rJ; ;~:::;J; ~:~ ;~,jz b.n J!O!ll:;~-r~ Jt;....~~ n:!on· -~;·,\n-;;;.-;_;_~-.'::.;:~:~.~ ;:·~. 
_The way -~e go about it is to take this major regional contingency, Southwest Asia..anli take a 

look at what might happen: -ln. this case we have postulated another attack sometime in the.fui:tiie · · 
from Iraq into Kuwiit or perhaps-into Saudi Arabia.~ ;This.really. is a surrogate~ ~We don·.~, re8ily'.kiiow · 
if anything like this would ever hapPen again.· We don~t know.roBut.there.is such.-itlstability'iri~ihis~.~
region of the. wo~lci. ~_T!lere-are a number of nations that are arming Ihemselyes~: There_~ ·a.' number 
of nations who might' not have interests that are·favorable;toward our friends in the.regi9ii ana::;-. ·---~ 
toward our interests. So let's use this particular conflict in our modeling and our war- games as a:. ' 
surrogate for Y.Vhat might happen in this region. . 

. :··•A.;,:.p~~ ;:~~ ~~~~- h:;:-:;1 ~~iJ fUO :· .. ·l~·'!.;:_:;.:}{f:S;i:;:r:rL 1~::.::.:<~ '";~"-~ ffJ~u :;:;,~ft!·~~!i! ~·-~!•.7"~i ~ ... ;;:-~J.i 
.· Let's do the same thing in Northeast Asia, although it's a little clearer as to who that _ . 

potential enemy might be, and we've been studying him for 40 years.- So. we use.these.two secnarios, 
and we run war games. we use models to make judgments about what kind of forces are necessary to 
fight and win this battle. To fight and win this battle, what kind of infrastructure is necessary to 
support it, what kind of lift capacity is required to get your forces there, what kind of reserve is 
necessary so the nation isn't stripped bare, and all of the other. things _that go along with .it .. 

. • -·~ ~~lt.;.~; .. -:--"-:_ ·•:.: . '• . .. ":"'<;:: .!:: '*"••·• . •"lP,.:. • -, • •. .:. • • .. 
:· ~-~ • •. • • • : q~ 

The point I want to make with respect to this little cartoon, Country X, is that history ·· · 
teaches us we never really fight where we thought we were going to fight. We fought Desert Storm 
with a European Army. We used European tactics. Desert Storm was that Cold War battle that 



didn't come with trees and moimtains. We got a nice desert. and we got a very, very incompetent 
enemy to work against. But history teaches that the forces you buy, based on these reasonable 
assessmems. might well be usbd far a conflict you neyer dreamed of. The force we are buying now, 
the plans that the Secretary artd the President are making now are for a force that will be with us for 
years to come. It is a force that may well be er.1ployed a year from now, three years from now, or 
long after President Clinton h~ completed his term· of service and Secretary Aspin has completed his. 
The force we have now, to a ~arge extent, is inherited from our predecessors. We always have to be 
thinking of the future, the unknown, the.uncertain, and I think that's what Secretary Aspin has 
clearly done in the guidance h~ has given us for the Bottom-Up Review. · 

I 
Let me just give you ~quick tutorial on how we actually run the .models. This part of my 

chart out here, this shows the; two regional contingencies. This out here is a period of strategic 
warning. We, hopefully, can see a conflict·coming out here somewhere and start to do something 
about iL Maybe we can do sbmething here; when we are quite sure something is about to happen. 
We can begin deploying forces before a conflict actually begins. When that conflict does begin; the 
deployment and sustainment ~f forces takes priority as you go through the phases of the campaign. 
The first thing you have to db is to halt the invading force. 

I 
For example~ in Desert Stonn we didn't know if the Iraqi army was going to continue 

through Kuwait and go down! into Saudi Arabia. We couldn't be sure. Nobody was willing ~o bet the 
farm on that. Answer-- you: send in the 82nd Airborne Division, you send in the 1st Tactical Fighter 
Wing, and you plant the flag ~f the United States of America in Saudi Arabia. It was a very thin 
force, many of you will rec~l. but there was a lot more coming behind it and, at 'that point, we had 
planted the flag of the United States of America. We the people were coming to fight and to win 

ev~n-~~!,··-·'··''o-~;~~·:;~:: -~·.::j:;.:~~-~2,~··'_,:~~-~~~---:· ... -."' ~ .. :.=·~.:-:~~' :~.>:·:~· . .'· "~::· .. ,; -~::~· 
Then you tiiilt'the invading force .. Tlu'ough ca:mp'aig~-piaiiniiig; yo~ b~iid up y~m forces~· you 

use air PO\Ver, air power with great precision and skill to attrit away the enemy force. B u't at the 
same time, you ~oritinue to ~ove forces so that you can eventually seize the: initiative away_from the 
enemy, complete the battle, and provide some post-war stability. __ Post,_war stability isn't_ tp~ught 
about that much."·out it should be. ·?After.:World.WarJI, .post-war stab~ty took the form ~f_~-
occupa_!ion armies iii'Gcimany and Japan.untilsuch.time as we could tum it. over to newly ~leeted 
democr3tic Jc3deiS:::After Korea, we .stayed.thcre;.and.we!re still. there._ That:s. post~conflict _ · · 
stability. Naw~· alter Operation Desert Storm,~we ·have forces in th.e region for post-confli~t- : __ .· . 

stability. . --·· -·-··· .. . ..! ...... - .. . - .. ,c:~::: "·r::: :..".7·.::::,:_,; ··-·· .... :.·· .. ~·~·~.···'"· .. 

We are hoping that these will never occur simultaneously, but we feel thaf oiir planning "' 
provides the fcm.:es necessar)r to do.these if we've got the necessary gap between the two conflicts 
occurring ~o that we can usc our lift assets to move the. forces first to. here, then to here, I!Jld then 
sustain them both·and get ready for post-conflict stability. . ...... ::· · ·· · " ·· ·''·''" ·--··' 

I 
i 

Let me describe now 'the force options that we examined to see what we needed to deal with 
the strategic situation I've jhst put forward .to you. Let me begin on the right side of the chart with 
a force, let's call it the base force. The base force generally had as its underpinning being able to win 
two nearly simultaneously m~jor regional conflicts and some more capacity beyond that. It consisted, 
as you well know, of 12 acti;ve, eight reserve Anny divisions; the 12 carrier battle groups; the 
Marine Corps component; arid the Air Force component that you see here. Pointing out that the Air 

I 
I 
I 
I 



Force really is ... it gets a little bit of short shrift in this kind of display because it only shows fighter 
wmg equivalents where there is a lot more to the Air Force, the lift capacity of the Air Force, and a 
lot of other things the Air Force does. It's just a little shorthand of laying out force structUre in· 

.. ft ........ I.Jc . . .... ·-m ... -s......, ways. 

The other end of the extreme, we listed the forces we felt through war gaming would be able 
to deal with one major regional conflict. and we thought eight divisions with six reserve division 
equivalents as backup so that it could be mobilized and brought on-scene in due course, with only--~ 
eight carrier battle groups, still a very robust Marine Corps, and a much smaller Air Force, would -
give us one major regional conflict capability with some left over . 

. ...... - .. . • . 1:·.:.\- --~ ... _. ~ ::.;._,..: . . .. --·~ 

We didn't find this to be an adequate force. We didn't find that this would serve our· ·· · ---~
interests for the reasons that I think I've laid out earlier.. . -·· ,,_, .. , . ---: _ ,-_: ...... __ .. _ .·-:: 

. :-.·~; :···'} . .,~-- . - . . . . -~ ... 
• • • • • ••• p -- --

What we then did was to look at two options in the middle, where we came away from the 
current force projection because of the second revolution that Secretary A spin talks about frequently 
--not only the collapse of the Cold War and the Warsaw Pact, but the total collapse of the Soviet 
Union; with something of a third revolution as these new regional conflicts have come along. So we 
can come back from this force level, and we looked at options in here. 

The difference between two and three, first of all, force enhancements that I will show you in a 
momenL These foicc enhancements give you the ability to erase this hold up here [points to chart]. 
It gives you the ability to have a readier force that can deploy more rapidly to the two near . -~: _--. ., .. 
simultaneous regional conflicts. The other significant change you '11 see here is one more, or -tw!l. ;;.~":-,; 
more carrier battle groups, and I'll describe that in a momenL But these are driven as much by Jlur _ ~ · 
force presence needs around the world as they are by our warfig!lting ~_eeds ~urid the world.~- --~~~·-" ~ 

-;~_,., ~.-:~ :--~ i!':".J::7···r·:::-:~~i -~~~~ t·.;_, ·:·~:-:::z:-=··.::':: -~-! .::z.!~-~~r::-:.::~o: .":!-~17~~-~~ --~·~---·..._:;~--~ .. :.;,.~_~,~~:~~ 
·The big change· [is] anticipated in Anny Reserves, particularly .the ~ ation_al_ ,Guard part of.i\i'my . .' 

Reserves. We usually have looked at that capability in terms of divisions-- National Guam diviSionS:.-~~ 
The combat part of the National Guard. We arc going to shift to a focus on enhancing the readiness -· · 
of brigades rather th8ft enhancing the readiness. of entire National Guard divisions. ..The .,simp~ reason 
is it takes too long;· Wcfwant to shorten-the time- by focusing 9ur cnh~cccfreadiriess aciiVitie·s·on ":, .. 
brigade-sized organizations .. Fifteen is the number:we-'re looking ~L .. We're stili exammmg ijtis ~,- --: ~'""":' 
number. It's not loeked in· yet;·but the.:importantteaching point here is we!re moving from a:·r~<~ 

•• . . . -~--- ·-·· ..• ~ .................... ~--i) 

on divisions being ready to a focus on smaller-sized National Guard units being ready~ -~ __ ~-·-.: ~:;: 
•• .. •• ·• ." -•·; .. ..;,.ru.t~:·:..: .: ..... :.. -~~'.'.f.J!.. .. ~l ::_.~;.:.:~;;. .. :.;- ~~·~.:·:.::a1.!£.~;wl..: -:ll:.,i. ,"ill{i~ .... ·. ! ,"·\·~. -•~':T'",.+¥ -~~:~·-· •. ·.:: 

-~ -: :-Let me U1k; tO 'these force enhancements tierec[points to chart] ~o:yo.i can:5e~ :what ili.c ~< ~~:~ 
difference is between these two options.: Additional Army pre-positioned equipmenL You're familliii" 
with the Anny's heavy brigade we're putting afloat-;That allows yq_u.to move forces'to the aica of .. -
conflict - on the left side of that chart I showed you -- during periods of strategic warning -without_ . 
committing yourself. You just move more pre-positioned equipment, an Army heavy brigade. as well · · 
as the existing Marine maritime pre-positioned squadrons. Additional airlift and sealift [is] being 
purchased. We have recently issued the Request for Proposals for new RO/RO ships to be built, as . 
well as to buy existing ones in the commercial market and configure them for military use. · · · , .· · ~ _ ,_, 



lml)J"'ved antiannor and precision-guided munitions for the Air Force and the Navy, so that 
during that yellow pan of my little canoon earlier, when we were actually interdicting the force, we 
can do it much more effeCtively than through the usc of ballistically dumb bombs. 

I . 

I 

More early arriving Na~ air. We're going to reconfigure our raval1wiation so that, if a 
carrier is at a point of conflict 1~hcre it needs additional strike aircraft and iewer air superiority, air 
defense aircraft, we will bring out additional F-18 squadrons and, ultimately, the F-14 variation. the 
Tomcat, would replace some tif the air superiority fighters aboard the carrier. 

We're going to improvJ Army National Guard combat brigade readiness, and I've touched on 
that already. Improve Anny Guard and Reserve support force readiness . 

. - .•.. - I 
We're going to do a lot more with command,.conaol, and intelligence assets, in focusing that 

and being able to provide that:to the warfighters. We've got a lot of initiatives underway there. 
... . I ·-.. - . -. 

And. as I'll discuss in aimoment. we are going to retain some additional Marine end strength. 
As you recall, the base force ~ould have taken the Marines down to 159,000. But what we haven't 
been able to do is get rid of all

1 

the requirements that the Marines have and all the commiuncnts that 
they have. They are busier thab they have ever been. So we are going to level that out at 17 4,000, 
and I'll describe that in a mom~nL . -- . I . -_, . . 

That's how y01i·come up with the warfighting structure, but there are other things we have 
to do. For example, overseas presence. A lot of these folks are pan of the warfighting structure, 
but they serve other purposes as well. You see them here: ·display U.S. commiunent to deter regional 
aggression just by being in the: theater; prevent regional arms races by being there in strengtll..saying 
it isn't worth having an anns ~ce with this guy. We will win, and we will figh_t, and _beat you if we 
have to. Improved coalition effectiveness by our presence, by their learning from us, by their • · · ·· 
exercising from us, iuid providing initial response to the regional crisis forces that would be coming 

over •. _____ ~- > ~- -~~--;:~·.:;::~-- :· _.. :·_·_:·~·::-. ~--. :·.,: .'. _~_-:;·:~ •. < .. ·:·~~:.~,-:::;~~ ~.:;~·cl;:;.; .. s'·; ~,. ... --- ____ .. 
·':::-in EtirOJie; .. tb-e PreSident and Secretary A spin have reaftmned 100,000 troops will.~c.th~ 

number coming dowri:froin;·rbmcinber, 315,000 troops just four years ago . .In East Asia. about .. 
98,000 troops, keepirig oi:rrt"Wo brigades in Korea;·an Air.Force.wing in Japan, I thirik you're=· · · 
familiar with. SouthWeSt Asi!. we have roughly 20,000 troops pre• positioned there now. ~We will : . 
also have periodic deployments and exercises with our friends in the region to show this commitment 
to their welfare. And, of course, our global maritime presence that we have around the world in the 
form of carriers &ild'otherships,-.and we're doing some:vcry;·veryexciting, adaptive force pl_anning so 
that you see something other than ju·st the traditional large deck carrier battle group. We're making 
the battle group_ smaner,- and ~e ·re= doing more creative things and using the unique .capabilities of the 
aircraft carrier · · .:.:;:;.: :.-:-:; J · "'~ :-.~.-- ... ·· ·· .,.,_. .. .... · · - · ·· · --. ~ . . . . ' . . . . .. .: . . - . . :~ 

I 

Of course there are other things we have to do. I think you're familiar with all of these .. In 
the four years that I have been Chairman, as you go through all of these, we!ve done about two 
dozen of them. Sometimes they are rather simple, such as moving food supplies to the Soviet Union 
two winters ago; sometimes mey are real tricky such as evacuating the embassy in Mogadishu in 
1991, just about the time we ~ere getting ready to start Operation Desert Storm. All of these will 
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keep com in!! along, and we have to make sure that we have the capacity to deal with these kinds of 
unique operations. . . .... 

.. . 
. . ... ··- . 

Let me use one wonderful chan that you're all going to just love, to sort of summarize •. If -
you can't read it, I think you have a handout. But this kind of gives it to you in a dynamic sense . 

... 

Let's stan here.· This is what the armed forces of the United States are doing today. Weare 
providing overseas presence• Korea, Japan, Europe• Southwest Asia. .. We're doing democracy ·· · 
activities. You find men-and women of the armed forces around the world working with our friends 
who want to learn from us. One of my great examples is we have an Army chaplain who is working 
with the Czech republic in helping them put together a chaplain, ·a religious program for their armed 
forces, to show them what we do to provide for the spiritual well being of our armed forces • .Those 
types of things will take on ·greater importailcc? Why? For the. third reason that the Secretuy :, · · 
mentioned, to help· preserve democracy, to deal with that danger that he talked about a moment ago.:· · 
Our forces in Europe that are providing forward presence are spending more and more of their time 
traveling into the nations of the fanner Warsaw Pact to teach them, to learn from them, to exchange 
experiences and to help get them to understand the role of the armed forces in a democratic system. 

Peacekeeping, such as our hospital in Zagreb, our troops in Macedonia, what we're doing in 
Somalia which is a combination of peacekeeping as well as some low intensity conflict, being ready for 
lesser regional contingencies. Humanitarian assistance, disaster relief. Strategic lift .. Part of our air 
fleet is always at work· supporting our troops in Mogadishu or flying into Sarajevo. __ ;-:.:..~: , , _ .. 

-· --~ ~··:;·~.·~#-~."~- :-.:~~--~·-~-- ... ;~ ·- -5 ~-;;.. :~!-:'-::.;."':,· -~ ::!·~~-·=. :.·~ .:;_;'!;2_~~~~ ~: .. -: -::~ -~:::: ~i ::..... .; .... - . -....... , .. -: ... 1.!l3'l~ _: .. 

Tlfen in the~United States·you have not only the foundation-- our bases, camps stations,-,. :. : ·· 
training installations, all of that, our depots. You have the general purpose forces ready to respoJld -~-

• • • . . .• • - .• 4. -·.. -· 

to the cnsts that comes along. And through It all, you have your strategic nuclear deterrencs out _ 
there because we siill do· have 28;000 nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union that we have to · 

. ...f J - ... .f .... ~ 

eventually deal with.=::' ' '- J::ru ~;-:.:;.-:.r ;;;~ .,._. '~•~ :~wm~. on <:Z :::t:~~i7 "'tle:c· .. · '-rr·-'.. ..- ~..,. . . . 
.. ; ·_::. ::":-::-: '"':~ :~;:'iC_ ;. : .:: :_ .. ~:~ ;~ .. ; -0'- ;.,_; , ·':" , -~ .,·_~·; ---c~, ~''"~"'.: ·--~. ,_· .. :': -,~~:"' 

, "_Along c~m_e~ ~-~ -~U'St majar regional crisis :--either thc::East.one·or the ::W: est .0!1~~ _ ,1 '\~~~~ .. ;~
Immediately; ~e begm·to flowfori:es·that are·available.in thc..Unitcd States..:-JfYQu.tCm_e~~ ~.l~ii~;;:f!;,~ 
cartoon, I moved Europe·frdirrthe'Cold War centerout ofth~picture,·puuhe.United States.m the·;~ .. 
center of the picture on·that second cartoon, because.the·whole.focus.in the future w.il~ be less.'-;,._,,.;;:~~ 
overseas presence, more ability to surge forces out from the United States. So the forces begin to : · 
surge. -.--::·---~-1 :·~·~sl! ~:~s --~-·- ' .. ,.,._,, --------~" ·:' :' ... , ... ,: .. ·- -·· _, .. _ .. :,._. ··· .. ----- - .-·· 

--~~;.::.-1 ··;~q>;-~ 1~~-~~~ ... 
. . We also begin to call up reserves. In the total force concept, the reserves ire going to bC an·: .. ·· 

integral part, even though they are also'·going to be taken down in size~.- They _o,yill go pretty much 
from day one as they-do now -- pan of our total force effort.-. The . .whole force begins to flow to .. . 
deal with major regional contingency one; we·call up additional .reserves to hedge your bets in case ihe . ' 
second one comes. You may have to cut down on some of these other activities. Strategic lift · 
starts to surge, we call up the Ready Reserve Acct, go to MRC-1 [Major Regional Contingency One]. 
Then here's yourriearsimultaneity when MRC-2 comes along. :We continue to flow. .. . _ __:,~ 

....... ·:......w-- :_...,· ,:;: .:· ~. -.. ! :;,:: .·. -~:::!1-- :::!:: ~ .. :~ · .. ·:.·-:--· ···:-: .. 

What you lose here as you go down in size is reserve capacity to deal wi.th anything els~ 'ib;f' ..... 
comes along. But the option that I described earlier, the option three that you saw, we believe gives 
us the ability to handles these two MRC's and have a little bit left over without putting the nation at 



' 

I 
' 

I 
anv risk. It's an ootion that the Chiefs are very, very comfonable with, and the Commanders in 
Chief of the unified command~ very comfonable with. You win MRC-0, you then go into 
post-conflict stability, what we tllked about earlier. and then you essentially reposture yourself to 
get ready for what might come iri the future. 

I 

This kind of summarizes ~e sort of philosophy we used in the development of the 
Bottom-Up Review. We looked at this chart over and over and over again and we debated, what do 
we need for all these things? Hdw do they link in with the four dangers that the Secretary spoke to? 
It was kind of our little report drd on ourselves throughout the past seven-month period. 

What does it all look like/when you're finished? .. Here it is. In FY90, the Army had 18 active 
divisions and 10 NatiOnal Guard ~visions. As it was coming down to its base force level of 12,"it is 
now at 14 going to six.· Thc:"pi4n was siX National Guard plus two cadre National Guard divisions. 
The Bottom-Up Review concludes that we can go to ten active divisions and be able to deal.with the 
situation I described earlier. W~ put it up here as five National Guard division equivalents, but it's 
within that five Guard division equivalent that we're talking about the enhanced readiness brigades. 
How the division headquarters ~ould be used to support those. enhanced readiness brigades, we are 
still discussing and debating. / 

I 

The Navy, from its highl of roughly 15 plus one carriers down to 13, is going to 11 plus one. 
Eleven full-up active carriers outperfonning force presence missions. This 12th. carrier will, for the 
most pan, stay off of the East Coast ofthe: United States; be manned at about 80 percent active, 
20 percent reserves. It will uselreserve training wings to come and go. It can be surged quickly and 
sent somewhere ifrieed be~· That's the beauty of it. We get. this 12th carrier at much, much less 
expense than one of the other i 1 carriers~- - ·: .. ::~ -:_ . .- . . .. : . - . .. . · __ . -

.··-~ .' ·'·,~~:~~:-:::· _ _. -.~.::..;,~~-.1-~~L :·~·-:· __ -. · .. · .. _: .. c·:·. --~ : -·:.,_ . .,;:.. .. · ___ ._;_ .... _ .. ---- -_-_ -_ . - ·_··::_~~:-:-·· ···:· 
The overall size of the Navy continues to decline. Remember the first cartoon, the Notth ·. · 

Atlantic. The Nonh Atlantic is I gone. There is no Soviet navy out there that's threatening us: 'If we -
had to go back to Europe it might well be with the assistance of the Soviet navy rather after· · "--:·. 
""esistance of the Soviet navy. ~e can make prudent reductions in the.size.of the Navy, very_ 
.:;ignificant redi:iCiicms:iJi" the ovF~ll size.: of the Navy, -preserving.,dtougl:!;;thaunique capability d.lat 
comes with the airciaft carrier"· .We~re-looking.for.more flexible ways to use that-unique capabilitY,.·_ 
and that's why I think it is· a v~ry sound decision-to keep that number fairly robusL __ . · . ~ · _ · : · ·-

. · .. ~:;.).~ .:.:J~'lC.l . ..:;..;·;_,..~-.2f1.::::: ~·::--1:~~ ~· :=-!: -:-:-:::--:; ·.uc :~~:::r;t -~---~~~: ...... ~ . ·:· . . _ . .~,-.:- ---~~·-~: ... :·~~~~ --:~---~----=~ 
The Air Force will continue to go down to 13 active fighter wings and seven reserve - · ··--

component figh~! wings. / 
-~ ·•.' ~-- :.;.: ... ~ ~ ·:··;-·.r:~~:·:·· .. ,_ .... ,,......., .. __ ,.... -..-.- .. . . -

1 -~-;.,- .,_.._;~·;,<,,,-__ :_,•._.('_ :.:::::..7! :-·:~i :~l ,,_;,.'.,r'l~.,.. '~'"~I • · .., , 

The Marine Corps end strength I've already touched on, coming doWn from its 1990 high of 
197 down to 17 4 ~ a significartt reduction in the size of the Corps, but because they are so busy in 
this very calm, riew world oroer we expected', it isn't prudent to take them down any further, and so. 

I . 

this is a case where we are holding and building back up from previous decisions. 
I . .· ... -: I" . . .. . --~' ., . -•···-.. - :_ . .. 

Strategic nuclear force~. Not much change to the previous plans. This will be the subject of 
intense review by the SecretarY and his staff and the Chiefs in the months and years ahead. 

I 
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There vou have it, there's the force structure associated with the Bottom-Up Review, and I 
think I've covered adequately the stra,tegy that led to the force structure. ~I'll turn it back over to 
the Secre'""'· · :·:::: : · :::- ·;- :c: :·;:-: ' ·. · · ·: :f:· --.- -, .. ·- -- -·- •. • · ·- · · .. .. -- ··- · · .. · · · .. 

-J ... ---~ ::-~"": "";:~ . 
·:._;·_ .. . . ~ :~ 

Secretary Aspin: Thank you very much, Colin. 

Let me more· briefly cover some of the modernization issues here, because this is the next item 
here. As I say, there are a whole bunch of things here to cover, but under the modernization choices, 
I'D talk about ballistic missile defense, and then more briefly, theater air, submarines and aircraft 
carriers. And the rest of it, I'll wait and sec if you have any questions on iL But let's start with the 
ballistic missile defense and where we came out on that issue •. 

- . ·:'~,-: --~ ... :~:~-- :--~-. ;:.~ :::·:. -:· ;-· .: . 
" • • ;,,~~ . ..; ; :::::~::~:~ :~ "1-:..::·,--: ,-_., :, :.:..r.•: : ·.-: ... ..: ·-~·-·-M- .. -•.•. • 

Hei'e·is the key considerations· for aU .of the modernization choices that.wc undertook..: These 
are the factors that went iiito our decisions-as to which choices, the opn_c:!_nii. we looked at, and which 
ones of the options did we pick. The only thing I would point out to you is the indusnial base here. 
That's new. Previous reviews of modernization issues probably did not give the same weight to the 
industrial base that we did .. So I think that one of the things that I think is important here to point 
out is that we do give some weight to the. indusoial base considerations in our choices . 

. . , .. 

Let's start with the ballistic missile defense program. Here are the problems, as you sec, and . 
the alternatives for how to deal with it. Basically what we have is a ncar-term problem of theater 
ballisticmiuile threats to thc-UnitedStates·aUics •. friends, and.Aincrlcan forces stationed abroad.··
That's here· and riow.·Thit starts from -Iraq_.:.; That we saw -in Desert. Storm~~That is· a near-term·:···~·-

thre~~ ~~:~~~~::~ ·!·~·~/~;~~:.~~~~~ ;:~~~- ;:~;: :·_,,;~;~. ::~f-~:~~.~:/~i:~~:;::j;~~7.· ~~i~~:~:~:~~-~~;:~:~~;~~~ 
~·~·A longer-term threat is the threatto the contincntalJJnit~d S~_!Cs.;from intercontirien~ ;;·: _ ~ .; ' 

ballistic missiles. That one depends upon the development of that capability by a whole buncbof!!"~- ~-~ 
countries that 8I'C' lookili"g at it but do: nothav.c that cap~bility~p_o~ -:::~9 -tA~~}~.Il. ~~ed for_ ~f.t~~tlr :, 
missile defense right now. There is a need for doing some research, at least, on a national mis~ile ~ · ·:~~ 

···-· ·-::---~ ·.--~·-·- ..... -... ~--!-~£t.n.Jt!!;.:· 
defense program. . . 

,. l. s;JQ ,,.,..Bl!!O'(C:~.ltl--~r.l--~,.,.;:":,...,.. ~ . ";l . 
· . -~~--· . ~- -~ --~~· "'.•i.:u ...... -.·.c.:~r.: _;z:::...ornt=-·.l:rm.n:-r;;-;4v--,-;1/· -~f·tt ""1=-.... ·-----~, r 
Thifothcr part of it; ·of coursc;·is that we are in an ABM treaty~~ith the..Sov"fefUiiioq~)o.:·~ _ 

whatever optiOifwc pick hcrc;-whatcvcr. combination.ofthings we pick here,it must be consist_ent . 
with the ABM Treaty. . . "" . ~' .. ···--- --- ·~-·-··"' ... ,... ... C-l:llr.c;;;:; 

... ·_.: .. -· ..... -:- :: .... ...... _ . .:. __ -- .... - . 
•. '- •,:,. 

So· thcic-ate ·two -ways to. proceed..:: One is the question .of how much theater missile defense 
you get. and the second is the question. of. what you do with thc·:~~iloiia(inissiie"defense .::~n:~ne:~:~ 
consistent with the 1\BM Treaty;.•:Lctmc:show you a chart that'.s betteuhan.Colin's. I've gqt some 
charts that make that thing that:Colin put .up there look easy._ ~~g~~r). Saine ofihem.I'pt no(·_:.:::~ 
going to show you; but there are a couple in here that arc really good •. This is a nic£ chart. nus. is_ · _· 
much betterthan Colin's chart. · · ' "· · · 

' What it has here ·is the theater missile defense on one axis. for you mathematicians. and. the 
national missile defense on the·other axis. ~This is theY axis, this is the X axis: ·oo you remember, 
that? (Laughter) .. · 
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Theater missile defense. In the theater missile defense, we have a core program. All of the 

options under the theater missile1 defense have the core program listed here. Then it builds more 
theater missile defense into the program as you move up. This is a $9 billion program, $10 billion 
program, to $12, and here's a $j14. So the higher you are on this chart, the more robust theater 
missile defense program you've got. - ' .. - _ 

On the other hand, you ,Je got a series of options here on the national military missile defense 
program. You can have two vez:nons of a technology program-- one with Brilliant Eyes, one 
without it; you can have a tech demonstration program which would be more expensive; and then 
you've got acquisition Program PJ,tions which arc even more expensive yet. 

I - -

The bottOm line is, you Jan pick a numbe~ in there. Or ptck o~;-~f these boxes is ~hat the 
Bottom-Up Review had todo,:Picksomewherc in the boxes.: Basically, the philosophy I think we 
came to was that the right pla~ to be is up in here;-with a more robust theater missile defense, but a 
fairly research-oriented national ,1missile defense. The option we picked was that one. · 

- . -. --- - j -· - -- - '- - . -- _,:_ -- - -
The program that we pi~ked is the box there. It's the selected program. It emphasizes theater 

missile defense development anq deployment. It's very robust, it's got. that whole core program plus 
a good chunk of the other stuff in the theater missile defense. It focuses on national military, on 
technology development; is the !s3 billion program with Brilliant Eyes. Here, it's a $12 billion theater 
missile development ~d $3 bill,on national missile ... plus a $3 billion overhead, it's an $18 billion 
program. 'It complies with the ABM Treaty, and it reduces the-ballistic missile defense budget by $21 
billion because it compares with the current [one) in the base force,.in the Bush budget. the FY95 to 
99 budget, the $39 billion. This is an $18 billion option. You can pick others. You could pick a $15 
or a $20 or a $23 or a $25. What this shows is, it shows you in more detail than I'm going to on 
the others, but if you're interested in it, what we ·looked at. what kind of choices we were looking 
at. what consideiations drove us to what we wanted to do.:.Anyway, what we picked wU:ihe.Qne _ _ . 
that is $12 billion over the fiveLyear period of a theater missile defense program, and a $3 _billion __ --- - -

I - -- - - . -- - -
nationalmissiledefensepro~.- __ _- _ _-:,·: -.--:~->- . .-::t..o.~ . .-- . ____ ., .. _-~_ .. ·~:-:;:;;,, __ ._, 

I -,.,.,,A,,-.,~-------
Let me then go on. --w~ will not go into that kind of detail on the other programs:l)ut-l'd 

just like to go, very ~riefly';in/ tcnris ·of the theater air and the attack submarines and th«?~~ft 
carriers just briefly~·and then;tfyuu've got questions, we can go to those.on the o~~:~.w.e:~~on_s~~--~-

Let's look at the _theater air. The problem with the theater air is to define the theater air 
capability, here it is, arid here'~ the problems;- The current program has these kind of problems . 
associated with it. ~The question is what are we- going to do and what did we come up with • .'. I won't 
go through the same discussidn of the analysis, but let me just jump to the bottom line here of the 
option that we picked. -~ere is the option that we picked. Those of you who have the pieces of 
paper in front of you can tak~ it and.Jook at it. Td just like to call attention to a couple of issues 
here on the options that we pipked. 

' 
- - - ---- - I 

The first thing about t~ese options that we picked is that we concentrated very heavily on the 
near term problems, the problems that are most acute right now.· So point number one, we're .. 
focusing very carefully on the/near term problems. 
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Second. I'd like to point out this line here-- the joint advance strike technology program. We 
are looking towards developing the commomility in the.next fighter that we will develop, between the 
Air Force and the Navy. All of us in the Pentagon-- in the uniformed services and in the civilian - · 
have been in the Pentagon before, and we know the anguish that that produces. And indeed. the c -

whole McNamara TFX fight of the pasL 

What we uied to do is to take a different approach to this, and this really is a unique attempt 
to solve the problem. :What we arc doing is seeing if we can't get components which we can make 
common to the two planes, to the Navy plane and the Air Force plane •. Try and make components 
common. Where most of the money is in the components -- the avionics, the engine, what have you. 
Try and make them common, even though the silhouette of the plane may look differendy. so·yoJl 
drive the commouality in driving at the co~monality of components. That's the approach-- to try· 
and save money by maybe getting 70, 80 percent of the components of the Air Force plane and the 
Navy plane common. We'll save a lot of money even though, as I say, the silhouette may look 
differently, and the silhouette may be very important for the Navy's purpose of flying it off of a 
carrier or whatever .. This is a fairly brand new approach, a very interesting approach. 

Two more things to point out before we leave this. One.is that we're going big time into 
making the nuclear bomber force, the B-1 and the B-2, conventional capable. Wholly refocusing-: 
where we're going with those born ber programs, and to make them pan of this theater air solution, 
is going to be to take the strategic assets from the old Cold War nuclear scenarios to see whether we 
can make them into silver bullets, use them as silver bullets or whatever in terms of d_ealing .'!Vith 
theater air- . .,., .. .,.,. . · ,__ - -----~-... . . .•. - . ·- . ·--.. ---· ·· · -·-· ·· ···· · · .. 

··- · ·: ... ~~ ""-;l;.·!~.:.Jr3: .. ~" ...... ,.::; \-- ... -~1 .:r.n. ·: :·; :.~-~--::;. Tf'!="~~-=::; ~~~tr-=-"':'~- .. :1· .... ~~ ... .;.u~ -- ---..1;~· ............. -·...-:: ...... 2'11' • .,......2111:rh'~.,. 
-.- .. - .. -- ..... ... .... --.:~ • .a.-Jw..:...,~-..,. ~II.Lol· . .t._.;, ... ·;~.:.;: ~-!.l:...U*~, ... -_ ..... 

~- ' - -~;;;;~·- •. ·.: ::.,.::::;:~ ~ •• ·:· •. ~-~----- 1 ~ -·-. _-- -.:~·-·. ,.,,_; •. ,. :~ :~::;:: .• ~---.!" ·-'"'': . :· ·-·~-- ..... -:·· .... >Op 

.. · Finally, to focus not just on the platforms, but on the .standoff weapons that come off"l>f ·· 
the platforms. In other words, some of these platforms. we.'re not go~rig t~ change _as fast as .,Ye·:.--:_r. ~-~ 
would like to have them changed. To keep the capabiiit)r there· and to have. the· capabilitY to dCaiWitii:. 
these deep targets of!.of the carrier, we~re _gqJng to have. to improve .the standoff ~eapgns .. So_ 
there are two ways to deal .with it .. One is to deal .with~ ihe .we.apoiu, the otheds to deal with the 
platforms;·.Jn cascs;w)lere; becausefor~onc~_reason.oraiiother.we ·can't deal with the platform~:Oiai · 
least cenainly not right: away, _we're loo~~g'~ic1ealifig\y1t~ ·the.:p~bl~m's with 'the ~standoff~~~~~$~~ 
Th ' h . - . . ····-·- .. -- .•. , .•.. ···~--at s t eater lUI'.:· ·--.... .,.._ ... · ~ : · _, :: - :. : :··.. . , . .. -'. · - · .·. · · · ·· 

. ..-u: ... :::-t~"'2- -!:W.':l~· tti1l ~·.r~i)t cri ·~~.c~:r-IC:i :~':'~· ~iii . .'to-:~H!!rto~ -~~.r- O:"'i:=i'.if bh·!-···rt n,_.; -. -·~;·~ .. ~ ~~·:_;,·~· ~:-
LCtme do the.submarine program. The-issue of the submarines is; of course, essentially a:t its ·

core an industrial base issue. The fact of the mimer is that we're not going to need the same "iiumber. 
0 

of submarines in the future- maybe down to half the number of submarines. We have 81 submarines 
in the inventory oow.• In :the long run ~e're looking at maybe in the range of 45 to 50 submarines. 
What that means is that you just don't have to build a submarine for awhile. What happens to the 
indusuial base in thcpe_riod in which ym.i w~uJd.not be.bUildirig.subimirines? -· . <·:.~ .. :. ~- , .. ~;::;:.::. -··· . . .............. - .. - .. ...... .. ······-- -: . .:. ... ~ .. : .. ·.- .. m .. .::~ :"!·.""":'~!!'""": 

--
So these are the questions. The alternatives here arc two. We can shut down the program 

and then restart it when you need to build it-- there would be a gap then. You've got a gap when 
you don't need to build submarines. You can shut something down and theri stan it up again.- Or-· 
you can put something in the middle in there and bridge the production between where we arc· now ori · · 
submarines and building the new submarines that we will build. · 



j 
I 

What we have done is we have decided to do the bridge option. We have planned to complete 
" wini liuomarine, a third Sea~olf at Groton, Connecticut. That maintains the two nuclear-capable 
shipyards. It also would be ••. the other part of it is, of course, to develop and build a new attack 
submarine which would be part of the next generation of submarines. Again, I've just. listed the 
problem and listed the solution that we picked without going into the rutalysis. If you're interested in 
the analysis. we can go into ~at. .. · . . 

' 

Here's my other chart ~hich is pretty good. What it talks about is. Colin pointed out ear .. :l:r, 
the number of earners that we're going to buy. The point that this chart makes is that the number of 
carriers that you want is a combination of the two MRC's, the fighting of the two MRC's, but also 
the function of presence. In other words, you need aircraft carriers to fight and win two MRC's -
major regional contingencies ...; as Colin was explaining in his presentation. 

~ . . 

How many carriers dolyou need .to do that? What ~e l~kcd at and what w~ c~~ ~P with 
was, frankly, a number like 1q would probably do it. But the number of carriers that you need. to 
fight and win two nearly simultaneous MRC's --an MRC West, an MRC East.-- ten is probably a 
number that would work for you. But there's a second consideration. That is a consideration of 
carriers for presence in peacetime. As Colin also pointed out in his part of the presentation, that's a 
very important part of the us~ of carriers. is to show the flag, to be able to project power, to be 
able to get power, aircraft power to places where we don't have access to airfields. It's an important 
part of our present strategy. ; 

I 

With the demise of the' Soviet Union, what we have discovered is that the presence:::· 
requirements drives the num~r of aircraft carriers more than the major regional contingencies. If . 
you had just majo~ regional contingencies, you would probably buy ten aircraft carriers. If you arc 
looking at the need for prese~ce, it's·one that makes attractive having more than ten aircraft carriers. 
ThiS ShOWS you the: numbers down here at the bOttOm;·· ··~;·; ·. · _,,-,, ... ;; · :.:.::::o·.V ;,,_; •. :· i . "·~·:::iHE .. 

. . . ~-----~· ... :· .. :.-~~~-~_:.·_· .. ; ~- ·_· :~~ -·.-: ~--~·:. .. ~·-. :-~--- _·:::·.~· ~-~ ·:·~~ . ·:..-:;::;: ··.· .. ~ ~:~;.} ::··;.::::1 t:.:· -::;:?.i! _,·1_:.· 

If, for example, you h~d ten aircraft carriers~·what it shows is that you have ... You have. 
three regions of the world-- the Med, the Indian Ocean, and the Pacific·-- that you need aircraft. 
carriers.present.: \\;"!th ten ai~. earners in the·ctirrent·kinds of ways they get·deployed and. the .. 
time on station, etcetera, yo~ would have full, 100 percent presence at one of the three pl~~but 
half, six months out of the year, 50 percent of the time it would not be covered in the other two. 
If you get up to 11, y()u would have 12 months of the year coverage in one out of the three, and 
eight months coverage in the;other two; 'If you get up to 12 you ocfa little bit better than that. 
Those arc the numbers. 1 · 

-~~·.w--:· · ··~·;..~;.... -~- .. ··i . .;:::;?:.~.::.-::i(::· ...... :·. ~D · ..:' ... 3 .. -~1~·-i .e:~z.-~eA.v.~ ;~·~1-a~ -~~]'}!..;:~ -- .. -f..:.U:J.:3~ .. ::~ !11 r.!!~o;:· . 

. L~~ki~g" ~t8.ii"of this.iiooking at that plus the dollars and all of the other things. we·came to 
the conclusion that Colin had in his force structure presentation, to have an 11 carrier force with a 
reserve carrier as the 12th carrier which is essentially a niining carrier, but it does give you-a little . 
bit of presence in time of an emergency. and maybe even a little war fighting in time of an emergency. 

I 

I . 
That's essentially the modernization choices. There arc more than arc listed here. We': 

I 

shouldn't go through the whqle proposition here. but there will be ample opportunity to ask.us or 
ask [deleted and Admiral dele,ted], who are going to be-available to talk to you, and we•ll have more 
that we're going to put out. ! 

I 
I 
I 
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Just to talk very briefly about the rest of it, you've got the initiatives f points to chan]. 
You aon·t want to spend any time, but here are the initiatives. These will add money to the defense 
budget, but this is the new world, this is doing something about democracy, the concern about. the '
reversal of reform and the economic security issues. These are wrapped in this pan of the program: 
I won't spend the time to go through it, but that's where these arc. As you know, this building has 
been very much involved in a whole bunch of those issues. 

The foundations are imponant. 

The readiness, as you all know, is one of the things that we are very, very anxious to maintain 
and to maintain the quality of the readiness, and that, of course, means money. There's two ways 
that you can get some money out of the foundations, and one of them is extraordinarily imponant. 
And that is that we continue to downsize the overhead.- the infrastrUcture, the bases-- that.as.the .-. 
forces go down, we not get top- heavy on the infrastrUcture.· It's incredibly imponant. It's veri 
tough to do. It's a very-difficult pan of this thing, but this is absolutely critical. 

Reforming the defense acquisition process, more about that from this building, Bill Perry and . 
others, later. But this is also a very imponant pan of the overall problem. Again, just to show you 
the comprehensiveness of the exercise. 

Finally, let me do this. This is the bottom-up review. What does it change? It's the chan 
that tells you how this·is different from what. was scheduled before, what was different from the 
base force. The red stuff arc reductions, the green stuff is additions. And I'd just let you look-at it. 
You all got a ·copy· of the chan in the handout. It is essentially at the core of the bottom-line -
difference. When you look at everything that we have done with this bottom-up review and then just. 
take it over and set it alongside the base force, these are the differences that come out [points to _ · .

1 
_":_ 

chart].·. '"-~. ~.-::· .... r:·.:~~:: .. _; :·· .. ,,' ' ::··-'· ... ·-:·_~""" ~ ~-- ······ .:.·.: ... -;:··u-.k .... 
. ~- ... ~_._: :·:· ...... ::l.J~~ ---~ ·· ......... ~: ... ·- .. ·' · ........ : :..:.~:·.: .... ~ ..... . __ . ..; . - 1.---~- · ...... ·-· ~·-- . . ::: :.:t;.;.;..z.,;:.::: 

__ -_And as Colin was explaining, the base force was kind of a transitional budget. It was put . · 
' together in a different era. It was put together after the Warsaw Pact had collapsed but while the - ·-:--:.:~ 

SovietUnion-·was stiua·major threato· and so of course it's going to look differently than this. .I..-~ _ . 
mean they still were looking very much at the-possibility of going to war with.the Soviet Union~~We~:. 
think that Soviet Union now, thanks to a few more years of looking at it ... There are cenain __ · '.',"':::~ 
circ:Ui1istances under w-hich Russia could become a major regional threat, but it's hard to see how:that_'.·. 
Humpty Dumpty callea the Soviet Union ever gets put back together. And that changes everyihing.,., 
That does change everything. And it allows us to make the kinds of changes that you see in these 
two charts. -· .. -- ·- -.:-:_.,._ .trt~ .':- ·- · ·' ·:·-· ·. _- · .,--,~ · ~· :: :;:::::::; ·-·: ::.: -':: .. , ~ ·-· -··- : . .. ::: . . - ~ '>·~--.- "-' _ . <: ~ ',). 

Let me put this over here, and we'll fmish just with the quote that Bill Clinton had said in. '·· --·., 
1993: "The men and women who serve under the American flag will be the best trained, best · 
equipped, best prepared fighting force in the world so long as I am president." And we have taken 
that to hean. That is exactly what we had in mind, exactly what we were dealing with when we did 
this. 

Thank you all very much, and let's-- Colin, do you want to come up and we'll answer some 
questions. 
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Q: Mr. Secretary, President Clinton, you and the . 
aamwsuanon have made mucb of the defense industrial base. You touched on it briefly here. The 
previous administration went uPdei' the theory that if you cut arms programs or hun industties that 
it would seek its own level, th~ jobs would be repaired. .The only concrete example that I can.see 
hen'! is th: fact that you're building an exua billion-dollar Sea Wolf submarine, which you, aot a 
member of Con~ many other congressmen and even people in this building questioned the need 
for. Could you go a little bit ~nto about how you're going to maintain this artificial industrial base, 
if you would. at high cost to the taxpayers in order to ..• 

I 
SEC; ASPIN: Let me tell you a little bit more about the industrial base because it goes beyond 

the issue of the Sea Wolf su~ _ . .. 
I think that what we are

1 

talking about here in the industrial base is the relationship bCiWCen the 
US defense budget and the US 6:onomy and what role we can play in both promoting an economy and 
in strengthening the defense of the future. · And let me give you some examples. - · 

The industrial base; • .as we downsize the defense budgets of the United States, we're going to 
free up some resources. Wherl you free up those resources, the question is what do you do with 
them? This administration, thb Clinton administration, is going to be much more proactive, much 
more aggressive about findinglways to employ those resources in commercial products. We've got a 
big deal going on base closings and other things, so we have a big program for it. The previous .. 
administration was a little more laid back about being aggressive about doing that, under the grounds 
that eventually these things w~uld find their own employment et cetera. So one difference between 
us on this industrial base issue· is to be more aggressive about employing the resources that.are freed 
up. . . f- :.:·.·· ,., .. .. :::·.,.:: .. . -· . . .. 

Secondly, we are mucMnore concerned. as you say, about the ability to produce weapon. · 
systems in the future;· In other words, what kind of-a base are·we doing as we go throug~ this .. . . 
downsizing?···· ··_:, .. ;;_::.-: . ..:,:jl!.t;.:..;:.._:·;.:~l~--~---~-= ·,_:__ .. :.:·:"'...:~:;.;~::·:. __ , ~ .;:!: ·~£::: .• :·::::~~--;: .:: ~:~ ... --.'~~--- -~· 

And going through the period of the downsizing is the most difficult, because once you hit a 
constant base, you'll be all right because you '11 be able build a certain number of ships and tanks and · 
planes on a regular scheaule. You'll be·able to do some work. It's getting from here to there, where 

' you're not buying anything.· B~cause, if you start out with 81 submarines and you're heacfu.tg (or 45, 
well, the ftrst thing is that you're always above what. you. need .and .you're ..,. and the subm~e.fleet 
keeps getting yowigerbecause~you·keep·taking out:the.older.ones. :So it'll be a long time before .. 
you build a subritarine-..:you ni=ed to build a submarine:-:: - · ·::: ; ; . _,,; :.···' . ; - ~ ~-- •. _:::' -~ 

We·~ conc:enied abou~ whether there are:some'critical technologies that \Vill be J()~t:~~J?::YOU --
run into those kind of gaps. Xitd as you rightly point out, the submarine is one example. , -.-- .... 

... ,.; .. : :_ .... ~ .~:·~ -·[·..:. ......... _.. ... :. ' ·- · ..• ~~ ........... : .. · .. ~ .... _ .... -. ., .. ! ..... ·. . .. : •. ~ .· .. 

Q: Do you have any i~a how much this is going to cost'? If you will, again, artificially , ,_, 
maintain this base - i -

SEC. ASPIN: Yeah, it's- what it means: is that it's about a $1.8 billion cost and you get a 
submarine out ofthC deal. . I . ·. • :· .. :~-:-:-~:- _. -,- :.':',-:;:·. -.. , .•.. ·_. ... ··- ., ,_, .. 

I 

Q: ·But I'm talking abbut in other programs, too. Won't we have any idea of what the overall 
I 

cost-- I 
SEC. ASPIN: This- no. This is the big one. There's nothing else like this. 

I 
I 

Q: But what about a~t carriers (inaudible) maintaining the aircraft carrier industrial base? I 
assume you've developed CVfi·76? 

I 
I 
I 
I 

' 
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Q: And are you essentially creating an indusuial policy with the -
~.1:::.\.:. A~t'lN: Not one that would be applied nationwide. I mean, we're talking about a policy 

which is essentially focused on the defense budgets. __ _ 
Let me just -- there's one other part to Charlie's question that relates to what you're asking. _ 

That is me question-- and it has to do with thisindusuial policy or the interaction between defense_ 
and economics - and that is that one of the things we'd like to do is to make the US economy create 
more jobs, be more competitive internationally. And the question is, is there some role that the 
Defense Department can plan in that? The answer is yes. The Defense Department, in its R&D 
budget, is amazingly able to invent new technologies. We-are also the best country in the world to. 
take that technology and weaponize it as the expens·say, turn it into effective weapons, 
highly-aa:uratc weapons. · . . ... , , 

So we develop R&D breakthroughs, and then we weaponize it. But what has been happening in 
the world is that other counuies have been taking our R&D and commen:ializing it. It's a long Ust ~ 
the fax machine, VCRs -- it's a long list of products that have been developed by the United States . 
and principally by the US military for military uses and have been commercialized by some other .. 
country; Part of what we have going here is an attempt to make it easier for American companies to 
commercialize the spin-offs of our military R&D. That's where you create jobs. That's where you -
create high-tech jobs. That's where you create high-paying, high-wage jobs, is to get these R&D 
products that are developed for military uses and figure out how to install them in the commercial _ 
market. So that's the third part of 
this three-part program.-

But as I say, it's an industrial policy that relates to defense.-We have not thought in terms of_ 
doingbcbinddefense. - ···------. --··---· --·· · ···--· ......... ~.\,~ ......... . 

.' .. ~- . . . ·- ~ 

Q: Mr. Secretary, it seems that your transition from "win, hold, win" to win two nearly 
simultaneous regional conflicts is more political rhetoric than it is substance, because you actually go 
-you have fewer forces to do it. You have one less army National Guard division. You have one · 
extta carrier, but yon can't deploy it because you.have one fewer carrier air wing •. I mean- ariel.~ 
you're- and timing of when you redeploy to the second contingency i.s an open- ended thing. So it's 
basically "win, hold, win" by a different name.-::: :;::-.:.:~ ;~:::~·, · :: .-- .. :·:. :.- . ·: , . . . . . .:·;;~:_ ~- _ 

· SE(l ASPIN:_.N~;<: Nonrue,- but:let:Colin explain.~ .(Laughter.). .: , _ .'-'~!l :- -- -~- .., . · i~; ti~;~·~-~ 
Q: -You're a shon-rimer.-·You can do it; .:(Laughter.) · ----- . · ':. · --- . ·---:- ·::< ~s.· 
GEN. POWELl..:. I don !t think that's an. accurate..assessment. .The carrier. you're talking .!lbout ,. _ . 

•. .•...• . . • ~- .... ---i.J.T<t. 

can be surgeCi ·It can pick up maybe a reserve air_wing,::or it could pick up an active air wing ~~-~:.,~~.:--.~ 
happens to be in the continental United States at the time working up for another carrier deployment. 
So there's flexibility with r~spect to thaL... ~ ;:;::::;, :>:, .. . : _;-_ ::.,. <';o~ •. :: : . . . ___ .... ·--~-

~-·~: ::::.:::: .;:"";.f ... .:.::~; ... ~·_ .. ,;=:a': ··.::sc :'": ~-: ::-·-~·:·· r ~-:~~:...•!) ···"'-~-· .. :· ...... ...:--;~~~-~ ..... 
Obviously, as a conservative military officer. I always like to have more, but looking at thfs- · · ·· · 

strategy carefully with the chiefs and with the Joint Staff and running a lot of war games and 
examining the changes that have taken place in the world, we are comfortable that we can move from 
our previous plan down to this new level that came out of the bottom-up review and still be able to, 
at an acceptable level, give us the ability to deal with these two major regional conflicts near 
simultaneously. 

.· •'' . ,- :: _-.- .. -
The real constraint is lift, getting to them, depending on how separated they are in time." I 

can't help you with how separated they are in time, because that's the uncertainty we deal with. I 
hope that they remain separated in time forever. The best guarantee of that happening is to make 



1-:r-· 

I 
I 

sure that you show that second regional potential aggressor that you have the capability to get there 
near s1multaneously to deal with that conflicL . . . . 

So I don't think it is a political statement at alL .I think that the force structure we have 
arrived at is a solid one. It is clearly linked to the political.objectives that the president and the . 
secretary have laid down to usJ I! is a :hievable with the dollars that l suspect will be available to the 
departmenL And I think it's a;good. sound military sttategy. 

I 
I 

SEC. ASPIN: Let me·j~st finish up on that question that Otto asked. The basic difference_ 
between "win, hold. win" and ~win-win" is not in the force structure, as you've noticed.. The force 
structure essentially looks like the same for both of them. The key is how fast can you get 
something in there, and the obyious answer to moving from "win, hold, win" to "win-win".is to get 
more lifL A problem is that i~ the short run you can't get:morc lifL l mean, you know, there's a 
certain time limit to get the morc·IifL Plus, we have problems with one of the key elements of this 
lift. which is the C-17. · ··:;~ ~:··· ·· · ;· ·:,, ·· 

So the question then is~ is there some other way, other than lift, to get more capability into 
the theater there earlier which ;would be the equivalent of more lift?. And the answer was that chart 
that Colin had on the enhancerpents. And it is things like pre- positioning. It is things like having 
another carrier which allows you to get carrier air suppon in there earlier. It is things like having 
these new weapons and a capability to stop the invading army through airpower. It's a whole series 
of enhancements that you're looking at that substitute for the lift. 

But basically the numb:er of forces that you have to fight both of these wars is not different. 
I mean, it's a two MRC sce~o in eithercase.:.Thequestion of whether. you can get them there and 
what you can get there early is the key, and that's what changes a "win, hold, wiri" sttategy into a 
"win-win" sttategy. j -· · · 

· :Q~:.;;.~~~~? · .. :?·· -~(~_:::~:~~:.·. : . : ~:~::~:·~·:,;~:;;~~:'/~'~:~:-~.-~ .,:_·_: .. :;: •;:·~-~~;~: c .. ;:·.~ .. ~c•: ~1 ~,- . 

SEC. ASPIN: Yes;str., :.·-:::-:;.: · ·.-;·:::-.·<:::·;. : .. ::::, .:''" ·::; .. : :_ .: · .: - . .:;'t ::r:-: .. 
Q:':' A two-part question, ifl ·may -- one.- force structure. and the other -- well, since yQu're 

the boss. maybe you can handle both~ Supposing you have more than two contingencies with_,.,. given 
the world the way it is, it's possible. The other question really comes.undcr.the category of.whatl 
would call the "emperor's ne~ clothes." .I mean.:as.youconsidcr:gaming at the warcollcge_s, it'Mluld 
seem to me that you're going: to cut forces anyway at.ihe ·end of the Cold War ... Four divisions:.. 
would seem fairly obvioUs along with the air wings..and.others .. : And if thisjs a com~hensive,-__ 
extensive"m..iew;· and rtliink gaming could accomplish the missions for two of ~esc iii a reiativCly .. 
shon time;·niy:bottom~line· question to you is what's really·new? ' · · ·- .. · ··· ···· ·· : -~ -~ · · 

SEC. ASPIN: A lot of things are new. The focus of this effort is towards two repQnal -. 
contingencies, which is very different from the base force. I mean, the base force -- · 

. ·····---···. ,.-., .... " ... -· --···--·-·· .... - .. ----~--: -- . --·- :·. . . . _;_: ··-· . ·:·· ...... .._ ..... _ _, •• ----1 ··--
Q: Suppose you ·have· more than two.··· ~:.;!. Hi!G~ ::::.J :::,·.:, ,- ·u .. :~:::.; ::::" .. .. :: :"J-:=: . .-: 

·'SEC. ASPIN: Well; I mean. let's get to that question second. But if you look at the layout of 
I 

what we're trying to do here. we've got some initiatives in_ this bill that you would not have had 
before. You've got dealing explicitly with two MRCs. and you 'vc;, got identified the possible bad guys 
that you may need to deal wi~ with the MRCs. What you've got is, of course, is force structure . 
which is smaller than what wcr had before, but we've got a force structure which in some cases has 
got more, as the chairman pointed out with the Marines. It is a force ... a defense budget which has 
changed its focus from one threat-- Soviet Union/Warsaw Pact-- to a new world of a whole new 

I 
' . 
i 
I 

·.·· 
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of threats. And that shapes the budget, and that is what shapes it. That's what's new. It's 
s fundamental propositions. 
'e then go through and see how many ... what we've got to work .. with. We're going to need 
·ces, as we will see, in tenns of R&D. We're going to need some capabilities that we don't 
!. This drives you to consideration that there are cenain kinds of capabilities that we don't 
mr inventory. But what you've got in the first instance is a set of weapons systems and 
ucture that was designed for a different purpose. 

!>W we look at what we need for this new purpose we find that some of it we don't need, so 
1celling as some of those weapons -- some of those aircraft that we had. We find that some 
ings that we need, we have; we can still use exactly the way they were designed.. Great. 
~ some of the things that we had we can use but we have to redesign them for something 
• B-2, instead of being a nuclear bomber, will be a silver bullet kind of conventional bomber 
.: -117 was at the outset of the war. We find that there are certain capabilities that we wish 
i this new world that we don't have because we never had the R&D program for it because 
thinking in terms of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union .. We're going to have to get an 
Jgram to develop that. · 

The other pan of the question? Two or more? 
lC. ASPIN: Two or more. 

I mean, you -- the whole contingency is for two. How did you arrive at the magic two? 
-t about if it's three, four or half a dozen? .... --·· · · · ·. _. · ....... · .. . 
~-POWEll.: Pick a number, and I'll try to give you a force suucture associated with that · 
But our best assessment was that these two areas of the world pointed out for major 
;ontingencies are the· two most likely, and the two that would oe absolutely devastating to 
interests. We would have to do something about them.· So,- as a minimum, we have to be :: ·'(l:.:',.,. ,;_: 
~al with these two.·-.·~··!) :~;·~eo: .. ~,.., ............ · · · · -.·- · .......... :::: .. ~ ........ · · ·:~:....:. :::L 

JW, if others come along, we-may have to use the force-- remember my chan.that.said the . •! ,~:;:: ~· 'T 
1etually comes along may have to use the forces we prepared for these two. If they all stan ,,.:}!c:;:.-,:;.:;: 
long simultaneously, it starts to look like World War III and.the:Cold War again and.,.. yo.~ . . . · .: c.:o·.-:- .... 

b 'ld 'ti b ........... ...:;:: .... --:'X'•iia,_,.. . ...,. n -_,...;.., --· -· - ' ··-:r- '- -- . . .. · · .Veto Ul your orce a~up .. - -·~ ·· ~"!~q~..,· .. ,·;....~& ..... ~!...Jt:~~-~-L.·: .. r ....... -::::.~.:::··:~:·;-:;·-:-::--·:::.._-.~~!-:!di:~O;'J, 

.:.-:,,..._:-· --.·· ··. ··~ __ ,.:..::.::~_:_ ~ :::.~~.,=~-::--:-:_)!_;~ 

e can't be sure that, at some point in the future, the world stans to look different andit .. / .. -~• 
ire a buildup. But our best projection right now of what the world is liable to look like.. 1-: , , .~ 

.... -y. 

that this is a pretty sound analysis of what we have to be able to do and the suucture that 
designed will allow us to do that. . --~•:.... .. _ 

This is a two-pan question. Number one, which of yourfuture opponents -- theoretical 
s- justifies the need for even 45 to 50 attack submarines and 18 boomers? That's pan 
i, number two, in projecting ahead as to future opponents, did you foresee them making any 
joctrinal changes or developing with the possible exception of the occasional -- the small 
Jf nuclear weapons -- but did you see them developing any new type of threat that would 
m qualitatively different from the Iraq that this country demolished in 1990, '917 
!C. ASPIN: Well, let me ask Colin to address the second one . .In tenns of the submarine 
hat we looked at was a number of-- there are a number of different ways of using 
es beyond the U'aditional use of submarines which are going to be looked at and which have 
gested and we're taking a look at. That's why we say we're looking at a number between 45 



... 

' 
and 55. For the purposes of ~is five-year defense budget. we're going to have a 55 force anyway. I 
mean. you don't come down that fasL We have time to look at this question. It may tum out that 
45 is too many, but l think th~t we're going to continue to look at that and to look at the question 
of what does it mean for subn'wines now in this world, what .kind of thing it is. 

- I ---, - -- -.:. . -.- --
'Ibe 18-- as you say, th,e nuclear-carrying-- the TridCnt- carrying submarines-- that's a wholly 

different thing. That's being driven at this point essentially by START I and START II_ 
considc:l'ations, and we're loolqng- we will be- when we finish this bottom-up review, the 
presenwion of it and getting it incorporated in the next round of POMs, we will go back and look at 
the stralegic forces.- We did riot look at the strategic forces very heavily here because they were 
driven by the START I a~ent and the START II agreement and those numbers were kind of fixed 
in the short run. So we saw rto chance to influence those, except later. 

Colin, do you want to talk about the--- .:~s ·· · - .. :: ~· , .. - ; ~,, . . _, .. I . . - .. 
. ' . . .. "- " .... . . 

l ••••• 

GEN. POWELL: With respect. to-- I might add a point on submarines. We found the other 
capabililics of submarines particularly useful -- the ability to fue Tomahawks. And so I think there is 
a continuing role for our subrrlarines. I might point out that there have been a proliferation to some 
extent of diesel submarines ar6und the world, son of a weapon of cheap choice. You may notice 
there are now some submarine

1

s prowling the Persian Gulf which do not belong to us or any of our 
friends. So I think there's a ctmtinuing role for the submarine. 

And your question with respect to is there anyone else around that rises to the level. say, of 
what we thought the Iraqi looked like in '90 and '91 we're able to deal with-- . )' . :-

.. - ... -
Q: (inaudible) projcct~d a more-thoughtful or crafty foe? -- ·~ ·- - · -.-~-~,,... . _ .. __ _ 
GEN. POWELL:-Well, I don't know. I hope.: at the moment I don't see one. I hope.it stays 

that way, but I will never reco,tnmend to any of my civilian.leaders that we should, therefC?~ reduce 
the quality of our forces or the sophistication of our forces to the lowest common denominator. 
The reason we were so succes~ful is we,-:in Desen Stonn; made that investment in quality and.high 
technology. We also have to,l I think, be very sensitive to some of the developments we sec 'around 
the world with respect. to accuracy ofchief.weapons.: The infonnation revolution is, -perhaps •. making 
it possible for some of these Third World countries to develop capabilities quite rapidly thatiitight 
look rather sophisticated in a ~few years. ·- · 

S~.ASP1N: -Last\-onej-~· .,~ _:, ;.~:·;~. _- ___ :~ __ : .,__ i.>.::: .. : ._:~ -.~- ~-.:_ : _ ~ :~ :, -'~•: ;:::: _ ,_ . : .. _, '"''~ ___ , _ _ , .. _ 
Q .. Mr. Secretary? .! ........ .~.._ .. __ d ··-· ...... __ ,_ .... _ ~ru .. ~lt ll .•• .1vw. .:i1~ ... r~ r::·,~!i!c~--1 ~..:~-~~ :t.F::; .tnt~ . ,.. .... __ ... 

. -: ... ~ . 

- SEC. ASPIN: There's other people who will be here to ask questions, so we're not.the only 
I 

guysyoucantalkto •. Goahead. , , -.... ,, .... ,-
1 ...... ~ ·-.:"·-.. .• .J.l : .... r. ·,.,: .•. ~ ... 

' 
Q: Back tO industrial policy.· On military infrastructure and.. __ ,:, ..... I ~ . ~ ~ ~ .. 

support- ~-.;.sa:~--;~·-· ·_;_1~.-.. -_::; . .:_~; .. :.: ~:::-~.i=f!~::::~c-,;;:_:{::::~:ltt:,:;~- 1 --~--- ·:··::"'~};. ~--~~' ~:-,_,. 

_ . SEC. ASPIN: Before we do thaL: , ---·Bob, on your question, who else might do it. the 
other possible - I mean, the 6ther capable, I would think, out there would be a reversal of reform in 
Russia as a potential. Where l.vould the!e be a real challenge.- No.t just-- you're saying not just a 
challenge in manpower and in bJcs. bui'a challenge· in new technology and new capability. You.know, 
no, it's not likely to come ~ the Iraqs of the world..butit .•. and, you know, maybe tw~-or three 
years from now we'll feel more comfortable about being able to predict for certain the future of 
Russia. : 

Go ahead, Tom. 
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Q: On military infrastructure and support, we have this enonnous tail out there, and you seem 
to have looked at it and come out with the same conclusion as the roles and missions, which is, :Gee, 
somebody should do something about all that." My question is, what are you going to do about it. 
or are you just going to leave it to the BRAC? 

SEC. ASPIN: In tenns of which, the ..• 
Q: The giant military infrastructure, the support services, all the tail. 
SEC. ASPIN: Well, yeah, it's a long story, and it's not completely worked out yet. But.it is 

something that we will take it very, very seriously. The whole infrasaucture problem is being given 

I'll tell you whaL When [deleted] comes here in a little while, you ask old [deleted]. 
(Laughter.) Yeah.. 

GEN. POWELL: .. Can I-
SEC. ASPIN:. Go ahead. Go ahead. Sure; · 

.. -_. ~. :: ... 
~: :..:. -·-:· "". ·-~· r 

GEN. POwa.L: I wish we didn't have to just leave it to the BRAC, but the BRAC is the -
process that the Congress established so we could look at drawing down our bases and our depot. 
structure in a sensible way. So we get a bite at the apple every couple of years. And we have taken a 
big bite of the apple in '93. I 'suspect the Secretary will have to take another big bite of the apple in 
'95. .. ·~ .:..:.:. -:-. :_ 

SEC. ASPIN: Bigger. Bigger. 
GEN. POWEll.:. But the department is trapped to some extent by the political reality oL ----·" 

infrastructure drawdown and base closures. -,. · · · .:::.:·· :.:. .. , ->'' _ ... -'Ji<l;:l ::• ... 

· Q:- Well, General Cairs, in the Air Force, had an·entirely different approach, which was to 
downsize the depots through contract by contract, and you seem to have rejected that approach .. , , _ .:. 

SEC. ASPIN: Well, I mean, not totally. We'lllook at that. This is important, and the_.o~y-
thing to say is that w.e started with the items that you see before us. The last thing we got to there 
was the foundations, and the infrastructure's in there.· That is absolutely critical. Also criticalis 
establishing some kind of bCrichmarks, some kind of incentives.· I mean, we're talking about a majm::: _ 
attempt to figure out how 'io. do that; arid we'll be back to you. . · .. :: . . . . - . _· . . . : ~ ... 

~·.: ~VBil G~- ~-~rl ~\'1 ;.-;·~-·~ ·-~·;;:~~~-1L'f.~ ut£l'~{~~-.::.: 

Sh~uid·~~-give'dtarlie Cordrey orie-last... :: : .... ' . ::;: : :<f'·: ::.:::; . __ : .i :~.:. ~-; :.; ·:2 
Q: Thank you, sir.-· ~:~a ::o ~n::;:..:::.;.;~ ;•:-=-: ~.-·.· .• '~'JlCL·.·.> 
SEC. ASPIN: In honor for his age and decrepimess'? (Laughter.) 
Q: The question is for General Powell. When Congressman Aspin said that the base force-did 

not take account of a post-Soviet situation, you described him as mistaken in a television program. 
SEC. ASPIN: That's nicer than how he described me. though. 
Q: General. briefly, what changed your mind? But specifically, how much additional risk do 

these top-down cuts impose on the defense establishment'? 
GEN. POWEll.: I don't think they pose any additional risk. 
Q: You mean there's no difference between ten divisions and 14'? 

GEN. POWELL: Of course there is. Of course there is. You know, I could make an argument 
that we probably- you know, I could make an argument that maybe you want to stay at 18 until 
this period of uncertainty is completed. But that really wasn't in the cards. It wasn't an argument I 
could reasonably make. 
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In 1990 and '91 and intb '92, when we were deveioping and presenting the base force, we 
presented u as a torce that lo6ked to us as a prudent force to go down to in light of what we saw 
at that time. It was controversial •. There were those who thought we were going too fast, those 
who thought we were going tbo slow. And you remember all of those batdes, Charles. 

I . . 

Your colleague and-friend, Secretary Aspin, now my boss, he wins the debates ~1ow. He didn't 
always win the debates •. (Lau~ter.) But we had great fun and a lot of excitement debating that issue. 
The Secretary pointed out at that time that he didn't believe we took fully into account the total 
collapse of the Soviet Union in1 December of 1991. The point we made back at the time is that we 
had anticipated a fundamental change in the nature of the Soviet Union, and I think that's a true 
statement, but we didn't predict its absolute collapse the way it happened. _ . __ 

, I . -- -- - . . --
The Secretary and I have also discussed that even since those days of intense debate. we've seen 

something of a third revoluti~n. I mean, nobody quite thought we would see Eastern Eutope looking 
the way Eastern Europe is loo!dng today. Nobody back then thought of a Somalia, and this· was 
really with the background ofjDesen Storm. So with a litde more time passing, with another review 
of the strategy, I think the base force served its purpose as a transitional concept coming out of the 
Cold War period. and as Secretary A spin testified, if I may, Mr. Secretary -- when we were testifying 
on the budget earlier, he said ~hat we're now doing in the bottom-up review is kind of the-:- like the 
successor to the base force, arid builds on some of the work we did during the base force because the 
strategy underpinning is quite Similar, and it ought to be quite similar because the world looks. the 
same to us, whether you.wereiwearing base force eyes or bottom-up ~view eyes. You have those 
two major regional contingen9ies that it is prudent for us to be _able to deal with;- .. ·-:-· __ 

So I'm very-comfortable with where we are, as are all my colleagues on the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, as are the commanders of the unified commands.who will have to go out and figtlt these 
conflicts. · : .. ,",;;,;. :·;; :: :~\,' ~;:.: . .; .. ;-. :. _._, _ ,,~.-~; :;:: _;::~~'!!":·:,;~~,,: , · ~ '·' ~-

,. ... ~~~ -~·:! :"'·-: ~ i.' ~ .... j ~:! . ~ .... l . ~ ·: ";:'" .·· :.::; :: :::~ . : :·. ... ··:--·:; -~ :7':.:··. ,. .. ~_:". ·---~ .... .-. . .· ~· .. · ·:· ·.· ~· . ·;~-~~ ...... 
SEC. ASPIN: And the other thing, Charlie, is. the -- I mean, ihe lift s·tudy that you guys [JCS] 

did. They began a lift ·study arid a few other studies u-rickr the base foice .. wftich-is absohitely~critical. 
I mean, we just-- it's been tremendously l)elpful.in P\ltung together ihe.boitom- up_ ~vie~;- TJj~t 
actually laid out exacdy what We need to have here. · · · ... ·-- ....... ' · · · · __ ," ,_,; • '· 

So a lot of that work w~s done that we've been building on -- a lot of the work underthe 

base ~orce we'v~ been building~o~!;=~:l...l' ,:_;~~mr>:'!;..-:~ ~£~~ ::."!:> ~:~: .•• 1~:~:/:.~--:~~:-~-~~~,'~-~2 ..:Thihk you all very much. Thank.you.. · .. -.. ,. · - ... ,.~ · ·· ·· · 

• 

-1-- , ___ ,. __ ... . ;:: '-'::;(~nd), - . __;-_- -.:.:_;,:; .. ,,;, '. .: . ·. ··>o ~ .·. -·· .;::.;:..::::;_;;:•:.: .. __ ; 

1
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The Bottom-Up Review has provided us with a sound military strategy and planning · 
baseline for the Clinton Administration's initial Future Years Defense Program (FYDP.)) This 
memorandum outlines the procedures that we will follow during the program review that will 
continue this process. Our fundamental objective remains the same: to provide "forces ready 
to fight" in the new strategic context. 

We will proceed according to the attached schedule. For the tightly compressed 
program review phase, we will operate largely as Wf? did during the Bottom-Up Review. To· 
this end, I am establishing two new entities: the Program Review Group and the Defense 
Resources Board. 

The Program Review Group will perform in the same role as the Bottom-Up Review 
Steering Group in identifying major issues, analyzing them, and developing decision options. 
I am asking the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) to serve again as chairman of this 
group. and the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to serve as vice-chair; the Director 
for Program Analysis and Evaluation will serve as the executive se-cretary. Other members 
will include the DoD Comptroller, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategy, Requirements and Resources), senior service 
representatives, and others as designated by the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition) for 
specific issues. 

The Bottom-up Review established the baseline for the FY 1995-99 defense program. 
These decisions should not be revisited. The primary focus of the Program Review Group 
will be on programmatic issues that were not addressed or fully treated during the Bottom-Up 
Review. Attached to this memorandum is an initial list of these issues. Other issues may 
arise from review of component POM submissions. The Director for Program Analysis and 
Evaluation will organize issue teams--with membership drawn from cognizant OSD staffs, the 
Joint Staff and service representatives--to develop issues for presentation to the Program 
Review Group. The Program Review Group will screen and develop these issues for 
presentation to the Defense Resources Board (DRB). 

-; .. ~,..~C1 



The ORB will assist the Secretary in making major program decisions. In addition to 
the Secretary and myself(acting as ORB Chairman in the SC(Ztary's absence), the ORB will 
include the Chairman of the Joint-Chiefs of Staff, Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), Under Secretary of Defense (Policy), Amstant 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), DoD Comptroller, and the Secretaries of the 
Military Depanments. The Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation shall act as 
Executive Secretary. I will designate other members for individual meetings as appropriate~ 

In addition to issues developed by the Program Review Group and decided by the 
Secretary with the ORB, there will be a number of other issues that will require resolution in 
the program process. The Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation will present these __ 
issues directly to me and the Under Secretary nf Defense (Acquisition) for decision, following . 
coordination with other interested parties. 

Detailed insttuctions, appropriately modified from those of previous program reviews, 
will be issued shortly by the Director for Program Analysis and Evaluation. The insttuctions 
will include a schedule of program review activities, leadership assignments for the teams that 
will prepare issue papers, and general guidance on the preparation of issue papers. 

All programmatic decisions will be incorporated into the Comptroller's 
program/budget data base update in early November. The budget review will be conducted 
largely in acc:ordance with procedures used in the recent past, although also on ~ much 
compressed schedule. 

-
I urge all of you to continue the excellent cooperation evident in the Bottom-Up 

Review as we move through these final critical steps in the Administration's first Planning.:;, 
Programming and Budgeting cycle. 

.-., 

'• .- .. ., ....... , ... 

Attachments 

-. ~--- .. -. 
. ... --. 
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Sept. 1 

Sept. 3 

Sept. 29 

Oct. 6 

Oct. 4 - Oct. 29 

Oct. 29 - Nov. 1 

Nov. 3 

FY95-99 PROGRAM REVIEW 

EVENT 

Bottom-Up Review released 

Final Fiscal Guidance issued to Components 

Components submit POMs 

Additional issue paper topics identified 

Program Review Group reviews and presents major 
program options for Defense Resources Board 

Secretary of Defense makes final program decisions 

Program Decision Memoranda issued 

... 
. :,:..·. ·. . ..... : ....... ·~ 

9/1/93 
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. .. ..... 

GENERAL 

Strategic Force Issues 
Readjness and Sustainability 
Precision Mwlltions 

PROGRAM REVIEW IsSUES 

Unmanned Reconnaissance Capabilities 
Strategic Mobility 
Major Weapon Systems Funding 
Post-FYDP Defense Program 
NFIPmARA 

Army Reserve Component Equipment Level and Force Structure 
Armored Vehicle Modenrization 
Utility Helicopters 

NAVY 

Surface Combatant Modernization 
Navy/Marine TaeAir Integration 
V-22/Medium Lift Replacement (DAB) 

Am FORCE 

Heavy Bomber Force Conventional Enhancements 
Space-Based Early Warning System Capabilities: 
Strategic Airlift Force Structure Options (C-17 DAB) 

INFRAsTRUCTURE 

CiVilian Work Force Reduction Strategy 
Defense Agency Manpower 
Depot Majntenan('1'l 
Defense Health Program 
Defense Strategic Logistics Plan 
Science and Technology Program 
DoD FY 199S BRAC Process 

.... ·. 
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JMMEDIA1ERELEASE September 1. 1993 

No. 403-93 
(703) 695-0192 (media) 
(703) 697-3189 (copies) 

· (703) 697-5737 (public/industry) 

SECRETARY ASPIN ANNOIJNCES BmTOMUPREVIEWRF.SlJLTS 

. - . --- ' .. ~. _;_ ": ·,. ; ,., .. . --. 

It was December 1991 at GeOrgetown University that candidate Bill Clinton pledged to 
"restructure our military forces for a new era." Today, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
announced fulfillment of that pledge. "We'll have a force based on tomorrow's requirements, 
a lean. mobile, high-tech force ready to protect Americans against the real dangers they face in 
this new era," Secretary A spin said. 

The review was a highly collaborative effon composed of a steering group chaired by 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and included representatives from the offices 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense. the Joint Staff. and the Services. 

Its unprecedented scope encompasses all major elements of defense planning, from the 
formulation of strategy. to construction of force structure, to weapon system moderniza
tion, and finally the reconfiguring of the Department of Defense (DoD) infrastructure. 

"It couldn't be any other way. The process has brought the civilian and military 
communities closer together. We've established a working relationship over the last five 
months that would have taken a year or two to develop with this review," said Secretary 
Aspin. 

The Bottom-Up Review's analytic process reviewed both the new dangers and 
opportunities foreseen in the post-Cold War world. The review developed new military 
strategies and plans to carry out these strategies in force structure, weapons modernization, 
and new defense initiatives. 

The review identifies force structure required to maintain the capabilities to win two 
nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts. In this force structure the Army will have 10 
active divisions and 15 reserve brigades, the Navy will maintain 11 carrier banlegroups and 
one reserve carrier, the Marine Corps will have five active brigades and one reserve division, 
and the Air Force will retain 13 active duty and seven reserve fighter wings. 

(MORE) 
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NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST-COLD WAR WORLD 

Introduction 

The Cold War is behind us. The Soviet Union is no 
longer. The threat that drove our defense decision
making for four and a half decades - that determined 
our strategy and tactics. our doctrine. the size and shape 
of our forces the design of our weapons, and the size of 
our defense budgets - is gone. 

Now that the Cold War is over. the questions we 
face in the Department of Defense are: How do we 
structure the armed forces of the United States for the 
future? How much defense is enough in the post-Cold 
War era? 

Several important events over the past four years 
underscore the revolutionary nature of recent changes 
in the international security environment and shed light 
on this new era and on America's furure defense and 
security requirements. 

• In 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 
collapse of communism throughout Eastern Eu
rope precipitated a strategic shift away from con
tainment of the Soviet empire. 

• In 1990. Iraq's brutal invasion ofKuwaitsignaled 
a new class of regional dangers facing America
dangers spurred not by a global. empire-building 
ideological power, but by rogue leaders set on 
regional domination through military aggression 
while simultaneously pursuing .nuclear. biologi
cal. and chemical weapons capabilities. The world's 
response to Saddam' s invasion also demonstrated 
the potential in the new era for broad-based. collec
tive military action to thwart such tyrants. 

• In 1991. the failed Soviet coup demonstrated the 
Russian people's desire for democratic change and 
hastened the collapse of the Soviet Union as a 
national entity and military foe. 

In the aftermath of such epochal events, it has 
become clear that the framework that guided our secu
rity policy during the Cold War is inadequate for the 
future. We must determine the characteristics of this 
new era. develop a new strategy, and restructure our 
armed forces and defense programs accordingly. We 
cannot. as we did for the past several decades. premise 
this year's forces, programs. and budgets on incremen· 
tal shifts from last year's efforts. We must rebuild our 
defense strategy. forces, and defense programs and 
budgets from the bottom up. 

The purpose of the Bottom-Up Review is to define 
the strategy, force structure. modernization programs. 
industrial base; and infrastrucrure needed to meet new 
dangers and seize new opportunities. 

An Era of New Dangers 

Most striking in the transition from the Cold War 
is the shift in the nature of the dangers to our interests. 
as illustrated in Figure 1. 

The new dangers fall into four broad categories: 
. . 

• Dangen posed by nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction, including dangers as
sociated with the proliferation of nuclear. biological, 
and chemical weapons as well as those associated with 
the large stocks of these weapons that remain in the 
former Soviet Union. 

• Regional dangers. posed primarily by the threat 
of large-scale aggression by major regional powers 
with interests antithetical to our own. but also by the 
potential for smaller. often internal. conflicts based on 
ethnic or religious animosities. state-sponsored terror
ism. and subversion of friendly governments. 
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Figure! 
• Dangers to democracy and reform, in the 

former Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and elsewhere. 

• Economic dangers to our national security, 
which could result if we fail to build a strong, competi
tive and growing economy. 

Our armed forces are cenual to combating the flfSt 
two dangers and can play a significant role in meeting 
the second two. Our predictions and conclusions about 
the nature and characteristics of these dangers will help 
mold our strategy and size and shape our future mili
tary forces. 

An Era of New Opportunities 

During the Cold War, few entertained realistic 
aspirations for a markedly safer, freer world. Our 
strategy of containment was, perforce, defensive in 
nature, designed primarily to hold the Soviet Union 
and China in check. Today, there is promise that we 
can replace the East-West confrontation of the Cold 
War with an era in which the community of nations. 
guided by a common commitment to democratic prin
ciples, free-market economics, and the rule of law. can 
be significandy enlarged. 

, 

As Figure 2 shows, beyond new dangers. there are 
new opportunities: realistic aspirations that, if we 
dedicate ourselves to pursue worthy goals. we can 
reach a world of greater safety, freedom, and prosf'!er
ity. Our armed forces can contribute to this objective. 
In brief. we see new opportunities to: 

• Expand and adapt our existing security partner
ships and alliances and build a larger community 
of democratic nations. 

• Promote new regional security arrangements and 
alliances to improve deterrence and reduce the 
potential for aggression by hostile regional pow
ers. 

• Implement the dramatic reductions in the strate
gic nuclear arsenals of the United States and the 
former Soviet Union achieved in the START I and 
II treaties. 

• Protect and advance our security with fewer 
resources. freeing excess resources to be in vested 
in other areas vital to our prosperity. 

New Opportunities 
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FORCES TO IMPLEMENT OUR DEFENSE STRATEGY 

Major Regional Conflicts 

During the Cold War, our military planning was 
dominated by the need to confront numerically supe
rior Soviet forces in Europe, the Far East, and South
west Asia. Now, our focus is on the need to project 
power into regions important to our interests and to 
defeat potentially hostile regional powers, such as 
North Korea and Iraq. Although these powers are 
unlikely to threaten the United States directly, these 
countries and others like them have shown that they are 
willing and able to field forces sufficient to threaten 
important U.S. interests. friends. and allies. Operation 
Desert Storm was a powerful demonstration of the 
need to counter such regional aggression. 

Potential regional aggressors are expected to be 
capable of fielding military forces in the following 
ranges: 

• 400,000-750,000 total personnel under arms 
• 2.000 - 4,000 tanks . 
• 3,000- 5.000 armored fighting vehicles 
• 2.000- 3,000 artillery pieces 
• 500 - 1.000 combat aircraft 
• I 00 - 200 naval vessels, primarily patrol craft 
armed with surface-to-surface missiles, and up to 
50 submarines 
• I 00 - I 000 Scud-class ballistic missiles, some 
possibly with nuclear, chemical, or biological 
warheads. 

Military forces of this size can threaten regions 
importanttothe United States because allied or friendly 
states are often unable to match the power of such a 
potentially aggressive neighbor. Hence, we must pre
pare our forces to assist those of our friends and allies 
in deterring, and ultimately. defeating aggression. 
should it occur. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools. Every war that the 
United States has fought has been different from the 
last. and different from what defense planners had 
envisioned. For example, the majority of the bases and 
facilities used by the United States and its coalition 
partners in Operation Desert Storm were built in the 
1980s. when we envisioned a Soviet invasion through 
Iran to be the principal threat to the Gulf re!!ion. In 
planning forces capable of fighting and winning major 
regional conflicts (MRCs), we must avoid preparing 
for past wars. History suggests that we most often deter 
the conflicts that we plan for and actually fight the ones 
we do not anticipate. 

For planning and assessment.purposes. we have 
selected two illustrative scenarios that are both plau
sible and that posit demands characteristic of those that 
could be posed by conflicts with a wide range of 
_regional powers. While a number of scenarios were 
examined. the two that we focused on most closely in 
the Bottom-Up Review envisioned aggression by a 
remilitarized Iraq against Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. 
and by North Korea against the Republic of Korea. 

Neither of these scenarios should be regarded as 01 

prediction of future contlicts, but each provides a 
useful representation of the challenge presented by a 
well-armed regional power initiating aggression thou
sands of miles from the United States. As such. the 
scenarios serve as yardsticks against which to assess. in 
gr9ss terms, the capabilities of U.S. forces. Figure 4 
illustrates the scenarios and their relationship to plan
ning for force employment across a range of potential 
conflicts. 

In each scenario, we examined the performance of 
projected U.S. forces in relation to many critical pa
rameters. including warning time. the threat. terrain. 
weather, duration of hostilities. and combat intensity. 
Overall. these scenarios were representative of likely 
ranges of these critical parameters. 



Objectives and Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

We undenook the Bottom-Up Review to select the 
right strategy. force structure, modernization programs, 
and supponing industrial base and infrastructure to 
provide for America's defense in the post-Cold War 
era. 

Figure 3 shows the step-by-step process we used to 
develop key assumptions. broad principles. and gen
eral objectives and translate them into a specific plan 
for our strategy, forces. and defense resources. 

These steps included: 

I. Assessing the post-Cold War era. and particu
larly the new dangers. opportunities, and uncenainties 
it presents. 

2. Devising aU .S. defense strategy to protect and 
advance our interests in this new period. 

Methodology of the Bottom-Up Review 
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3. Constructing building blocks of forces to imple
. ment this strategy. 

4. Combining these force building blocks to pro
duce options for our overall force structure. 

5. Complementing the force structure with weap
ons acquisition programs to modernize our forces. 
defense foundations to sustain them. and policy initia
tives to address new dangers and take advantage of new 
opportunities. 

With the Bottom-Up Review now complete. we 
will utilize its results to build a multi-year plan for 
America's future security, detailing the forces. pro
grams. and defense budgets the United States needs to 
protect and advance its interests in the post-Cold War 
period. 

The Bottom-Up Review represented a close col
laboration between the civilian and military sectors of 
the Department of Defense. Task forces were estab
lished-including representatives from the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff. the unified 
and specified commands, each of the armed services 
and. where appropriate, other defense agencies-to 
review the major issues entailed in planning defense 
strategy, forces. modernization programs. and other 
defense foundations. Numerous studies helped to 
formulate the key issues for decisionmakers and pro
vided the analytical underpinning for our review. 

We offer this plan for public consideration as a 
means of forming a new national consensus on 
America's strategic role in global affairs. the. military 
instruments needed to fulfill that role, and the level of 
resources necessary to provide those instruments. 

BuDding Future Capabilities: Guiding 
Principles 

Cenain other underlying principles guided our 
effon during the Bottom-Up Review. In his inaugural 
address. President Clinton pledged to keep America· s 
military the best trained, best equipped. best prepared 



fighting force in the world. To fulfill that pledge, we 
must keep it the focus of our effort throughout the 
planning, programming. and budgeting process. 

First. we must keep our forces ready to tight. We 
have already witnessed the challenges posed by the 
new dangers in operations like Just Cause (Panama). 
Desert Storm (Iraq), and Restore Hope (Somalia). 
Each of these was a "come as you are" campaign with 
little time to prepare our forces for the challenges they 
met. 

The new dangers thus demand that we keep our 
forces ready to fight as a top priority in allocating 
scarce defense resources. We must adequately fund 
operations and maintenance accounts. maintain suffi
cient stocks of spare pans. keep our forces well-trained 
and equipped, and take the other steps essential to 
preserving readiness. 

A key element of maintaining forces ready to fight 
is to maintain the quality of our people. so that they 
remain the best fighting force in the world. This means 
keepmg our personnel highly motivated by treating 
them fairly and maintaining their quality of life. It also 
means continuing to recruit talented young men and 
women. expanding career opponunities for all service 
personnel. and putting in place programs to ease the 
transition to civilian life for many of our troops as we 
bring down the size of our forces. 

We must also maintain the technological superi
ority of our weapons and equipment. Operation Desert 
Storm demonstrated that we produce the best weapons 
and military equipment in the world. This technologi
cal edge helps us to achieve victory more swiftly and 
with fewer casualties. We must design a balanced 
modernization program that will safeguard this edge 
and the necessary supporting industrial base without 
buying more weapons than we need or can afford. 



Both scenarios assumed a similar enemy opera
tion: an armor-heavy, combined-arms offensive against 
the outnumbered forces of a neighboring state. U.S. 
forces, most of which wei"!" not present in the region 
when hostilities commenced. had to deploy to the 
region quickly. supplement indigenous forces. halt the 
invasion, and defeat the aggressor. 

Such a shan-notice scenario, in which only a 
modest number of U.S. forces are in a region at the 
commencement of hostilities, is both highly stressing 
and plausible. History shows that we frequently fail to 
anticipate the location and timing of aggression. even 
large-scale attacks against our interests. In such cases, 
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it may also not be possible, prior to an attack. to reach 
a political consensus on the proper U.S. response or to 
convince our allies to grant U.S. forces access to 
facilities in their countries. 

We also expect that the United States will often be 
fighting as the leader of a coalition. with allies provid
ing some suppon and combat forces. As was the case 
in Desen Storm. the need to defend common interests 
should prompt our allies in many cases to contribute 
capable forces to the war effon. However. our torces 
must be sized and structured to preserve the flexibility 
and the capability to act unilaterally, should we choose 
to do so. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools 
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The Four Phases of U.S. Combat 
Operations 

Our firSt priority in preparing for regional conflicts 
is to prevent them from ever occurring. This is the 
purpose of our overseas presence forces and opera
tions. joint exercises. and other military capabilities 
- to deter potential regional aggressors from even 
contemplating an attack. Should deterrence fail and 
conflict occur. it is envisioned that combat operations 
would unfold in four main phases: 

Phase 1: Halt the invasion. The highest priority 
in defending against a large-scale attack will most 
often be to minimize the territory and critical facilities 
that the invader can capture. Should important strate
gic assets fall to the invader, it might attempt to use 
them as bargaining chips. In addition. stopping the 
invasion quickly may be key to ensuring that the 
threatened ally can continue its crucial role in the 
collective effon to defeat 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 casualties, depending on 
the progress the enemy makes. In the event of a shan
warning attack. more U.S. forces would need to deploy 
rapidly to the theater and enter the banle as quickly as 
possible. 

Phase l: Build up U.S. combat power in the 
theater while reducing the enemy's. Once the 
enemy attack had been stopped and the front stabilized. 
U.S. and allied effons would focus on continuing to 
build up combal forces and logistics suppon in the 
thealer while reducing the enemy's capacity to fight. 
Land. air, maritime, and special operations forces from 
the United States and coalition countries would con
tinue to arrive. These forces would seek to ensure that 
the enemy did not regain the initiative on the ground. 
and they would mount sustained attacks to reduce the 
enemy's military capabilities in preparalion for the 
combined-arms counteroffensive. 

Phase 3: Decisively defeat the enemy. In the 
third phase. U.S. and allied forces would seek to mount 

7 

a large-scale. air-land counteroffensive to defeat the 
·enemy decisively by attacking his centers of gravity. 
retaking territory he had occupied. destroying his war
ml'king capabilities, and successfully achieving other 
operational or strategic objectives. · 

Phase 4: Provide for post-war stability. Al
though a majority of U.S. and coalition forces would 
begin reruming to their home bases. some forces might 
be called upon to remain in the theater after the enemy 
had been defeated to ensure that the conditions that 
resulted in conflict did not recur. These forces could 
help repalriate prisoners, occupy and administer some 
or all of the enemy's territory, or to ensure compliance 
with the provisions of war-termination or cease-fire 
agreements. 

Forces for Combat Operations 

Described below are the types of forces that are 
needed to conduct joint combat_ operations in all four 
phases of an MRC. 

Forces for Pbase 1. Primary responsibility for the 
initial defense of their territory rests, of course. with 
our allies. As forces of the besieged country move to 
blunt an attack. U.S. forces already in the theater would 
move rapidly to provide assistance. However. as 
already mentioned, we are drawing down our overseas 
presence in response to the end of the Cold War. Thus. 
the bulk of our forces. even during the early stages of 
conflict, would have to come from the United States. 
This places a premium on rapidly deployable yet 
highly lethal forces to blunt an attack. 

The major tasks to be performed in this phase and 
beyond are: 

• Help allied forces establish a viable defense that 
halts enemy ground forces before they can achieve 
critical objectives. 

• Delay. disrupt. and destroy enemy ground forces 
and damage the roads along which they are mov
ing, in order to halt the attack. U.S. attacks would 
be mounted by a combination efland- and seabased 



strike aircraft. heavy bombers. long-range tactical 
missiles. ground maneuver forces with antiarmor 
capabilities. and special operations forces. 

• Protect friendly forces and rear-area assets from 
attack by aircraft or cruise and ballistic missiles. 
using land and sea-based aircraft. ground- and sea
based surface-to-air missiles, and special opera
tions forces. 

• Establish air superiority and suppress enemy air 
defenses as needed. including those in rear areas 
and those accompanying invading ground forces. 
using land- and sea-based strike and jamming 
aircraft as well as surface-to-surface missiles. such 
as the Army Tactical Missile System 
(ATACMS). 

• Destroy high-value targets, such as weapons of 
mass destruction, and degrade the enemy· s ability 
to prosecute military operations through attacks 
focused on his cenaal command. control. and 
communications facilities. For such attacks. we · 
would rely heavily on long-range bombers, land 
and sea~based strike aircraft. cruise missiles, and 
special operations forces. 

• Establish maritime superiority, using naval task 
forces with mine countermeasure ships. in order to 
ensure access to ports and sea lines of communica
tion, and as a precondition for amphibious as- -
saults. 

An ATACMS launch. 
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Forces for Phase 2. Many of the same forces 
employed in Phase 1 would be used in the second phase 
to perform similar tasks- grinding down the enemy· s 
military potential while additional U.S. and other coa
lition combat power is brought into the region. As 
more land- and sea-based air forces arrived. emphasis 
would shift from halting the invasion to isolating 
enemy ground forces and destroying them. destroying 
enemy air and naval forces. destroymg stocks of sup
plies, and broadening attacks on military-related tar
gets in the enemy's rear area. These attacks could be 
supplemented with direct and indirect missile and 
artillery flre from ground, air. and sea forces. 

Meanwhile, other U.S. forces, including heavy 
ground forces. would begin arriving in the theater to 
help maintain the defensive line established at the end 
of Phase I and to begin preparations for the counter
offensive. 

Forces for Phase 3. The centerpiece of Phase 3 
would be the U.S. and allied counteroffensive. aimed 
at engaging, enveloping, and destroying or capturing 

- enemy ground forces occupying friendly territory. 
Major tasks within the counteroffensive include: 

• Breaching taCtical and protective minefields. 

• Maneuvering to envelop or flank and destroy 
enemy forces, including armored vehicles in dug-
in positions. · 

• Conducting or threatening an amphibious inva
sion. 

• Dislodging and defeating infantry fighting from 
dug-in positions; defeating light infantry in urban 
terrain. 

• Destroying enemy artillery. 

• Locating and destroying mobile enemy reserves. 

Combat power in this phase would include highly 
mobile armored. mechanized, and air assault forces. 
supported by the full complement of air power. special 



operations forces. and land- and sea-based ftre support. 
Amphibious forces would provide additional opera
tional flexibility to the theater commander. 

Forces for Phase 4. Finally, a smaller comple
ment of joint forces would remain in the theater once 
the enemy had been defeated. These forces might 
include a carrier battle group, one to two wings of 
fighters, a division or less of ground forces, and special 
operations units. 

Supporting Capabilities 

The foregoing list of forces for the various phases 
of combat operations included only combat force ele
ments. Several types of support capabilities would 
play essential roles throughout all phases. 

Airlift. Adequate airlift capacity is needed to 
bring in forces and materiel required for the first weeks 
of an operation. In Operations Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm. the United States delivered to the Gulf region, 
on average, more than 2,400 tons of material per day by 
airlift. We anticipate that at least the same level of lift 
capacity will be needed to support high-intensity mili
tary operations in the opening phase of a future MRC 
and to help sustain operations thereafter. 

Prepositioning. Prepositioning heavy combat 
equipment and supplies, both ashore and afloat. can 
greatly reduce both the time required to deploy forces 
to distant regions and the number of airlift sorties 
devoted to moving such supplies. Initiatives now 
underway will accelerate the arrival of the Army's 
heavy forces in distant theaters. 

Sealift. In any major regional conflict. most com
bat equipment and supplies would be transported by 
sea. While airlift and prepositioning provide the most 
rapid response for deterrence and initial defense, the 
deployment of significant heavy ground and air forces, 
their support equipment, and sustainment must come 
by sea. 

Battlefield Surveillance; Command, Control 
and Communications. Accurate infonnation on the 
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location and disposition of enemy forces is a prerequi
site for effective military operations. Hence, our plan
ning envisions the early deployment of reconnaissance 
and command and control aircraft and ground-based 
assets to enable our forces to see the enemy and to pass 
infonnation quickly through all echelons of our forces. 
Total U.S. intelligence and surveillance capability will 
be less than it was during the Cold War. but it will be 
better able to provide timely infonnation to battlefield 
commanders. Advanced systems, such as the Joint 
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System 
(JSTARS), the upgraded Airborne Warning and Con
trol System (AWACS), and the Mll.STAR satellite 
communications system, will ensure that U.S. forces 
have a decisive advantage in tactical intelligence and 
communications. 

Maritime pnpositioning ships • .. 

Advanced Munitions. As U.S. operations in the 
Gulf War demonstrated. advanced precision-guided 
munitions can dramatically increase the effectiveness 
of U.S. forces. Precision-guided munitions already in 
the U.S. inventory (for example, laser-guided bombs) 
as well as new types of munitions still under develop
ment are needed to ensure that U.S. forces can operate 
successfully in future MRCs and other types of con
flicts. New "smart" and "brilliant" munitions under 
development hold promise of dramatically improving 
the capabilities of U.S. air. ground. and maritime forces 
to destroy enemy armored vehicles and halt invading 
ground forces. as well as destroy ftxed targets at longer 
ranges. reducing exposure to enemy air defenses. 



Aerial Refueling. Large numbers of aerial
refueling aircraft would be needed to support many 
components of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter air
craft deploying over long distances require aerial 
refueling. Airlifters can also carry more cargo longer 
distances if enroute aerial refueling is available. Aerial 
surveillance and control platforms. such as AWACS 
and JST ARS. also need airborne refueling in order to 
achieve maximum mission effectiveness. 

The MRC Building Block 

In planning future force structure and allocating 
resources. we established forces levels and support 
which should enable us to win one MRC across a wide 
range of likely conflicts. Our detailed analyses of 
future MRCs. coupled with military judgment of the 
outcomes. suggest that the following forces will be 
adequate to execute the strategy outlined above for a 
single MRC: 

4 - 5 Army divisions 
4 - 5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades 
10 Air Force fighter wings 
100 Air Force heavy bombers 
4 - 5 Navy aircraft carrier battle groups 
Special operations forces 

These forces constitute a prudent building block 
for force planning purposes. In the event of an actual 
regional conflict, our response would depend on the, 
nature and scale of the aggression and circumstances 
elsewhere in the world. If the initial defense fails to halt 
the invasion quickly, or if circumstances in other parts 
of the world permit. U.S. decisionmakers may decide 
to commit more forces than those listed (for example, 
two additional Army divisions.) These added forces 
would help either to achieve the needed advantage 
over the enemy, to mount the decisive counteroffen
sive, or accomplish more ambitious war objectives, 
such as the complete destruction of the enemy's war
making potential. But our analysis also led us to the 
conclusion that enhancements to our military forces, 
focused on ensuring our ability to conduct a successful 
initial-defense, would both reduce our overall ground 
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force requirements and increase the responsiveness 
and effectiveness of our power projection forces. 

U.S. Marines conducting 
amphibious assault exercise. 

Fighting Two MRCs 

In this context. we decided early in the Bottom-Up 
review that the United States must field forces suffi
cient to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major 
regional conflicts. This is prudent for two reasons: 

• Fust. we need to avoid a situation u; which the 
United States in effect makes simultaneous wars more 
likely by leaving an opening for potential aggressors, 
to attack their neighbors, should our engagement in a 
war in one region leave little or no force available tt' 
respond effectively to defend our interests in another. 

• Second, fielding forces sufficient to win two wars 
nearly simultaneously provides a hedge against the 
possibility that a future adversary - or coalition of 
adversaries- might one day confront us with a larger
than-expected threat. In short. it is difficult to predict 
precisely what threats we will confront ten to twenty 
years from now. In this dynamic and unpredic'•able 
post-Cold War world we must maintain military capa
bilities that are flexible and sufficient to cope with 
unforeseen threats. 

For the bulk of our ground, naval, and air forces. 
fielding forces sufficient to provide this capability 
involves duplicating the MRC building block described 
above. However, in planning our overall force struc-
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ture, we must recognize two other factors. First, we 
must have sufficient strategic lift to deploy forces 
when and where we need them. Second, cenain spe
cialized high-leverage units or unique assets might be 
"dual tasked," that is. used in both MRCs. 

forces to improve their capability, flexibility. and le
thality. These enhancements are especially geared 
toward buttressing our ability to conduct a successful 
initial defense in any major regional conflict. 

For example, cenain advanced aircraft- such as 
B-2s, F-117s, JST ARs, AWACS, and EF-111 s- that 
we have purchased in limited numbers because of their 
expense would probably be dual-tasked. 

Force Enhancements to Support Our Strategy 

As shown in Figure 5. these enhancements include 
improving: ( 1) strategic mobility through more 
prepositioning and enhancements to airlift and sealift: 
(2) the strike capabilities of aircraft carriers; ( 3 l the 
lethality of Army firepower; and ( 4) the ability of long
range bombers to deliver conventional smart muni
tions. 

As previously mentioned, we have already under
taken or are planning a series of enhancements to our 

Strategic MobiUty. Our plans call for substantial 
enhancements to our strategic mobility - most of 
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which were first identified in the 1991 Mobility Re
quirements Study (MRS). First. we will either con
tinue the program to purchase and deploy the C-17 
airlifter or purchas: other airlifters to replace our aging 
C -141 transport aircraft. Development of the C-17 has 
been troubled from the stan and we will continue to 
monitor the program's progress closely, but signifi
cant. modem, flexible airlift capacity is essential to our 
defense strategy. A decision on the C-17 will be made 
after a thorough review by the Defense Acquisition 
Board is completed over the next several weeks. Sec
ond. we plan to keep an Army brigade set of heavy 
armor afloat on ships deployed abroad that could be 
sent either to the Persian Gulf or to Northeast Asia on 
short notice. Other prepositioning initiatives would 
accelerate the arrival of Army heavy units in Southwest 
Asia and Korea. Third, we will increase the capacity of 
our surge sealift fleet to transport forces and equipment 
rapidly from the United States to distant regions by 
purchasing additional roll-on/ roll-off ships. Fourth. 
we will improve the readiness and responsiveness of 
the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) through a variety of 
enhancements. Fmally. we will fund various efforts to 
improve the "fort-to-port" flow of personnel, equip
ment. and supplies in the United States. 

Naval Strike AircrafL The Navy is examining a 
number of innovative ways to improve the firepower 
aboard its aircraft carriers. · Fust. the Navy will im· 
prove its strike potential-by providing a precision 
ground-attack capability to many of its F-14 aircraft. It 
will also acquire stocks of new "brilliant" antiarmor 
weapons for delivery by attack aircraft. Fmally, the 
Navy plans to develop the capability to fly additional 
squadrons of F/A-l8s to forward-deployed aircraft 
carriers that would be the flfSt to arrive in response to 
a regional contingency. These additional aircraft would 
increase the power of the carriers during the critical 
early stages of a conflict. 

Army Firepower. The Army is developing new. 
smart submunitions that can be delivered by AT ACMS. 
the Multiple-Launch Rocket System (MlRS). the To
Service Standoff Attack Missile (TSSAM) now under 
development. and by standard tube artillery. In addi
tion, the Longbow fire control radar system will in-
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crease the effectiveness and survivability of the AH-6-+ 
Apache attaCk helicopter. We are also examining 
more prepositioning of AT ACMS and MLRS and 
having Apaches self -deploy from their overseas bases 
so that all would be available in the early stages of a 
conflict. 

Air Force Long-Range Bombers and ~luni
tions. The Air Force enhancements will be in two 
areas. bombers and munitions. First. we plan to modify 
the Air Force· s B-1 and B-2long-range, heavy bomb
ers to improve their ability to deliver ""smart"" conven
tional munitions against attacking enemy forces and 
fixed targets. Second. we· will develop all-weather 
munitions. For example, the Air Force is developing a 
guidance package for a tactical munitions dispenser 
filled with anti -armor submunitions that can be used in 
all types of weather. These programs will dramatically 
increase our capacity to attaCk and destroy critical 
targets in the crucial opening days of a short-warning 
conflict. 

In addition, two other force enhancements are 
-important to improving our ability to respond to the 
demanding requirement of two nearly simultaneous 
MRCs: 

Reserve Component Forces. We have under
taken several initiatives to improve the readiness and 
flexibility of Army National Guard combat units and 
other Reserve Component forces in order to make them 
more readily available for MRCs and other tasks. For 
example, one important role for combat elements of the 
Army National Guard is to provide forces to supple
ment active divisions. should more ground combat 
powerbeneededtodeterorfightasecondMRC.ln the 
future, Army National Guard combat units will be 
better trained. more capable. and more ready. If mobi
lized early during a conflict. brigade-sized units could 
provide extra security and flexibility if a second con
flict arose while the ftrst was still going on. In addition, 
the Navy plans to increase the capability and effective
ness of its Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Air Wing 
through the introduction of a reserve/training aircraft 
carrier. 



Allied Military Capabilities. We will continue to 
help our allies in key regions improve their own de
fense capabilities. For example. we are assisting South 
Korea in its efforts to modernize its armed force~ and 
take on greater responsibility for its own defense -
including conclusion of an agreement to co-produce 
F-16 aircraft. 

In Southwest Asia. we are continuing to improve 
our defense ties with our friends and allies in the region 
through defense cooperation agreements, more fre
quent joint and combined exercises, ·equipment 
prepositioning. frequent force deployments. and secu
rity assistance. We are also providing modem weap
ons. such as the M1A2 tank to Kuwait and the Patriot 
system to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. to improve the 
se If -defense capabilities of our friends and allies in the 
Gulf region. 

Peace Enforcement and Intervention 
Operations 

The second set of operations for which we must 
shape and size our forces includes peace enforcement 
and intervention. The types. numbers, and sophistica
tion of weapons in the hands of potential adversaries in 
such operations can vary widely, with enforcement
type operations being the most demanding. For plan
ning purposes. we assume that the threat we would face 
would include a mix of regular and irregular forces 
possessing mostly light weapons, supplemented by · 
moderately sophisticated systems, such as antitank and 
antiship guided missiles, surface-to-air missiles. land 
and sea mines, T-S4 and T-72-class tanks. armored 
personnel carriers, and towed artillery and mortars. 
Adversary forces might also possess a limited number 
of mostly oldercombataircraft(e.g.,MiG-21s. 23s). a 
few smaller surface ships, (e.g., patrol craft), and 
perhaps a few submarines. 

In most cases, U.S. involvement in peace enforce
ment operations would be as part of a multinational 
effon under the auspices of the United Nations or 
another international body. U.S. and coalition forces 
would"have several key objectives in a peace enforce-
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ment or intervention operation. each of which would 
·require cenain types of combat forces to achieve: 

• Forced entry into defended airfields. pons. and 
other facilities and seizing and holding these facili
ties. 

• Controlling the movement of troops and supplies 
across borders and within the target country. in
cluding enforcing a blockade or quarantine of 
maritime commerce. 

• Establishing and defending zones in which civil
ians are protected from external attacks. 

• Securing protected zones from internal threats. 
such as snipers. terrorist attacks. and sabotage. 

• Preparing to rum over responsibility for security 
topeacekeepingunitsand/orareconstitutedad~

istrative authority. 

The prudent level offorces that should be planned 
· for a major intervention or peace enforcement opera-
tion is: 

I air assault or airborne division 
1 light infantry division 
1 Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
1 - 2 carrier battle groups 
1 - 2 composite wings of Air Force aircraft 
Special operations forces 
Civil affairs units 
Airlift and sealift forces 
Combat suppan and service suppon units 
50,000 total combat and suppon personnel. 

These capabilities can be provided largely by the 
same collection of general purpose forces needed for 
the MRCs, so long as those forces had the appropriate. 
training needed for peacekeeping or peace enforce
ment. This means that the United States would have 
to forgo the option of conducting sizable peace en
forcement or intervention operations at the same time 
it was fighting two MRCs. 



Overseas Presence 

The final set of requirements that we use to size 
general purpose forces are those related to sustaining 
the overseas presence of U.S. military forces. U.S. 
forces deployed abroad protect and advance our inter
ests and perform a wide range of functions that contrib
ute to our security. 

The Bottom-Up Review reachea a number of con
clusions on the future size and shape of our overseas 
presence. 

In Europe. we will continue to provide leadership 
in a reinvigorated NATO. which has been the bedrock 
of European security for over four decades. We plan to 
retain about I 00.000 troops there- a commitment that 
will allow the United States to continue to play a 
leading role in the NATO alliance and provide a robust 
capability for multinational training and crisis response. 
This force will include about two and one-third wings 
of Air Force fighters and substantial elements of two 
Anny divisions. along with a corps headquarters and 
other supporting elements. Equipment for bringing 
these in-place divisions to full strength will remain 
prepositioned in Europe. along with the equipment of 
one additional division that would deploy to the region 
in the event of conflict. 

U.S. Army forces will participate in two muitina
tional corps with Gennan forces. Their training will 
focus on missions involving rapid deployment to con
flicts outside of centtal 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 time. to 
changes in the equipment and configuration of Army 
units stationed in Europe. The Air Force will continue 
to provide unique theater intelligence. lift. and all
weather precision-strike capabilities critical to U.S. 
and NATO missions. In addition. U.S. Navy ships and 
submarines will continue to patrol the Mediterranean 
Sea and other waters surrounding Europe. 

In-Northeast Asia, we also plan to retain close to 
I 00,000 troops. As recently announced by President 
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Clinton. our commitment to South Korea's security 
remains undiminished. as demonstrated by the one 
U.S. Army division consisting of two brigades and one 
wing of U.S. Air Force ~ombat aircraft we have sta
tioned there. In light of the continuing threat of 
aggression from North Korea. we have frozen our 
troop levels in South Korea and are modernizing South 
Korean and American forces on the peninsula. We are 
also exploring the possibility of prepositioning more 
military equipment in South Korea to increase our 
crisis-response capability. While plans call for the 
eventual withdrawal of one of our two Army brigades 
from South Korea. President Clinton recently reiter
ated that our troops will stay in South Korea as long as 
its people want and need us there. 

On Okinawa. we will continue to station a ~larine 
Expeditionary Force and an Army special forces bat
talion. In Japan. we have homeponed the aircraft 
carrier Independence, the amphibious assault ship 
Bellitu Wood, and their suppon ships. We will also 
retain approximately one and one-half wings of Air 
Force combat ain:raft in Japan and Okinawa. and the 
Navy's Seventh Fleet will continue to routinely patrol 
the western Pacific. 

U.S. F-15 fighter leads two Japanese 
Self Defense fighters. 

In Southwest Asia, local sensitivities to a large
scale Western military presence on land necessitate 
heavier reliance on periodic deployments of forces. 
rather than routine stationing of forces on the ground. 
The Navy's Middle East Force of four to six ships. 



which has been continuously on patrol in the Persian 
Gulf since 1945, will remain. In addition. we plan to 
have a brigade-sized set of equipment in Kuwait to be 
used by rmating deployments of U.S. forces that will 
train and exercise there with their Kuwaiti counter
parts. We are also exploring options to preposition a 
second brigade set elsewhere on the Arabian penin
sula. 

These forces have been supplemented temporarily 
by several squadrons efland-based combat aircraft that 
have remained in the Gulf region since· Operation 
Desen Storm and. along with other coalition aircraft. 
are now helping to enforce U.N. resolutions toward 
Iraq. 

Another significant element of our military pos
ture in Southwest Asia is the equipment prepositioned 
on ships that are normally anchored at Diego Garcia. In 
addition to a brigade-sized set of equipment for the 
Marine Corps, we have seven afloat prepositioning 
ships supponing Army. Air Force. and Navy forces. . 

In Africa. we will continue important formal and 
informal access agreements to key facilities and pons 
which allow our forces to transit or stop on the African 
continent. We will also deploy forces to Africa. as in 
recent operations like Sharp Edge (Liberia) and Re
store Hope (Somalia). when our interests are threat
ened or our assistance is needed and requested. Today. 
more than 4,000 U.S. troops remain deployed in Soma
lia as part of the U.N. force seeking to provide humani
tarian assistance to that country. 

In Latin America. our armed forces will help to 
promote and expand recent trends toward democracy 
in many countries. They will also continue to work in 
concen with the anncd forces and police of Latin 
American countries to combat drug traffickers. The 
United States will also retain a military presence in 
Panama. acting as Panama's partner in operating and 
defending the Canal during the transition to full Pana
manian contrOl of the canal in 1999. 

Naval Presence. Sizing our naval forces for two 
nearly simultaneous MRCs provides a fairly large and 
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robust force structure that can easily suppon other. 
smaller regional operations. However. our overseas 
presence needs can impose requirements for naval 
forces. especially aircraft carriers. that exceed those 
needed to win two MRCs. The flexibility of our 
carriers. and their ability to operate effectively with 
relative independence from shore bases. makes them 
well suited to overseas presence operations. especially 
in areas such as the Persian Gulf. where our land-based 
military infrastructure is relatively underdeveloped. 
For these reasons. the force of carriers. amphibious 
ships. and other surface combatants in the Clinton
Aspin defense plan was sized based on the exigencies 
of overseas presence. as well as the MRCs. 

U.S. Navy and Marine forces play imponantroles 
in our approach to overseas presence in these three 
regions. as well as others. In recent years. we have 
sought to deploy a sizable U.S. naval presence -
generally. a carrier battle group accompanied by an 
amphibious ready group - more or less continuously 
in the waters off Southwest Asia. Nonheast Asia. and 
Europe (most often. in the Mediterranean Sea1. How-

. ever. in order to avoid serious morale and retention 
problems that can arise when our forces are asked to 
remain deployed for excessively long periods. we will 
experience some gaps in carrier presence in these areas 
in the future. 

The aircraft carrier USS Dwight D. Eisenhower 
transiting the Suez Canal. 



In order to avoid degradation in our regional secu
rity posture, we have identified a number of ways to fill 
these gaps and to supplement our posture even when 
carriers are present. For example. in s0me Circum
stances, we may find it possible to center naval expe
ditionary forces around large-deck amphibious assault 
ships carrying A V -8B attaCk jets and Cobra attack 
helicopters, as well as a 2,000-man Marine Expedition
ary Unit. Another force might consist of a Tomahawk 
sea-launched cruise missile-equipped Aegis cruiser. a 
guided missile destroyer. anack submarines. and P-3 
land-based maritime patrol aircraft. · 

In addition to these "maritime" approaches to 
sustaining overseas presence, a new concept is being 
developed that envisions using tailored joint forces to 
conduct overseas presence operations. These "Adap
tive Joint Force Packages" could contain a mix of air. 
land. special operations. and maritime forces tailored 
to meet a theater commander's needs. These forces. 
plus designated backup units in the United States. 
would train jointly to provide the specific capabilities 
needed on station and on call during any particular 
period. Like maritime task forces, these joint force 
packages will also be capable of participating in com
bined military exercises with allied and friendly forces. 

Together. these approaches will give us a variety 
of ways to manage our overseas presence profile, 
baiancing carrier avaiiability with the deployment of 
other types of units. Given this flexible approach to 
providing forces for overseas presence. we can meet 
the needs of our strategy with a fleet of eleven active 
aircraft carriers and one reserve/training carrier. 

Strategic Nuclear Forces 

The changing security environment presents us 
with significant uncertainties and challenges in plan
ning our strategic nuclear force structure. In light of the 
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact. the break-up of the 
Soviet Union, the conclusion of the START I and II 
treaties, and our improving relationship with Russia. 
the threat of massive nuclear attaek on the United 
States"is lower than at any time in many years. 
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However. a number of issues affecting our future 
strategic nuclear posture must still be addressed. Tens 
of thousands of nuclear weapons continue to be de
ployed on Russian territory and on the territory of three 
other former Soviet republics. Even under START II. 
Russia will retain a sizable residual nuclear arsenal. 
And, despite promising trends, the future political 
situation in Russia remains highly uncertain. 

B-2 bombers being refueled by KC-10 tanker. 

In addition, many obstacles must be overcome 
before the ratification of ST ARTTI. foremost of which 
are Ukrainian ratification of START I and Ukraine's 
and Kazakhstan's accession to the Nuclear Nonprolif
eration Treaty as nonnuciear-weapon states - a con
dition required by Russia prior to implementing START 
I. Moreover, even if these obstacles can be overcome. 
implementation of the reductions mandated in START 
I and ll will not be completed for almost 10 years. 
Thus. while the United States has already removed 
more than 3,SOO warheads from ballistic missile sys
tems slated for elimination under START I (some 90 
percent of the total required), in light of current uncer
tainties, we must take a measured approach to further · 
reductions. 

Two principal guidelines shape our future require
ments for strategic nuclear forces: to provide an effec
tive deterrent while remaining within START l!II 
limits, and to allow for additional forces to be reconsti
tuted. in the event of a threatening reversal of events. 

. ' 



The Bottom-Up Review did not-address nuclear 
force structure in detail. As a follow-up to the Bottom
lip review. a comprehensive study of U.S. nuclear 
forces is being conducted. For planning purposes, we 
are evolving toward a future strategic nuclear force that 
by 2003 will include: 

• 18 Trident submarines equipped with C-4 and 
D-5 missiles. 

• 500 Minuteman III missiles, each ~arrying a 
single warhead. 

• Up to 94 B-52H bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles and 20 8-2 bombers. 

Conclusion 

At the conclusion of its comprehensive assessment 
of future U.S. defense needs. the Bottom-Up Review 
determined that the reduced force strUcture shown in 
Figure 6. which will be reached by about the end of the 
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decade. can carry out our strategy and meet our na
tional security requirements. 

This force Sti1lcture meets our requirements for 
overseas presence in peacetime and a wide ranl!e of 
smaller-scale operations. It will also give the United 
States the capability to meet the most stressing situa
tion we may face -- the requirement to fight and win 
two major regional conflicts occurring nearly simulta
neously. 

In addition. this force StrUcture provides sufficient 
capabilities for strategic deterrence and defense. It also 
provides sufficient forces. primarily Reserve Compo
nent. to be held in strategic reserve and utilized if and 
when needed. For example. they could deploy to one or 
both MRCs. if operations do not go as we had planned. 
Alternatively, these forces could be used to "backfill" 
for overseas presence forces redeployed to an MRC. 
Finally. this force strUcture also meets an important 
new criterion for our forces - flexibility to deal with 
the uncertain nature of the new dangers. 

U.S. Force Structure -1999 

Army •10 divisions (active) 
• 5+ divisions (reserve) 
• 11 aircraft carriers (active) 

Navy • ·1 aircraft carrier (reserve/training) 
• 45-55 attack submarines 
• ·346 ships 
• 13 fighter wings (active) 

Air Force • -7 fighter wings (reserve) 
• Up to 184 bombers 
• 3 Marine Expeditionary Forces 

Marine Corps •174,000 personnel (active endstrength) 
• 42,000 personnell_reserve endstrength) 
• 18 ballistic missile submarines 

Strategic Nuclear • Up to 94 B-52 H bombers 
Forces (by 2003) • 20 B-2 bombers 
- • 500 Minuteman Ill ICBMs (single warhead) 

Figure 6 
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Problems: 
•. Regional theater ballistic missile threat iiere today 
• New ballistic threat to us may emerge Hi fiiHire 
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• How much Theater Missile Defense (TMD)? 
• Need for Nationat Missile Defense (NMD)? 
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• How to reconcile programs witli ABM treaty? 

Alternatives: 
• Core T~eater Missile Defense (e.g. Patl:iot iipgraaes; etc.) 

through robust Theater Missile Defense 
• National Missile Defense - technology program or system 

development or deployed systean 
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NMD Tech Tech 
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Acquisition 
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PAC- 3 TMD 
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c + 
0 e.g. Sea-
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I! + Upper Tier $12B 
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SM-2 Corps Sam 
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• The Problem: 
- Define Theater Air Capability that Meets 

Military Need at Affordable Costs · 
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• .current Program 
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Decisions: 
• Proceed with F/A-18E/F (2001); ground attack tipghides for 
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• Joint Advanced Strike Technology Program 
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Problem: 
• Maintaining capacity to I:)U.ild sutJmai'iites we need 

Questions: 
• When do we need to build submarines again? 
• What is the best way to get the riew submarines? 

Alternatives: 
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• Bridge production 
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• Cancels MRF 
• Cancels F-16 after FY!J4 
• Cancels F/A-iBC/D after FY97 
• RethesA-6 

cuts 2 active A*lriy divisions 
; tills i res~lve_ Army division . 
~ cuts 3 active Air Force fighter 

, 
• • 

• • ; ! , 

" ~tog~ . . ., · . • 
• Cuts 4 reserve Air Force fighter • 

I 4i t "'I 

wtngs . . · 
• cuts t active Navy airwing 
;, rl 1 t ~~ ~·~·i·frr · · . \ •.• , 

• Cuts 1 reserve Navy atrwtng 
• cuts i airchift ~arrier 
: Reduces carrH~r force level to 11 
; Cuts 55 surface ships and 

stibriiafines 
' •.", '-'( •.;, , I, ; o' d, • ~·,, If.' e 

·:.·,: 



• 
o,·! ·• ,' ,, • ' r '· ·'~ ' ' . ;~1'1 ''·''' • • ••i-. 

Bottom~ up Review: 
What Does.It Protect?., .. 

. . ·~'· -:. 

''The men and women Who serVe 
under the Atnerican Flag Will be the 

. . 

best trained1 best equipped; best 

.. . J'. \ 
Buttom 

Ui' 
R£view 

prepared fighting force iii the :World, 
so long as I am President~;; 

.. l4 ~ t. l I ! . 

President Bill Clinton 
Februa \ · ·· t993 

1 . • ·' ;. ··, • i,. · ' ',;;.j••;. rY .ril ·, ':' :i<l"' · '· I . • 

. : i . ., .. · . ·~ 1 • 1·,.) 'f:' ' ' . 



Report 
on the 

Bottotn-Up Revie-w 
\ 

October 1993 



MESSAGE FROM THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

In March 1993, I initiated a comprehensive review of the nation's defense strategy, force structure, 
modernization, infrastructure, and foundations. I felt that a department-wide review needed to be conducted 
"from the bottom up" because of the dramatic changes that have occurred in the world as a result of the end of 
the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union. These changes in the international security environment 
have fundamentally altered America's security needs. Thus, the underlying premise of the Bottom-Up Review 
was that we needed to reassess all of our defense concepts, plans, and programs from the ground up. 

This final report on the Bottom-Up Review provides the results of that unprecedented and collaborative 
effort. It represents the product of hundreds of individuals' labor and dedication. It describes the extensive 
analysis that went into the review and the recommendations and decisions that emerged. 

First and foremost, the Bottom-Up Review provides the direction for shifting America's focus away from 
a strategy designed to meet a global Soviet threat to one oriented toward the new dangers of the post-Cold War 
era. Chief among the new dangers is that of aggression by regional powers. 

One of the central factors in our analysis was the judgment that the United States must field forces capable, 
in concert with its allies, of fighting and winning two major regional conflicts that occur nearly simultaneously. 
This capability is important in part because we do not want a potential aggressor in one region to be tempted to 
take advantage if we are already engaged in halting aggression in another. Further, sizing U.S. forces to fight and 
win two major regional conflicts provides a hedge against the possibility that a future adversary might one day 
confront us with a larger-than-expected threat. 

Our analysis showed that we can maintain a capability to fight and win two major regional conflicts and 
still make prudent reductions in our overall force structure- so long as we implement a series of critical force 
enhancements to improve our strategic mobility and strengthen our early-arriving antiarmor capability, and take 
other steps to ensure our ability to halt regional aggression quickly. 

Second, the review's results demonstrate to our allies, friends, and potential foes alike that the United States 
will remain a world power in this new era. We are not going to withdraw from our involvement around the world. 
While we no longer need to prepare for global war, the new dangers to our interests are global. Our review spelled 
out what military forces and capabilities will be needed to meet the new dangers. 

Finally, the review lays the foundation for what is needed to fulfill President Clinton's pledge to keep 
America's military the best-trained, best-equipped, best-prepared fighting force in the world. 

Providing that foundation means making readiness our number one defense priority. I have directed that 
this emphasis on readiness be integrated into the entire defense planning, programming, and budgeting process. 
We will develop new measures and standards of readiness that fit the new and less predictable requirements of· 
the post-Cold War era. 

Ill 
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Fulfilling the President's pledge also means proceeding with a prudent program of selectively modernizing 
key weapon systems. To keep out technological superiority in a period of constrained resources, we must simplify 
and improve the acquisition proc~ss as we simultaneously exploitthe tremendous advances occurring in American 
industry to maintain the quality knd effectiveness of our military systems. 

One way we will take adLntage of technological advances while reducing research, development, and 
procurement costs is by launchin~ a Joint Advanced Strike Technology (JAST) program. The JAST program will 
focus on developing common components- such as engines, avionics, materials, and munitions- that could 

I I 

be used with any future combat aircraft the nation decides to build. Faster incorporation of technological advances 
I 

into weapons can provide significant advantages for U.S. forces against potential adversaries. 

I 
And we must keep faith with the men and women in America's armed forces who have made service to their 

country their life's work. Peopl~ are at the heart of our armed forces, and we must not break our bond with them. 
We must continue to provide th~ full range and quality of support, training, and education that have made ours 
the most highly professional, trJined, and motivated force in the world. We must also treat fairly those who are 

I " 

leaving the military, as well as the people and communities who have long supported our armed forces. 

I am very proud of the wolk done by the men and women in the Department of Defense, both military and 
I 

civilian, during the Bottom-Up Review. We all realize that there is still much more to be done. As you read this 
I 

report, that effort has already begun. 

iv 
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SECTION I 

NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA 

Introduction 

The Cold Waris behind us. The Soviet Union is no 
longer. The threat that drove our defense decision
making for four and a half decades - that determined 
our strategy and tactics, our doctrine, the size and shape 
of our forces, the design of our weapons, and the size 
of our defense budgets - is gone. 

Now that the Cold War is over, the questions we 
face in the Department of Defense are: How do we 
structure the armed forces of the United States for the 
future? How much defense is enough in the post-Cold 
War era? 

Several important events over the past four years 
underscore the revolutionary nature of recent changes 
in the international security environment and shed light 
on this new era and on America's future defense and 
security requirements: 

• In 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 
collapse of communism throughout Eastern Eu
rope precipitated a strategic shift away from con
tainment of the Soviet empire. 

• In 1990, Iraq's brutal invasion of Kuwait sig
naled a new class of regional dangers facing 
America- dangers spurred not by a global, em
pire-building ideological power, but by rogue lead
ers set on regional domination through military 
aggression while simultaneously pursuing nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons capabilities. The 
world's response to Saddam's invasion also dem
onstrated the potential in this new era for broad
based, collective military action to thwart such 
tyrants. 

• In 199 I, the failed Soviet coup demonstrated the 
Russian people's desire for democratic change and 
hastened the collapse of the Soviet Union as a 
national entity and military foe. 

In the aftermath of such epochal events, it has 
become clear that the framework that guided our secu
rity policy during the Cold War is inadequate for the 
future. We must determine the characteristics of this 
new era, develop a new strategy, and restructure our 
armed forces and defense programs accordingly. We 
cannot, as we did for the past several decades, premise 
this year's forces, programs, and budgets on incremen
tal shifts from last year's efforts. We must rebuild our 
defense strategy, forces, and defense programs and 
budgets from the bottom up. 

The purpose of the Bottom-Up Review was to 
define the strategy, force structure, modernization pro
grams, industrial base, and infrastructure needed to 
meet new dangers and seize new opportunities. 

An Era of New Dangers 

Most striking in the transition from the Cold War 
is the shift in the nature of the dangers to our interests, 
as illustrated in Figure I. 

New Dangers 

OLD 

•Global threat from massive 
Soviet nuclear and conventional 
forces 

NEW 

•S~read of nuclear, biological, 
an~ chemical weapons 
•Aggression by major regional 
powers or ethnic and religious 
conflict 
•Potential failure of democratic 
reform in the former Soviet Union 
and elsewhere 
•Potential failure to build a strong 
and growing U.S. economy 

Figure I 
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The new dangers fall into four broad categories: 

• Dangers posed by nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction, including dangers 
associated with the proliferation of nuclear, bio
logical, and chemical weapons as well as those 
associated with the large stocks of these weapons 
that remain in the former Soviet Union. 

• Regional dangers, posed primarily by the threat 
of large-scale aggression by major regional pow
ers with interests antithetical to our own, but also 
by the potential for smaller, often internal, con
flicts based on ethnic or religious animosities, 
state-sponsored terrorism, or subversion of friendly 
governments. 

• Dangers to democracy and reform, in the former 
Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and elsewhere. 

• Economic dangers to ournational security, which 
could result if we fail to build a strong, competitive 
and growing economy. 

Our armed forces are central to combating the first 
two dangers and can play a significant role in meeting 
the second two. Our predictions and conclusions about 
the nature and characteristics of these dangers will help 
mold our strategy and size and shape our future mili
tary forces. 

An Era of New Opportunities 

Today, there is promise that we can replace the 
East-West confrontation of the Cold War with an era in 
which the community of nations, guided by a common 
commitment to democratic principles, free-market 
economics, and the rule of law, can be significantly 
enlarged. 

As Figure 2 shows, beyond new dangers there are 
new opportunities: realistic aspirations that, if we dedi
cate ourselves to pursue worthy goals, we can reach a 
world of greater safety, freedom, and prosperity. Our 
armed forces can contribute to this objective. In brief, 
we see new opportunities to: 

Section I 
NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA 

• Expand and adapt our existing security partner
ships and alliances and build a larger community 
of democratic nations. 

• Promote new regional security arrangements 
and alliances to improve deterrence and reduce the 
potential for aggression by hostile regional pow
ers. 

• Implement the dramatic reductions in the strate
gic nuclear arsenals of the United States and the 
former Soviet Union achieved in the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Talks (START) I and II treaties. 

• Protect and advance our security with fewer 
resources, freeing excess resources to be invested 
in other areas vital to our prosperity. 

New Opportunities 

OLD 

•Slim hope of diminished 
dangers 

NEW 

•Expand securily partnerships 
•Build communily of democratic 
nafions 
•Improve regional deterrence 
•Implement dramatic nuclear 
reductions 
•Protect U.S. securily with fewer 
resources 

Figure 2 

Enduring U.S. Goals 

Despite these revolutionary changes in our secu
rity environment, the most basic goals of the United 
States have not changed. They are to: 

• Protect the lives and personal safety of Ameri
cans, both at home and abroad. 

• Maintain the political freedom and indepen
dence of the United States with its values, institu
tions, and territory intact. 
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• Provide for the well-being and prosperity of the 
nation and its people. 

In addition to these fundamental goals, we have 
core values that we have an interest in promoting. 
These include democracy and human rights, the peace
ful resolution of conflict, and the maintenance of open 
markets in the international economic system. The 
advancement of these core values contributes signifi
cantly to the achievement of our fundamental national 
goals: our nation will be more secure in a world of 
democratic and pluralistic institutions, and our eco
nomic well-being will be enhanced by the maintenance 
of an open international economic system. 

A Strategy of Engagement, Prevention, 
and Partnership 

To protect and advance these enduring goals in this 
new era, the United States must pursue a strategy 
characterized by continued political, economic, and 
military engagement internationally. Such an ap
proach helps to avoid the risks 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 to prevent threats to our interests from 
arising. 

Moreover, we must adapt our defense policies and 
alliances to meet fast-moving changes both at home 
and abroad. We and our allies need to modify and build 
upon the basic bargains upon which our security rela
tionships are based, and begin now to define and create 
new mutual expectations, arrangements, and institu
tions to help manage our affairs in the coming decades. 

This strategy of engagement will be defined by two 
characteristics: prevention and partnership. It advo
cates preventing threats to our interests by promoting 
democracy, economic growth and free markets, human 
dignity, and the peaceful resolution of conflict, giving 
first priority to regions critical to our interests. Ournew 
strategy will also pursue an international partnership 

3 

for freedom, prosperity, and peace. To succeed, this 
partnership will require the contributions of our allies 
and will depend on our ability to establish fair and 
equitable political, economic, and military relation
ships with them. 

Our primary task, then, as a nation is to strengthen 
our society and economy for the demanding competi
tive environment of the 21st century, while at the same 
time avoiding the risks of precipitous reductions in 
defense capabilities and the overseas commitments 
they support. Such reductions could defeat attempts to 
improve both our overall security situation and our 
prosperity. 

Sustaining and Adapting Alliances 

Building a coalition of democracies will be central 
to achieving this overarching objective. The common 
values and objectives of democratic nations provide a 
basis for cooperation across a broad spectrum of policy 
areas, from deterrence and defense against aggression 
to the promotion of individual and minority rights. We 
can strive to make the most of this commonality of 
values and interests by expanding and adapting mecha
nisms to facilitate policy coordination and cooperation 
among democracies. 

A continued willingness on the part of the United 
States to act as a security partner and leader will be an 
important factor in sustaining cooperation in many 
areas. Our strategy therefore envisions that the United 
States will remain the leading security partner in Eu
rope, East Asia, the Near East, and Southwest Asia. 
However, we must find ways to sustain our leadership 
at lower cost. For their part, our allies must be sensitive 
to the linkages between a sustained U.S. commitment 
to their security on the one hand, and their actions in 
such areas as trade policy, technology transfer, and 
participation in multinational security operations on 
the other. 

Finally, we must encourage the spread of demo
cratic values and institutions. In this regard, the col
lapse of the former Soviet empire presents an unparal-
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leled opportunity to bring peace and prosperity to 
millions of people who have expressed a clear desire to 
join the community of democracies. 

Objectives and Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

We undertook the Bottom-Up Review to select the 
right strategy, force structure, modernization programs, 
and supporting industrial base and infrastructure to 
provide for America's defense in the post-Cold War 
era 

Figure 3 shows the step-by-step process we used to 
develop key assumptions, broad principles, and gen
eral objectives and translate them into a specific plan 
for our strategy, forces, and defense resources. These 
steps included: 

• Assessing the post-Cold War era, and particu
larly the new dangers and opportunities it presents. 

• Devising a defense strategy to protect and ad
vance our interests in this new period. 

• Constructing building blocks of forces to imple
ment the strategy. 

• Combining these force building blocks to pro
duce options for our overall force structure. 

• Complementing the force structure with weap
ons acquisition programs to modernize our forces, 
defense foundations to sustain them, and policy 
initiatives to address new dangers and take advan
tage of new opportunities. 

With the Bottom-Up Review now complete, we 
will utilize its results to build a multiyear plan for 
America's future security, detailing the forces, pro
grams, and defense budgets the United States needs to 
protect and advance its interests in the post-Cold 
War era. 
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Methodology of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

ASSESS THE 
POST-COLD WAR 

ERA 

DEVISE 
U.S. DEFENSE 

STRATEGY 

CONSTRUCT 
FORCE BUILDING 

BLOCKS 

COMBINE 
FORCE 

BUILDING BLOCKS 

Figure 3 

DECISIONS FOR 
BOTTOM-UP 

REVIEW 

Force Structure 

Modernization 

Defense Foundations 

Policy Initiatives 

BUILD MULTI
YEAR 

DEFENSE PLAN 

The Bottom-Up Review represented a close col
laboration between the civilian and military sectors of 
the Department of Defense (DoD). Task forces were 
established- including representatives from the Of
fice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Staff, 
the unified and specified commands, each of the armed 
services and, where appropriate, other defense agen
cies- to review the major issues entailed in planning 
defense strategy, forces, modernization programs, and 
other defense foundations. Numerous studies helped 
to formulate the key issues for decisionmakers and 
provided the analytical underpinning for the review. 
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A DEFENSE STRATEGY FOR THE NEW ERA 

The requirement to thwart new dangers and seize 
new opportunities sets the objectives our forces should 
try to achieve. The discussion below describes in more 
detail the dangers and opportunities we now foresee 
and outlines a strategy for dealing with them. 

Nuclear Dangers and Opportunities 

Dangers posed by nuclear weapons and other weap
ons of mass destruction (WMD) - that is, biological 
and chemical weapons - are growing. Beyond the 
five declared nuclear-weapon states (the United States, 
Russia, France, Great Britain, and China), at least 20 
other nations either have acquired or are attempting to 
acquire weapons of mass destruction. In most areas 
where U.S. forces could potentially be engaged on a 
large scale, such as Korea or the Persian Gulf, our 
likely adversaries already possess chemical and bio
logical weapons. Moreover, many ofthese same states 
(e.g., North Korea, Iraq, and Iran) appear to be em
barked upon determined efforts to acquire nuclear 
weapons. 

Weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a 
hostile power not only threaten U.S. lives but also 
challenge our ability to use force to protect our inter
ests. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by a regional 
aggressor would pose very serious challenges. For 
example, a hostile nuclear-armed state could threaten: 

• Its neighbors, perhaps dissuading friendly states 
from seeking our help to resist aggression. 

• Concentrations of U.S. forces deployed in the 
region. 

• Regional airfields and ports critical to U.S. rein
forcement operations. 

• American cities - either with covertly deliv
ered weapons or, eventually, ballistic or cruise 
missiles. 

We also continue to face nuclear dangers from the 
former Soviet Union (FSU). Although our relations 
with Russia are friendly and cooperative, and although 
the chances of U.S.-Russian military confrontation 
have declined dramatically and we are cooperating 
with the Russians to safely reduce their nuclear arsenal, 
Moscow still controls tens of thousands of nuclear 
weapons - a factor to be reckoned with should anti
Western elements take control of the Russian govern
ment. Even after START II is ratified and imple
mented, Russia will maintain a formidable nuclear 
arsenal of 3,000 to 3,500 deliverable weapons. 

Moreover, several thousand strategic nuclear weap
ons from the former Soviet arsenal lie outside Russia. 
Although the leaders of Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and 
Belarus have pledged to eliminate the strategic nuclear 
arsenals on their territories, the disposition of these 
weapons remains uncertain. While at present we 
assess that those weapons are secure, increasing politi
cal and social disorder in these newly independent 
states could heighten the risk that nuclear weapons 
might be used accidentally, in an unauthorized manner, 
or could fall into the hands of terrorist groups or 
nations. There is also a danger that the materials, 
equipment, and know-how needed to make nuclear 
weapons could leak through porous borders to other 
nations. 

Beyond the promise of continued reductions in the 
nuclear stockpile of the former Soviet Union, as well as 
in our own, there are other opportunities for the inter
national community to reduce the danger of nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. With 
international cooperation to strengthen and expand 
existing agreements, it should be possible to slow, if 
not halt, further proliferation; reduce the size and 
aggregate destructive power of nuclear, chemical, and 
biological arsenals; and deter or prevent the actual use 
of these weapons. This will involve diplomatic means 
such as strengthening the provisions of and widening 
participation in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, 
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implementing the Chemical Weapons Convention and 
the Missile Technology Control Regime, and negotiat
ing nuclear testing limitations. 

However, in addition to cooperative threat reduc
tion and nonproliferation efforts, the United States will 
need to retain the capacity fornuclear retaliation against 
those who might contemplate the use of weapons of 
mass destruction. We must also continue to explore 
other ways to improve our ability to counter prolifera
tion, such as active and passive defenses against nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons and their delivery 
systems. 

Addressing Nuclear Dangers and 
Seizing Opportunities 

Given this situation, our strategy for addressing the 
new dangers from nuclear weapons and other weapons 
of mass destruction and seizing opportunities to pre
vent their use must involve a multi-pronged approach. 

First, it includes nonproliferation efforts to pre
vent the spread of weapons of mass destruction to 
additional countries through the strengthening of exist
ing controls on the export of WMD technologies and 
materials and the improvement and expansion of inter
national mechanisms and agreements for limiting and 
eliminating nuclear, biological, and chemical weap
ons. 

Second, we must pursue cooperative threat reduc
tion with the former Soviet Union, aimed at eliminat
ing its stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, and biological 
weapons and preventing the spread of weapons of mass 
destruction, their components, and related technology 
and expertise within and beyond FSU borders. 

While these first two efforts involve primarily 
diplomatic measures, DoD must also focus on 
counterproliferation efforts to deter, prevent, or de
fend against the use of WMD if our nonproliferation 
endeavors fail. Specifically, to address the new nuclear 
dangers, DoD must emphasize: 
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• Improvements in intelligence - both overall 
WMD threat assessments and timely intelligence 
and detection to support battlefield operations and 
management. 

• Improvements in the ability of both our general 
purpose and special operations forces to seize, 
disable, or destroy arsenals of nuclear, biological, 
and chemical weapons and their delivery systems. 

• Maintenance of flexible and robust nuclear and 
conventional forces to deter WMD attacks through 
the credible threat of devastating retaliation. 

• Development of ballistic and cruise missile de
fenses, focused on the deployment of advanced 
theater missile defenses to protect forward-de
ployed U.S. forces and provision of the capability 
for a limited defense of the United States. 

• Improved passive defenses, including better in
dividual protective gear and better antidotes and 
vaccines for our forces in the event they are ex
posed to chemical or biological attacks. 

• Other improved equipment, capabilities, and 
tactics to minimize the vulnerability of U.S. forces 
to WMD attacks. 

• Better technologies to detect weapons trans
ported covertly into the United States and else
where for terrorist purposes. 

Regional Dangers and Opportunities 

Regional dangers include a host of threats: large
scale aggression; smaller conflicts; internal strife caused 
by ethnic, tribal, or religious animosities; state-spon
sored terrorism; subversion of friendly governments; 
insurgencies; and drug trafficking. Each of these 
dangers jeopardizes, to varying degrees, interests im
portant to the United States. 
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Specific examples of these new regional dangers 
include: 

• The continuing military preparations underway 
in North Korea, including the development of 
nuclear weapons and longer-range missiles -
both of which are viewed with alarm by their 
neighbors and could spur massive rearmament 
throughout East Asia. 

• The ambitions oflraq or Iran to dominate South
west Asia, which continue to threaten our friends 
and allies in the Persian Gulf region and could 
endanger global economic stability through limit
ing access to oil supplies. 

• The continuing civil war in Croatia and Bosnia, 
with its terrible human suffering and potential 
spillover into the remainder of the former Yugo
slavia and other neighboring states. 

• The struggles in central and eastern Europe as 
many states seek to consolidate democracy and 
build market economies, which, if this difficult 
transition fails, could produce internal instability 
and regional conflict. 

• State-sponsored terrorism which increasingly 
brings its violence within U.S. borders. 

• Drug trafficking in Latin America and else
where which endangers the lives, health, and live
lihoods of Americans. 

Beyond these dangers, there are also real opportu
nities. During the Cold War, repressive regimes that 
were direct adversaries of the United States dominated 
vast regions of the globe. Today, the countries that 
pose direct dangers to us are far fewer, and the coun
tries that may join us in thwarting the remaining 
regional dangers are far more numerous. 

Addressing Regional Dangers and 
Seizing Opportunities 
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To address the new regional dangers and seize new 
opportunities, we have developed a multifaceted strat
egy based on defeating aggressors in major regional 
conflicts, maintaining overseas presence to deter con
flicts and provide regional stability, and conducting 
smaller-scale intervention operations, such as peace 
enforcement, peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, 
and disaster relief to further U.S. interests and 
objectives. 

Major Regional Conflicts. The United States 
will continue to have important interests and allies in 
many regions of the world, from Europe through South
west Asia, into East Asia, and elsewhere. Regional 
aggressors represent a danger that must be deterred 
and, if necessary, defeated by the military capability of 
the United States and its allies. Moreover, if we were 
to be drawn into ·a war in response to the armed 
aggression of one hostile nation, another could well be 
tempted to attack its neighbors- especially if it were 
convinced the United States and its allies did not 
possess the requisite military capability or will to 
oppose it. 

Therefore, it is prudent for the United States to 
maintain sufficient military power to be able to win two 
major regional conflicts that occur nearly simulta
neously. With this capability, we will be confident, and 
our allies as well as potential enemies will know, that 
a single regional conflict will not leave our interests 
and allies in other regions at risk. 

Further, sizing our forces for two major regional 
conflicts provides a hedge against the possibility that a 
future adversary might one day confront us with a 
larger-than-expected threat, and then turn out, through 
doctrinal or technological innovation, to be more ca
pable than we expect, or enlist the assistance of other 
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nations to form a coalition against our interests. The 
dynamic and unpredictable post-Cold War environ
ment demands that we maintain military capabilities 
flexible and responsive enough to cope with unfore
seen dangers. Thus, U.S. forces will be structured to 
achieve decisive victory in two nearly simultaneous 
major regional conflicts and to conduct combat opera
tions characterized by rapid response and a high prob
ability of success, while minimizing the risk of signifi
cant American casualties. 

Overseas Presence. Stationing and deploying 
U.S. military forces overseas in peacetime is an essen
tial element in dealing with new regional dangers and 
pursuing new opportunities. 

The peacetime overseas presence of our forces is 
the single most visible demonstration of our commit
ment to defend U.S. and allied interests in Europe, 
Asia, and elsewhere around the world. The presence of 
U.S. forces deters adventurism and coercion by poten
tially hostile states, reassures friends, enhances re
gional stability, and underwrites our larger strategy of 
international engagement, prevention, and partnership. 
It also gives us a stronger influence, both political and 
economic as well as military, in the affairs of key 
regions. 

By stationing forces abroad we also improve our 
ability to respond effectively to crises or aggression 
when they occur. Our overseas presence provides the 
leading edge of the rapid response capability that we 
would need in a crisis. Moreover, our day-to-day 
operations with allies improve the ability of U.S. and 
allied forces to operate effectively together. 

Finally, our routine presence helps to ensure our 
access to the facilities and bases we would need during 
a conflict or contingency, both to operate in a given 
region and to deploy forces from the United States to 
distant regions. 

Our overseas presence forces take several forms: 

• Permanent or long-term overseas stationing of 
U.S. ground, air, and maritime forces. 
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• Periodic and temporary deployments of forces 
in response to crises or to enhance deterrence 
through joint training with allied and friendly 
forces. 

• Prepositioning of military equipment and sup
plies to facilitate a rapid American military re
sponse should a crisis occur. 

Army and Air Force units are permanently sta
tioned in regions where the United States has important 
and enduring interests and wants to make clear that 
aggression will be met by a U.S. military response. 
Because these units are also part of the forces needed 
to fight and win two major regional conflicts, we must 
retain a significant presence in key regions. However, 
with the demise of the global Soviet threat, we can 
protect our interests and prepare for potential regional 
conflicts at significantly reduced levels of forward
deployed forces. 

Maritime overseas presence forces range widely 
across the world's oceans, demonstrating to both friends 
and potential adversaries that the United States has 
global interests and the ability to bring military power 
quickly to bear anywhere in the world. In addition, 
maritime forces have the operational mobility and 
political flexibility to reposition to potential trouble 
spots by unilateral U.S. decision- whether to signal 
America's interest in resolving a crisis, evacuate Ameri
can citizens from danger, render humanitarian assis
tance, or conduct strikes against countries supporting 
terrorism or defying U.N. resolutions. 

Peacekeeping, Peace Enforcement, and Other 
Intervention Operations. While deterring and de
feating major regional aggression will be the most 
demanding requirement of the new defense strategy, 
our emphasis on engagement, prevention, and partner
ship means that, in this new era, U.S. military forces are 
more likely to be involved in operations short of 
declared or intense warfare. Events of the past few 
years have already borne this out, as our armed forces 
have been involved in a wide range of so-called "inter
vention" operations, from aiding typhoon victims in 
Bangladesh during Operation Sea Angel, to delivering 
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humanitarian relief to the former Soviet Union under 
Operation Provide Hope, to conducting the emergency 
evacuation ofU .S. citizens from Liberia during Opera
tion Sharp Edge, to restoring order and aiding the 
victims of the civil war in Somalia during Operation 
Restore Hope. 

Through overseas presence and power projection, 
our armed forces can help deter or contain violence in 
volatile regions where our interests are threatened. In 
some circumstances, U.S. forces can serve a peace
keeping role, monitoring and facilitating the imple
mentation of cease-fire and peace agreements with the 
consent of the belligerent parties as part of a U.N. or 
other coalition presence. In more hostile situations, the 
United States might be called upon, along with other 
nations, to provide forces to compel compliance with 
international resolutions or to restore order in peace 
enforcement operations. In some cases, such as Opera
tion Just Cause in Panama, we may intervene unilater
ally to protect our interests. Finally, our armed forces 
will continue to play an important role in the national 
effort to halt the importation of illegal drugs to the 
United States. 

In the future, there are likely to be many occasions 
when we are asked to intervene with military force 
overseas. In deciding where, when, and how our 
military should be employed for peace enforcement, 
peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, or similar types of 
operations, we will need to consider each situation 
individually and carefully weigh several factors: 

• Does participation advance U.S. national 
interests? 

• Are the objectives clear and attainable? 

• How will the intervention affect our other de
fense obligations? 

• Can the United States contribute capabilities and 
assets necessary for the success of the mission? 

Because these operations are so diverse, the forces 
and capabilities needed to conduct them will vary. 
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Fortunately, the military capabilities needed for these 
operations are largely those maintained for other pur
poses - major regional conflicts and overseas pres
ence. Thus, although specialized training and equip
ment may often be needed, the forces required will, for 
the most part, be selected elements of those general 
purpose forces maintained for other, larger military 
operations. There are some forces and capabilities that 
are particularly well suited for intervention operations 
- for example, special operations forces, including 
psychological operations and civil affairs units. 

New Dangers to Democracy and 
Opportunities for Democratic Reform 

The post-Cold War trend toward democracy 
throughout much of the world is a tremendously favor
able one for the security of the United States. Our 
values are ascendant. Peaceful resolution of disputes is 
more likely as democracy spreads. 

This positive trend, however, is reversible. In most 
former communist countries, democratic institutions 
are not yet firmly established, and market reforms have 
yet to produce tangible improvements in standards of 
living. The reversal of reforms and the emergence of 
ultranationalist authoritarianism, particularly in Rus
sia, would substantially alter the security situation for 
the United States. 

Addressing Dangers to Democracy 

U.S. strategy will seek to draw democratizing 
states in central and eastern Europe, Russia, Ukraine, 
and other former Soviet republics into deeper partner
ship. We and our allies should: 

• Offer carefully targeted economic aid, training 
assistance, and education and information pro
grams to help underwrite democratization and 
market reforms. 

• Continue and intensify our program of defense
to-defense contacts to foster mutual understanding 
and help these countries institute democratic, ci
vilian control over the military. 
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• Provide assistance to secure and reduce the Rus
sian nuclear arsenal and eliminate strategic nuclear 
armaments in the non-Russian republics. 

• Solicit cooperation in regional security initia
tives, such as multilateral peacekeeping opera
tions. 

Collectively, such measures constitute "defense 
by other means" against the potential consequences of 
failure of reform in Russia and elsewhere. We also 
need to work with the military in other countries to 
sustain democracy. 

As a hedge against possible reversals, we should 
strengthen our bilateral and multilateral ties in central 
and eastern Europe. We must also retain the means to 
rebuild a larger force structure, should one be needed 
in the future to confront an emergent authoritarian and 
imperialistic Russia reasserting its full military poten
tial. 

New Economic Dangers and 
Opportunities 

The final - and in the post-Cold War period, 
perhaps most important - set of dangers that U.S. 
strategy must confront is economic. In recent years, 
the U.S. economy has been plagued by an enormous 
and growing federal debt, sluggish growth, inadequate 
job creation, and a large trade imbalance. Further, our 
growing dependence on imported petroleum consti
tutes an economic danger of its own. 

The Department of Defense can help address these 
economic dangers. DoD can help America seize the 
opportunity presented by the end of the Cold War to 
enhance its economic security. We must stress the 
productive reinvestment of defense resources, facili
ties, and technology into the civilian economy. Placing 
new emphasis on key technologies- information and 
manufacturing technologies and advanced materials 
-will help strengthen both the military and civilian 
sectors. With careful restructuring of our forces and 
support infrastructure, we can maintain capabilities 

Section U 
A DEFENSE STRATEGY FOR THE NEW ERA 

sufficient to meet our present and future security needs 
while reducing the overall level of resources devoted to 
defense. 

Beyond simply using fewer resources, the Depart
ment of Defense will actively assist in the transition of 
the U.S. economy away from a Cold W arfooting. Such 
assistance will come in the form of providing transition 
assistance to individuals departing the military, facili
tating the conversion of defense industries, and en
couraging the freer flow of technologies between the 
civilian and military sectors. 

Sustaining a healthy free trade regime and, within 
that, expanding U.S. exports and reducing trade imbal
ances will be key to our future economic growth. 
Addressing these issues productively will hinge on 
maintaining sound political and economic relation
ships with our trading partners. Trade relations are 
intertwined with security relations: In most cases, we 
enjoy close security relationships with our trading 
partners. Our bilateral and multilateral security ar
rangements are tangible evidence of our interest in 
regions, and they help ensure that the United States will 
have a "seat at the table" in forums for political and 
economic decisionmaking. 

Military power supports and is supported by politi
cal and economic power. Likewise, security relation
ships support and are supported by trade relationships. 
We cannot expect to improve our trade relations or our 
trading position with our allies if we withdraw from our 
security relationships. At the same time, we must 
recognize that domestic support for overseas commit
ments depends in part on the perception of fairness in 
trade and other matters. 

Objectives of Our Armed Forces 

Our examination of new dangers and opportunities 
leads to the following major objectives for our armed 
forces. 

To meet the new nuclear danger and seize the 
opportunities in this area, our objectives are to: 
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• Deter the use of nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons against the United States, its forces, and 
its allies. 

• Halt or at least slow the proliferation of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons. 

• Develop capabilities to locate and destroy WMD 
storage, production, and deployment facilities of 
potential aggressors and defend our forward-de
ployed forces from such weapons. 

• Continue to reduce the nuclear arsenals of the 
former Soviet Union and the United States and so 
reduce the threat of nuclear war. 

• Minimize the exposure and the vulnerability of 
U.S. forces to nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons use. 

To meet new regional dangers and seize the op
portunities that exist to reduce these dangers, our 
objectives are to: 

• Deter and, if necessary, defeat major aggression 
in regions important to the United States. 

• Be capable of fighting and winning two major 
regional conflicts nearly simultaneously. 

• Prepare U.S. forces to participate effectively in 
multilateral peace enforcement and unilateral in
tervention operations. 

• Continue to adapt existing alliances and build 
new ones to enhance regional and global security. 

To meet the dangers to democratic reform and 
seize the opportunity for a further spread of democ
racy, our objectives are to: 

• Use military-to-military contacts to help foster 
democratic values in other countries. 

• Protect fledgling democracies from subversion 
and external threats. 

II 

To meet the dangers to American economic pros
perity and seize the opportunity to accelerate U.S. 
economic growth and promote global economic well
being, our objectives are to: 

• Redirect resources to investments that improve 
both our defense posture and our competitive po
sition economically. 

• Facilitate reinvestment that allows defense in
dustries to shift to nondefense production. 

• Support the development of dual-use technolo
gies and encourage the freer flow of technology 
between the military and civilian sectors. 

• Use our long-standing security relationships with 
key allies and partners to build a bridge to greater 
economic cooperation and to sustain and enhance 
global free trade. 

• Actively assist nations in making the transition 
from controlled to market economies. 

Building Future Capabilities: 
Guiding Principles 

While the objectives outlined above provide a 
framework for determining our force structure and 
modernization requirements, certain other underlying 
principles guided our effort during the Bottom-Up 
Review. In his inaugural address, President Clinton 
pledged to keep America's military the best-trained, 
best-equipped, best -prepared fighting force in the world. 
To fulfill that pledge, we must keep it the focus of our 
effort throughout the planning, programming, and bud
geting process. 

First, wemustkeepourforcesreadytofight. We 
have already witnessed the challenges posed by the 
new dangers in operations like Just Cause (Panama), 
Desert Storm (Iraq), and Restore Hope (Somalia). 
Each of these were "come as you are" campaigns with 
little time to prepare our forces for the challenges they 
met. 
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The new dangers thus demand that we keep our 
forces ready to fight as a top priority in allocating 
scarce defense resources. We must adequately fund 
operations and maintenance accounts, maintain suffi
cient stocks of spare parts, keep our forces well-trained 
and equipped, and take the other steps essential to 
preserving readiness. 

A key element of maintaining forces ready to fight 
is to maintain the quality of our people, so that they 
remain the best fighting force in the world. First, this 
means keeping our personnel highly motivated by 
treating them fairly and maintaining their quality of 
life. It also means continuing to recruit talented young 
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men and women, expanding career opportunities for 
all service members, and putting in place programs to 
ease the transition to civilian life for departing military 
personnel as we bring down the size of our forces. 

We must also maintain the technological superi
ority of our weapons and equipment. Operation Desert 
Storm demonstrated that we produce the best weapons 
and military equipment in the world. This technologi
cal edge helps us to achieve victory more swiftly and 
with fewer casualties. We must design a balanced 
modernization program that safeguards this edge and 
the necessary supporting industrial base without buy
ing more weapons than we need or can afford. 
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FORCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

We describe the forces and capabilities needed to 
implement our defense strategy and guide the con
struction of our overall force structure as "building 
blocks." Force building blocks are a valuable analyti
cal tool that allow us to see the linkage between certain 
types and quantities of forces and the tasks they are 
meant to perform. They also make clearer the price to 
be paid in making cuts in the military structure: elimi
nating a force building block can mean eliminating the 
capability to conduct a particular task. 

Four broad classes of potential military operations 
were used in the Bottom-Up Review to evaluate the 
adequacy of future force structure alternatives: 

• Major regional conflicts (MRCs). 

• Smaller-scale conflicts or crises that would re
quire U.S. forces to conduct peace enforcement or 
intervention operations. 

• Overseas presence- the need for U.S. military 
forces to conduct normal peacetime operations in 
critical regions. 

• Deterrence of attacks with weapons of mass 
destruction,eitheragainst U.S. territory, U.S. forces, 
or the territory and forces of U.S. allies. 

This list is not all-inclusive. We will provide 
forces and military support for other types of opera
tions, such as peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, 
and to counter international drug trafficking. How
ever, while such operations often call for small num
bers of specialized forces or assets, they are not likely 
to be major determinants of general purpose force 
structure. However, they could require specialized 
training and equipment. 

Our analysis of each of these four types of opera
tions allowed us to construct, for planning purposes, 
building blocks of the forces required for them. By 
combining the building blocks and adjusting them to 

account for judgments about the need to conduct simul
taneous operations, we were able to determine the 
number and mix of active and reserve forces that we 
will need to carry out our defense strategy. 

Major Regional Conflicts 

During the Cold War, U.S. military planning was 
dominated by the need to confront numerically supe
rior Soviet forces in Europe, the Far East, and South
west Asia. Now, the focus is on the need to project 
power into regions important to U.S. interests and to 
defeat potentially hostile regional powers, such as 
North Korea or Iraq. Although these nations are un
likely to threaten the United States directly, they and 
other countries like them have shown that they are 
willing and able to field forces sufficient to threaten 
important U.S. interests, friends, and allies. Operation 
Desert Storm was a powerful demonstration of the 
need to counter such regional aggression. 

Potential regional aggressors are expected to be 
capable of fielding military forces in the following 
ranges: 

• 400,000-750,000 total personnel under arms 
• 2,000- 4,000 tanks 
• 3,000- 5,000 armored fighting vehicles 
• 2,000- 3,000 artillery pieces 
• 500 - I ,000 combat aircraft 
• I 00 - 200 naval vessels, primarily patrol craft 

armed with surface-to-surface missiles, and up 
to 50 submarines 

• 100- I ,000 Scud-class ballistic missiles, some 
possibly with nuclear, chemical, or biological 
warheads. 

Military forces of this size could threaten regions 
important to the United States if allied or friendly states 
were unable to match their power. Hence, we must 
prepare our forces to assist those of friends and allies in 
deterring, and ultimately defeating, aggression should 
it occur. 
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Scenarios as Planning Tools. Every war that the 
United States has fought has been different from the 
last, and different from what defense planners had 
envisioned. For example, the majority of the bases and 
facilities used by the United States and its coalition 
partners in Operation Desert Storm were built in the 
1980s, when we envisioned a Soviet invasion through 
Iran to be the principal threat to the Gulf region. In 
planning forces capable of fighting and winning major 
regional conflicts, we must avoid preparing for past 
wars. History suggests that we most often deter the 
conflicts that we plan for and actually fight the ones we 
do not anticipate. 

Section III 
FORCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

For planning and assessment purposes, we have 
selected two illustrative scenarios that are both plau
sible and posit demands characteristic of those that 
could be posed by conflicts with other potential adver
saries. Figure 4 displays the scenarios and their rela
tionship to planning for force employment across a 
range of potential conflicts. While a number of sce
narios were examined, the two that we focused on most 
closely in the Bottom-Up Review envisioned aggres
sion by a remilitarized Iraq against Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia, and by North Korea against the Republic of 
Korea. 

Scenarios as Planning Tools 
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Neither of these scenarios should be regarded as a 
prediction of future conflicts, but each provides a 
useful representation of the challenge that could be 
presented by a well-armed regional power initiating 
aggression thousands of miles from the United States. 
As such, the scenarios serve as yardsticks against 
which to assess, in gross terms, the capabilities of U.S. 
forces. 

In each scenario, we examined the performance of 
projected U.S. forces in relation to critical parameters, 
including warning time, the threat, terrain, weather, 
duration of hostilities, and combat intensity. Overall, 
these scenarios were representative of likely ranges of 
these parameters. 

Both scenarios were developed for analyses con
ducted by the Joint Staff. Each assumed a similar 
enemy operation: an armor-heavy, combined-arms 
offensive against the outnumbered forces of a neigh
boring state. U.S. forces, most of which were not 
presumed to be present in the region when hostilities 
commenced, had to deploy to the region quickly, 
supplement indigenous forces, halt the invasion, and 
defeat the aggressor. 

Such a "short notice" scenario, in which only a 
modest number of U.S. forces are in a region at the 
outset of hostilities, is both highly stressing and plau
sible. History shows that we frequently fail to antici
pate the location and timing of aggression, even large
scale attacks against our interests. In such cases, it may 
also not be possible, prior to an attack, to reach a 
political consensus on the proper U.S. response or to 
convince our allies to grant U.S. forces access to 
facilities in their countries. 

We also expect that the United States will often be 
fighting as the leader of a coalition, with allies provid
ing some support and combat forces. As was the case 
in Desert Storm, the need to defend common interests 
should prompt our allies in many cases to contribute 
capable forces to a war effort. However, our forces 
must be sized and structured to preserve the flexibility 
and the capability to act unilaterally, should we choose 
to do so. 

The Four Phases of U.S. Combat 
Operations 
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Our first priority in preparing for regional conflicts 
is to prevent them from ever occurring. This is the 
purpose of our overseas presence forces and opera
tions, joint exercises, and other military capabilities
to deter potential regional aggressors from even con
templating an attack. Should deterrence fail and con
flict occur, it is envisioned that combat operations 
would unfold in four main phases. 

Phase 1: Halt the invasion. The highest priority 
in defending against a large-scale attack will most 
often be to minimize the territory and critical facilities 
that an invader can capture. Should important strategic 
assets fall, the invader might attempt to use them as 
bargaining chips. In addition, stopping an invasion 
quickly may be key to ensuring that a threatened ally 
can continue its crucial role in the collective effort to 
defeat the aggressor. Further, the more territory the 
enemy captures, the greater the price to take it back: 
The number of forces required for a counteroffensive 
to repel an invasion can increase, with correspondingly 
greater casualties, depending on the progress the en
emy makes. In the event of a short-warning attack, 
more U.S. forces would need to deploy rapidly to the 
theater and enter the battle as quickly as possible. 

Phase 2: Build up U.S. combat power in the 
theater while reducing the enemy's. Once an enemy 
attack had been stopped and the front stabilized, U.S. 
and allied efforts would focus on continuing to build up 
combat forces and logistics support in the theater while 
reducing the enemy's capacity to fight. Land, air, 
maritime, and special operations forces from the United 
States and coalition countries would continue to arrive. 
These forces would seek to ensure that the enemy did 
not regain the initiative on the ground, and they would 
mount sustained attacks to reduce the enemy's military 
capabilities in preparation for a combined-arms coun
teroffensive. 

Phase 3: Decisively defeat the enemy. In the 
third phase, U.S. and allied forces would seek to mount 
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a large-scale, air-land counteroffensive to defeat the 
enemy decisively by attacking his centers of gravity, 
retaking territory he had occupied, destroying his war
making capabilities, and successfully achieving other 
operational or strategic objectives. 

Phase 4: Provide for post-war stability. Al
though a majority of U.S. and coalition forces would 
begin returning to their home bases, some forces might 
be called upon to remain in the theater after the enemy 
had been defeated to ensure that the conditions that 
resulted in conflict did not recur. These forces could 
help repatriate prisoners, occupy and administer some 
or all of the enemy's territory, or ensure compliance 
with the provisions of war-termination or cease-fire 
agreements. 

Forces for Combat Operations 

Described below are the types of forces that are 
needed to conduct joint combat operations in all four 
phases of an MRC. 

Forces for Phase 1. Primary responsibility for 
the initial defense oftheirterritory rests, of course, with 
our allies. As forces of a besieged country move to 
blunt an attack, U.S. forces already in the theater would 
move rapidly to provide assistance. However, as 
already mentioned, we are drawing down our overseas 

An ATACMS launch. 
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presence in response to the end of the Cold War. Thus, 
the bulk of our forces, even during the early stages of 
a conflict, would have to come from the United States. 
This places a premium on rapidly deployable yet 
highly lethal forces to blunt an attack. 

The major tasks to be performed in this phase and 
beyond are: 

• Help allied forces establi'sh a viable defense that 
halts enemy ground forces before they can achieve 
critical objectives. 

• Delay, disrupt, and destroy enemy ground forces 
and damage the roads along which they are mov
ing, in order to halt the attack. U.S. attacks would 
be mounted by a combination of land- and sea
based strike aircraft and heavy bombers using 
precision-guided munitions; long-range tactical 
missiles; ground maneuver forces with antiarmor 
capabilities; and special operations forces. 

• Protect friend! y forces and rear -area assets from 
attack by aircraft or cruise and ballistic missiles, 
using land- and sea-based aircraft, ground- and 
sea-based surface-to-air missiles, and special op
erations forces. 

• Establish air superiority and suppress enemy air 
defenses as needed, including those in rear areas 
and those accompanying invading ground forces, 
using land- and sea-based strike and jamming 
aircraft as well as surface-to-surface missiles, such 
as the Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS). 

• Destroy high-value targets, such as weapons of 
mass destruction, and degrade the enemy's ability 
to prosecute military operations through attacks 
focused on his central command, control, and 
communications facilities. For such attacks, we 
would rely heavily on long-range bombers and 
land- and sea-based strike aircraft using precision
guided munitions, and on cruise missiles. Special 
operations forces would also play an important 
role in such attacks. 
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• Establish maritime superiority, using naval task 
forces with mine countermeasure ships, in order to 
ensure access to ports and sea lines of communica
tion, and as a precondition for amphibious as
saults. 

Forces for Phase 2. Many of the same forces 
employed in Phase I would be used in the second phase 
to perform similar tasks- grinding down the enemy's 
military potential while additional U.S. and other coa
lition combat power was brought into the region. As 
more land- and sea-based air forces arrived, emphasis 
would shift from halting the invasion to isolating 
enemy ground forces and destroying them, destroying 
enemy air and naval forces, destroying stocks of sup
plies, and broadening attacks on military-related tar
gets in the enemy's rear area. These attacks could be 
supplemented with direct and indirect missile and 
artillery fire from ground, air, and naval forces. 

. 
Meanwhile, other U.S. forces, including heavy 

ground forces, would begin arriving in the theater to 
help maintain the defensive line established at the end 
of Phase I and to begin preparations for the counter
offensive. 

Forces for Phase 3. The centerpiece of Phase 3 
would be the U.S. and allied counteroffensive, aimed 
at engaging, enveloping, and destroying or capturing 
enemy ground forces occupying friendly territory. 
Major tasks within the counteroffensive include: 

• Breaching tactical and protective minefields. 

• Maneuvering to envelop or flank and destroy 
enemy forces, including armored vehicles in dug
in positions. 

• Conducting or threatening an amphibious inva
sion. 

• Applying air power using precision-guided mu
nitions in support of ground forces and for deep 
interdiction attacks. 
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• Dislodging and defeating infantry fighting from 
dug-in positions, and defeating light infantry on 
urban terrain. 

• Destroying enemy artillery. 

• Locating and destroying mobile enemy reserves. 

Combat power in this phase would include highly 
mobile armored, mechanized, and air assault forces, 
supported by the full complement of air power, special 
operations forces, and land- and sea-based fire support. 
Amphibious forces would provide additional opera
tional flexibility to the theater commander. 

Forces for Phase 4. Finally, a smaller comple
ment of joint forces would remain in the theater once 
the enemy had been defeated. These forces might 
include a carrier battle group, one to two wings of 
fighters, a division or less of ground forces, and special 
operations units. 

Supporting Capabilities 

The foregoing list of forces for the various phases 
of a major regional conflict included only combat force 
elements. Several types of support capabilities would 
play essential roles in all phases. 

U.S. Marines conducting 
amphibious assault exercise. 
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Airlift. Adequate airlift capacity is needed to bring 
in forces and material required for the first weeks of an 
operation. In Operations Desert Shield/Desert Storm, 
the United States airlifted to the Gulf region, on aver
age, more than 2,400 tons of material per day. We 
anticipate that at least the same level of lift capacity 
would be needed to support high-intensity military 
operations in the opening phase of a future MRC and to 
help sustain operations thereafter. 

Prepositioning. Prepositioning heavy combat 
equipment and supplies, both ashore and afloat, can 
greatly reduce both the time required to deploy forces 
to distant regions and the number of airlift sorties 
devoted to moving such supplies. Initiatives now 
underway will accelerate the arrival of heavy Army 
forces overseas in response to crises. 

Sealift. In any major regional conflict, most com
bat equipment and supplies would be transported by 
sea. While airlift and prepositioning provide the most 
rapid response for deterrence and initial defense, the 
deployment of significant heavy ground and air forces, 
their support equipment, and sustainment must come 
by sea. 

Battlefield Surveillance; Command, Control, 
and Communications. Accurate information on the 
location and disposition of enemy forces is a prerequi
site for effective military operations. Hence, our plan
ning envisions the early deployment of reconnaissance 
and command and control aircraft and ground-based 
assets to enable our forces to see the enemy and to pass 
information quickly through all echelons of our forces. 
Total U.S. intelligence and surveillance capability will 
be less than it was during the Cold War, but it will be 
better able to provide timely information to battlefield 
commanders. Advanced systems - such as the Joint 
Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System 
(JSTARS), the upgraded Airborne Warning and Con
trol System (AWACS), and the Milstar satellite com
munications system - will ensure that U.S. forces 
have a decisive advantage in tactical intelligence and 
communications. 
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Maritime pre positioning ships. 

Advanced Munitions. As coalition operations in 
the GulfW ar demonstrated, advanced precision-guided 
munitions can dramatically increase the effectiveness 
of a fighting force. Precision-guided munitions al
ready in the U.S. inventory (for example, laser-guided 
bombs) as well as new types of munitions still under 
development are needed to ensure that U.S. forces can 
operate successful! yin future MRCs and other types of 
conflicts. New "smart" and "bripiant" munitions un
der development hold promise of dramatically improv
ing the ability of U.S. air, ground, and maritime forces 
to destroy enemy armored vehicles and halt invading 
ground forces, as well as destroy ~ixed targets at longer 
ranges, thus reducing exposure to enemy air defenses. 

Aerial Refueling. Large numbers of aerial-refu
eling aircraft would be needed to support many compo
nents of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter aircraft 
deploying over long distances require in-flight refuel
ing. Airlifters can carry more cargo longer distances if 
aerial refueling is available en route. Aerial surveil
lance and control platforms, su,ch as AWACS and 
JST ARS, also need airborne refueling in order to 
achieve maximum mission effectiveness. 

The MRC Building Block 

In planning our future force structure and allocat
ing resources, we established force levels and support 
objectives that should enable us to win one MRC 

' I 
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across a range oflikely conflicts. Our detailed analyses 
of possible future MRCs, coupled with military judg
ment as to the outcomes, suggest that the following 
forces will be adequate to execute the strategy outlined 
above for a single MRC: 

• 4- 5 Army divisions 
• 4 - 5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades 
• 10 Air Force fighter wings 
• I 00 Air Force heavy bombers 
• 4- 5 Navy aircraft carrier battle groups 
• Special operations forces 

These forces constitute a prudent building block 
for force planning purposes. In the event of a conflict, 
our response would depend on the nature and scale of 
the aggression and on circumstances elsewhere in the 
world. If the initial defense failed to halt the invasion 
quickly, or if circumstances in other parts of the world 
permitted, U.S. decisionmakers might choose to com
mit more forces than those listed (for example, two 
additional Army divisions). These added forces would 
help either to achieve the needed advantage over the 
enemy, to mount a decisive counteroffensive, or to 
accomplish more ambitious war objectives, such as the 
complete destruction of the enemy's war-making po
tential. But our analysis also led us to the conclusion 
that enhancements to our military forces, focused on 
ensuring our ability to conduct a successful initial 
defense, would both reduce our overall ground force 
requirements and increase the responsiveness and ef
fectiveness of our power projection forces. 

Fighting Two MRCs 

In this context, we decided early in the Bottom-Up 
Review that the United States must field forces suffi
cient to fight and win two major regional conflicts that 
occur nearly simultaneously. This is prudent for two 
reasons. 

First, we need to avoid a situation in which the 
United States in effect makes simultaneous wars more 
likely by leaving an opening for potential aggressors to 
attack their neighbors, should our engagement in a war 
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in one region leave little or no force available to 
respond effectively to defend our interests in another. 

Second, fielding forces sufficient to win two wars 
nearly simultaneously provides a hedge against the 
possibility that a future adversary - or coalition of 
adversaries- might one day confront us with a larger
than-expected threat. In short,· it is difficult to predict 
precisely what threats we will confront ten to twenty 
years from now. In this dynamic and unpredictable 
post-Cold War world, we must maintain military capa
bilities that are flexible and sufficient to cope with 
unforeseen threats. 

For the bulk of our ground, naval, and air forces, 
fielding forces sufficient to provide this capability 
involves duplicating the MRC building block described 
above. However, in planning our overall force struc
ture, we must recognize two other factors. First, we 
must have sufficient strategic lift to deploy forces when 
and where they are needed. Second, certain specialized 
high-leverage units or unique assets might be "dual 
tasked," that is, used in both MRCs. For example, 
certain advanced aircraft - such as B-2s, F-117s, 
JST ARs, and EF-111 s - that we have purchased in 
limited numbers because of their expense would prob
ably need to shift from the first to second MRC. 

Force Enhancements to Support 
Our Strategy 

As previously mentioned, we have already under
taken or are planning a series of enhancements to our 
forces to improve their capability, flexibility, and le
thality. These improvements are geared especially 
toward buttressing our ability to conduct a successful 
initial defense in any major regional conflict. 

As shown in Figure 5, the enhancements include 
improving: (I) strategic mobility, through more 
prepositioning and enhancements to airlift and sealift; 
(2) the strike capabilities of aircraft carriers; (3) the 
lethality of Army firepower; and ( 4) the ability oflong
range bombers to deliver conventional smart muni
tions. 
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Strategic Mobility. Our plans call for substantial 
enhancements to our strategic mobility - most of 
which were first identified in the 1991 Mobility Re
quirements Study (MRS). 

Development of the C-17 has been troubled from the 
start and we will continue to monitor the program's 
progress closely, but significant, modem, flexible air
lift capacity is essential to our defense strategy. A 
decision on the C-17 will be made after a thorough 
review by the Defense Acquisition Board is completed 
in the fall of 1993. 

First, we will either continue the program to pur
chase and deploy the C-17 airlifter or purchase other 
airlifters to replace our aging C-141 transport aircraft. 

Force Enhancements to Halt a Short-Warning Attack 

Todav's Force Future Force 
Persian I Prepo I 1 Batlalion Training Set 2 Brigade Sets ashore 

1 Maritime Prepositioning Ship (MPS) Squadron 1 Brig(lde Set afloat' 

Gulf 7 Prepositioning Ships 1 MPS Squadron 
7 Prepositioning Ships 

Region I Forces I 1 Carrier Batlle Group (Tether) 1 Carrier Batlle Group (Tether) 

PHASE I 
FAIR h b. d ~ooo ed . 

- Lack of heavy forces to help stop invader 
- 3 eavy nga e sets o prepos111on equipment 

Halt Invasion 
- Increased early-arriving land-based and 

-Insufficient preposnioning carrier aircraft and long-range bombers 
-Limited antiarmor capability -Improved antiarmor precision-guided munitions 
-Limited anti-tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) capability - Improved ATBM capability 

PHASE II FAIR GOOD 
Build Up Forces in Theater - Slow closure due to modest sealift capability - Airlift and sealift upgrades support rapid closure 

for Counteroffensive 
of heavy forces 

1 Bngade-Sized Manne Expeditionary Force (MEF) 1 Bngade Set ashore 

I Prepo I 1 MPS Squadron 1 Bngade Set afloat' 
2 Bngade-Sized MEFs (2 MPS Squadrons) 

1 Division (2 Bngades) 1 Division (2 Bngades) 

KOREA 2.4 Fighter Wings 2.4 Fighter Wings 

I Forces I 1 Carrier Battle Group 1 Carner Battle Group 
1 MEF 1 MEF 

PHASE I 
GOOD GOOD 

- Substantial in-place forces - 2 heavy brigade sets of prepositioned equipment 

Halt Invasion -Established command, control, communications, and -Increased earty-arriving land-based and 
intelligence (C31) network carrier aircraft and long-range bombers 

-Rapid reinforcement from Japan, Okinawa - Improved antiannor precision-guided munitions 
-Limited ATBM capability -lmoroved A TBM capability 

PHASE II FAIR GOOD 
Build Up Forces in Theater - Slow closure due to modest sealift capability - Airtift and sealift upgrades support rapid closure 

for Counteroffensive 
of heavy forces 

• Brigade set would be positioned to "swing" to enher region. 

Figure 5 
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Second, we plan to store a brigade set of heavy 
Army equipment afloat; the ships carrying this mate
rial would be positioned in areas from which they could 
be sent on short notice either to the Persian Gulf or to 
Northeast Asia. Otherprepositioning initiatives would 
accelerate the arrival ofheavy Army units in Southwest 
Asia and Korea. 

Third, we will increase the capacity of our surge 
sealift fleet to transport forces and equipment rapidly 
from the United States to distant regions by purchas
ing additional roll-on/roll-off ships. 

Fourth, we will improve the readiness and respon
siveness of the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) through a 
variety of enhancements. Finally, we will fund various 
efforts to improve the "fort-to-port" flow of personnel, 
equipment, and supplies in the United States. 

Naval Strike Aircraft. The Navy is examining a 
number of innovative ways to improve the firepower 
aboard its aircraft carriers. First, the Navy will im
prove its strike potential by providing a precision 
ground-attack capability to many of its F-14 aircraft. It 
also will acquire stocks of new "brilliant" antiarmor 
weapons for delivery by attack aircraft. Finally, the 
Navy plans to develop the capability to fly additional 
squadrons of F/A-18s to,forward-deployed aircraft 
carriers that would be the first to arrive in response to 
a regional contingency. These additional aircraft would 
increase the striking power of the carriers during the 
critical early stages of a conflict. 

Army Firepower. The Army is developing new, 
smart submunitions that can be delivered by AT ACMS, 
the Multiple-Launch Rocket System (MLRS), the Tri
Service Standoff Attack Missile (TSSAM) now under 
development, and by standard tube artillery. In addi
tion, the Longbow fire control radar system will in
crease the effectiveness and survivability of the AH-64 
Apache attack helicopter. We also are examining more 
prepositioning of AT ACMS and MLRS and having 
Apaches self-deploy from their overseas bases so that 
all would be available in the early stages of a conflict. 
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Air Force Long-Range Bombers and 
Munitions. Air Force enhancements will be in two 
areas - bombers and munitions. First, we plan to 
modify the Air Force's B-1 and B-2long-range heavy 
bombers to improve their ability to deliver "smart" 
conventional munitions against attacking enemy forces 
and fixed targets. Second, we will develop all-weather 
munitions. For example, the Air Force is developing a 
guidance package for a tactical munitions dispenser 
filled with antiarmor submunitions that could be used 
in all types of weather. These programs will dramati
cally increase our capacity to attack and destroy critical 
targets in the crucial opening days of a short-warning 
conflict. 

Delivery of "smart" sensorjused weapons on 
ground vehicles. 

In addition, two other force enhancements are 
important to improving our ability to respond to the 
demanding requirement of two nearly simultaneous 
MRCs: improvements to reserve component forces 
and allied force capabilities. 

Reserve Component Forces. We have under
taken several initiatives to improve the readiness and 
flexibility of Army National Guard combat units and 
other reserve component forces in order to make them 
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more readily available for MRCs and other tasks. For 
example, one important role for combat elements of the 
Army National Guard is to provide forces to supple
ment active divisions, should more ground combat 
power be needed to deter or fight a second MRC. In the 
future, Army National Guard combat units will be 
better trained, more capable, and more ready. If mobi
lized early during a conflict, brigade-sized units could 
provide extra security and flexibility if a second con
flict arose while the first was still going on. In addition, 
the Navy plans to increase the capability and effective
ness of its Navy/Marine Corps reserve air wing through 
the introduction of a reserve/training aircraft carrier. 

Allied Military Capabilities. We will continue 
to help our allies in key regions improve their defense 
capabilities. For example, we are assisting South 
Korea in its efforts to modernize its armed forces and 
take on greater responsibility for its own defense -
including conclusion of an agreement to co-produce 
F-16 aircraft. 

In Southwest Asia, we are continuing to improve 
our defense ties with friends and allies through defense 
cooperation agreements, more frequent joint and com
bined exercises, equipment prepositioning, frequent 
force deployments, and security assistance. We are 
also providing modem weapons, such as the M I A2 
tank to Kuwait and the Patriot antimissile system to 
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, to improve the self-defense 
capabilities of our friends and allies in the Gulf region. 

Peace Enforcement and Intervention 
Operations 

The second set of operations for which we must 
size and shape our forces involves a variety of contin
gencies that are less demanding than an MRC but still 
require significant combat forces and capabilities. Such 
operations may range from multilateral peace enforce
ment to unilateral intervention. 

The types, numbers, and sophistication of weap
ons in the hands of potential adversaries in such opera
tions can vary widely. For planning purposes, we 
assume that the threat we would face would include a 
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mix of regular and irregular forces possessing mostly 
light weapons, supplemented by moderately sophisti
cated systems, such as antitank and antiship guided 
missiles, surface-to-air missiles, land and sea mines, 
T-54 and T -72-class tanks, armored personnel carriers, 
and towed artillery and mortars. Adversary forces 
might also possess a limited number of mostly older 
combat aircraft (e.g., MiG-2ls, 23s), a few smaller 
surface ships (e.g., patrol craft), and perhaps a few 
submarines. 

In most cases, U.S. involvement in peace enforce
ment operations would be as part of a multinational 
effort under the auspices of the United Nations or some 
other international body. U.S. and coalition forces 
would have several key objectives in a peace enforce
ment or intervention operation, each of which would 
require certain types of combat forces to achieve: 

o Forced entry into defended airfields, ports, and 
other facilities and seizing and holding these facili
ties. 

o Controlling the movement of troops and sup
plies across borders and within the target country, 
including enforcing a blockade or quarantine of 
maritime commerce. 

o Establishing and defending zones in which civil
ians are protected from external attacks. 

o Securing protected zones from internal threats, 
such as snipers, terrorist !lttacks, or sabotage. 

o Preparing to tum over responsibility for security 
to peacekeeping units and/or a reconstituted admin
istrative authority. 

The prudent level of forces that should be planned 
for a major intervention or p~ace enforcement opera
tion is: 

o I air assault or airborne division 
o I light infantry division 
o I mechanized infantry division 
o I Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
o I - 2 carrier battle groups 
o I - 2 composite wings of Air Force aircraft 
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U.S. F-15 fighter leads two Japanese 
Self Defense fighters. 

• Special operations forces 
• Civil affairs units 
• Airlift and sealift forces 
• Combat support and service support units 
• 50,000 total combat and support personnel. 

These capabilities could be provided largely by the 
same collection of general purpose forces needed for 
MRCs, so long as the forces had the appropriate train
ing needed for peacekeeping or peace enforcement. 
This means that the United States would have to forgo 
the option of conducting sizable peace enforcement or 
intervention operations at the same time it was fighting 
two MRCs. 

Overseas Presence 

The final set of requirements used to size general 
purpose forces are those related to sustaining the over
seas presence of U.S. military forces. U.S. forces 
deployed abroad protect and advance our interests and 
perform a wide range of functions that contribute to our 
security. 

The Bottom-Up Review reached a number of con
clusions on the future size and shape of our overseas 
presence. 

In Europe, we will continue to provide leadership 
in a reinvigorated North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), which has been the bedrock of European 
security for over four decades. We plan to retain about 
I 00,000 troops in Europe - a commitment that will 
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allow the United States to continue to play a leading 
role in the NATO alliance and provide a robust capa
bility for multinational training and crisis response. 
These forces will include about two and one-third 
wings of Air Force fighters and substantial elements of 
two Army divisions, along with a corps headquarters 
and other supporting elements. Equipment for bringing 
these in-place divisions to full strength will remain 
prepositioned in Europe, along with the equipment of 
one additional division that would deploy to the region 
in the event of a conflict. 

U.S. Army forces will participate in two multina
tional corps with German forces. Their training will 
focus on missions involving rapid deployment to con
flicts outside of central Europe and on "nontraditional" 
operations, such as peace enforcement, in addition to 
their long-standing mission of stabilization of central 
Europe. These missions might lead, over time, to 
changes in the equipment and configuration of Army 
units stationed in Europe. The Air Force will continue 
to provide unique theater intelligence, lift, 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 Mediterranean 
Sea and other waters surrounding Europe. 

In Northeast Asia, we also plan to retain close to 
I 00,000 troops. As recently announced by President 
Clinton, our commitment to South Korea's security 
remains undiminished, as demonstrated by the one 
U.S. Army division, consisting of two brigades, and 
one wing of U.S. Air Force combat aircraft we have 
stationed there. In light of the continuing threat of 
aggression from North Korea, we have frozen our 
troop levels in South Korea and are modernizing South 
Korean and American forces on the peninsula. We are 
also exploring the possibility of prepositioning more 
military equipment in South Korea to increase our 
crisis-response capability. While plans call for the 
eventual withdrawal of one of our two Army brigades 
from South Korea, President Clinton recently reiter
ated that our troops will stay in South Korea as long as 
its people want and need us there. 

On Okinawa, we will continue to station a Marine 
Expeditionary Force and an Army special forces 
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battalion. In Japan, we have homeported the aircraft 
carrier Independence, the amphibious assault ship 
Belleau Wood, and their support ships. We will also 
retain approximately one and one-half wings of Air 
Force combat aircraft in Japan and Okinawa, and the 
Navy's Seventh Fleet will continue to routinely patrol 
the western Pacific. 

In Southwest Asia, the absence of a large-scale 
U.S. military presence will continue to necessitate 
heavier reliance on periodic deployments of forces, 
rather than routine stationing of forces on the ground. 
The Navy's Middle East force of four to six ships, 
which has been continuously on patrol in the Persian 
Gulf since 1947, will remain. In addition, we plan to 
keep a brigade-sized set of equipment in Kuwait to be 
used by rotating deployments of U.S. forces that will 
train and exercise there with their Kuwaiti counter
parts. We also are exploring options to preposition a 
second brigade set elsewhere on the Arabian penin
sula. 

These forces have been supplemented temporarily 
by several squadrons ofland-based combat aircraft that 
have remained in the Gulf region since Operation 
Desert Storm and, along with other coalition aircraft, 
are now helping to enforce U.N. resolutions toward 
Iraq. 

The aircraft carrier USS Dwight D. Eisenhower 
transiting the Suez Canal. 
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Another significant element of our military pos
ture in Southwest Asia is the equipment prepositioned 
on ships that are normally anchored at Diego Garcia. In 
addition to a brigade-sized set of equipment for the 
Marine Corps, we have seven afloat prepositioning 
ships supporting Army, Air Force, and Navy forces. 

In Africa, we will continue important formal and 
informal access agreements to key facilities and ports 
which allow our forces to transit or stop on the African 
continent. We will also deploy forces to Africa, as in 
recent operations like Sharp Edge (Liberia) and Re
store Hope (Somalia), when our interests are threat
ened or our assistance is needed and requested. Today, 
more than 4,000 U.S. troops remain deployed in Soma
lia as part of the U.N. force seeking to provide humani
tarian assistance to that country. 

In Latin America, our armed forces will help to 
promote and expand recent trends toward democracy 
in many countries. They will also continue to work in 
concert with the armed forces of Latin American coun
tries to combat drug traffickers. The United States will 
also retain a military presence in Panama, acting as 
Panama's partner in operating and defending the 
Panama Canal during the transition to full Panamanian 
control of the waterway in 1999. 

Naval Presence. Sizing our naval forces for two 
nearly simultaneous MRCs provides a fairly large and 
robust force structure that can easily support other, 
smaller regional operations. However, our overseas 
presence needs can impose requirements for naval 
forces, especially aircraft carriers, that exceed those 
needed to win two MRCs. The flexibility of our 
carriers, and their ability to operate effectively with 
relative independence from shore bases, makes them 
well suited to overseas presence operations, especially 
in areas such as the Persian Gulf, where our land-based 
military infrastructure is relatively underdeveloped. 
For these reasons, our force of aircraft carriers, am
phibious ships, and other naval combatants is sized to 
reflect the exigencies of overseas presence, as well as 
the warfighting requirements of MRCs. 



Section III 
FORCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

U.S. Navy and Marine forces continue to play 
important roles in our approach to overseas presence 
operations. In recent years, we have sought to deploy 
a sizable U.S. naval presence- generally, a carrier 
battle group accompanied by an amphibious ready 
group - more or less continuously in the waters off 
Southwest Asia, Northeast Asia, and Europe (most 
often, in the Mediterranean Sea). However, in order to 
avoid serious morale and retention problems that can 
arise when our forces are asked to remain deployed for 
excessively long periods in peacetime, we will experi
ence some gaps in carrier presence in these areas in the 
future. 

In order to avoid degradations to our regional 
security posture, we have identified a number of ways 
to fill gaps in carrier presence or to supplement our 
posture even when carriers are present. For example, 
in some circumstances, we may find it possible to 
center naval expeditionary forces around large-deck 
amphibious assault ships carrying A V -88 attack jets 
and Cobra attack helicopters, as well as a 2,000-man ' 
Marine Expeditionary Unit. Another force might con
sist of a Tomahawk sea-launched cruise-missile
equipped Aegis cruiser, a guided missile destroyer, 
attack submarines, and P-3 land-based maritime patrol 
aircraft. 

In addition to these "maritime" approaches to 
sustaining overseas presence, a new concept is being 
developed that envisions using tailored joint forces to 
conduct overseas presence operations. These "Adap
tive Joint Force Packages" could contain a mix of air, 
land, special operations, and maritime forces tailored 
to meet a theater commander's needs. These forces, 
plus designated backup units in the United States, 
would train jointly to provide the specific capabilities 
needed on station and on call during any particular 
period. Like maritime task forces, these joint force 
packages will also be capable of participating in com
bined military exercises with allied and friendly forces. 

Together, these approaches will give us a variety of 
ways to manage our overseas presence profile, balanc
ing carrier availability with the deployment of other 
types of units. Given this flexible approach to provid-
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B-2 bombers being refueled by KC-10 tanker. 

ing forces for overseas presence, we can meet the needs 
of our strategy with a fleet of eleven active aircraft 
carriers and one reserve/training carrier. 

Nuclear Forces 

The changing security environment presents sig
nificant uncertainties and challenges in planning our 
strategic nuclear force structure. In light of the dissolu
tion of the Warsaw Pact, the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, the conclusion of the START I and II treaties, 
and our improving relationship with Russia, the threat 
of a massive nuclear attack on the United States is 
lower than at any time in many years. 

However, a number of issues affecting our future 
strategic nuclear posture must still be addressed. Tens 
of thousands of nuclear weapons continue to be de
ployed on Russian territory and on the territory of three 
other former Soviet republics. Even under START II, 
Russia will retain a sizable residual nuclear arsenal. 
And, despite promising trends, the future political 
situation in Russia remains highly uncertain. 

In addition, many obstacles must be overcome 
before the ratification of START II, foremost of which 
are Ukrainian ratification of START I and Ukraine's 
and Kazakhstan's accession to the Nuclear Nonpro
liferation Treaty as non-nuclear-weapon states -



26 

a condition required by Russia prior to implementing 
START I. Moreover, even if these obstacles can be 
overcome, implementation of the reductions mandated 
in START I and II will not be completed for almost I 0 
years. Thus, while the United States has already 
removed more than 3,500 warheads from ballistic 
missile systems slated for elimination under START I 
(some 90 percent of the total required), in light of 
current uncertainties, we must take a measured ap
proach to further reductions. 

Two principal guidelines shape our future require
ments for strategic nuclear forces: providing an effec
tive deterrent while remaining within START I and II 
limits, and allowing for additional forces to be recon
stituted in the event of a threatening reversal of events. 
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The Bottom-Up Review did not address nuclear 
force structure in detail. As a follow-up to the review, 
a comprehensive study of U.S. nuclear forces is being 
conducted. For planning purposes, we are evolving 
toward a future strategic nuclear force that by 2003 will 
include: 

• 18 Trident submarines equipped with C-4 and 
D-5 missiles. 

• 500 Minuteman III missiles, each carrying a 
single warhead. 

• Up to 94 B-52H bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles and 20 B-2 bombers. 
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Determining the overall force structure needed to 
provide the building blocks we have identified for new 
dangers and opportunities rests on the key question: 
How many of each type of building block might need 
to be engaged at once? The answer depends on the 
nature and number of dangers that threaten us at any 
given time. Figure 6 shows where and how we will 
need to engage building blocks as the international 
environment shifts from peacetime to multiple crises 
or conflicts and back to peace. 

In peacetime, we will conduct routine overseas 
presence operations. Moreover, the nature of the new 
regional dangers and our recent experience suggests 
that we will also need building blocks for lower-scale 
operations such as peacekeeping and peace enforce
ment, as well as humanitarian assistance and disaster 
relief activities. Beyond these types of operations, we 
will routinely hold large forces in "strategic reserve." 

Conflict Dynamics 

SITUATION I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FORCES 
ENGAGED 

FORCES 
AVAILABLE 

PEACETIME 
DISPOSITION 
OF FORCES 

Reserve Forces 

U.S. ENGAGED 
IN ONE MRC 

Reserve Forces 

U.S. SHIFTING 
TO TWO MRCs 

MRC#2 

Figure 6 

U.S. ENGAGED 
IN SECOND MRC 

POST -CONFLICT 
PERIOD 

Reserve Forces 
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If a major regional conflict erupts, we will deploy 
a substantial portion of our forces stationed in the 
United States and draw on our overseas presence forces 
to put in place the capabilities needed to first halt and 
then defeat an aggressor. If we feel it is prudent to do 
so, we can keep other forces engaged in a smaller-scale 
operation like peacekeeping while responding to a 
single MRC. 

If a second MRC breaks out shortly after the first, 
we will need to pull together and deploy another 
building block of forces to assist our allies in the 
threatened area in halting and defeating the second 
aggressor. The forces for that effort would come from 
a further reallocation of overseas presence forces, any 
forces still engaged in smaller-scale operations, and 
most of our remaining forces based in the United 
States. These forces would include a combination of 
air, ground, and maritime units deployed concurrently 
with those dispatched to the first MRC. Selected high
leverage and mobile intelligence, command and con
trol, and air capabilities would be redeployed from the 
first MRC to the second as circumstances permitted. 
As will be described later, combat forces in the Na
tional Guard and reserves would play an important role 
in creating this building block. 

Section IV 
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As also shown in Figure 6, while the force building 
blocks would shift in order to provide the capability to 
fight two MRCs, there will continue to be a simulta
neous requirement for forces and capabilities to main
tain strategic nuclear deterrence, conduct overseas 
presence, peace enforcement, or other types of inter
vention operations, and provide a strategic reserve of 
mostly Guard and reserve forcbs back in the United 
States. 

Once we had won both MRCs, our forces would 
assume a more routine, peacetime posture. However, 
as Figure 6 depicts, some forces would probably re
main in the regions to maintain stability and to prevent 
any further problems from arising in the conflicts' 
aftermath. 

Overall Force Structure • 

On the basis of a comprehensive assessment of 
U.S. defense needs, the Bottom-Up Review deter
mined that the force structure shown in Figure 7, which 
will be reached by about the end of the decade, can 
carry out our strategy and meet our national security 
requirements. 

U.S. Force Structure -1999 

Army 10 divisions (active) 
5+ divisions (reserve) 

11 aircraft carriers (active) 

Navy 
1 aircraft carrier (reserve/training) 

' 
45-55 attack submarines 
346 ships 

13 fighter wings (active) 
Air Force 7 fighter wings (reserve) 

Up to 184 bombers (B-52H, B-1, B-2) 
! 

3 Marine Expeditionary Forces 
Marine Corps 174,000 personnel (active end-strength) 

42,000 personnel (reserve end-strength) 

18 ballistic missile submarines 
Strategic Nuclear Up to 94 B-52H bombers 
Forces (by 2003) 20 B-2 bombers 

500 Minuteman IIIICBMs (single warhead) 

Figure 7 
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This force structure will meet our requirements 
both for overseas presence in peacetime and for a wide 
range of smaller-scale operations. It will also give the 
United States the ability to prevail in the most stressing 
situation we may face- two major regional conflicts 
occurring nearly simultaneously. 

In addition, the force structure provides sufficient 
capa?ilities for strategic deterrence and defen~e It also 
provides enough forces, primarily reserve co onent, 
to be held in strategic reserve and utilized if d when 
needed. For example, reserve forces could deploy to 
one or both MRCs, if operations do not go as we had 
planned. Alternatively, they could be used to "backfill" 
for overseas presence forces redeployed to an MRC. 

Within this overall force structure, each of the 
services will be making changes in order to support the 
defense strategy and provide the capabilities needed to 
win major regional conflicts quickly and decisively. 

Army. Forward stationing of Army forces will be 
reduced, but greater use of prepositioning will improve 
the Army's ability to introduce heavy forces early in a 
conflict. Battlefield mobility and flexibility will be 
enhanced through helicopter and other selected mod
ernization programs. Thus, although smaller, the Army 
will be more capable of delivering decisive combat 
power early to a distant region. 

Navy. While cutting significantly the forces de
voted to "blue water" sea control, the Navy is undertak
ing improvements and innovations in naval air and 
amphibious lift that will enhance its ability to bring 
power to bear in a land battle. 

Air Force. The Air Force will also be reshaped to 
increase its ability to bring early firepower to regional 
battlefields. This will come through utilizing all of its 
assets - from long-range bombers to short-range 
strike aircraft- and enhancing their capabilities with 
improved munitions and the continued introduction of 
stealth technology. Airlift capabilities will also be 
modernized to ensure the rapid flow of personnel and 
equipment to distant regions when needed. 
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Marine Corps. Through prudent modernization, 
prepositioning, and a high level of training, the Marine 
Corps will capitalize on its ability to bring ready and 
well-supported combat capability to a battlefield quickly 
and effectively. 

Analysis of Alternative Force Structures 
and Mixes 

In the analysis supporting the Bottom-Up Review, 
four separate force structure options were investigated. 
The options were designed to meet successively more 
demanding regional defense strategies. Figure 8 illus
trates the range of options considered. Option 3 - a 
force structure adequate to win two nearly simulta
neous MRCs - represents, in broad terms, the ap
proach we have chosen. 

Option 1 would require the fewest resources, 
allowing us to reduce the defense budget and redirect 
excess funds to other national priorities. But, in pro
viding only enough forces and capabilities to fight one 
major regional conflict at a time, this option would 
leave us vulnerable to the possibility that a potential 
aggressor might choose to take advantage of the situ
ation if virtually all of our forces were already engaged 
in a conflict elsewhere. At a minimum, choosing this 
approach would require us to scale back or terminate 
certain existing mutual defense treaties and long -stand
ing commitments, with a corresponding reduction in 
our. influence in those regions where we chose to 
abandon a major leadership role. 

Option 2 frees additional resources for other na
tional priorities, but is premised on the risky assump
tion that, if we are challenged in one region, respond to 
the aggression, and then are challenged shortly after
wards in another region, a sizable block of our remain
ing forces will have the stamina and capability to defeat 
the first adversary, move to another region possibly 
several thousand miles distant, and defeat a second 
adversary. Choosing this option might provide suffi
cient military strength in peacetime to maintain 
America's global leadership, but it would heighten the 
risk in wartime associated with carrying out a two
MRC strategy. 
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Force Options for Major Regional Conflicts 

1 2 3 

STRATEGY 

Army • 8 Active Divisions • 10 Active Divisions • 10 Active Divisions • 12 Active Divisions 
• 6 Reserve Division 

Equivalents 
• 6 Reserve Division 
Equivalents 

• 15 Reserve Enhanced- • 8 Reserve Enhanced 
Readiness Brigades Equivalents 

Navy • 8 Carrier 
Battle Groups 

• 10 Carrier Battle 
Groups 

• 11 Carrier Battle 
Groups 

• 1 Reserve Carrier 

• 12 Carrier 
Battle Groups 

Marine 
Corps 

• 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades • 5 Active Brigades 
• I Reserve Division • I Reserve Division • 1 Reserve Division • 1 Reserve Division 

Air Force • 10 Active Fighter 
Wings 

• 13 Active Fighter 
Wings 

• 13 Active Fighter 
Wings 

• 14 Active Fighter 
Wings 

• 6 Reserve Fighter 
Wings 

• 7 Reserve Fighter 
Wings 

• 7 Reserve Fighter 
Wings 

~ 1 0 Reserve Fighter 
Wings 

Force Enhancements 

Figure 8 

Option 3 provides sufficiently capable and flex
ible military forces to position the United States to be 
a leader and shaper of global affairs for positive change. 
It allows us to carry forward with confidence our 
strategy of being able to fight and win two major 
regional conflicts nearly simultaneously. However, it 
leaves little other active force structure to provide other 
overseas presence or to conduct peacekeeping or other 
lower-intensityoperations if we had to fighttwo MRCs 
at once. If such tasks became necessary, or if either 
MRC did not evolve as we anticipated, then we might 
be required to activate significant numbers of reserve 
component forces. Also key to the Option 3 force's 
ability to carry out its strategy are a series of critical 
force enhancements described in Section III, including 
additional prepositioning of brigade sets of equipment, 

increased stocks of antiarmor precision-guided muni
tions, more early-arriving naval air power, and other 
initiatives. 

Option 4 would allow us 'to fight and win two 
MRCs nearly simultaneously while continuing to sus
tain some other overseas presence and perhaps an 
additional peacekeeping, peace. enforcement, or other 
intervention-type operation. However, to maintain 
forces of this size would require significant additional 
resources, thereby eliminating any "peace dividend" 
the American people are expecting as a result of the end 
of the Cold War. Yet our analysis showed that, despite 
this larger investment, Option 4 would provide only a 
small increment of increased military capability. 
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Assessment of Alternative Force Mixes 

Each of the four strategy and force structure op
tions was tested by "weighting" the various mixes in 
favor of land, sea, or air contributions. The analysis 
indicated that, in some circumstances, placing empha
sis on certain types of forces or capabilities could help 
offset the loss of certain other capabilities or forces. 
For example, additional ground forces might be able to 
compensate for the loss of some air contributions when 
dealing with guerrilla or insurgency threats where 
terrain is thick and constrained, or where the enemy is 
not technologically advanced. Alternatively, the sub
stitution of air power for some ground forces might be 
supportable in cases where terrain is open, the enemy 
is highly dependent on key industries, resources, or 
utilities, or heavy armored forces are engaged in some 
other conventional conflict. Even among air compo-
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nents, certain environments or circumstances favor the 
use of land-based versus sea-based air forces or vice 
versa. 

Nevertheless, while the analysis indicated that a 
force structure geared toward particular types of forces 
might enhance overall capabilities under very specific 
conditions, it would also create serious vulnerabilities 
under other circumstances. Given the great uncer
tainty as to where, when, and how future crises might 
occur, anything but a carefully balanced force will risk 
ineffectiveness, high casualties, or a failure to meet 
objectives. The basic conclusion of the analysis was 
that the balanced force structure we have selected is the 
best choice to execute our defense strategy and main
tain the flexibility needed to deal with the wide range 
of dangers we may face. 



SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

INTRODUCTION 

Along with developing a strategy to address new 
dangers and seize new opportunities, and planning 
capable and ready forces to carry out that strategy, we 
must also ensure that America's armed forces remain 
the best equipped in the world. Thus, as part of the 
Bottom-Up Review, we conducted a comprehensive 
evaluation of key modernization programs within the 
Department of Defense. Throughout the process, a 
number of considerations helped shape our assessment 
of future modernization needs and guided our deci
sions on weapon system acquisitions. 

Of foremost concern was operational need. We 
began with an assessment of the strategies to be carried 
out by U.S. combatant commanders in the future, 
evolving threats to which those strategies must re
spond, and promising approaches to addressing those 
threats. In the past, our weapons were designed almost 
exclusively to counter Soviet systems. In the post
Cold War era, our weaponry and equipment must be 
able to deal with myriad potential threats and with 
weapon systems of various origin. Moreover, we must 
be prepared to employ our military systems in a wide 
range of physical environments and operational set
tings. Improved interoperability with the forces of 
other countries is also a high priority. 

Second, our evaluation was guided by the pros
pects for a variety of new technologies to provide 
substantial enhancements to the capabilities of U.S. 
weapon systems -those that are already operational 
as well as those in development. The review took into 
account the potential contributions of enhanced sup
port systems (such as surveillance and communica
tions assets), advanced munitions, and new major 
systems, seeking to identify those that could provide 
the greatest "value added" under a constrained budget. 

The technological revolution now taking place has 
a number of implications for the design and upgrade of 
military systems: 

• In order to take best advantage of technological 
advances, the entire weapons procurement cycle 
must be shortened, so that weapon systems fielded 
today are not dependent on the technology of a 
decade ago. 

• The revolution in weapons technology also sug
gests that we must reexamine our concepts for 
employing certain weapons- tanks, aircraft, mis
siles, and the like- on the battlefield. Advances 
in information technology, materials, and elec
tronics, if properly incorporated into weapons, 
hold promise of providing significant advantages 
for U.S. forces against potential adversaries. 

A third important consideration in our moderniza
tion review was the changing nuclear threat and its 
implications for future U.S. defense strategy. Because 
of the transformation in the relationship between the 
United States and Russia, as exemplified by the dra
matic nuclear reductions called for in the START I and 
START II treaties, we do not have to invest as many 
resources in nuclear deterrence as was the case at the 
height of the Cold War. At the same time, the prolif
eration of weapons of mass destruction presents a new 
challenge to U.S. security that must be taken into 
account and guide our research and development ef
forts in the coming years. 

Finally, ensuring the long-term viability of critical 
elements of the defense industrial base played a signifi
cant role in our deliberations. The defense industrial 
base will shrink substantially as a result of the reduc
tions in defense spending that have been occurring and 
are projected for the future. However, it is important 
that this adjustment be accomplished carefully, with an 
eye toward preserving those parts of the industrial base 
that are essential to our long-term defense needs and 
that would be difficult or costly to reconstitute once 
lost. 
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The modernization review focused on major pro
grams that involve the potential for significant invest
ment. These programs include: 

o Theater air forces 

o Attack and reconnaissance helicopters 

o Ballistic missile defense 

o Aircraft carriers 

o Attack submarines 

o Space launch 
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,, 

o Military satellite communications 
' 

o V -22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft 
I, 

Summaries of our findings irt each of these areas 
are presented in the remainder of this section. 

I 

' 
I' 

I' 

I 

I' 

I 

I, 



SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

THEATER AIR FORCES 

Theater air forces provide the United States the 
ability to project military power rapidly and effectively 
in defense of vital interests. In times of crisis, the 
prompt availability of these forces helps to deter ag
gression and protect U.S. and allied interests. If con
flicts arise, U.S. air power provides a versatile, fast, and 
lethal means of countering hostile forces and neutral
izing enemy threats in the air, at sea, and on the ground. 
We saw this vividly demonstrated in Operation Desert 
Storm. 

By virtue of their rapid responsiveness and opera
tional flexibility, theater air forces are well suited to the 
demands of the new defense strategy. As the focus of 
planning shifts from global war to regional conflicts, as 
our overseas presence declines, and as our forces grow 
smaller, we recognize that theater air forces will un
doubtedly play an even greater role in any future 
conflict in which the United States is engaged. The 
effectiveness of air operations in the Persian Gulf War 
underscores the necessity of funding theater air mod
ernization at a level sufficient to maintain our techno
logical edge and our domination of the skies. 

The Problem 

A number of combat aircraft that were key to our 
success in Operation Desert Storm and have been the 
core of our aviation structure for many years are aging 
and must be replaced. For example, by 1995, the 
average age of the Navy's inventory of A-6 Intruder 
medium-attack aircraft will be more than 20 years
the age at which such aircraft have typically been 
retired - and some will be even older. Other air
frames, including the F-15C/D Eagle, F-16NB Fight
ing Falcon, and F-14A/D Tomcat, will need to be 
retired beginning early in the 21st century. 

Replacing these airframes is a complex and expen
sive undertaking involving difficult trade-offs. The 
selection of replacement aircraft is complicated by 
several factors and questions that were considered as 

theater air modernization requirements were evaluated 
for the Bottom-Up Review. 

First, new aircraft that incorporate important ad
vances in low observability ("stealth"), advanced avi
onics, greater range and speed, and improved muni
tions are quite expensive, with the cost per aircraft 
averaging 30 to 50 percent more than that of current
generation systems. Thus, we must determine how 
many of what types of these new aircraft are affordable, 
and what level of technology they should incorporate. 

Second, during the Cold War, we sized and shaped 
our theater air forces to meet the formidable threat of a 
global conflict with the Soviet Union. With the disso
lution of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union, we can 
reduce the overall size of our combat air structure while 
selectively modernizing it in order to maintain its 
superiority over any potential aggressor. In determin
ing how many of what types of new aircraft are needed, 
we had to carefully assess the projected threats that our 
aircraft are likely to face in this new, post Cold-War 
world, both from advanced aircraft and from modem 
air defenses. 

Third, certain modernization requirements are more 
pressing than others. As mentioned earlier, the A-6 is 
the airframe in greatest need of early replacement. Our 
general approach on theater air modernization was to 
make only those programmatic decisions that needed 
to be made now in order to correct current deficiencies, 
while protecting our flexibility in choosing moderniza
tion options in the future. 

Fourth, while there is only one U.S. Air Force, both 
the Navy and Marine Corps have sizable tactical avia
tion elements that include different types of advanced, 
fixed-wing combat aircraft. Historically, the Air Force 
and the Navy have developed new combat aircraft 
separately and individually- efforts at joint develop
ment of a single aircraft type to meet the requirements 
of both services have met with very limited success. 
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Nevertheless, our review analyzed the potential for 
substantial cost savings through joint Air Force-Navy 
development of single aircraft types and components 
to meet the requirements of both services. 

Fifth was the issue of the defense industrial base. 
With the drawdown in our defense structure comes a 
reduced need for aircraft production capacity. Cur
rently, nearly all aircraft prime contractors are operat
ing at approximately 50 percent of capacity, and that 
figure is projected to decline to 40 percent by the year 
2000. In looking at modernization options, we had to 
consider how best to preserve needed aircraft design 
and production capacity and competitiveness, while 
allowing the defense companies that remain to transi
tion smoothly to reduced requirements. 

Sixth, as we reduce our overall forces and defense 
funding levels we will not be able to afford several 
types of special-purpose aircraft. Multirole aircraft 
capable of air superiority, strike, and possibly support 
missions have a high "payoff." 

While taking account of these issues, we also had 
to address such related factors as the proper allocation 
of roles, missions, and functions among the services. 
For example, the Bottom-Up Review considered how 
Marine Corps aviation could best be modernized, and 
how it might be better integrated with the Navy's 
carrier battle groups. A second "roles and missions" 
issue was whether naval aviation should continue to 
stress the capability to strike so-called "deep interdic
tion" targets- a requirement for which the A-6 and its 
successor, the A!F-X, are both specifically designed. 

The Threat 

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Pact, the threats that U.S. combat aircraft will 
face over the next decade are likely to be less intense 
than was the case during the Cold War. However, the 
countries of the former Soviet Union, especially Rus
sia and Ukraine, as well as France and other Western 
states continue to field sophisticated fighter aircraft 
and ground-based air defense systems, including high
performance surface-to-air missiles, that in many ways 
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match and possibly exceed the capabilities of our own 
currently fielded systems. More important, these coun
tries are aggressively selling their most advanced weap
ons in the international market, which increases the 
potential for countries hostile to our interests acquiring 
far more capable aircraft and air defense systems. 

Moreover, Russia, France, and other countries are 
carrying out sophisticated development programs for 
aircraft, air-to-air missiles, and surface-to-air missiles 
with dramatically improved lethality. These systems 
are likely to be sold internationally over the next 

decade. 

Current Theater Air Programs 

Currently, there are a number of theater air mod
ernization programs underway and in various stages of 
development. 

• The F-22 is being developed by the Air Force as 
its air-superiority fighter for the future. The designated 
replacement for the F-15 C/D, the F-22 is currently 
well into engineering development, with procurement 
scheduled to begin in 1997. The aircraft is slated to 
enter operation in 2003. 

• The F/A-18 ElF aircraft is a derivative of the 
current multi mission, carrier-capable F/ A-18 A/B/C/D 
models. It is considered a relatively low-risk develop
ment program that will provide a more advanced fighter 
and attack capability, including greater payload and 
range, as well as improved survivability because of 
enhanced low-observable features. The F/A-18 ElF is 
to replace some F/ A-ISs, F-14s, and A-6s beginning in 
2001. 

• The A/F-X Advanced Strike Aircraft is a 
multirole, carrier-capable aircraft being developed 
jointly by the Navy and the Air Force to replace the 
Navy's A-6 and F-14 fleets and the Air Force's F-111, 
F-ISE, and F-117 aircraft. The A/F-X incorporates 
stealth technology, along with advanced avionics, coun
termeasures, and other perform:;mce improvements. 
The aircraft is still in the early developmental stage 
(concept definition is complete but a specific design 
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Navy F/A-18 aircraft landing on an aircraft carrier. 

has not yet been selected), with initial deployment 
planned for 2008. 

• The Multirole Fighter (MRF) is envisioned as a 
relatively low-cost but stealthy replacement for the Air 
Force's F-16 multirole aircraft, and perhaps for Navy 
and Marine Corps F/A-18 aircraft, beginning in 2015. 

The dilemma we faced as we began the Bottom-Up 
Review was a recognition that, given the tremendous 
costs entailed in buying these aircraft, proceeding with 
all of them as planned would absorb a significant 
percentage of our overall research and development 
and procurement funding both in the near term and 
beyond. 

The total cost for all four programs has been 
estimated to be almost $320 billion in FY 1994 dollars. 
Much of this funding would be required in the years 
beyond the 1994-99 Future Years Defense Program 
(FYDP)- the so-called "bow wave" effect- mean
ing that decisions taken now on aircraft modernization 
will affect how we spend scarce procurement dollars 
for years to come. Even within the FYDP period, costs 
would be significant, totaling over $33 billion. Thus, 
to pursue all of these programs simultaneously would 
have meant deferring or canceling other vital weapons 
modernization programs over the next decade. We 
needed to examine alternatives. 
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Options Examined 

Several alternative strategies for modernizing our 
theater air forces were considered. The options were 
evaluated in terms of their costs and capabilities, re
sponsiveness to operational requirements, and other 
parameters. 

The various modernization options were assessed 
against postulated threats during three different time 
periods (2003, 2013, 2023) in a large-scale theater air 
campaign. The results indicated that options of similar 
cost produced relatively equal levels of effectiveness, 
with no single option standing out as the most cost
effective. This led to the conclusion that no single 
modernization option identifiable at this time could 
best meet our anticipated theater air requirements for 
the next thirty years. 

Accordingly, we elected to take a different ap
proach- making on! y the theater air decisions that need 
to be made today and preserving maximum flexibility 
for future program choices. 

The Decision 

The incremental approach we have adopted makes 
the decisions that must be made now: (I) replacing the 
Navy's aging A-6 ground attack aircraft, and (2) pro
ceeding with the F-22 to ensure technology domi
nance. In summary: 

• We will proceed with development and procure
ment of the F/A-18 ElF to achieve initial opera
tional capability in 200 I. Once production of the 
ElF version has begun in 1997, production of the 
Fl A-18 C/D model will be terminated. 

• We will retire all A-6 aircraft by 1998. To help 
compensate for the A-6's retirement, we wiiJ up
grade the F-14 with a limited ground-attack capa
bility 0 

• We will also proceed with development and 
procurement of the F-22, looking toward an initial 
operational capability by 2003. The F-22's 
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quantum improvements in stealth, "supercruise" 
capability, and avionics will make it the best air
superiority fighter in the world for the foreseeable 
future. We will also incorporate a precision ground
attack capability into the F-22 at the very outset of 
production, thus providing a multirole capability 
that greatly improves the aircraft's utility and cost
effectiveness. 

• WewillcanceltheA/F-XandtheMRF. Wealso 
plan to terminate all production of the F-16 after 
FY 1994. These actions will save significant funds 
both over the FYDP period and in future years. 

Developmental version of Air Force's F-22 aircraft. 

Additionally, we will launch a Joint Advanced 
Strike Technology Program that focuses on develop
ing common components for future engines, avionics, 
ground support, training, munitions, and advanced 
mission planning. The technologies pursued under this 
program could be used with any future combat aircraft 
the nation decides to build. These common technolo
gies account for the bulk of the cost incurred in acquir
ing and operating aircraft. Different airframes - the 
chief differentiator between land-based and carrier
based aircraft - are a lesser part of overall aircraft 
costs. Thus, we are aiming for a combat aircraft that, 
in terms of cost, is 80 percent "joint," although there 
may be different airframe silhouettes. We believe this 
will significantly reduce development and production 
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costs for the next generation of Navy and Air Force 
aircraft, even if we elect to proceed with different 
airframes. 

The Joint Advanced Strike Technology program 
will develop several technology demonstrator aircraft 
to explore different technologies that could be incorpo
rated into future aircraft. From these technology dem
onstrators, prototype aircraft would then be developed 
to help choose the next-generation replacement for the 
A-6, F-14, F-16, and F-Ill as they reach the end of 
their service lives. 

We will also strengthen supporting capabilities. 
First, this involves a joint munitions program to ensure 
that high-leverage, highly accurate weapons (such as 
the Joint Standoff Weapon and Joint Direct Attack 
Munition) are available to destroy targets with mini
mum collateral damage. Second, we will improve our 
targeting capabilities so that we can better utilize these 
weapons. Third, we will improve the conventional 
bombing capabilities of our long-range B-1, B-2, and 
B-52 bombers. 

Our program will also protect the industrial base 
necessary to meet projected theater air modernization 
needs. Production of both the F/ A-18 ElF and the F-22 
at modest annual rates will allow us to preserve ain:raft 
production lines for other future needs. Development 
ofthese aircraft, as well as our joint advanced technol
ogy program, will allow us to maintain critical airc:raft 
design teams. 

This approach to theater air modernization -
proceeding with the F/ A-18 ElF and F-22, and with a 
robust technology development and demonstration 
effort to lay the foundation for future aircraft selection 
- provides a sound combination of programs that 
responds to foreseeable mission requirements, 
affordability concerns, a new threat environment, and 
priorities for replacement, while simultaneously pre
paring for future operational needs. 
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ATTACK AND RECONNAISSANCE HELICOPTERS 

The Army has two main types of armed helicop
ters: attack and reconnaissance. Attack helicopters 
engage and destroy armored vehicles and other enemy 
targets. Reconnaissance (or "scout") helicopters per
form intelligence-gathering, surveillance, and target 
acquisition and designation missions. 

Army combat helicopters contribute in important 
ways to the new post-Cold War defense strategy. In 
times of crisis, they can either self-deploy or be air
lifted to distant areas, arriving in significantly less time 
than ground forces. Moreover, they provide substantial 
combat power relative to the amount of air transport 
required to deploy them. With their ability to adapt and 
perform multiple roles on the modem battlefield, com
bat helicopters are key contributors to the Army's 
!lbility to conduct the fast-paced, maneuver-type war
fare that we expect to dominate future conflicts. 

The Army currently has about 3,300 combat heli
copters of five different types: the OH-6 and 
OH-58NC Kiowa, which are reconnaissance helicop
ters; the AH-1 Cobra and OH-58D Kiowa Warrior, 
which perform armed reconnaissance and attack mis
sions in support of light forces; and the AH-64A 
Apache, an attack helicopter. Under the Aviation 
Redesign Initiative, the Army is reducing the size of its 
helicopter fleet as part of its overall force reduction, 
while modernizing the helicopter forces that remain. 

The Problem 

The majority ofOH-58 NCs and AH-1 shave met 
or exceeded their expected service life of 20 years and 
are in need of replacement. The OH-58D and AH-64 
are newer, but have not been produced in the quantities 
or with the capabilities needed to meet all of the 
Army's attack and reconnaissance requirements. 

In addition, recent joint exercises and operations, 
including Operation Desert Storm, have identified a 
number of operational shortfalls in the armed recon-

naissance/light attack helicopter fleet. These include 
limited night and adverse weather capability; inad
equate reliability, maintainability, and supportability; 
insufficient survivability; inability to destroy the full 
range of ground targets; limited shipboard compatibil
ity; limited air-to-air combat capability; and other 
deficiencies . 

Army Aviation Modernization Plan 

During the previous administration, the Army de
veloped a modernization plan for attack and reconnais
sance helicopters that included three main compo
nents: 

• Modifying existing AH-64As to the AH-64 C/0 
Longbow configuration. The mast-mounted Longbow 
fire control radar enhances the survivability and target
ing capability of attack helicopters. It allows them to 
fire rapidly on large numbers of air or ground targets, 
even in adverse weather, when used in conjunction 
with an advanced Hellfire missile. After firing the 
current laser-guided Hellfire, a helicopter must remain 
in the vicinity of the target in order to guide the missile 
while it is in flight; this exposes the helicopter to enemy 
fire. The Longbow Hellfire uses a new "fire and forget" 
guidance system that does not require a designator, 
thus improving helicopter survivability. Approxi
mately 227 Apaches would be modified to the "D" 
version and ano.ther 529 would become AH-64 Cs. The 
D models would receive Longbow radars, new im
proved engines, and other enhancements. The 
AH-64 Cs would receive modifications enabling them 
to carry and fire Longbow Hellfire missiles, but they 
would not actually be outfitted with the new fire 
control radar. 

• Procuring the RAH-66 Comanche helicopter for 
the armed reconnaissance mission or attack mission in 
support of light forces. The plan was to buy approxi
mately I ,300 Comanches, of which about one-third 
would be equipped with a downsized Longbow 
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system. The Comanche is a state-of-the-art helicopter 
that provides better self-deployability, greater night 
and adverse weather capability, improved lethality and 
air combat capability, higher survivability and reliabil
ity, and lower operating and support costs. 

• Purchasing additional OH-580 helicopters until 
the Comanche is introduced. To fill the near-term gap 
in production until the Comanche is deployed, ap
proximately 350 OH-580 Kiowa Warriors would be 
purchased and fielded as interim armed reconnais
sance/light attack helicopters. This element of the 
Army's plan has, in fact, already been mostly funded, 
with production scheduled to be completed in FY 
1995. 

The Threat 

The primary threats to attack and reconnaissance 
helicopters are surface-to-air missiles and antiaircraft 
artillery. These weapons are relatively inexpensive, 
often simple to operate, and are found in very large 
numbers worldwide. Other attack helicopters armed 
with air-to-air missiles and cannons could also pose a 
threat. 

In the past, our helicopter forces were designed 
primarily to counter Soviet air defenses and combat 
aircraft. In the post-Cold War era, our principal con
cern in considering attack and reconnaissance helicop
ter requirements is the air defenses, combat aircraft, 
and missiles projected to be deployed by regional 

AH-64 Apache helicopter with Longbow radar. 
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powers we might have to face. In assessing the utility 
of the Longbow system on the AH-640 and RAH -66, 
we also need to consider existing and projected future 
techniques of concealment and countermeasures that 
could reduce Longbow's effectiveness. 

As with other types of weapons, the demise of the 
Soviet Union and the need for hard currency by the 
former Soviet republics has meant that Soviet weap
ons, including advanced air defense systems and com
bat helicopters, are being exported in significant num
ber. Other European countries are also manufacturing 
and marketing such systems. As these weapons prolif
erate, the threat emerging in some regions, particularly 
the Middle East, could approach that previously found 
only in Europe, although inventory levels and the 
capability to integrate air defenses could be a limiting 
factor. This prospect makes the survivability, lethality, 
and other enhancements of the RAH-66 and AH-640 
Longbow a priority. 

Options Examined 

Three options for modernizing the attack and re
connaissance helicopter force were examined: 

• Option 1 would maintain the previously planned 
modernization program, procuring and fielding both 
the AH-64 C/D with Longbow and the RAH-66 
Comanche. One-third of the RAH-66 fleet would be 
fielded with the Longbow fire control radar. The 
Army's AH -1 and 0 H-58 A/C and 0 helicopters would 
be phased out as the new systems became operational. 

• Option 2 would terminate the RAH-66 program 
but retain the AH-64 C/D. The AH-64 modification 
program would be the same as under Option I, except 
that additional AH-64s would be purchased to perform 
the heavy attack mission. Additional OH-580 aircraft 
would be procured to perform the light attack/armed 
reconnaissance mission. This option also phases out 
the Army's AH-Is and OH-58 A/Cs. 

• Option 3 would terminate the AH-64 C/D modi
. fication program and procure and field the RAH-66 
without the Longbow radar. The Longbow radar 
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would be returned to a technology base program until 
the technology has further matured. No Longbow
capable Hellfire missiles would be procured. The AH-
1 and OH-58 NC and D would be phased out. 

A fourth option that would have terminated both 
the AH-64 C/D and the RAH-66 was considered in the 
initial stages of the review. That option was rejected 
because it did not meet the combat helicopter require
ments of the new defense strategy. 

Marine Corps attack/reconnaissance helicopters 
were excluded from the review. The Marine Corps 
does not employ armed reconnaissance helicopters, 
and the AH-1 W is its only attack helicopter. The 
AH-1 W is a shipboard-compatible system currently 
produced at the rate of 12 per year. Altering this 
program by the introduction of an additional type of 
helicopter or replacing the AH-1 W in the near term 
would not offer any cost savings or increase the effec
tiveness of Marine Corps attack helicopters. However, 
the Bottom-Up Review did look at replacing the Army's 
Comanche helicopter with the AH-1 Wand determined 
that it was not the best option. 

Evaluation of Options 

The options were evaluated according to four 
criteria: (1) combat effectiveness; (2) technical risk; 
(3) acquisition and life-cycle cost; ( 4) and effects on 
the defense industrial base. 

RAH-66 Comanche helicopter. 
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Much of the analysis was derived from previous 
studies. Those earlier studies had looked at a range of 
scenarios and threat levels, involving company through 
corps-level missions, and they included evaluations of 
the lethality, survivability, sustainability, and 
deployability of alternative helicopter forces. 

A group of outside experts was asked to evaluate 
the analysis conducted forthe Bottom-Up Review. The 
group concluded that there was some technical risk 
associated with Longbow's development. One such 
risk was the radar's inability to recognize and identify, 
as well as detect and classify, stationary ground targets 
at the longer ranges from which it could enable missiles 
to be fired. This poses a potential "identification of 
friend and foe" problem. But the group concluded that 
the risk was manageable, and that the advantages of the 
system, even if this full capability cannot be obtained, 
make it a very cost-effective force enhancement. 

The cost analysis led to the conclusion that mod
ernization is not the major contributor to the total cost 
of any option. Longbow adds approximately I 0 per
cent to the life-cycle cost of Options I and 3, and the 
Comanche constitutes about one-third of the cost of 
Option I. Overall, Option 3 is the lowest-cost near
term option, but it saves little over the long term. 
Option 2 saves little during the FYDP period, but it 
does reduce long-term costs significantly. 

The industrial base assessment concluded that the 
modernization options could all be executed with the 
current helicopter industrial base, which has consider
able excess design, engineering, and production capac
ity. Option 3 would probably lead to the loss of one 
prime contractor, but it would increase the utilization 
of the other three major helicopter manufacturers. If 
both the RAH-66 and V -22 were developed and fielded, 
the United States would probably retain its more than 
50 percent share of the world's civil and military 
helicopter market. Without these programs, that figure 
would drop to 40 percent. 
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Option 1. The previously planned program pro
vides significant improvements in both lethality and 
survivability and solves many of the current deficien
cies in night and adverse weather capability. It pro
vides a balanced, deployable, and sustainable fleet. 
But it also is the most costly of the three options at any 
of the force levels considered. 

Option 2. By tenninating the RAH-66 program, 
this option emphasizes near-term improvements in the 
attack helicopter inventory but leaves major deficien
cies in armed reconnaissance capabiliti~~- The techni
cal risks associated with the Longbow program re
main. Option 2 is the least costly of the three alterna
tives over the program lifetime, but it costs more in the 

\near term because of the investment in OH-58Ds and 
improved AH-64s. 

Option 3. By tenninating Longbow but proceed
ing with the RAH-66, this option makes long-term 
improvements in scout and armed reconnaissance ca
pability, but only modest upgrades to attack capability. 
Although it is the lowest-cost near-term alternative, 
Option 3 offers the least improvement in antiarmor 
capability while abandoning Longbow's potentially 
high cost-effectiveness if deployed on both the AH-64 
and RAH-66. 
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The Decision 

We have decided to proceed with Option :l -
fielding both the RAH-66 Comanche and AH-64 C/D 
with Longbow - for a variety of reasons. First the 
cost during both the FYDP period and beyond is not a 
significant discriminator, given the improvements in 
capability both systems provide. 

Second, proceeding with both Apache (Longbow) 
and Comanche yields capabilities that are complemen
tary and not directly substitutable for one another. The 
RAH -66 provides significant improvements in all mis
sion areas and alleviates age and operational shortfalls 
in the reconnaissance/scout fleet. It also brings techni
cal advances in stealth and avionics. Although the 
value of reconnaissance is difficult to measure, our 
experience in the Persian Gulf War and other recent 
operations has shown that the battlefield information 
that reconnaissance helicopters provide is becoming 
increasingly important in modern warfare. Longbow 
will enhance the survivability, lethality, and target 
detection capability of both armed reconnaissance and 
attack helicopters. While it will require a significant 
investment in the near term, this expenditure will yield 
real dividends in the longer term. However, the tech
nical and cost-growth risks associated with both 
Longbow and Comanche will need to be monitored and 
carefully managed, since both systems are on the 
cutting edge of technology and have significant devel
opment time remaining. 
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE 

Throughout the Cold War, both the United States 
and the Soviet Union conducted research and develop
ment on ways to defend against nuclear-armed ballistic 
missiles. With the signing of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
(ABM) Treaty in 1972 banning nationwide ABM 
systems, the issue of ballistic missile defense (BMD) 
was relegated to a less prominent status. Beginning in 
March 1983, ballistic missile defense gained new promi
nence with the unveiling of the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI). Throughout the next decade, the SDI 
program engendered significant debate with regard to 
its viability and cost. 

The Problem 

Despite a decade of research and an investment of 
$30 billion, most experts inside and outside the Depart
ment of Defense agree that we are far from deploying 
a highly effective defense against a large-scale missile 
attack. Furthermore, as a result of the strategic arms 
reduction agreements recently negotiated with the 
former Soviet Union and the dissolution of that coun
try, the principal threat against which such a system 
was originally designed has drastically declined. 

In response to these developments, and because 
the Congress had consistently failed to fund the scale 
ofSDI program thattheexecutive branch proposed, the 
Bush Administration refocused SDI toward a more 
limited defense of the United States and its allies, 
called Global Protection Against Limited Strikes 
(GPALS). The Bush program called for spending an 
additional $39 billion for ballistic missile defense in 
FY 1995-99- an amount that would have constituted 
a significant portion of the modernization dollars in the 
DoD budget. 

In his FY 1994 defense budget request, President 
Clinton decided to scale back investments in missile 
defenses from $6.3 billion under the Bush plan to $3.8 
billion. This reduction reflected this Administration's 
skepticism about the need for early deployment of a 

national missile defense and a desire both to reorient 
the program toward theater missile defense and to fund 
overall missile defense research and development at a 
sustainable level. 1 

The Bottom-Up Review thus examined U.S. mis
sile defense requirements from a perspective of identi
fying options that could meet future needs at an afford
able cost. 

The Threat 

There are three general categories of long-range 
missile threats to the United States: deliberate attacks 
by the former Soviet Union or China, accidental or 
unauthorized launches from those countries, and the 
emergence of new long-range missile threats from 
potentially hostile nations. 

If Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan ratify and 
implement START I and join the Nuclear Nonprolif
eration Treaty as nonnuclear states, Russia will be the 
only country of the former Soviet Union possessing 
missiles capable of reaching the United States. Once 
START II is implemented, Russian strategic nuclear 
forces will be much smaller than they are today and 
strategic modernization is expected to proceed at a 
slower pace. While China also has a few nuclear 
missiles that could reach the United States, its strategic 
nuclear force is quite small now, and it is likely to grow 
slowly in both size and capability over the next decade. 
A deliberate attack by Russia or China on the United 
States would appear to be highly unlikely. 

Accidental or unauthorized launches of Chinese or 
former Soviet nuclear missiles are also considered 

1 The term theater missile defense (TMD) refers to defenses 
against shorter-range theater and tactical missiles that might be 
used against forward-deployed U.S. forces or U.S. allies. A 
national missile defense (NMD), by contrast, would defend 
against long-range strategic missiles that might be used to 
attack the United States directly. 
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unlikely. Both countries appear to maintain effective 
nuclear weapon control procedures to preclude such an 
event. 

Finally, while no other potentially hostile nation 
currently possesses the capability to threaten the United 
States with ballistic missiles (and probably none will 
acquire such a capability for the next several years), the 
possibility of a limited ballistic missile threat from the 
Third World sometime in the first decade of the next 
century cannot be excluded. 

However, a differentthreat of particular concern in 
the post-Cold War period is the proliferation of shorter
range ballistic and cruise missiles armed with nuclear, 
biological, or chemical warheads. Ballistic and cruise 
missile deployments are expected to increase world
wide, despite stepped-up efforts to inhibit their prolif
eration, and several countries other than the acknowl
edged nuclear states are developing both nuclear weap
ons and ballistic missiles. Similarly, a number of 
countries have or are developing chemical or biologi
cal weapons that could be delivered by ballistic or 
cruise missiles. 

Treaty Compliance 

The ABM treaty, as amended in 1974, permits a 
single missile defense site equipped with ground
based tracking and guidance radars and up to I 00 fixed, 
land-based interceptor missiles. The treaty prohibits 
mobile land-based, air-based, sea-based, and space
based ABM systems or components. The Bottom-Up 
Review considered program options that are treaty 
compliant as well as options that would require relief. 

One option would be to deploy an ABM system 
that could provide a limited defense of the continental 
United States against a small-scale missile attack. 
Such a system, deployed at a single site in Grand Forks, 
North Dakota, would consist of a ground-based radar 
(GBR), 100 ground-based interceptors (GBis), and 
upgrades to our existing early-warning radar system. 
While such a system would provide nationwide cover
age against some types of attacks, levels of protection 
for substantial areas of the eastern and western United 
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States would be inadequate in the event of other at
tacks. 

Other options involve multiple sites, additional 
interceptor missiles, and/or reliance on missile track
ing information from space-based sensors. These 
options are being examined in the context of a Presi
dential review of our BMD program and the ABM 
treaty. They raise ABM treaty compliance issues that 
must be resolved within the government and within the 
framework of our dialogue with Russia and perhaps 
other countries of the former Soviet Union before 
development or deployment could proceed. The present 
political instability in Russia could make it very diffi
cult to negotiate such modifications to the ABM treaty 
for the foreseeable future. 

Core Theater Missile Defense Program 

To meet the growing threat from shorter-range 
theater ballistic and cruise missiles, the Bottom-Up 
Review considered a range of theater missile defense 
options. All options include a "core" set of TMD 
systems consisting of an enhanced version of the 
existing land-based Patriot air and missile defense 
system, called Patriot Advanced Capability, Level-3 
(PAC-3); the sea-based Aegis/Standard Missile Block 
IV A; and the land-based Theater High-Altitude Area 
Defense (THAAD) missile system (see Figure 9). 

Patriot Advanced Capability Level - 3. Our 
current ability to intercept shorter-range ballistic mis
siles is limited to the Patriot PAC-2 missile, which was 
used with partial success against modified Iraqi Scud 
missiles during the Gulf War. The immediacy of the 
tactical ballistic missile threat argues strongly for rapid 
deployment of improved theater missile defenses, such 
as PAC-3, that provide greater lethality and range, and 
are more capable against longer-range threats. PAC-3 
would include an improved radar and either an up
graded Patriot missile or a new "hit-to-kill" interceptor 
missile. 

The Aegis/Standard Missile Block IV A. The 
Navy currently deploys many cruisers and a growing 
number of destroyers equipped with Aegis radars and 
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Standard missiles for air defense operations. The 
Block IV A program would capitalize on this existing 
infrastructure by fielding upgraded Standard missiles 
and a modified Aegis radar to provide a sea-based 
TMD capability and improved performance against 
antiship cruise missiles. In some circumstances, a 
naval TMD capability could be in place in the vicinity 
of a regional conflict, providing protection for land
based targets before hostilities break out or before 
land-based defenses can be transported to the theater. 

Theater High-Altitude Area Defense System. 
While modifications of existing systems can deal with 
most existing ballistic and cruise missile threats, the 
THAAD system is included in the core TMD program 
because additional capabilities will be needed to counter 
more advanced threats anticipated in the future. 
THAAD would defeat longer-range ballistic missiles, 
thereby minimizing the effects of weapons of mass 
destruction on the ground, and would also defend a 
larger area. When combined with either PAC-3 or the 
Standard Block IV A missile as a lower defensive tier, 
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THAAD would anchor a highly effective layered de
fense of critical assets. 

Brilliant Eyes. Brilliant Eyes (BE) missile track
ing satellites offer the potential for significantly en
hancing the capabilities of the core theater missile 
defense effort. Brilliant Eyes satellites would provide 
an autonomous missile surveillance and tracking capa
bility for a number of regions of interest, or if cued by 
global surveillance satellites, they could observe mis
siles soon after launch. The unique contribution of BE 
is high-precision midcourse tracking, which allows 
interceptors to be launched when incoming missiles 
are still beyond the range of land- or sea-based radars. 
This means that intercept ranges would increase, par
ticularly for long-range, wide-area defensive systems 
such as THAAD. 

Brilliant Eyes missile tracking data could also be 
used for interceptor guidance updates, further increas
ing the defended area and offering a hedge against 
radar countermeasures or the loss of a radar. In 
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peacetime, the BE constellation could help collect 
intelligence data on emerging threats. A DoD working 
group is examining whether Brilliant Eyes might also 
have a role to play in fulfilling future strategic early
warning and surveillance requirements. 

Additional TMD Programs 

In addition to the core TMD program and Brilliant 
Eyes, the Bottom-Up Review examined the advan
tages and costs of proceeding with several other pro
posed TMD programs: a sea-based upper-tier pro
gram, the Army's Corps Surface-to-Air Missile (SAM) 
system, and ascent/boost-phase intercept capabilities. 

Sea-Based Upper Tier. All sea-based concepts 
for higher-altitude missile ("upper tier") intercepts 
take advantage of the Vertical Launch System on naval 
combatants and offer very long-range intercept poten
tial when supported by BE or some other over-the
horizon sensor. This is particularly true for concepts 
using an upper-stage intercept element based on Light
weight Exoatmospheric Projectile (LEAP) technology 
and carried by the Standard missile. These sea-based 
systems could provide extensive area protection. 

Corps SAM. This new mobile air and missile 
defense system would protect Army or Marine maneu
ver forces against short-range ballistic missiles and 
advanced cruise missiles fired from any direction. In 
addition, Corps SAM would be more transportable, 
more mobile, and have more on-line missiles per 
battery than the Patriot PAC-3. 

Ascent/Boost-Phase Intercept. We will also in
vestigate the feasibility of defensive systems having 
earlier intercept capabilities so that enemy missiles 
could be destroyed while they are still ascending. This 
would be a joint Air Force-Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization (BMDO) program. 

TMD Options 

Four TMD options that build on the core program 
were examined. The options differ with respect to the 
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ways in which they supplement the core program and 
the time period in which the additional programs they 
provide would proceed through the acquisition pro
cess. 

Option 1: Core TMD Program Plus Sea-Based 
Upper Tier and Corps SAM. This option, consisting 
of the core TMD program (PAC-3, THAAD, Standard 
Missile Block IVA) plus both the Sea-Based Upper 
Tier and Corps SAM systems, was the Bush TMD 
program. Proceeding with all five of these major 
system acquisitions would require about $14 billion in 
investment funding forTMD during FY 1995-99. This 
option would create a significant bow-wave problem in 
the period beyond the FYDP, due to the large number 
of systems acquired during the initial years. 

Option 2: Core Program Plus Sea-Based Up
per Tier. This option consists of the core TMD pro
gram plus the Sea-Based Upper Tier system and a less 
vigorous development effort for Corps SAM. Under 
this option, Corps SAM would not enter the demon
stration/validation phase any earlier than FY 1998. 
About $12 billion would be needed in FY 1995-99 to 
implement the option. Post-FYDP acquisition funding 
would increase modestly. 

Option 3: Core Program and Technology 
Demonstration. This option would pursue the core 
TMD acquisition program plus a technology demon
stration only forthe Sea-Based Upper Tier. Depending 
on the success of the technology demonstration effort, 
the Sea-Based Upper Tier system could transition to an 
acquisition program in FY 1998. Alternatively, devel
opment of Corps SAM could be started at that time. 
The estimated FY 1995-99 cost of this option is about 
$10 billion; no significant post-FYDP funding bow 
wave is projected. 1 

Option 4: Core TMD program. This option 
consists of the core TMD program only, delaying the 
start of any additional acquisition program - Sea
Based Upper Tier or Corps SAM- until at least FY 
1998. This option would require about $9 billion in 
funding in FY 1995-99 and about the same level of 
expenditure in FY 2000-06. 
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National Missile Defense Options 

In evaluating options for national missile defense 
three main factors were considered: technological 
promise, responsiveness to the projected threat, and 
ABM treaty compliance. Various NMD architectures 
were examined, consisting of the Ground-Based Radar 
and the Ground-Based Interceptor, with and without 
Brilliant Eyes. In addition, four different development 
approaches were analyzed. 

Option 1: Standard Acquisition Program. This 
option would cost approximately $10 billion over the 
FYDP period. If started now, it could provide an initial 
operational capability by the year 2004. Pursuit of this 
type of NMD program might be appropriate if the 
likelihood that a potential adversary (e.g., Libya, Iraq, 
or North Korea) might acquire an intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) capability by 2004 was sub
stantially higher than it currently appears to be. 

Option 2: Systems Technology Demonstration 
Approach. This option would cost about $7 billion 
over the FYDP period. It envisions conducting enough 
development to ensure that the United States- given 
the knowledge of an emerging threat and the decision 
to start development - would have the capability to 
deploy a prototype ground-based system within about 
five years and production-quality hardware in about 
eight years. Although this approach could save $3 
billion to $4 billion during FY 1995-99 relative to the 
first option, the total expenditure for a single, fully 
configured site (with production equipment) would be 
considerably more than if a standard acquisition pro
gram were started now. The specific option considered 
would permit a prototype deployment by 2003 (given 
a decision in 1999 to do so), with the first production 
hardware available in 2007. 

Option 3: NMD Technology Program Plus 
BriUiant Eyes. This option would cost $3 billion over 
the FYDP years, including about $200 million annu
ally for acquisition of Brilliant Eyes. It preserves a 
capability in the key technologies being investigated 
for NMD. Under this approach, it would take 10 to 15 
years to deploy an operationally effective system from 

47 

the time a decision was made to do so. Cost savings 
relative to Option 1 would be $7 billion to $8 billion 
during FY 1995-99. The NMD technology alternative 
would, in conjunction with TMD activities, preserve 
an adequate industrial base in critical technology areas. 

Option 4: NMD Technology Program Without 
Brilliant Eyes Acquisition. This option would cost 
about $2 billion over the FYDP period. It is similar to 
the third option, except that a Brilliant Eyes acquisition 
program is not included. Option 4 would provide cost 
savings (relative to Option I) of $8 billion to $9 billion 
during the FYDP years. 

The Decision 

In considering the proper approach to ballistic 
missile defense, the Bottom-Up Review examined a 
range of program options that emphasized theater 
missile defense, national missile defense, both TMD 
and NMD, or neither. The options ranged in cost from 
$15 billion to $25 billion, although each would gener
ate significant savings compared with the Bush 
Administration's planned $39 billion expenditure on 
ballistic missile defense during FY 1995-99. 

Given the nature of the present and projected threat 
from ballistic and cruise missiles armed with weapons 
of mass destruction, a decision was made to emphasize 
protection of forward-deployed U.S. forces in the near 
term and to proceed with a more robust TMD program, 
combined with a more limited NMD technology pro
gram. 

On TMD, we have decided to pursue Option 2-
a TMD program that includes PAC-3, the Standard 
Missile Block IV A, THAAD, and the Sea-Based Up
per Tier system, all funded as major acquisitions in FY 
1995-99. We will also examine the feasibility of as
cent/boost-phase intercept capabilities. Development 
ofPAC-3 will allow major work on Corps SAM to be 
deferred until FY 1998. 

On NMD, we will fund a technology program at 
approximately $600 million per year as a hedge against 
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the emergence of a greater long-range missile threat 
than is now projected. This program, in conjunction 
with the recommended TMD option, will preserve an 
adequate technology base in critical ballistic missile 
defense areas. 

Specifically, Brilliant Eyes, or an equally effective 
alternative, would continue as a technology program; 
ground-based radar technology would advance through 
the GBR program for THAAD; and existing intercep
tor technology efforts, including THAAD and LEAP 
(if selected for the Sea-Based Upper-Tier system), 
would provide a development path to a ground-based 
interceptor for NMD. 
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Overall, the ballistic missile defense program will 
require an investment of approximately $18 billion 
over the FYDP period, with about two-thirds (or $12 
billion) of the total expenditure directed toward TMD. 
This will provide a savings of about $21 billion com
pared with the previous Administration's BMD pro
gram. 

We believe the recommended overall BMD pro
gram - a robust TMD effort plus a limited NMD 
technology program - is the best and most cost
effective approach. It is both consistent with our 
current understanding of the likelihood of a limited 
missile attack against the United States and provides 
the capabilities needed to defeat the more pressing 
theater ballistic and cruise missile threats. 



'I 

SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 

New aircraft carrier procurement represents a sig
nificant investment for the Navy. In evaluating future 
requirements, the Bottom-Up Review assessed aircraft 
carrier modernization needs in light of the new interna
tional security environment. Modernization options 
- both new procurement and overhaul of existing 
carriers- were examined in the context of alternative 
carrier force levels. The review focused on procure
ment of CVN-76, the next new carrier the Navy has 
requested. 

The review also examined the potential budgetary 
savings and other implications of consolidating nuclear 
aircraft carrier and submarine construction at a single 
shipyard. This issue was considered because reduced 
procurement rates for both submarines and carriers in 
the post-Cold War era have resulted in excess produc
tion capacity at shipyards. 

Current Capabilities and Programs 

With the decommissioning of the Forrestal 
(CV -59) and the Ranger (CV -61) at the end of FY 
1993, the Navy will have 13 aircraft carriers, of which 
six are conventionally-powered and seven nuclear
powered. The nuclear-powered carriers include the 
Enterprise (CVN-65) and six ships of the Nimitz class. 

The planned decommissioning of the Saratoga 
(CV-60) in the near future will result in a 12-carrier 
force, with no dedicated training platform. Currently, 
two Nimitz-class carriers, CVN-74 and 75, are under 
construction, and are planned for deli very by the end of 
the decade. To maintain a constant force level as new 
Nimitz-class carriers are introduced, the Navy plans to 
decommission some additional conventional carriers 
that still have service life remaining. 

The Bush Administration planned to retain 13 
carriers as part of the Base Force, 12 of which would be 

available for routine deployments, with the remaining 
ship serving as a dedicated training carrier. A contract 
for construction of the ninth Nimitz-class carrier, 
CVN-76, was to be awarded in FY 1995. Advance 
procurement funds for the nuclear propulsion plant for 
CVN-76 were authorized in FY 1993. The Bush FYDP 
also contained advance procurement funding in FY 
1999 for CVN-77. 

Options Examined 

Nine options were examined- three variations in 
aircraft carrier modernization to support three different 
carrier force levels. Operating conventional carriers to 
their planned service lives or beyond, consistent with 
past practice, was considered in order to determine 
whether our conventional carriers could be kept in 
service longer than the Navy currently plans. As is 
discussed in more detail below, retaining these ships 
for longer periods could help to limit a potential pro
curement "bow wave" beyond the tum of the century at 
higher force levels. 

The three modernization options evaluated were: 

Option 1 would retain the current modernization 
program. It would procure CVN-76 in FY 1995 and 
provide advance procurement funds for CVN-77 in 
FY 1999, at a total acquisition cost of about $5 billion. 
Overhaul of the Nimitz (CVN-68) would also be com
pleted, as scheduled, in FY 1998. 

Option 2 would defer CVN-76 construction be
yond the FYDPperiod, to FY 2000. Itwouldextend the 
operational life of some existing carriers to their esti
mated service life or slightly beyond. Advance pro
curement funding for future CVNs would be deferred 
beyond FY 1999. The Nimitz overhaul would be 
completed on schedule. 
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Option 3 would procure CVN-76 in FY 1995, 
provide advance procurement funding for CVN-77 in 
FY 1999, but retire the Nimitz in FY 1998 in lieu of 
overhauling it. 

Initially, a fourth modernization option was also 
considered. It would have retained the America 
(CV-66) beyond its planned decommissioning in FY 
1996 and operated the John F. Kennedy (CV -67) for as 
much as eight years beyond that ship's current esti
mated service life. These steps would have been taken 
to compensate for delaying the construction of 
CVN-76. This modernization strategy was rejected 
because the technical difficulties involved would make 
a service life extension program (SLEP) fortheAmerica 
prohibitively expensive and further extending the 
Kennedy's service life would require an additional, 
unplanned and costly overhaul. Another factor in 
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rejecting this option was the training and maintenance 
efficiency to be gained by transitioning to an all
nuclear-powered carrier force. 

Three different force levels were considered in the 
evaluation of modernization options. The force alter
natives included 10, 11, and 12 carriers, respectively. 
Variations in overall force levels were an important 
factor in assessing modernization costs and determin
ing the industrial base implications of alternative mod

ernization strategies. 

Evaluation of Options 

Five factors were weighed in evaluating each mod
ernization option: (1) effectiveness in achieving 
warfighting and overseas presence requirements; (2) 
effects on the affordability of future carriers (i.e., the 
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procurement bow wave); (3) the number of useful 
service years forgone by decommissioning conven
tional carriers early to maintain force levels constant as 
new nuclear carriers are delivered; ( 4) costs, including 
acquisition and nuclear refueling expenditures in the 
FYDP years and beyond; and (5) impact on the aircraft 
carrier industrial base. 

Warfighting Effectiveness. First, the relation
ship of carrier force levels to warfighting capability in 
regional contingencies was reviewed. Figure 10 illus
trates the increased risk to the successful accomplish
ment of warfighting tasks as carrier force levels are 
reduced. However, the analysis confirmed that a force 
of 10 carriers would be adequate to fight two nearly 
simultaneous MRCs. That assessment was based on 
many factors, from potential sortie generation capabil
ity and arrival periods on station to the independence of 
carrier-based aviation and its criticality if land-based 
air elements are delayed in arriving in the theater. 

Overseas Presence Effectiveness. With regard to 
overseas presence, the analysis compared recent expe
rience, with a total force of 14 to 15 carriers, to the 
peacetime overseas presence implications of a force 
with 10, 11, or 12 carriers. 

As shown in Figure 10, a IS-carrier force could 
provide virtually full-time presence in three key re
gions where presence operations are important- the 
Mediterranean Sea, the western Pacific, and the Indian 
Ocean/Persian Gulf. A 12-carrierforce could maintain 
a full-time presence in one region, with a minimum of 
two-month "gaps" in coverage in the other two. If the 
force were reduced to II or 10 carriers, the gap in 
regional coverage would increase. At a 10-carrier 
level, the United States could maintain a continuous 
presence in one region, but gaps in the other two would 
be as long as six months. 

One way of reducing the effect on overseas pres
ence of moving to a smaller carrier force would be to 
implement a "tether" policy for carriers. Under such a 
policy, carriers could operate within large areas yet be 
available to steam to specific staging areas within 
several days. 
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Along with implementing a tether policy, other 
ways of dealing with presence gaps were examined
for example, using ships other than carriers to provide 
overseas presence or homeporting additional carriers 
overseas, as is currently done with the Independence 
(CV -62) in Japan. Amphibious ready groups also 
could substitute for carrier battle groups in some, but 
not all, peacetime presence missions. Additional over
seas carrier homeporting remains another potential 
option, but significant front-end costs, time, and diplo
matic effort would be required to implement this con
cept successfully. 

The interaction between aircraft carrier force lev
els and naval air wing requirements also was exam
ined, in order to determine the most prudent and 
effective way to reduce the number of active and 
reserve air wings as carrier force levels decline. Be
cause at least one aircraft carrier is usually in overhaul 
and thus not readily deployable, the Navy maintains 
one fewer air wing than it has carriers. Currently, the 
Navy has II active air wings and two reserve wings. 

Also studied was a concept developed by the Navy 
calling for retention of a dedicated reserve/training 
carrier. This platform would be manned by a mostly 
active-duty crew and would be used both by Navy arid 
Marine active and reserve pilots and crews during their 
initial and refresher carrier training. The carrier could 
deploy forward for limited periods either with an 
integrated active/reserve wing or with an active wing 
whose carrier was in long-term maintenance. This 
innovative new concept could improve overall reserve 
readiness, help fill gaps in overseas naval presence, and 
provide a rapidly deployable carrier for use in crises or 
conflicts. 

Affordability. Deferring construction of CVN-
76 to FY 2000 could result in an affordability problem 
-a procurement bow wave-for carriers constructed 
in succeeding years. For example, at a 12-carrier force 
level, slipping CVN-76 construction to FY 2000 would 
require that four new nuclear carriers be funded during 
FY 2000-08 if conventional carriers were to be re
placed as they reached the end of their service lives. 
The option of retiring Nimitz early in order to save 
funds over the FYDP period was eliminated at force 
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levels of II or 12 carriers, because it, too, would have 
worsened the procurement bow-wave problem associ
ated with carrier construction beyond FY 2000. 

Carrier Useful Life Forgone. Conventional car
riers are built to last approximately 30 years. Through 
the Service Life Extension Program, the useful life of 
these ships can be extended another 15 years. Because 
additional nuclear carriers are already funded and 
under construction, one of the implications of moving 
to a smaller force level is that conventional carriers 
would have to be retired several years prior to the end 
of their service lives in order to make way for the new 
carriers. The Bottom-Up Review compared the useful 
service life forgone of three conventional carriers -
Kitty Hawk (CV-63), Constellation (CV-64), and 
Kennedy (CV-67)- for each of the force level and 
modernization options considered. Under all three 
force levels, building CVN-76 in FY 1995 would mean 
forgoing some useful life of these existing carriers. 
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Cost Analysis. Delaying funding for CVN-76 to 
FY 2000 (and deferring advance procurement funding 
for CVN-77) would save approximately $5 billion in 
aircraft carrier acquisition costs during the FYDP pe
riod. However, the delay would add about $2.1 billion 
to the total cost of CVN-76's construction, including 
the cost of reconstituting the shipbuilder's production 
facilities, retraining the work force, requalifying ven
dors, overhead escalation, and direct construction costs. 
The annual cost to procure, operate, and maintain a I 0-
carrier force, averaged out over 35 years, is approxi
mately $3.6 billion. An 11-carrier force costs about I 0 
percent more, or $4 billion. A 12-carrier force costs 
about $4.2 billion to $4.3 billion. 

Industrial Base Assessment. Also assessed was 
the aircraft carrier industrial base, focusing on both the 
shipbuilder and the firms that provide the nuclear 
reactor and other key nonnuclear components for the 
ships. Results of the submarine industrial base study, 
completed as partofthe attack submarine portion of the 

The aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln and its battle group. 
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Bottom-Up Review, were considered because the stud
ies focused on the same shipbuilder and suppliers (or 
vendors) that manufacture nuclear propulsion systems. 

It was concluded that delaying CVN-76 construc
tion until FY 2000 would be a high risk for the ship
builder. This is because existing contracts will be 
completed in the mid-1990s and a lack of subsequent 
orders would threaten the shipbuilder's viability by 
1997 without additional work. This risk could be 
mitigated if certain actions were taken ahead of time. 
One option would be to do the necessary pre-shutdown 
planning to minimize the effort and cost that would be 
entailed in restarting carrier production - a "smart 
shutdown" of certain carrier construction capabilities. 
Another option would avoid a shutdown altogether by 
rescheduling delivery of carriers under contract, over
hauls, and other work in order to help keep the facility 
open and functioning and to maintain essential con
struction capabilities. 

Delaying CVN-76 construction would have less 
impact on the nuclear vendors, assuming that work 
proceeds in FY 1996 on components for a new nuclear 
attack submarine. The analysis indicated, however, 
that suppliers of nonnuclear and carrier-specific equip
ment could be affected by a delay in CVN-76 construc
tion. 

Consolidating Nuclear Aircraft Carrier 
and Submarine Construction 

Currently, Newport News Shipbuilding Company, 
in Newport News, Virginia, builds both nuclear air
craft carriers and nuclear attack submarines. General 
Dynamics' Electric Boat Division in Groton, Con
necticut, builds nuclear-powered ballistic missile and 
attack submarines. Because Newport News is techni
cally capable of building nuclear carriers and subma
rines, the implications of consolidating construction of 
these ships at that facility were assessed. 

Consolidating carrier and submarine construction 
at Newport News would save about $1.8 billion during 
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the FYDP period. However, much of these savings are 
derived from not funding SSN-23, the third Seawolf 
submarine, which would provide a "bridge" in produc
tion to keep the Groton, Connecticut, shipyard viable 
and preserve the industrial base needed to produce a 
new attack submarine. Newport News would not need 
such a "bridge" submarine production contract, even if 
CVN-76 were delayed, if all future carrier and other 
submarine construction were consolidated there. This 
issue is discussed in more detail in the Attack Subma
rine section of this report. 

The Decision 

Construction of CVN-76. We have decided to 
proceed with construction ofCVN-76 beginning in FY 
1995. This decision .Preserves some flexibility on the 
ultimate size of the carrier force, protects the carrier 
industrial base, avoids the cost increase associated 
with delaying CVN-76's construction, and avoids a 
major carrier procurement bow wave beyond FY 1999. 

Advance Procurement for CVN-77. We will 
defer long-lead funding for CVN-77 until after FY 
1999, pending completion of a study evaluating alter
native aircraft carrier concepts for the 21st century. 
This latter study will examine a full range of sea-based 
platforms to project air power and meet our military 
needs in the period 2020 and beyond. Platforms to be 
assessed will include Nimitz-sized carriers, both nuclear 
and conventionally-powered; smaller-sized carriers; 
larger-sized carriers; and "floating islands." 

Consolidating Nuclear Aircraft Carrier and 
Submarine Construction. Because we remain con
cerned about the resulting loss of competition as well 
as other long-term defense industrial base and national 
security implications that would result from having 
only one provider for two key classes of naval vessels, 
we will not consolidate all carrier and submarine con
struction. However, we will continue to monitor this 
issue closely while examining other ways to balance 
industrial base considerations with reduced shipbuild
ing requirements. 
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Aircraft Carrier Force Structure and the Re
serve Carrier. In order to reduce our overall force 
structure while still meeting our warfighting and 
overseas presence needs, we will maintain a naval 
force structure organized around II active aircraft 
carriers, I 0 Navy active air wings, and one composite 
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Navy-Marine Corps reserve air wihg. We also plan to 
establish a reserve/training carrier to provide Navy and 

I 
Marine active and reserve pilots their initial and re-
fresher carrier training, and for occasional forward 

. . I . 
operations to cover overseas presence reqmrements. 
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SECTION V: MODERNIZATION 

ATTACK SUBMARINES 

Nuclear-powered attack submarines are a valuable 
and flexible national asset- combining the elements 
of stealth, endurance, agility, and firepower on a single, 
multimission-capable platform. Attack submarines' 
stealth, combined with their advanced sensors and 
weaponry, means they can detect and attack adversar
ies or conduct land attacks with cruise missiles without 
first revealing their presence. Stealth also means 
covertness- attack submarines can routinely collect 
intelligence on enemy forces and movements without 
revealing that U.S. forces are present. Nuclear propul
sion provides submarines with virtually unlimited en
durance and the ability to operate at very high speeds 
for long periods of time. Finally, the diverse firepower 
of attack submarines gives them the ability to use not 
only traditional submarine weapons, such as torpedoes 
and mines, but also antiship and land-attack cruise 
missiles. 

Attack submarine missions include regional sea 
denial, task force support, precision strikes, forward 
presence, surveillance, and special operations. Whether 
serving as key elements of joint task forces or naval 
battle groups, or deployed as independent units, attack 
submarines play an important role in U.S. defense 
operations. 

Current Attack Submarine Force 
Levels and Programs 

Today, the Navy has nearly 90 nuclear-powered 
attack submarines. These include two 594-class sub
marines, 31 Sturgeon-class (SSN-637) submarines, 39 
Los Angeles-class (SSN-688) submarines, and 14 im
proved Los Angeles-class (SSN-6881) submarines. 
All of the 594- and 63 7 -class boats will be decommis
sioned by FY 1999, as the Navy trims its force to 
approximately 55 attack submarines. 

Currently, both Newport News Shipyard in New
port News, Virginia, and Electric Boat Shipyard in 
Groton, Connecticut, build nuclear-powered attack 
submarines. Nine improved Los Angeles-class sub-

marines are under construction, three at Electric Boat 
Shipyard and six at Newport News. The Navy is also 
building two new Seawolf-class (SSN-21) attack sub
marines at General Dynamics' Electric Boat Shipyard. 
These two subs will be completed in 1996 and 1997, 
respective! y. 

The USS Alexandria, an improved version of the 
Los Angeles-class (SNN-688) attack submarine. 

The Sea wolf, originally slated as the replacement 
for Los Angeles-class submarines, was designed to 
counter increasingly more capable Soviet submarines. 
With the demise of the Soviet Union and the reduced 
threat of global war, Seawolf production has been 
sharply curtailed. 

At the same time, the Navy has initiated develop
ment of a New Attack Submarine (NAS)- designed 
to be a more cost-effective replacement for the Los 
Angeles class. Under current plans, acquisition fund
ing for the first N AS would be provided in the FY 1998 
budget, with construction commencing in FY 1999. 

The Threat 

During the Cold War, attack submarines were 
critical to our ability to counter the Soviet navy, prima
rily the threat posed by Soviet attack submarines to our 
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surface combatants and merchant ships, which were 
vital to our ability to reinforce Europe in the event of a 
NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. Our attack submarine 
force was also our principal means of holding Soviet 
ballistic missile submarines at risk. 

Since the end of the Cold War and the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, the restructured Russian subma
rine force has dramatically reduced its operations at 
sea. However, Russia continues to construct and 
deploy modem, high-quality attack submarines with 
capabilities that approach, and in some cases exceed, 
our own. Russia has also begun exporting some of its 
modern submarines abroad, including most recently 
selling three Kilo-class diesel-powered submarines to 
Iran. 

The Problem 

The Bottom-Up Review addressed several issues 
with respect to the future size and shape of the U.S. 
attack submarine force. 

First was the question of how many attack subma
rines are needed in the post-Cold War era. Ninety 
attack submarines are more than we need to fulfill the 
warfighting and overseas presence requirements of our 
new defense strategy. During the Bottom-Up Review, 
future requirements for both these missions were ana
lyzed. 

Second was the need to devise a cost-effective 
approach to modernizing the force as the overall num
ber of attack submarines declines. 

The third issue, linked to the first two, was the need 
to preserve our long-term ability to build attack subma
rines. This problem arises from the fact that the 
reduced requirement fornew submarines as the force is 
drawn down has created a potential "gap" in new 
submarine construction that threatens the viability of 
the submarine production base. There will be a seven
year interval between the time the second Seawolf 
submarine was authorized (in 1991) and the start of 
construction ofthe first NAS, slated for 1998. Ongoing 
production to fill previous orders for SSN-688, 
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An artist's concept of the nuclear-powered attack 
submarine Seawolf ( SSN-2 1) 

SSN-21, and Trident submarines will be completed by 
1997. When these submarines are completed, the 
Groton, Connecticut, shipyard will be without any 
additional submarine production work. 

Force Level Options Examined 

The elimination of the global threat formerly rep
resented by the Soviet navy has created an opportunity 
to reduce the U.S. attack submarine force while reori
enting it to reflect the new defense strategy and pro
jected forward presence requirements. 

Three different force levels were considered in the 
Bottom-Up Review. The options took into account the 
requirements of regional conflicts and presence opera
tions, manpower and training neeqs, the present capa
bilities of U.S. attack submarines against foreign sub
marines, overhaul and refueling schedules, force age, 
and the attack submarine retirement profile. Detailed 
analyses of the options were performed by the Joint 
Staff with input from the Navy and OSD. 

• Option 1 would retain a force of 55 attack 
submarines. The analysis indicated that a force of 
this size could meet all wartime requirements for 
regional conflicts, as well as fulfill peacetime 
needs. 

• Option 2 would reduce the number of attack 
submarines to 45. This force also was found to be 
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• Option 2 would reduce the number of attack 
submarines to 45. This force also was found to be 
capable of fulfilling warfighting requirements, but 
it imposed a greater degree of risk to peacetime 
missions than the larger Option I force. 

• Option 3 would reduce the attack submarine 
force by the greatest margin - to a level of 30 
submarines. The analysis concluded that a force of 
this size would be unable to meet either warfighting 
or peacetime operational requirements. 

Industrial Base Considerations 

Several options were considered as a means of 
avoiding the potential consequences of a gap in subma
rine construction. Two alternatives emerged as the 
leading candidates. The first took steps to effect a 
"smart" shutdown of nuclear submarine construction 
at Newport News, with an eye to preserving the capa
bility to resume production in the future, when circum
stances warrant. A "smart shutdown" approach makes 
more sense at Newport News, since much of its skilled 
work force would continue construction of nuclear 
aircraft carriers. Thus, in effect, this option would end 
submarine production at the Groton, Connecticut, ship
yard. It would require approximately $625 million in 
shutdown/reconstitution-related costs. 

The second option provided for construction of a 
"bridge" submarine to avoid the adverse consequences 
of attempting to shut down a nuclear-certified shipyard 
and then having to reopen it at a later date. This option 
was more expensive than the first, costing about $1.8 
billion, but was judged to be the better industrial 
practice and had the added benefit of providing the 
nation with a third state-of-the-art Sea wolf attack sub-
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marine at a cost of only $1.2 billion more than the first 
option, which provided no third Seawolf.2 

The Decision 

The Bottom-Up Review concluded that, in re
sponse to the changing threat environment, the Navy 
should reorient its submarine force to focus on regional 
conflicts and presence operations, keeping in mind the 
increasing capabilities of foreign, primarily Russian, 
submarines. Specifically, the review determined that: 

• A force of 45 to 55 attack submarines is needed 
to meet the requirements of our defense strategy, 
including both regional conflicts and peacetime 
presence operations. 

• Production of a third Seawolf attack submarine 
in FY 1995 or FY 1996, which will be directed to 
the Groton, Connecticut, shipyard, would "bridge" 
the projected gap in submarine production. 

• The Navy should develop and build anew attack 
submarine as a more cost-effective follow-on to 
the Sea wolf class, with construction beginning in 
FY 1998 or FY 1999 at the Groton, Connecticut, 
shipyard. 

These 1asttwo decisions will maintain two nuclear
capable shipyards, thereby mitigating the risk to the 
industrial base. 

2 The $1.8 billion includes $1.5 billion in the FYDP period 
for the bridge submarine, as well as $300 million for smart 
shutdown/reconstitution-related costs. It does not include 
some prior appropriations or sunk costs for SSN-23, which 
brings the total cost to $2.4 billion. 
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Satellites are an essential element of America's 
military capability, as well as its economic security. 
These systems provide vital support to our forces in 
such areas as intelligence-gathering, surveillance, mis
sile warning, communications, weather monitoring, 
and navigation. A robust space launch capability is 
integral to our ability to operate in space because it 
provides the means to place satellites into orbit. 

Requirements for space launch are of two types: 
(!) performance - the ability to deliver a satellite 
(payload) reliably to a specific orbit, and (2) opera
tional flexibility- the capability to perform rapid and 
adaptive payload integration, servicing, substitution, 
and launch. Today's launch systems meet the perfor
mance objective, albeit with less than desired reliabil
ity, but fall short of the operational flexibility goal. 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated the current and 
projected status of DoD's space launch capabilities, 
along with various options for future investments in 
launch vehicles and infrastructure. The review in
cluded an examination of U.S. military, civil, and 
commercial space launch needs; the international com
petitiveness of the U.S. commercial space launch in
dustry; and the effect of various modernization options 
on the industrial base. 

The Problem 

As indicated in Figure II, DoD maintains a fleet of 
expendable launch vehicles (ELVs) and also uses the 
space shuttle to place military satellites in orbit. The 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) uses the shuttle as its primary launch vehicle, 
but also employs both DoD EL V s and commercial 
variants of these vehicles. 

As a result of a 1970s decision to fly all DoD 
spacecraft on the NASA shuttle, DoD investments in 
space launch infrastructure and vehicle improvements 

virtually halted. Expenditures in this area remained 
relatively dormant until 1986, when the Challenger 
accident revealed the consequences of such an "all 
eggs in one basket" approach. Since then, DoD has 
gradually lessened its reliance on the shuttle to launch 
defense payloads, while increasing its investments in 
maintaining and improving the outdated EL V fleet and 
aging launch infrastructure. 

Currently, the main types of launch systems used 
by DoD are the Delta Il (manufactured by McDonnell 
Douglas), the Atlas I and ll (produced by General 
Dynamics), and the Titan II and IV (made by Martin 
Marietta). Over the next several decades, launch rates 
in support of military satellite requirements are ex
pected to be fairly stable at 15-20 per year, spread 
among the existing Delta, Atlas, and Titan boosters. 
While we are currently able to place all military satel
lites into their required orbits with this fleet, maintain
ing this capability over the long term will require 
significant investments in both the existing vehicles 
and the associated launch infrastructure. 

Today, U.S. military space launch capabilities are 
characterized by high cost and serious operational 
limitations as a result of (I) the need to sustain three 
separate launch teams (for the three booster types) and 
associated support equipment, (2) the aging and obso
lescence of major ELY components, and (3) continued 
dependence on outdated launch vehicle production 
lines and manpower-intensive launch processes. As a 
result, the performance and flexibility oflaunch opera
tions is inadequate and system responsiveness in crises 
or emergencies is limited. For example, the current 
launch systems do not provide any overlap in perfor
mance- individual satellites are tied to specific space 
launch systems. Thus, Global Positioning System 
(GPS) satellites must be launched on Delta boosters, 
Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) 
satellites on Atlas boosters, and Defense Support Pro
gram (DSP) satellites on Titan boosters. 
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Primary U.S. Space Launch Vehicles 

Delta Delta II Atlas I Atlas II Titan II Titan IV Shuttle 

Figure 11 

Another problem is the current production over
capacity in the American space launch industry. Be
cause booster production is spread among three manu
facturers, the industry is operating at less than 50 
percent capacity, raising the unit cost of each booster. 
To date, there has been little effort to consolidate or 
reduce capacity, based on current and projected space
launch requirements. As DoD's demand for satellites 
continues to shrink, the ability to sustain three separate 
launch suppliers over the long term is in doubt. 

Finally, there is the issue of foreign competitors, 
which have begun to offer reliable and low-cost space 
launch systems. The U.S. civil and commercial sectors 
average about 25-30 satellite launches per year -
enough, along with the DoD launches, to sustain the 
three U.S. manufacturers. However, about half of the 
commercial satellites and some of NASA's satellites 
now use foreign launch systems. There is also a 
growing market for commercial space launches out
side the United States. If U.S. space launch systems 
cannot compete better in both the domestic and inter
national markets, the U.S. share of these markets will 
continue to decline, DoD will account for a larger share 
of the demand for U.S. launch systems, and conse
quently, DoD's own space launch costs will increase. 

' 
I 

If this should occur, DoD's current policy of "launch 
only on U.S. boosters" would become increasingly 
expensive. 

Options Examined 

To address these concerns, the Bottom-Up Review 
examined three different options for modernizing DoD's 
space launch capability: (I) extending the life of the 
current launch vehicle fleet to the year 2030; (2) 
developing a new family of expendable space launch 
vehicles to replace the current fleet starting in 2004; 
and (3) pursuing a technology-focused effort to de
velop a reusable launch vehicle that would effectively 
"leapfrog" the next generation of ELVs. In addition, 
more austere versions of Options I and 2 were devel
oped that funded only "mu~t do'' improvements for the 
space launch and range intrastructure. 

Option 1: Life-Ext~nsion Program for Cur
rent Systems. This option retains the three existing 
major launch systems (Delta, Atlas, and Titan IV) 
through the year 2030. It ipcludes both robust (Option 
I) and austere (Option lA) variants for upgrading the 
space launch and range infrastructure, completing 

II I ~·.) ·'·· -· ..... J ....... . 
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Delta II launch from Cape Canaveral. 

necessary maintenance and flexibility improvements, 
and funding cost-effective launch vehicle flexibility 
upgrades. 

Option 2: New Launch System Development. 
This option replaces the current EL V fleet with a new 
family of "space lifter" launch vehicles. It also pro
vides for current vehicle and infrastructure upgrades 
prior to and during a period of transition, from 2004 
through 2013. Robust (Option 2) and austere (Option 
2A) upgrade options are included. 

Option 3: "Leapfrog" Technology Launch 
Systems. This option funds the development of an 
advanced reusable launch system and provides for 
current vehicle and infrastructure upgrades prior to and 
during a transition period that starts in 20 I 0, leading up 
to the introduction of the new launch system. 
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Evaluation of Options 

Option 1 makes investments in launch vehicles 
and infrastructure. It meets all launch-vehicle perfor
mance needs. All upgrades are considered to be cost
effective, and are identified in four priority categories. 
The robust version of this option includes upgrades in 
all categories; Option I A, the austere version, includes 
only the most necessary enhancements. However, 
even the more ambitious upgrades to current launch 
systems fail to satisfy the flexibility requirement or 
meet improved reliability goals. Consequently, this 
option offers little potential for reducing the high 
operating costs of the current systems, since we would 
still be maintaining three independent launch teams, 
with the associated inefficiencies, due to overcapacity 
in the industrial base. This option would have little 
impact on anticipated U.S. payload development ef
forts. It appears to be the least expensive option, over 
the FYDP period, of those examined. 

Option I also offers little opportunity for coopera
tive activities with NASA; it offers minimal assistance 
to the U.S.launch vehicle industry to support commer
cial competitiveness; and it results in U.S. systems that 
could be more costly and less reliable than certain 
foreign alternatives for the foreseeable future. 

Option 2 also satisfies launch needs for current 
and projected U.S. military payloads. The design for 
this new generation of systems offers the potential for 
major improvements in both reliability and operational 
responsiveness, as well as significant reductions in 
operating costs. Significant investments in research 
and development would be required both during and 
beyond the FYDP years. The amount of these invest
ments would depend on the particular design selected; 
since the new space lifter is still in the concept devel
opment phase, it is difficult to determine with accuracy 
its projected cost. 

Because of the time needed to develop a new space 
lifter and integrate it with the variety of satellites it 
would carry, there would be a relatively long transition 
period, from 2004 to 2013, during which space 
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payloads would continue to be launched by current 
systems. Thus, in addition to the investment in the new 
space lifter, this option requires the same launch ve
hicle and infrastructure upgrades to existing systems as 
Option 1. An austere option, Option 2A, includes only 
the most necessary upgrades. 

This option would be particularly effective in re
ordering the industrial base and reducing significantly 
the production and operating inefficiencies of current 
systems. There would also be greater opportunity for 
technical and fiscal cooperation with NASA in the 
development, production, and operations phases. 
Moreover, this option would improve the international 
competitiveness of the U.S. commercial launch indus
try. 

Option 2 also offers the opportunity to expand 
cooperative efforts with Russia on commercial uses of 

Titan IV launch from Cape Canaveral, Florida, 
carrying DoD satellite into orbit. 
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space by introducing Russian technology into vehicle 
development and launch proces~ing. The use of Rus
sian technology, especially advanced liquid rocket 
engines, could also reduce the development time and 
cost of a new launch system. However, a principal 
policy concern is whether the United States should 
consider relying on a non-U.S. system to launch mili
tary satellites. 

Although difficult to measure, this option offers 
the potential for reduced long-term costs if savings 
from higher reliability (less frequent failures and the 
associated cost of stand-down) as well as benefits 
(lower unit and operations costs) for the civil and 
commercial launch sectors are taken into account. 
Nevertheless, preliminary analyses indicate that it could 
be several decades before this "payback" in savings 
would be realized. 

Option 3 was the most difficult to quantify, be
cause of the large uncertainties inherent in the cost 
estimates, the high technical risk of some of the launch 
systems, and the breadth of the technologies that re
quire significant investments within and beyond the 
FYDP period. During the analysis of this option, some 
of the new approaches were found to entail less techni
cal risk and thus could be considered as variants within 
Option 2. Because Option 2 would have a concept 
development phase that considered all possible alter
natives- including expendable, partially reusable, and 
fully reusable launch vehicles- it was determined that 
the concept phase would result in a better understand
ing of the technical and cost risks associated with those 
concepts. 

Option 3 provides the long-term potential for the 
lowest operating and maintenance costs, primarily 
because of reusability. It would also offer the greatest 
change to the industrial base, because of the significant 
differences associated with producing a small number 
of advanced launch vehicles ( 4-6) and the operations of 
a reusable system. There would also be a significant 
opportunity for cooperation with NASA in developing 
the technologies, since most would be applicable to 
both manned and unmanned systems. Nevertheless, 
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the near- and mid-term costs of developing and produc
ing these advanced launchers would be very high. 

Because of the need to structure a technology 
readiness program that would last through the end of 
the decade, and given the fact that development of such 
a vehicle would extend well into the first decade of the 
21st century, we would need to maintain the current 
fleet much longer (until the year 2015). This would 
result in significant investment costs at a time when 
development expenditures for the new system would 
be at their highest. For these reasons and because there 
are concepts that have less technical risk, this option 
was not considered to be viable, especially given 
current and projected budget constraints. 
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The Decision 

After reviewing the alternatives, we selected the 
austere life-extension option (I A). This option ad
equately fulfills DoD's projected space launch needs at 
the lowest cost over the next decade. It includes the 
improvements needed in our space launch infrastruc
ture. It also retains the option for incremental improve
ments to the current launch fleet to support future 
needs. Although a new launcher development effort 
would have permitted us to attain our desired goals for 
operational flexibility and reliability, and would have 
contributed toward improved competitiveness of the 
U.S. commercial space launch industry, those benefits 
did not outweigh the near-term costs of such an ap
proach. 
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MILITARY SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS 

There are four segments to the military satellite 
communications (MILSATCOM) architecture. First, 
ultrahigh frequency (UHF) satellites are the work
horses for tactical ground, sea, and air forces. Second, 
the superhigh frequency (SHF) Defense Satellite Com
munications System (DSCS), first deployed in the 
1970s, supports long-distancecommunications require
ments of military forces that cannot be met by ground
based communications systems. The DSCS system 
satisfies the majority of DoD's medium- and high
data-rate communications requirements. Milstar will 
soon be integrated as the third segment of the 
MILSATCOM architecture. It will provide a world
wide, secure, jam-resistant communications capability 
to U.S. civilian and military leaders for command and 
control of military forces. The fourth segment consists 
of commercial communications satellites, which are 
used to support DoD's MILSATCOM capabilities 
where jamming protection is not required. 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated MILSATCOM 
program alternatives in light of the projected threat, 
operational requirements, cost and effectiveness trade
offs, and affordability. The primary emphasis was on 
providing low-data-rate (LOR) and medium-data-rate 
(MDR) communication capabilities for U.S. tactical 
forces employed in one or more major regional con
flicts, although the review also addressed requirements 
for strategic forces. 

While all current MILSATCOM programs were 
reviewed, the focus was on identifying and evaluating 
lower-cost alternatives to Milstar. Milstar is a joint
service program to develop and acquire satellites, 
mission control elements, and new or modified termi
nals to support extremely high frequency (EHF) com
munications. The Mil star system would directly sup
port the National Command Authorities (NCA) and the 
tactical and strategic forces of the unified and specified 
commanders-in-chief (CINCs) during all levels of con
flict. 

The Problem 

The original Milstar program, initiated in the early 
1980s, was designed to provide LOR communications 
for strategic and tactical military forces, primarily 
during a nuclear conflict. The highest-priority users 
were expected to be strategic and nonstrategic nuclear 
forces, with tactical naval, ground, and air forces 
having a lower priority. The original design included 
many special features intended to allow the system to 
survive and operate during a nuclear conflict. 

Because of the greatly reduced threat of nuclear 
war in the post-Cold War era, Congress directed DoD 
in the fall of 1990 to restructure the Milstar program 
(now designated Milstar II) to emphasize its utility for 
tactical military forces and to reduce system costs. The 
system's survivability and endurability features and 
constellation size also were reduced. 

Nevertheless, during preparation of the FY 1994 
defense budget, the issues of Milstar affordability and 
alternative satellite designs were raised again. The 
Bottom-Up Review thus undertook a comprehensive 
evaluation aimed at determining the costs and effects 
on military capabilities of the Milstar program and 
alternatives to it. 

Current Program 

The current Milstar program would launch the 
first two Milstar satellites (Mils tar I, LOR-only) in FY 
1994 and FY 1995, respectively, and would develop an 
MDR payload for the first Milstar II satellite, sched
uled for launch in FY 1999. The current program also 
includes funding for an as-yet-undefined "polar ad
junct" to Mil star and would continue preparations for 
a Defense Acquisition Board program review of that 
adjunct. A complete constellation of LOR and MDR 
satellites would be achieved with the launch of the 
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fourth Milstar II satellite. Replenishment of the four
satellite Mils tar II constellation would occur between 
FY 2006 and FY 2009, with the exact launch dates to 
be determined by actual satellite longevity. Ulti
mately, nine Mil star II satellites would be bought 
through FY 20 II, including a spare satellite planned 
for delivery in FY 2003. Total expenditures for the 
Milstar program during FY 1994-99 would be almost 
$12 billion, including satellites and terminals. 

Options Examined 

As indicated in Figure 12, all alternatives to the 
current program would deploy advanced EHF satel
lites, and would therefore provide significantly more 
capability than we have today. All options would also 
launch the original two Mil star I satellites and eventu
ally transition to Advanced EHF satellites that would 
be developed in the mid-to-late 1990s. The successor 
system would maintain as much LDR and MDR capa
bility as possible while reducing satellite weight, which 
should help to reduce costs. The alternatives to the 
current program differ as to when the initial Advanced 
EHF satellite would be launched and, consequently, 
the MILS A TCOM capabilities that would be provided 
in the meantime. 
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Option 1 (Mil star II/ Advanced EHF) would retain 
four Mil star II satellites, with a first launch in FY 1999 
(as in the current program), but it would eliminate the 
fifth Mil star II satellite (planned for delivery as a spare 
satellite in FY 2003) as well as subsequent Milstar II 
satellites. Full operational capability for LDR and 
MDR would be achieved ori the same schedule as 
under the current program. ,Under this option, Ad
vanced EHF satellites would be developed using ad
vanced technology, to provide LDR and MDR capa
bilities comparable to those of Milstar II. Advanced 
EHF satellites would begin replenishing Milstar satel
lites around FY 2006. 

Option2 (MDR-Only/ Advanced EHF) would can
cel Milstar II and replace the four Milstar II satellites 
with satellites providing an MDR capability, but elimi
nating the LDR capability. The first MDR-only satel
lite would be launched in FY 2000, with a four-satellite 
constellation on orbit in FY 2003. This option would 
also develop Advanced EHF satellites with both MDR 
and LDR capability. The first o.fthose satellites would 
be launched in about FY 2007. 

Option 3 (Advanced EHF Only) would also can
cel Milstar II, but it would replace that system with 

MILSATCOM Launch Schedule 

Mllstar II Advanced EHF 

Advaneed EHF 

Advanced EHF 

....... s 
Advanced EHF Advanced EHF 

A. Launch S Spare Satellite 

Note: Launch dates lor replenishment satellites are notional, baaed on mean mission duration, not statistical analysis. 

Figure 12 
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Advanced EHF satellites having both MDR and LOR 
capabilities. The first Advanced EHF satellite would 
be launched in FY 2003, with a four-satellite constel
lation in place in FY 2006. 

Option 4 (Accelerated Advanced EHF) is similar 
to Option 3, except that it accelerates development of 
the Advanced EHF satellite, achieving a first launch in 
FY 2000 and a four-satellite constellation in FY 2003. 
This alternative would, if necessary, trade capability 
for weight on the initial satellites to maintain an FY 
2000 launch date. Subsequent satellites could incorpo
rate performance improvements, if needed. 

Evaluation of Options 

Two factors guided decisionmaking on Milstar 
alternatives. First, the military requirement for a jam
resistant advanced EHF communications system pro
viding capability equivalent to Milstar II was reaf
firmed early in the process. Second, while future 
national security requirements guided the evaluation 
of program alternatives, another important objective 
was to identify options that offered substantial cost 
savings relative to the current Milstar program. 

An outside Technical Support Group was estab
lished to review the options and assess the level of risk, 
as well as to develop and evaluate additional Milstar 
alternatives. The Technical Support Group concluded 
that the most effective way to provide the desired 
communications capability in a cost-constrained envi
ronment would be with the new-design Advanced EHF 
satellites, deployed in geostationary orbits and provid
ing both LOR and MDR capability. 

The primary reason for considering options to the 
current Milstar program was to reduce system cost. 
Mil star II satellites would weigh approximately I 0,000 
pounds and, consequently, would have to be launched 
on Titan IV rockets- an expensive launching mode. 
The Technical Support Group recommended that DoD 
take advantage of recent technological advances to 
build substantially lighter satellites that could never
theless provide performance comparable to Mil star II. 
The group concluded that a reasonable objective would 
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be to transition to a lighter, advanced EHF satellite that 
could be boosted into orbit by a medium-launch ve
hicle (ML V). This would limit costs, which have 
historically been related to satellite weight. 

The consensus of the Technical Support Group 
was that an Advanced EHF satellite that could be 
launched from an ML V could be available by 2003. 
However, the four-year delay between the scheduled 
launch of the first Milstar II satellite and the postulated 
launch of the first Advanced EHF satellite was a 
concern. Consequently, the Technical Support Group 
considered what capabilities could be provided on an 
Advanced EHF satellite if the first launch was acceler
ated to 2000. 

The Technical Support Group did not reach a 
consensus on whether such an accelerated deployment 
of Advanced EHF satellites was possible. It identified 
as a major risk the lack of maturity in the packaging for 
microwave and digital electronics. A first launch in 
2000 would be possible, according to some of the 
group members, using technology already developed 
or current! y under development. Other members of the 
group concluded that there would be major risks asso
ciated with the concurrent technology demonstration, 
satellite design, and streamlined test program inherent 
in Option 4. 

Cost Comparison 

Total space segment costs (including launch costs) 
in FY 1994-2011 for the alternatives considered in the 
review ranged from $6.1 billion for the least costly 
option (Option 3) to $13.9 billion for the current 
program. Cost estimates for Option 4 varied from $7.2 
billion to $11.3 billion, depending upon assumptions 
about risk of payload weight growth or schedule slip
page. 

Option I has essentially the same FY 1994-99 
costs as the current program because it retains the first 
four Mils tar II satellites, although it does achieve about 
$300 million in cost savings by canceling the Mil star II 
spare satellite. Further cost savings are achieved 
beyond the FYDPperiod by transitioning to the lower-
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cost Advanced EHF satellite. FYOP savings of the 
other three options come predominantly from cancel
ing the Milstar II program immediately and deferring 
MOR capability. 

There are also differences in launch costs among 
the options, driven primarily by the differences in costs 
of the launch vehicles for the Mil star II satellites (Titan 
IV) and Advanced EHF satellites (Atlas liAS). The 
Titan IV costs approximately $285 million per launch 
and the Atlas liAS about $115 million. 

Effectiveness Comparison 

All of the alternatives to the current program 
would eventually provide sufficient LOR and MOR 
capability, although each has some shortfalls com
pared to the current program. The LOR shortfall is 
most severe in Option 2 because that option provides 
no substantial LOR capability until Advanced EHF 
satellites are launched beginning in 2007. Option 3, 
which provides for initial operations of Advanced EHF 
satellites in FY 2003, would delay initial MOR service 
by four years relative to the current program. Options 
2 and 4 would delay MOR service by one year. 

The Joint Staff assessed each option's ability to 
fulfill military requirements for EHF communications. 
It concluded that, while the concept of an advanced 
EHF follow-on to Milstar II is acceptable, the system 
should be designed to meet military requirements, not 
cost or weight limits. Options 2 and 3 were judged 
unacceptable because their schedules provide capa
bilities much later than does the current program or 
Option I. The technical, cost, and schedule risks of 
Option 4 were considered to be too high. The Joint 
Staff also concluded that the LOR capability provided 
by Advanced EHF satellites would be reduced relative 
to Milstar II because these satellites would provide 
fewer antennas than Milstar II. 

, Section V: Modernization 
MILITARY SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS 

Milstur 

In summary, the options differ in cost, capability, 
risk, and schedule. Those options that do not contain 
Milstar II satellites trade costs for capability and/or 
schedule. As cost savings increase, risk increases and 
deployment of EHF capability is delayed. 

The options containing four Milstar lis were deter
mined to be most preferable because a constellation of 
that size would meet military requirements and provide 
the most operational capability at the earliest date. 
Option 3 was considered unacceptable because it would 
delay LOR and MOR capability by four years. Option 
4 would provide capability sooner, but its schedule was 
considered high risk. 

The Decision 

After reviewing the alternatives, we decided to 
proceed with Option I, deploying both Mils tar I and the 
initial constellation of Milstar II satellites, then 
transitioning to a lower-cost, lower-weight Advanced 
EHF satellite that would be launched initially by FY 
2006. We believe that this represents the best means of 
achieving a needed military communications capabil
ity in the near term while potentially reducing the long
term costs associated with sustaining this capability. 
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V-22 OSPREY TILT-ROTOR AIRCRAFT 

In 1981, the V -22 program was initiated as a joint
service effort to develop a tilt-rotor aircraft incorporat
ing advanced avionics and composite technologies. 
Such a system would offer significant improvements 
over existing and projected helicopter capabilities. As 
originally envisioned, the V -22 Osprey aircraft was to 
be produced in various versions for use in a range of 
military missions. Initially led by the Army, the V -22 
program was transferred to the Navy in 1982, when the 
Army withdrew because of concerns about the system's 
affordability. One of the principal intended users of the 
V-22 was to be the Marine Corps, which has an acute 
need to replace the CH-46 and CH-53 helicopters that 
fulfill its medium-lift requirement- that is, transport
ing personnel, supplies, and equipment ashore during 
amphibious assaults. The V -22 was intended to satisfy 
certain Navy, Air Force, and special operations force 
(SOF) needs as well. 

· V-22 Osprey. 

In 1989, the V -22 program was terminated by the 
Bush Administration, and then-Secretary of Defense 
Cheney directed the Navy to develop an alternative 
aircraft. In response, the Navy established and funded 
a program to inve~tigate an alternative, called the 
Medium Lift Replacement (MLR). However, Con
gress consistently voted to fund continued V -22 devel
opment and refused to provide funding for the MLR 
program. 

In July 1992, DoD and Congress worked out a 
compromise that added funding to the defense budget 
for demonstrations of both V -22 technology and other 
medium-lift helicopter technology, leaving for future 
years the decision on which technology would best 
meet DoD's medium-lift needs. Over the succeeding 
years, development of the V-22 at a limited funding 
level proceeded and study of an alternative MLR 
helicopter was begun. 

The Problem 

While the Congress and the Bush Administration 
dueled over the merits of the V -22, the Marine Corps' 
need for a medium-lift replacement aircraft grew. Its 
inventory of CH-46s and CH-53As and Ds continued 
to age and decline through attrition, resulting in a fleet 
that cannot current! y meet Marine Corps requirements. 
Moreover, while the compromise on V-22 worked out 
between the Congress and the Bush Administration 
kept the V -22 program alive, the Bush 1994-99 FYDP 
did not fund V -22 development at a level sufficient to 
allow the system to proceed toward production. 

Status of the V-22 Program 

No task force was established under the Bottom
Up Review to examine the V-22 program because the 
program is being reviewed under the auspices of the 
Defense Acquisition Board (DAB). On June 30, a 
committee within the DAB reported to the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition on the status of its 
V-22 review, taking into consideration applications of 
the V -22 for both the Marine Corps and special opera
tions forces, and the status of the alternative MLR 
program. 

The purpose of this review was to: (I) decide on a 
path for defining the right program to meet relevant 
requirements for the Marine Corps and SOF; (2) re-

\ 
\ 
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view the status of the V -22 and MLR programs, includ
ing the technical objectives, milestones, funding, con
tract structure, and technical and cost risks entailed; 
and (3) provide guidelines to support a future decision 
on the requirements, structure, and funding of the two 
programs. The review also examined potential com
mercial applications of tilt-rotor technology. The 
range of V -22 options examined over the past several 
months covered various funding and procurement pro
files for SOF and the Marine Corps. 

Se~tion V: Modernization 
V-22 OSPREY TILT-ROTOR AIRCRAFT 

In June, the DAB concluded that a focused effort 
should be undertaken over the next few months to 
define the acquisition options more precisely. There 
will be a series of reports and progress reviews, all 
coordinated by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, leading to a program decision in the fall of 
1993. We expect that these efforts will provide a range 
of V-22 options and MLR helicopter alternatives to 
guide the Department in choosing the right option to 
fulfill SOF air transport and Marine Corps medium-lift 
requirements in a cost-effective and affordable man
ner. 



SECTION VI 

INITIATIVES 

The new dangers and opportunities of the post
Cold War world require the United States to act 
proactively to protect and enhance its national security. 
We must seek not only to counter threats to our security 
as they arise, but to prevent them from occurring in the 
first place. We must also seize opportunities to shape 
the international environment in ways favorable to our 
interests. Toward these ends, the Department of De
fense is undertaking a series of new policy initiatives, 
including: 

• Cooperative threat reduction 

• Counterproliferation 

• Former Soviet Union defense/military 
partnership 

• Global cooperative initiatives- peacekeeping 
and peace enforcement, humanitarian assistance, 
disaster/famine relief, and the promotion of de
mocracy through military-to-military contacts. 

By mitigating the dangers against which future 
defense dollars would otherwise have to be spent, these 
initiatives have the potential to save more than they 
cost. 

Cooperative Threat Reduction 

As Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan 
implement their respective arms reduction commit
ments and responses to the U.S. presidential nuclear 
initiatives of September 1991 and January 1992, hun
dreds of strategic offensive arms and thousands of 
nuclear warheads must be dismantled. Russia must 
also ensure the safety and security of its remaining 
nuclear arsenal and meet its commitment to completely 
destroy the huge chemical arsenal it inherited from the 
former Soviet Union. 

These would be difficult tasks even without the 
massive economic, political, and military dislocations 
engendered by the dissolution of the former Soviet 
Union. But such dislocations have increased the risk 
that nuclear weapons could be subject to accidental or 
unauthorized use, could form the basis for the emer
gence of new nuclear weapons states, or even could fall 
into the hands of terrorist groups. The dislocations 
have also increased the danger that the materials and 
know-how needed to develop nuclear weapons could 
leak through porous FSU borders to other countries. 

The United States simply cannot afford to ignore 
these risks. The Cooperative Threat Reduction initia
tive aims to reinvigorate and expand upon past and 
ongoing U.S. efforts to actively assist in the destruction 
of FSU weapons of mass destruction and the preven
tion of weapons proliferation. 

Specifically, this initiative builds upon the historic 
"Nunn-Lugar" legislation, which authorized the De
partment of Defense to transfer, subject to restrictions, 
up to $800 million in FY 1992-93 appropriations or 
working capital accounts to assist eligible FS U states 
to: 

• Destroy nuclear, chemical, and other weapons. 

• Transport, store, disable, and safeguard weap
ons in connection with their destruction. 

• Establish verifiable safeguards against the pro
liferation of such weapons. 

• Facilitate demilitarization of defense industries 
and conversion of military technologies and capa
bilities to civilian use. 

• Expand military-to-military and defense con
tacts between the United States and the newly 
independent states. 
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The United States has made political commitments 
to provide approximately $420 million in Nunn-Lugar 
assistance to Russia, at least $175 million to Ukraine, 
and up to $75 million to Belarus. To date, the Depart
ment of Defense has notified Congress of proposed 
obligations totaling $488.5 million for specific Nunn
Lugar projects for which the necessary agreements are 
signed or awaiting signature or parliamentary ratifica
tion. If ongoing discussions with the eligible states 
prove successful, additional implementing agreements 
could be signed in the next few months that would 
absorb nearly all of the remaining $311.5 million. 

The Cooperative Threat Reduction initiative for 
the FY 1994-99 period retains key elements of the 
existing "Nunn-Lugar" legislation- in particular, its 
emphasis on the safe and secure transportation, stor
age, and elimination of nuclear weapons and on non
proliferation - and targets some new areas for addi
tional assistance as well: 

Workers disassembling chemical munitions. 

• Destroying weapons of mass destruction in the 
FSU and removing all nuclear weapons from 
Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, including dis
mantling strategic nuclear delivery vehicles to 
comply with the START I and II treaties and 
destroying chemical weapons. 
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• Constructing a safe, secure, and environmen
tally sound storage facility for fissile material from 
dismantled nuclear weapons in Russia. 

• Preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, their components, related technology, 
and expertise within and beyond FSU borders, 
including the establishment of effective export
control systems, fissile material control and ac
countability systems, physical protection systems 
and, possibly, additional resources for the science 
and technology centers being established in Mos
cow and Kiev. 

• Advancing the complex' and costly effort to 
achieve the environmentally safe elimination of 
the chemical weapons arsenal in Russia. 

• Other projects to keep the process of denuclear
ization and demilitarization on track in the FSU, 
including environmental restoration of former stra
tegic offensive arms bases, defense conversion, 
retraining and housing of former military officers, 
and expanded military and defense contacts. 

To implement this initiative, a separate Coopera
tive Threat Reduction line-item account is being pro
posed with an additional $400 million in DoD funding 
for FY 1994, to remain availabl~ until expended. 

The United States cannot and should not bear the 
entire threat reduction bill for these four newly inde
pendent states, and we will continue to insist that they 
do their part. We are also pressing key European allies 
and Japan to increase their helpful, but relatively mod
est, assistance to the FSU in this area. 

This initiative will require a significant effort by 
the Administration, Congress, and ultimately the Ameri
can people. But it is essential to U.S. and international 
security in the post-Cold War era. This is not "foreign 
assistance" as traditionally defined. Rather, it is a 
unique and relatively small investment in U.S. national 
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security from which we stand to reap great benefits, 
including savings in defense programs that might oth
erwise be necessary to deter or defend against FSU 
weapons of mass destruction in the future. 

Counterproliferation 

More than 25 nations either have or are attempting 
to acquire weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, 
biological, or chemical. In most areas where U.S. 
forces could potentially be engaged, our likely adver
saries already possess chemical and biological weap
ons. Most of these states are striving to acquire nuclear 
arsenals as well. 

Several new realities are contributing to the spread 
of WMD and related technology. First, alternative 
suppliers ofWMD technologies and delivery systems 
are emerging, with countries such as North Korea 
offering to sell technologies and missiles with little 
regard for the ambitions of recipient states. In addition, 
the indigenous capabilities of countries of concern are 
improving. There is also the new danger of nuclear, 
biological, and chemical weapons, materials, equip
ment, and knowledge leaking from the former Soviet 
Union. Further, the challenges associated with con
trolling dual-use technologies have grown. 

In the hands of a hostile regional power, weapons 
of mass destruction could threaten not only U.S. lives 
but also the viability of our regional power projection 
strategy. For example, if a state opposed to U.S. 
interests were to acquire nuclear weapons, it could use 
them in a conflict or crisis in any number of ways, from 
threatening to attack a neighboring state in an effort to 
dissuade it from requesting U.S. assistance to threaten
ing American and allied forces or cities in an effort to. 
deter U.S. intervention altogether. Furthermore, the 
unpredictable nature of some Third World regimes, 
coupled with the fact that potential adversaries may 
have more at stake in a regional conflict than the United 
States, means that the United States' ability to deter 
such actions may at best be uncertain. 

In these circumstances, our nation not only must 
seek to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruc
tion, but it must be prepared to respond to the military 
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threat posed by these weapons should nonproliferation 
efforts fail. We are not resigned to the failure of 
nonproliferation regimes; rather, confronted with the 
possibility of even limited failure, we must ensure that 
our forces have the capabilities they would need to 
confront an opponent armed with weapons of mass 
destruction in a future crisis or conflict. The 
counterproliferation initiative is designed to develop a 
coherent strategy to prevent additional countries from 
acquiring WMD and, should such efforts fail, to deter 
these weapons' use against the United States and its 
allies, to defend against them if they are used, and to 
ensure that U.S. armed forces can successfully carry 
out operations in a conflict involving the use of nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons. 

Toward that end, we are assessing the military 
capabilities needed and correcting any deficiencies 
that may exist. Our assessment will cover the follow
ing broad areas: 

• Intelligence 
• Battlefield detection 
• Passive defenses 
• Active defenses 
• Counterforce capabilities 
• Inspection and verification support 
• Export control support 

DoD's counterproliferation approach, which is 
designed to complement and strengthen the traditional 
nonproliferation efforts of other U.S. government agen
cies, will be implemented in three parts. First, we will 
strive to foster an international environment that dis
courages the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion and to strengthen export controls and related arms 
control arrangements. Second, in our forces and pro
grams, we will determine the specific capabilities 
needed to counter proliferation, identify existing DoD 
efforts that contribute to these capabilities, specify 
remaining deficiencies vis-a-vis threats from weapons 
of mass destruction, and devise programmatic options 
to address those deficiencies. Finally, in our tactics and 
contingency plans, we will seek to improve our ability 
to deter the use of nuclear, chemical, and biological 
weapons, to develop doctrine and tactics for dealing 
with them, and to incorporate WMD threats into our 
planning. 
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This initiative will be a multifaceted, multiyear 
effort involving numerous and diverse components of 
DoD. Not all of these activities are captured in the 
$40.5 million requested for counterproliferation in FY 
1994. 

Countering proliferation is central to addressing 
both nuclear and regional dangers in the post-Cold War 
world. Strengthening the U.S. military's capabilities 
for meeting the threat of the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction is one of the Department's most 
important responsibilities in the new security environ
ment. 

FSU Defense/Military Partnership 

The post-Cold War trend toward democracy and 
liberal reform only bolsters the security of the United 
States. Not only are Western values ascendant, but 
prospects for the peaceful resolution of disputes im
prove as democracy spreads, and the potential for 
global prosperity increases as more countries adopt 
market reforms. 

But these trends are not irreversible. In most 
former communist countries, democratic institutions 
are not yet firmly in place, and market reforms have yet 
to produce tangible improvements in the standard of 
living. The reversal of these trends could have a 
profound impact on U.S. security and on U.S. defense 
requirements. Nowhere is this more true than in the 
former Soviet Union. 

The FSU Defense/Military Partnership initiative 
seeks both to lessen the likelihood of the failure of 
refomi and to hedge against it. Its primary objective is 
to develop a solid partnership between the defense 
establishments of the United States and the former 
Soviet Union in an effort to encourage support for 
reform, develop FSU militaries responsible to demo
cratically elected officials, encourage U.S.-FSU de
fense cooperation in areas ranging from regional con
flicts to counterproliferation, and convince an expand
ing circle of officers and officials thatthe United States 
seeks a real partnership. Particular attention will be 

'· 
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paid to Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus -
the four FSU states with nuclear weapons still main
tained on their soil. Enhancing our military coopera
tion with these states and building partnerships with 
them will be crucial in facing the dangers of the post-
Cold War era. '• 

Russian. Federation Minister of Defense Grachev 
and Secretary Asp in signing memorandum of 

understanding on defense contacts. 

This initiative has three main components: 

• Expanded defense and military contacts, mov
ing beyond a series of single contacts to programs 
that foster ongoing relationships between indi
vidual U.S. and FSU military/defense leaders or 
provide concrete technical assistance. 

• Enhanced military cooperation, expanding on 
unit exchanges, sister base/unit programs, and ship 
visits, and developing the capability for combined 
peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, and other 
noncombat operations. 

• Support for transition and reform, focusing on 
concrete measures to addn;ss pressing social con
cerns affecting the military, such as military hous
ing shortages, inadequate medical care, and envi
ronmental degradation at ~:p.ilitary sites. 

FY 1994 funding for this initiative comes from the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction line item. 

'· 



Section VI 
INITIATIVES 

Global Cooperative Initiatives 

The Global Cooperative Initiatives seek to im
prove our ability to respond to new regional dangers 
while positioning us to capitalize on a number of post
Cold War opportunities. They do not, however, pre
judge when or how we should respond to a given 
situation. Rather, they seek to enable DoD, in coopera
tion with other U.S. government agencies, to prepare 
the ground for a more effective U.S. response if and 
when such a response is deemed appropriate and nec
essary by the President and the Congress. 

More specifically, these initiatives seek to enhance 
DoD planning and capabilities for peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement operations, humanitarian assistance 
measures, disaster and famine relief activities, and the 
promotion of democracy. As such, they are only one 
part of what must be a national, multi-agency effort in 
these areas. 

Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement 
Operations 

Traditionally, peacekeeping - military opera
tions, undertaken with the consent of all major 
belligerents, that are designed to monitor and facilitate 
implementation of an existing truce agreement in sup
port of diplomatic efforts to reach a political settlement 
to a dispute - and peace enforcement - military 
intervention to compel compliance with international 
sanctions or resolutions designed to maintain or restore 
international peace and security -have been seen as 
secondary missions for the U.S. military. They have 
been lesser-included cases of more demanding mis
sions, such as fighting and winning major regional 
cm1flicts. Accordingly, planning for these missions 
has often been undertaken on an ad hoc basis, and 
funding has generally been drawn from operations and 
maintenance accounts as needed. As a result, these 
operations have often been funded at the expense of 
readiness, pending subsequent reprogramming or 
supplemental funding. Keeping our forces ready to 
fight requires that we do business differently in the 
future. 
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As peacekeeping and peace enforcement gain new 
prominence among U.S. military missions in the post
Cold War era, DoD will earmark funds for these 
missions to help other countries and the United Nations 
strengthen their peacekeeping and peace enforcement 
capabilities, and in so doing reduce the demand for 
U.S. forces. Investments in this area also will facilitate 
rapid military responses to decisions to commit U.S. 
forces to such operations; they will minimize the 
impact of U.S. participation in such operations on 
service budgets; and they will permit greater policy 
oversight of these operations. 

Proposed funding for these initiatives is $300 
million in FY 1994: $260 million for reimbursement 
of incremental DoD costs for peacekeeping and peace 
enforcement and $40 million for assistance to third 
countries and international organizations in support of 
sanctioned international peacekeeping or peace en
forcement activities. 

Humanitarian Assistance and 
Disaster/Famine Relief 

The rise of regional dangers on the U.S. security 
agenda has increased the importance of the U.S. 
military's role in providing humanitarian assistance 
and disaster and famine relief to foreign populations in 
need. Operations directed at alleviating human suffer
ing and meeting the basic needs of victims of social 
dislocation, economic strife, political conflict, or natu
ral disasters can, in some cases, be the best foreign 
policy instrument available to the United States. Hu
manitarian operations can also prove an effective means 
of addressing potential sources of regional instability 
before they lead to armed conflict, and of promoting 
recovery and nation-building after crises have oc
curred. 

In FY 1993, $28 million in DoD funds was appro
priated for humanitarian assistance programs, $50 
million was provided for disaster relief activities, and 
$10 million was allocated for disaster relief planning. 
In addition, $40 million was provided in supplemental 
appropriations for Kurdish relief efforts in FY 1992 
and $115 million was transferred from other DoD 
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appropriations to provide humanitarian assistance to 
the former Soviet Union in FY 1992-93. Much of this 
assistance took the form of DoD deliveries of excess 
property as well as privately donated supplies -
including medical supplies, clothing, shelter, food, 
heavy equipment, and vehicles. It also included coor
dinating large-scale air, land, and sea operations and 
evacuating refugees and disaster victims in need of 
medical care. 

The Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster/Fam
ine Relief initiative will consolidate a wide variety of 
existing programs under a single umbrella within DoD 
to: 

• Develop and refine strategies for delivering ex
cess DoD property, privately donated supplies, 
and other assistance to countries in need. 

• Improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and time
liness of DoD's existing humanitarian assistance 
and disaster and famine relief efforts. 

• Facilitate contingency planning with other U.S. 
government agencies as well as international and 
nongovernmental organizations to ensure DoD 
relief preparedness. 

• Expand cooperative relationships with leading 
U.N., private voluntary, and other international 
organizations to facilitate non-U.S. government 
humanitarian assistance efforts. 

Proposed funding for FY 1994 is $48 million for 
humanitarian assistance and $50 million for disaster/ 
famine relief, including: 

• Excess property donations: Repairs, packing, 
processing, warehousing, and other costs associ
ated with preparing property for delivery. 

• Transportation assistance: Air, sea, and over
land transportation of personnel and materiel. 

• Planning and training: Preparedness and as
sessment activities, including studies, exercises, 
and specialized training. 
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• Relief activities: Provi~ion of shelter, food, 
water, and medical supplies to countries in need. 

Promotion of Democracy 

One of the most significant dangers in the post
Cold War era is the possibility that democratic reform 
in newly independent states might fail, reducing the 
chances that a coalition of democracies favoring peace
ful means of resolving disputes will take root and 
flourish. One of the most significant-opportunities for 
the United States in this new era is the chance to 
promote democracy in other countries and, in so doing, 
to promote a more peaceful woi:ld. 

The Department of Defense has an important role 
to play in promoting democracy. Toward this end, it 
has requested $50 million in FY 1994 to develop and 
integrate a variety of military-to-military programs 
and associated defense contacts as well as other activi
ties designed to promote dem9cracy. These efforts 
focus on countries other than those targeted f_?r assis
tance under the Cooperative Threat Reduction initia
tiye. The programs include: 

• Ongoing military and defense contacts that 
focus on familiarizing military and defense offi
cials from emerging democracies with appropriate 
roles of a professional military in a constitutional 
democracy, such as the Army European 
Command's Joint Contact Team program in cen
tral and eastern Europe. 

• Expanding such military and defense contacts 
to additional countries in eastern Europe. 

• Developing similar contact programs in other 
regions, namely Africa, Lati~;t America, Asia, and 
the Pacific. 

Promoting democracy in other countries is central 
to international stability and to the prospect of a more 
peaceful world. This relatively small expenditure of 
DoD resources has the potential to obviate the need for 
the far more costly defense efforts that might be neces
sary should democratization faiL. 

" 
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FORCES READY TO FIGHT 

The first priority oftheClinton-Aspin defense plan 
is to ensure that the United States has forces ready to 
fight today and in the future. 

Currently, we have the best and most ready mili
tary force in the world. We have worked hard to get it 
that way over the past several years. Now, we face the 
even more difficult challenge of preserving readiness 
as we reduce the defense budget, draw down our 
overall force structure, and reorient our armed forces 
toward the new dangers facing us in the post-Cold War 
world. 

Our approach to preserving readiness will be not 
only to identify readiness problems as they emerge and 
take corrective action, but also to anticipate, and thus 
prevent, problems from occurring through develop
ment of a readiness "early warning system." This focus 
on prevention guides our readiness planning and orga
nizational innovation. It is also one of our most 
difficult challenges. 

Defining Readiness 

The first problem in addressing the issue of readi
ness is that there is no simple way to define what 
readiness is, and what it is not. Broadly speaking, 
almost everything DoD does is related to readiness. 
Yet, such a broad definition suggests that any reduction 
in the overall defense budget automatically reduces 
readiness- an overly simplistic conclusion that does 
not help to establish priorities in defense planning. 
However, too narrow a definition may shift the focus to 
individual units, underemphasizing the ')oint" readi
ness we seek from our forces as a whole. 

Current definitions of readiness, established dur
ing the Cold War, need to be updated to address new 
dangers and conform with the new defense strategy and 
forces that have resulted from the Bottom-Up Review. 
One of our primary challenges, therefore, is to define 
readiness broadly enough to include elements of 

jointness and sustainability while reflecting the shift
ing requirements of the post-Cold War era. 

Once an updated definition of readiness has been 
developed, we must proceed to establish: 

• Clear and agreed-upon standards that specify the 
levels of performance our forces must be able to 
attain. 

• Reliable measurements to assess whether cur
rent and future forces meet these standards. 

• Responsive management structures to ensure 
that readiness receives appropriate attention within 
the policymaking and resource allocation pro
cesses. 

Standards 

Determining standards for readiness used to be 
easy: The Soviet Union was our principal enemy and 
the main readiness standard was a requirement to be 
able to halt an attack on Western Europe by Warsaw 
Pact forces. We no longer face a single potential 
adversary or have a familiar and long-standing sce
nario for which to prepare. Our forces may be called 
upon to fight on short notice in any of a number of 
locations or conditions, or they may have to be inserted 
into a civil conflict where they would seek to enforce 
a peace settlement among warring factions. 

Traditionally, levels of readiness have been deter
mined by specified metrics. We are working to deter
mine whether existing standards· could be supple
mented or replaced by other standards more appropri
ate to the requirements of the new defense strategy. 

Our broad standards of readiness should be deter
mined by the ability of our forces to carry out our 
defense strategy, specifically the requirement to be 
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able to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major 
regional conflicts. Appropriate offices within OSD, 
the Joint Staff, the services, and the combatant com
mands will determine guidelines for establishing readi
ness standards. 

Measurements 

Once standards have been set, we must develop 
reliable measurements to help determine whether or 
not our forces are meeting the standards. Current! y, we 
measure readiness either by looking at inputs, such as 
flying hours per month and steaming hours per quarter, 
or by examining outputs, such as C-ratings (measure
ments of equipment fill, manning, level of training, and 
so forth) for various units. The trouble with inputs is 
that they measure only the factors that contribute to 
readiness. Output measures are suspect because they 
are very subjective and are done on a piecemeal basis 
by different people judging disparate units using varied 
criteria. 

Another shortcoming of the current readiness re
porting system is that it scrutinizes most carefully the 
readiness of the front-line troops that would be called 
on first in a crisis, but doesn't assess the rest of the force 
as carefully. However, because most commanders will 
accept risks to some parts of the force structure in order 
to keep "cutting edge" combat troops at the highest 
readiness state, degradations in the readiness of these 
other components are often slow to be perceived. 

While the current system of measuring readiness 
does not need to be abandoned, existing measures of 
readiness do need to be augmented with new ap
proaches to evaluating troop performance. Not only 
are better measures of readiness needed at the indi
vidual and unit level, but we must find ways to evaluate 
the readiness of joint forces - thereby ensuring that 
our combat forces are adequately trained, equipped, 
and supported to conduct joint and combined opera
tions ranging from smaller contingencies to major 
regional conflicts. These new measures must examine 
both inputs and outputs to watch for warning signs of 
decreased readiness. Some possible warning signs 
include: 
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• Increased tempos of operations for both units 
and individual personnel necessitated by either 
routine or crisis commitments. 

• Transfers of funds out of readiness accounts to 
support unscheduled deployments. 

• Decreases, cancellations, or deferrals of planned 
training or logistics support activities and func
tions. 

To get a true picture of force readiness, we need to 
identify key indicators and use them to project or 
confirm longer-term trends. In that regard, we are 
watching existing indicators and developing new ones 
- especially measures that will allow us to prevent 
future readiness problems- to improve our ability to 
oversee and manage readiness. The following ex
amples illustrate the complexities of readiness assess
ment and forecasting. 

This spring, the national media reported that we 
had experienced reduced success in attaining both the 
desired number and quality of military recruits. A 
longer-term view, however, suggests that this reduced 
recruiting success came at the traditional annual low 
point in recruiting (ApriUMay pre-high school gradu
ation). Subsequently, our indicators have projected 
that FY 1993 recruit quality will remain above that of 
pre-Desert Shield/Desert Storm experience. 

Similarly, it was reported that there had been a 
"reduced propensity to enlist." Taken alone, this might 
be seen as a problem. A more balanced view, however, 
must consider the impact of the force drawdown, with 
its associated reduced need for recruits, as well as the 
growing number of eligible youths in the recruiting 
pool. Doing so provides a more optimistic outcome. 

Finally, it has been argued that readiness and 
training were reduced by our large-scale contingency 
operations in Somalia, Iraq, and Bosnia. It is certainly 
true that this year's operating tempo was exceptionally 
high. As a result, we had to divert funds from the 
operations and maintenance (O&M) account to sup
port these efforts. Without timely corrective actions, 
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this can hurt readiness. To some extent, recovery in 
readiness and related accounts can be accomplished 
through reprogramming, as was done in this year's 
supplemental and reprogramming requests. However, 
in order to preclude, or at least to mitigate, the impact 
of future contingency operations on readiness, the FY 
1994 defense budget request included $448 million for 
contingency operations: peacekeeping/peace enforce
ment, humanitarian assistance, democracy building, 
and disaster relief. 

By expanding and improving our measures of 
readiness, in line with standards agreed upon by OSD, 
the CINCs, and the services, we can get a better 
appreciation of the status of our forces, and what 
supplemental steps are needed to maintain their readi
ness. 

Management 

The last step in the process of improving our means 
of maintaining high combat readiness is the creation of 
management structures within DoD that ensure that 
readiness concerns permeate all levels of decision
making. 

First, there must be no doubt that preserving readi
ness is the cornerstone of our new defense strategy. 
The Clinton Administration and its defense team have 
made maintaining forces ready to fight the number one 
defense priority. This emphasis will be reflected, for 
example, in the Defense Planning Guidance and other 
key DoD planning and programming documents. These 
documents direct the services, which have principal 
responsibility for readiness, to make combat readiness 
the first priority in their programs and budgets. 

In addition, several organizational initiatives re
lated to readiness are underway. The OSD staff is 
being reorganized to create a new Assistant Secretary 
for Personnel and Readiness. This position will pro
vide a single focal point for overseeing all aspects of 
readiness. There are also three readiness committees 
that have been formed to examine different aspects of 
the issue. 
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• Senior Readiness Council. This senior-level 
forum is chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
and includes the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the service chiefs, with the Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness serving as 
Executive Secretary. The group was created to bring 
together the key military leaders who are responsible 
for advising the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense on readiness policy. Specifically, the group 
will be attempting to link near-term considerations 
with longer-term programs and to alert OSD to any 
critical readiness problems that may occur. The panel 
will receive and consider recommendations made by 
the Readiness Task Force and the Readiness Working 
Group (discussed below), and other sources. 

• Readiness Task Force. This group, operating 
under the Defense Science Board and headed by Gen
eral Edward C. "Shy" Meyer (USA-Ret.), consists of 
eight retired general and flag officers. It was created to 
provide the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense 
expert outside advice and alert them to critical readi
ness issues. The Meyer panel will meet as required and 
periodically visit units in the field in order to develop 
insights on readiness matters and provide recommen
dations to the Secretary. It will focus on establishing 
key readiness indicators - especially those that pro
vide early warning of future problems- and alerting 
the Secretary and the Senior Readiness Council to 
critical readiness concerns it may identify. 

• Readiness Working Group. This group, to be 
chaired by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness, will include senior represen
tatives from the Joint Staff, the services, and offices 
within OSD. It will be the primary forum in DoD for 
raising, discussing, evaluating, and recommending so
lutions to readiness issues. The Readiness Working 
Group will also be responsible for overseeing the 
implementation of readiness initiatives, programs, and 
decisions. The group will charter studies of readiness 
issues, ensure that DoD readiness goals are met, con
vey the Secretary of Defense's readiness decisions 
throughout the department, and develop and use readi
ness early-warning indicators to alert DoD and advise 
the Secretary on readiness-related issues. 
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Funding Issues 

Despite the promise of these new standards, mea
sures, and organizations, without adequate funding, 
readiness will decrease. Too often in the past, readi
ness has suffered when increased operating tempos, 
caused by crisis responses around the globe, have 
forced the services to draw from the same operations 
and maintenance accounts that fund readiness. In the 
first years of the post-Cold War era, we have already 
been involved in many such operations, from peace
keeping and peace enforcement to humanitarian assis
tance and disaster relief. 

This is especially true in the case of smaller -scale 
operations where reimbursements from other sources 
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- whether contributions from coalition partners or a 
supplemental appropriation from Congress- are not 
readily available. Frequently, when reimbursements 
to the services have been received, they have come 
after decreases in readiness - as a result of missed 
training or deferred maintenance - have already oc
curred. 

The establishment of a special peacekeeping ac
count in the FY 1994 budgetto fund U.S. commitments 
to such operations will help to avoid siphoning off 
O&M funds needed for readiness. However, this fund 
is insufficient to support larger, long-term deploy
ments of U.S. forces to these operations. In the future, 
DoD will press to get such contingency operations 
funded through supplemental budget ~equests as rap
idly as possible. 
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People are at the heart of our armed forces. The 
best planning, the highest-technology weapons, and 
the most well-conceived strategy will have no impact 
if the military personnel upon whom the planning, 
weapons, and strategy depend are not fully motivated 
and trained. 

In order to meet Cold War threats, we created the 
most highly professional, trained, and motivated force 
in the world. The results of those efforts were clearly 
seen in the overwhelming victory achieved in Opera
tion Desert Storm. To meet the new dangers and seize 
the new opportunities of the post-Cold War environ
ment, we need to maintain those qualities in our people. 

During this era of shrinking budgets and force 
reductions, we have a responsibility to those individu
als remaining in the military to maintain their quality of 
life and to ensure that they retain the high level of 
professionalism they have worked so hard to attain. 
We also have a responsibility to treat fairly and ease the 
transition of those who will be leaving the military, as 
well as the people and communities who supported our 
forces-from defense workers to the communities 

'· losing bases or defense plants. 

Our Commitment to People in the Force 

Our first challenge as we reduce the size of our 
defense structure is to make sure that our military 
remains the most dedicated and professional in the 
world. With the range of activities that America's 
armed forces will be involved in, it is more important 
than ever that we provide the full range and quality of 
support, training, and education that our troops need. 
In order to meet this challenge, DoD will pursue the 
following objectives: 

• Maintain high recruit quality. We must con
tinue to ensure that we recruit the best young men 

and women we can for our armed forces. Thus far, 
the services have continued to meet their recruiting 
objectives with top-notch people, although educational 
achievements of incoming personnel have declined 
slightly from the unprecedented highs of the past few 
years. Somewhat worrisome is the fact that some 
surveys indicate that interest in joining the armed 
forces is beginning to decline among America's youth. 
This appears to be due, in part, to the uncertainty 
they perceive as to the long-term viability of a mili
tary career. We plan to take steps to halt both these 
trends. Two steps that will help are to provide ad
equate funding and support for our advertising and 
enlistment bonus programs so that they continue to 
work effectively. 

• Successfully implement social changes. Our 
armed forces will be going through significant social 
changes as we seek to expand the number and types of 
opportunities available to service women and to imple
ment President Clinton's decision on homosexuals in 
the military. We must implement these new policies in 
a careful, practical, fair, and consistent way, while 
preserving the current high levels of combat effective
ness and unit cohesion in our armed forces. 

• Maintain the quality of life of our military 
personnel and their families. Our ability to attract 
and retain high-quality men and women in the armed 
forces will be heavily influenced by our ability to 
provide a military lifestyle that encourages talented 
people to join and remain in the military. To achieve 
this goal, we are implementing a proactive, "people 
first" strategy. We must provide adequate compensa
tion, benefit levels, and "quality-of-life" incentives, 
while continuing to improve our welfare and recreation 
activities, dependent education, child development, 
youth activity, and family support programs. We must 
also monitor the tempo of operations of our deployed 
forces so that our troops and their families will not be 
hit so hard by frequent, lengthy separations. 
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• Training. We must also provide rigorous, re
alistic, and challenging training to our troops if we 
are to keep their readiness high. We are determined 
to maintain adequate funding for field training and 
related programs, such as expanded use of combat 
simulators. 

• Limit disruptions as the personnel drawdown 
proceeds. Perhaps our most important goal is to man
age the personnel drawdown process intelligently, 
with as little disruption to our armed forces as pos
sible. As the drawdown proceeds, there will inevita
bly be some upheavals and reorganizations. We will 
face a temporary increase, in the near future, in reloca
tion moves for separated and realigned staff, but we 
are determined to try and minimize these moves and 
disruptions. 

Our Commitment to People Leaving 
the Force 

We owe a great deal to all those who have chosen 
to serve in the Department of Defense, and we have a 
responsibility to treat those who separate from DoD 
with the compassion and fairness they deserve. Sev
eral programs are intended to minimize involuntary 
separations and ease any separations that must take 
place. 

Voluntary Separation Initiatives (VSI) and 
Special Separation Benefit (SSB) Programs. DoD 
ended FY 1992 with an active-duty military end
strength some 17 percent, or 366,000, below the peak 
end-strength of2,174,000 in FY 1987. We must still 
draw down by approximately 400,000 more people, to 
1.4 million by FY 1999. Until now, most of the 
reductions have been achieved by attrition, reduced 
accessions, and our very successful voluntary separa
tion programs. More than 22,000 service members 
have already applied for separation under the VSI and 
SSB programs this year; this is more than half of our FY 
1993 goal of 30,000. We will continue to use these 
programs wherever possible to achieve further neces
sary personnel reductions. 
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Early Retirement Authority. While the VSI and 
SSB programs are working well for members with 6 to 
15 years of service, these programs have not induced 
large numbers of DoD personnel with more than 15 
years of service to separate. Temporary early retire
ment authority will complement other programs and 
help us shape the 15- to 20-year segment of the force. 
The goal of this program is to supplement the voluntary 
separation programs so that our forces can maintain an 
appropriate mix of skills and experience as they are 
reduced in size. The temporary early retirement pro
gram will help reduce those overstrength skills, grades, 
and year groups and minimize involuntary separations. 

Reserve Component Separation Initiatives. The 
reserve component transition initiatives enacted by the 
Congress and implemented by DoD include special 
separation pay for those with more than 20 years of 
service, early qualification for retirement pay (at age 
60) for those with 15 to 20 years' service, separation 
pay for those with 6 to 15 years of service, post
separation use of commissaries and exchanges, con
tinuation of Montgomery G.I. Bill educational assis
tance, and VSUSSB and temporary early retirement 
programs for selected full-time reservists. 

Civilian Separation Incentives. Like our plans 
for active military and reserve personnel separations, 
plans for civilian separations will minimize involun- • 
tary departures. DoD intends to reach the civilian 
reduction level first by attrition, then by using the 
authorized buyout provisions recently passed by the 
Congress, and last, by involuntary separations. We 
will also continue to adhere to civilian hiring restric
tions already in place, replacing two civilian employ
ees for every five employees who leave. 

Transition Assistance Programs. There are other 
programs being undertaken to ease the transition for 
personnel leaving DoD: 

• Extended medical care. We will pay the gov
ernment portion of health insurance premiums for an 
additional 18 months beyond the release date of em
ployees who are involuntarily separated. 
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• Separation assistance counseling. There are 
several programs available to help departing DoD 
personnel find new jobs. The Verification Program 
provides a form with a service member's military 
experience, training history, associated civilian-equi va
lent job titles, and educational credit information. 
Another automated program registers mini-resumes of 
civilian employees, military members and their spouses 
in the Defense Outplacement Referral System. Through 
this program, the Department, in cooperation with the 
Office of Personnel Management, refers the resumes 
of DoD personnel to federal and other public and 
private-sector employers. The Defense Priority Place
ment Program (PPP) remains the backbone of our 
internal civilian placement efforts, providing fine
tuned PPP policies that are responsive to employee 
needs. Registrants in this automated program average 
about 7,000 per month, and we place approximately 
500 employees monthly. To accommodate the transi
tion needs of individuals stationed overseas, DoD has 
sponsored job fairs in Europe and Asia. 

• Relocation assistance. This is a Congression
ally-directed program that operates through the family 
centers at military installations. It provides planning 
assistance, community information, and emergency 
aid during the relocation process. 

• "Soft landings" for troops. To address the tran
sition needs of military personnel, DoD civilians, and 
defense contractors and, at the same time, place tal
ented individuals in public service jobs, we are estab
lishing a program to encourage separated individuals 
to go into teaching, law enforcement, health care, and 
environmental restoration and preservation. We are 
also establishing a public and community service jobs 
registry containing both resumes and job vacancy 
notices. 

• Retraining. DoD is helping displaced military, 
civilian, and contractor personnel prepare for new 
employment by working with other federal agencies to 
provide employment and retraining services. 

• Department of Veterans Affairs. We have also 
provided significant funding to the Department of 
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Veterans Affairs to implement the Service Members 
Occupational Conversion and Training Act, which will 
provide training to veterans in need of additional 
civilian job skills. 

Assistance to the Larger Defense 
Community 

We have established the Defense Reinvestment 
Initiative to aid the people and communities that have 
long supported our national defense but are now losing 
defense facilities in their area. This initiative, in 
conjunction with others from DoD and other govern
ment agencies, will help affected communities adjust 
to the defense drawdown. 

Base Closure and Redevelopment. DoD is work
ing with the Commission on National and Community 
Service to explore how the Civilian Community Corps 
can assist us in addressing the needs of communities 
where bases are being closed. Examples might include 
(nontoxic) environmental base cleanup activities, in
stallation maintenance, conservation programs, and 
wildlife protection. 

Continued Commitment to Society. To further 
address the school dropout problem, the Department 
will fund a Civilian Youth Opportunities pilot pro
gram, administered by the National Guard. The pro
gram will provide military-based training and commu
nity service opportunities to improve the life skills and 
employment potential of youth who drop out of school. 
We also are implementing a pilot program through the 
National Guard to provide health care services to 
medically underserved communities and populations. 
DoD has doubled the size of the Junior Reserve Offic
ers Training Corps (JROTC) program, which uses 
retired defense personnel to teach leadership, citizen
ship, and responsibility to high school students. Com
bining JROTC instruction with vocational training and 
academic instruction, we have developed the JROTC 
Career Academy Program directed toward at-risk youth 
in inner-city high schools. 

Demonstration Programs in Job Development. 
DoD is working with the Department of Labor to assist 



84 

employees adversely affected by base closures and 
realignments and contractor cutbacks. We have trans
ferred $100 million of the $150 million authorized to 
the Department of Labor for the Defense Conversion 
Adjustment Program to help displaced defense work
ers prepare for and find new jobs, and to provide them 
with relocation and other support services, such as 
transportation and child care. In addition, three base 
closure locations (Castle Air Force Base, Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, and Williams Air Force Base) were 
among 12 locales awarded demonstration grants to 
provide job development and job search services be
yond those traditionally available through the Labor 
Department program. 
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Defense Diversification Program. Additional 
funds, authorized and appropriated in FY 1993, have 
been transferred to the Department of Labor for an 
expanded assistance initiative, called the Defense Di
versification Program. New provisions include ac
cess to training assistance 24 months in advance for 
DoD civilians at bases slated for closure and needs
related stipends for displaced d~fense workers while 
on training. 

Department of Commerce.· The Department also 
transferred $50 million appropriated in FY 1991 and 
$80 million appropriated in FY 1993 to the Economic 
Development Administration of the Department of 
Commerce to help communities implement their ad
justment plans. 
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ROLES AND MISSIONS 

To ensure that our armed forces are properly aligned 
to meet future challenges, we must continually evalu
ate the division of labor - the allocation of roles, 
missions, and functions - among the services and 
combatant commands. 

This section describes the Bottom-Up Review of: 

• Roles. The broad and enduring purposes for 
which the military services were established by 
Congress in law; 

• Missions. The tasks assigned by the President 
or Secretary· of Defense to the combatant com
manders; and 

• Functions. The specific responsibilities as
signed by the President or the Secretary of Defense 
to enable the services to fulfill their legally estab
lished roles. 

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 requires the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) to "periodically recom
mend such changes in the assignment of functions (or 
roles and missions) as the Chairman considers neces
sary to achieve maximum effectiveness of the Armed 
Forces." 

In March, Secretary Asp in forwarded to the Con
gress the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's Report 
on the Roles, Missions, and Functions of the Armed 
Forces of the United States- the second such version 
of that report since Goldwater-Nichols became law. In 
his letter transmitting the report and in a subsequent 
directive issued throughout DoD in April, the Secre
tary provided his decisions on the Chairman's recom
mendations. Within OSD, the services, and the Joint 
Staff, 31 working groups were formed to implement 
the Secretary's decisions. Deliberations commenced 
immediately. In most cases, 60-day implementation 
plans or 90-day "fast track" study results were for-

warded to the Secretary to keep him apprised of progress 
on the actions. 

The most encompassing action taken- one which 
has broad implications for the conduct of evolving, 
post-Cold War missions such as peacekeeping -
involves placing the majority of U.S.-based forces, 
including the Atlantic Fleet, Forces Command, Air 
Combat Command, and Marine Forces Atlantic, under 
a single, unified combatant command. The U.S. Atlan
tic Command was selected because it is particularly 
well-suited to assume this new mission. The principal 
purpose of the new command is to ensure joint training 
and readiness of forces stationed in the United States. 
As a result of this change, forces would already be 
accustomed to operating together and could therefore 
be deployed efficiently to overseas locations when 
crises arise. Consequently, overseas CINCs will be 
able to focus more on in-theater operations and less on 
deployment readiness concerns. 

In addition to developingjointly trained forces, the 
U.S. Atlantic Command would be assigned other im
portant new functional responsibilities: 

• Supporting U.N. peacekeeping operations and 
training units for that purpose. 

• Assisting with disaster relief operations in the 
United States and fulfilling other requirements for 
military support to civil authorities when requested 
by state governors and as directed by the President. 

• Planning the land defense of the United States. 

• Improving joint tactics, techniques, and proce
dures. 

• Recommending and testing joint doctrine. 

Depot maintenance represents another area exam
ined in the most recent Roles and Missions Report 
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where important follow-on work is underway to elimi
nate redundancies. Government depots comprise a 
huge organization of some 130,000 civilians and 2,000 
military personnel spread across 30 facilities. Today, 
with the ongoing reductions in the U.S. force structure, 
DoD's depot capacity exceeds requirements by 25 to 
50 percent. The Base Realignment and Closure (BRA C) 
Commission recommended closing seven depots and 
realigning three others. A DoD working group is re
viewing additional consolidations and new manage
ment schemes. The goal is to reduce depot capacity 
significantly so as to align it more closely with our 
reduced force structure and overall requirements. 

Another action resulting from the Roles and Mis
sions Report and the Secretary of. Defense's directive 
is the establishment of an Executive Agent manage
ment structure for DoD's vast training, test, and evalu
ation (TT &E) establishment. The services have agreed 
to pool their TT &E infrastructures and resources under 
a joint board of directors comprising senior officers 
from the four services. This action will streamline and 
vastly improve the efficiency of this large complex of 
facilities and ranges. 

The April directive also identified five areas for 
further study in conjunction with the Bottom-Up Re
view (four of which are addressed in this section): 

• Expeditionary ground force roles and require
ments. 

• Service air power roles and force requirements. 

• Service contributions to meeting overseas pres
ence needs. 

• Service responsibilities in new mission areas, 
such as peacekeeping. 

• Responsibilities assigned to the active and re
serve components (examined in the next section). 

In each of these areas, the focus was on preserving 
the benefits that derive from competition among the 
services, while eliminating unnecessary and duplica-
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tive practices. As Secretary Aspin and the Chairman of 
the JCS have both stated, fielding unique but comple
mentary capabilities in different military services can 
be an efficient use of resources. It may be necessary to 
assign a particular function to more than one service in 

. order to ensure that critical capabilities are available 
when and where they are needed. Moreover, cross
service diversity can foster greater innovation, seri
ously complicate enemy planning, and hedge against 
possible breakthroughs in countering a particular capa
bility. 

The Bottom-Up Review determined that it is nec
essary to maintain multiservice capabilities in all of the 
areas listed above. However, where those capabilities 
involve the use of similar weapon systems or plat
forms, special attention must be given to ensuring that 
the services adopt common approaches, to the extent 
possible, in several areas. These include: 

• Developing standard tactics and techniques, 
adopting common doctrinal approaches, and car
rying out joint training where coordination with 
other force elements is required. 

• Consolidating support and training infrastruc
tures to reduce excess capacity. 

• Exploiting opportunities to develop and field 
common weapon systems and subsystems. 

Expeditionary Ground Forces 

As was discussed in Section IV, the Bottom-Up 
Review assessed a number of alternative force mixes 
weighted toward ground, sea, or air components, but 
validated the need for a balanced force that is highly 
responsive to a broad array of possible contingencies. 

The review of expeditionary ground force require
ments included the full range of contingency and 
expeditionary forces: active Army heavy (armor and 
mechanized), light, and specialized airborne and air 
assault forces; all Marine Corps forces, including the 
organic contributions of the Marine air component; 
and special operations forces. These forces were 
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examined for their contributions under a range of 
circumstances and conditions. 

Under our proposed defense strategy and force 
structure, expeditionary ground force capabilities ap
pear sufficient for any single contingency, large or 
small. However, if we had to deal with more than one 
contingency at a time, such a scenario would place 
extraordinary demands on certain elements of the force, 
such as Army airborne and air assault forces, Marine 
expeditionary forces, and some special operations 
forces. 

Smaller-scale operations also place special re
quirements on "light" forces and on special operations 
forces. Threat and terrain conditions and the lack of 
available infrastructure often exclude the use of armor 
or mechanized forces in such circumstances. So-called 
light forces (Army infantry, airborne, and air assault) 
and medium forces (Marine air-ground task forces) 
may be required to perform a variety of functions, 
including forcible entry, assuming access is contested. 
For contingencies extending over lengthy periods of 
time, consideration must also be given to providing an 
adequate rotation base. Reserve component forces 
might be called upon in these situations. 

Adoption of new missions such as peacekeeping, 
humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief, or a sig
nificant expansion of existing missions such as in
creased amphibious ready group presence in maritime 
regions, has the potential to place far greater demands 
on the operating and deployment tempos (time de
ployed) of our forces. Combat force contributions to 
peacekeeping operations, for example, will in most 
cases be infantry and SOP-intensive and will likely 
involve force commitments of an extended duration. 
However, planned reductions in light infantry forces 
and rotation factors will limit the size and number of 
commitments these forces can support. Moreover, 
once committed to peacekeeping operations, these 
forces will not be readily available to respond to crises 
elsewhere. Again, we are exploring greater use of 
reserve component forces as a means of relieving the 
burden on our active forces and increasing our flexibil
ity to perform such operations. 
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Theater Air Operations 

The Bottom-Up Review's assessment of theater 
air operations drew heavily on Joint Staff analyses 
exploring the contributions of various service air com
ponents under a variety of scenarios and circumstances. 
However, some independent modeling was conducted 
within OSD which looked specifically at the capabili
ties of modern munitions against large armored forces. 

As with ground force operations, theater air opera
tions require a careful sequencing of forces in the early 
stages of conflict. If control of airspace is contested, air 
superiority must first be established. When airspace is 
contested in maritime areas or when air bases ashore 
are not available, Marine and Navy fighter aircraft play 
a crucial role. In certain circumstances, Marine and 
Navy air elements, along with long-range bombers, 
will be the only sources of theater air power available. 
In contingencies where access to local land-based 
facilities is well assured and logistics support can be 
maintained, land-based air-superiority aircraft will com
bine with Navy and Marine tactical aircraft to provide 
the most capable mix of forces possible. Joint Staff 
war-gaming analysts explored air-superiority require
ments against a variety of potential threats. In all cases, 
land- and sea-based air-superiority aircraft were found 
mutually supportive and necessary. 

Interdiction operations and attacks on strategic 
targets could begin almost immediately with long
range missiles, stealth aircraft, and aircraft capable of 
delivering standoff weapons. Once air superiority was 
assured, emphasis would be placed on interdiction 
efforts. Strike platforms from all services would con
tribute, adding confusion to enemy planning and over
whelming remaining enemy air defenses. Bombers 
could play especially important roles in the early stages 
of a conflict, once outfitted for delivery of precision
guided munitions. 

Engaged ground forces will require close air sup
port. Air Force, Navy, and Marine fixed-wing attack 
aircraft and Army and Marine attack helicopters will 
provide this support. In implementing another recom
mendation of the recent Roles and Missions Report, 
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joint doctrine is being updated to; better account for the 
contributions of attack helicopters. Work must con
tinue in the area of integrating l~ng-range rocket artil
lery fire with air-delivered munitions. 

I 
I 

The danger presented by the proliferation of weap
ons of mass destruction, particular! y nuclear weapons, 
places additional demands on theater aviation. First, 
development of conventional counterforce capabilities 
will be necessary. Second, while we believe the Navy 

I 

and Marine Corps can prudently do away with the 
tactical nuclear mission of their air components, a 
limited number of Air Force rrlultirole aircraft must 
remain capable of delivering theater nuclear weapons. 

One other promising chang~ in the area of theater 
aviation is the integration of N~vy and Marine Corps 
fixed-wing fighter/attack aircraft. Three Marine Corps 
F/A-18 squadrons and one EA-6B squadron will par
ticipate in aircraft carrier deployments. We will also 
eJ(amine further integration of ~arine Corps fighter/ 
attack squadrons in support of c¥Jier operations, while 
ensuring that such integration does not disrupt the 

I 

integrity of the Marine air-grou
1

nd task force concept. 

On the programmatic side of theater air operations, 
the Bottom-Up Review analyzed the potential for joint 
Air Force-Navy development of single aircraft types 
and components to meet the requirements of both 

I 

services at substantial cost savings. As a result, the 
Joint Advanced Strike Technology Program has been 
launched with the aim of achi~ving far greater com
monality of components and 'tjointness" in the next 
generation of Navy and Air Force strike aircraft. 

i 
While it is clear that all serVices will retain impor-

tant air power roles, more work 'must be done to ensure 
that air and missile contributimis are better integrated. 
This will remain a critical areafor ongoing analysis. 

Overseas Presence 

Overseas presence requirements are apportioned 
among the services according to the needs of regional 
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commanders. Given the diversity of situations and 
locations where U.S. interests are represented in peace
time, multiservice capabilities are crucial to maintain
ing adequate overseas presence as the overall size of 
our force is reduced. 

Throughout the Cold War era, land-based ground 
and air forces constituted the majority of U.S. forces 
stationed overseas. Guided by a strategy of forward 
defense and containment, these forces were deployed 
in significant numbers and were supported by a rela
tively large forward base infrastructure. 

Today, our overseas presence is both declining and 
being restructured in response to the changed strategic 
environment. In some regions, such as Europe, our 
land-based presence, both troops and bases, is declin
ing sharply. In other regions, like the Pacific, where we 
had fewer forward-stationed forces to begin with, the 
decline is less dramatic. In still other regions, such as 
the Persian Gulf, the post -Cold War period has brought 
with it more, not fewer, demands for presence. 

The decline in the number of U.S. forces perma
nently stationed abroad and the accompanying draw
down in bases and facilities to which we have histori
cally had access means that our remaining overseas 
presence forces and facilities take on added signifi
cance in implementing our regionally-oriented de
fense strategy. 

We will continue to examine innovative concepts 
to fulfill our commitments as we reduce our overall 
overseas presence, ensuring, for example, that in
creased operating tempos and a shrinking rotation base 
do not degrade combat readiness. A number of these 
concepts- including a reserve/training carrier, adap
tive and joint force packages, and combined exercises 
of land, air, and naval forces with U.S. friends and 
allies -have already been discussed. Over time and 
in consultation with our friends and allies, adjustments 
will continue to be made in our overseas presence that 
recognize the limitations of a smaller U.S. force struc
ture while continuing to serve our interests abroad. 
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Service Roles in New Mission Areas 

Peacekeeping, peace enforcement, humanitarian 
assistance, and disaster relief operations place new 
demands on U.S. armed forces and require some re
definition of missions and functions, with an attendant 
impact on resource allocation. Of these potential mis
sions, peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations 
will be the most demanding. Here again, the flexibility 
of complementary, multiservice capabilities is a tre
mendous asset. 

As noted earlier, one prominent step in our re
sponse to this new requirement has been to make the 
U.S. Atlantic Command responsible for evaluating and 
refining joint and combined doctrine for peacekeeping 
and other peace support operations and for developing 
joint training programs and exercises. In terms of the 
distribution of other roles and missions, the military 
services will retain responsibility for individual and 
unit training and general leadership preparation for 
peace support operations, while regional commanders 
will be responsible for operational and contingency 
planning. 

Force planning and the associated force structure 
for peace enforcement operations will resemble those 
for major (or lesser) regional conflicts, as was dis
cussed in Section III. Peace enforcement is a form of 
armed combat requiring tailored forces from all com
ponents, as determined by a regional commander. 
Service functions in these types of operations will 
differ little from those required for other combat opera
tions. 

Planning for peacekeeping requires different tech
niques and a different mix of combat and support 
forces. Effective multinational staff and leader train
ing and familiarity with certain noncombat techniques 
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(such as negotiation and integration of nongovernmen
tal and private volunteer organizations into the overall 
effort) will be critical to the outcome. 

Peacekeeping operations typically will also re
quire heavier concentrations of combat support and 
combat service support forces than is the case for 
combat operations. Emphasis will be placed on medi
cal, engineering, transportation, and command and 
control capabilities. Depending on the anticipated 
level of U.S. participation in peacekeeping operations, 
the mix of active and reserve forces in these areas may 
need review. 

Combat forces for peacekeeping will usually in
clude both ground and air components, as well as 
maritime forces ifblockades are to be enforced or naval 
interdiction is required. Ground forces will likely be 
infantry-intensive, depending upon the scenario, and 
could, in some cases, severely strain overall "light" 
force capabilities. Air contributions will mostly in
volve supply and reconnaissance assets. As a follow
on to the Bottom-Up Review, we will continue to 
evaluate overall force requirements for peace support 
operations. 

A Concluding Comment 

The Bottom-Up Review has provided an important 
opportunity to further clarify service roles, missions, 
and functions in selected areas and, therefore, build on 
the recommendations of the Roles and Missions Re
port. In each of the five areas examined, the need for 
multiservice capabilities was reaffirmed. However, 
several important matters raised in the Bottom-Up 
Review will require further attention as the process of 
defining America's post-Cold War security needs con
tinues in the months ahead. 
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RESERVE COMPONENT FORCES 

Reserve component forces are an integral part of 
our armed forces and are essential to the implementa
tion of our defense strategy. Reserve forces were key 
to our success in the Persian Gulf war, clearly demon
strating their commitment, dedication, and profession
alism. After Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, reserve volun
teers from all of the services were among the first 
military personnel to deploy- literally thousands of 
reservists volunteered to be activated in the initial days 
of the operation. The Persian Gulf War, which re
quired the largest mobilization and deployment of the 
reserve component since the Korean conflict, was also 
the first major test of our Total Force policy, instituted 
in 1973 to integrate the active and reserve components 
of our armed forces more closely with one another. 

Since the inception of the Total Force policy, our 
National Guard and reserve forces have been sized and 
structured in much the same way as our active forces
which, during the Cold W aryears, required that they be 
able to meet the demands of a global conflict with the 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. During the 1980s, 
major improvements were made in the readiness of 
reserve· forces for wartime missions. The reserve 
component structure also was expanded significantly 
-the Selected Reserve (those units and individuals 
within the overall Ready Reserve structure designated 
as essential to wartime missions) increased by some 35 
percent, to 1,150,000 personnel from 850,000. 

Adapting the Reserve Components to 
Address New Dangers 

Today, new regional dangers have replaced the 
global Soviet threat and, as with our active forces, we 
must adapt the reserve components to meet these new 
challenges. Our approach is to seek "compensating 
leverage"; that is, to use the reserve components to 
reduce the risks and control the costs of smaller active 
forces. Compensating leverage does not mean main
taining larger Guard and reserve forces. Rather, it 

means making smarter use of the reserve component 
forces that we have by adapting them to new require
ments, assigning them missions that properly utilize 
their strengths, and funding them at a level consistent 
with what will be expected of them if we have to use 
them during a crisis or war. 

One of the most important tasks is to define explic
itly the roles and missions we expect the reserve 
components to perform in the new security environ
ment. During regional contingencies, Guard and re
serve forces will continue to provide- as they have in 
the past- significant support forces, many of which 
would deploy in the early days of a conflict. Reserve 
component combat forces will both augment and rein
force deployed active forces and backfill for active 
forces deployed to a contingency from other critical 
regions. 

Guard and reserve forces also will help promote 
international stability and security during peacekeep
ing, peace enforcement, and humanitarian assistance 
operations. Missions appropriate to the reserve com
ponents include support for active forces engaged in 
such operations, including strategic airlift, service sup
port, civil affairs, and other capabilities. During pro
longed operations, or when active forces redeploy 
during a major regional conflict, reserve forces are 
available to provide a rotational or replacement base. 

Finally, the Army and Air National Guard will 
continue to serve as the first line of defense for domes
tic emergencies. They will provide forces to respond 
to natural disasters, domestic unrest, and other threats 
to domestic tranquility. They also will provide air 
defense of the United States and protect U.S. airspace 
sovereignty. 

In some areas, the reserve component force struc
ture is well suited to future needs. In others, too much 
force structure exists and organizations are not prop-
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erly organized, trained, or equipped to undertake new 
missions. Described below, for bach of the services, 
are the changes we intend to rhake in the reserve 
components to adapt them to the 1new environment. 

Air Force Reserve Forces 

Increased investments in the Air Force Reserve 
and the Air National Guard durin~ the last two decades 
have produced forces able to meet the demanding 
missions given to them. All of the roles already as
signed to the Air Reserve components, from aerial 
refueling to airlift to air combat, are well suited to our 
future needs. We also intend to as~ign new or expanded 
roles to the Air Reserve componJnts in several impor
tant areas. At the same time, thejend of the Cold War 
has made necessary some reductions in these force 
elements. 

The Air National Guard will
1
assume a larger share 

of the air defense mission in the United States, includ-
' ing manning and operating I stAir Force Headquarters 

and all U.S. regional and sector o~erations centers. The 
total number of Air National GJard air defense inter-

' ceptor squadrons and aircraft will be reduced in light of 
the virtual elimination of the long-range bomber threat. 

Air National Guard and AJ Force Reserve units 
will also assume an increased shke of aerial-refueling 
and airlift operations- a task they have performed so 
well in past operations, like Desert Shield/Desert Storm. 
Also, for the first time, B-52 anli B-1 heavy bombers 

I 

will be transferred to Air National Guard and Air 
Reserve units. Finally, both th~ Air National Guard 
and the Air Force Reserve willjundertake occasional 
short-duration peacetime fighter deployments over-

' seas to help reduce personnel demands on the active 
Air Force and to meet surge requirements. 

Finally, there will be redubtions in Air Reserve 
component fighter wings. As a rbsult of the Bottom-Up 
Review, it was determined that io fighter wings would 
be required to fight and win twb nearly simultaneous 

' 
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major regional conflicts. This allows for a significant 
reduction in the total number b,f U.S. fighter wings 
from the Cold War level. At the ·same time, peacetime 
presence needs, including an ac~ive rotation base, ·~e
quire us to maintain a minimutn of 13 wings in the 
active force. Thus, the active AiJ Force will be reduced 
from 22 general purpose fighte~ wings in 1991 to 1'3 
wings, and the reserve force willlbe reduced from 12 to 
seven wings, along with a restnitturing and reducti~n 
of selected support elements. ll'he resulting active
reserve mix will help reduce co~ts while maintaining 
adequate levels of readiness, o~erseas presence, ·arid · 
warfighting capability across thb entire Air Force. ' 

:I 

Naval Reserve Forces 
il 

The Naval Reserve has mariyunits that simply are 
not needed for regional conti~gencies. During. the 
Cold War, a substantial number/ bfNaval Reserve ship 
augmentation units were maindined to increase ma'n
ning to wartime requirements[ iand to replace battle 
casualties. Now that new tech:riology has automated 
many ship functions and the threat posed by a bh.iec 
water Soviet navy has disappeai~d, these requirements 
have declined significantly. If 

'I 

Some units will be reoridhted to missions that 
support a high tempo of peacitime naval operations, 
while providing a surge cap~bility to augment the 
active force during contingenci~s. The resulting Na~al 
Reserve will be smaller, morej 1specialized, and more 
immediately effective in resp6nding to a range iof 

potential operations, including 
1

the needs of two nearly 
simultaneous conflicts. II: 

The demanding peacetim~ltempo of naval fomes 
II " ' 

means most ships must be manned by active-duty ·:' ,, 
crews. Ships will be placed in the Naval Reserve Fleet 
(NRF) where the need for a hi1~h tempo of peacetime 
operations is limited. For exarrlple, we will be substan
tially increasing the Naval R~serve's role in mine 
warfare by placing additional. Minesweepers and mine 
countermeasure ships in the N1val Reserve Fleet. We 

II 

:[ 
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also expect to retain about ten frigates (FFG-7s) in the 
NRF. 

In addition, we are proposing a major innovation in 
the force structure for Naval Reserve ships- placing 
an aircraft carrier in reserve status. In peacetime, this 
carrier, with a largely full-time crew, would conduct 
training missions for active and reserve aviators, and 
could be available for limited deployments overseas. 
In a war that called for a very large force and mobiliza
tion, the reserve carrier and its air wing could be 
deployed to a conflict theater relatively expeditiously. 

A single reserve carrier air wing composed of 
Navy and Marine Corps squadrons will be created. The 
Naval Air Reserve will also have significant responsi
bilities in the areas of antisubmarine warfare and 
countermine operations. For example, the Navy in
tends to integrate active and reserve mine countermea
sure helicopter squadrons. 

Marine Corps Reserve Forces 

The Marine Corps Reserve is a relatively small 
force- representing only 19 percent of total Marine 
Corps end-strength. It is characterized by high prior
service officer accessions and the integration of Ma
rine Corps Reserve combat units at the smaller unit 
level. Such characteristics have given the Marine 
Corps Reserve an ability to deploy and integrate itself 
effectively with active forces with minimal "train-up" 
time following mobilization. For example, during 
Operation Desert Storm, more than 50 percent of the 
Marine Corps Reserve was activated and employed, 
including some two-thirds of the reserve combat struc
ture. 

Marine Corps Reserve forces, which have long 
been designed and structured to augment and reinforce 
expeditionary operations in distant regions, are well 
suited to the challenges of the post-Cold War era and 
require only limited changes in their composition. We 
plan to retain a Marine Corps Reserve end-strength of 
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about 42,000, slightly larger than planned under the 
Base Force, to ensure that the Marine Corps Reserve 
can fulfill both its augmentation and reinforcement 
roles. 

Army Reserve Component Forces 

Achieving an Army total force capable of meeting 
new security requirements demands adapting the Army 
National Guard and the Army Reserve to the new 
defense strategy, improving and accelerating the pro
cess of readying combat forces for deployment, and 
utilizing the Army Guard and Reserve in areas where 
they have performed effectively and responsively in 
the past. Currently, there are about 700,000 personnel 
in the U.S. Army Reserve and National Guard. As the 
reserve structure is realigned to support the new de
fense strategy, end-strength in the Army reserve com
ponents will decline to about 575,000 by 1999. 

Support Forces. Combat support and combat 
service support (CS and CSS) units in the Army Re
serve are able to deploy rapidly and be integrated 
effectively into the active force - a fact that was 
demonstrated clearly during the Persian Gulf conflict. 
Our reliance on the reserves for CS and CSS units in the 
future will depend on how quickly we can activate 
them in a crisis, as well as on the size of the residual 
active-duty support forces needed for peacetime mis
sions. We plan to expand the role of Army reserve 
component CS and CSS units in key areas to provide 
additional support for Army combat units and other 
U.S. forces involved in combat operations. 

Reorganizing the Army National Guard. The 
Army National Guard will transition to a combat force 
of about 37 brigades, including 15 enhanced readiness 
National Guard brigades, to execute the strategy of the 
Bottom-Up Review, to provide strategic insurance, 
and to support civil authorities. Within the overall 
force structure, the focus will be on the readiness 
initiatives directed toward the 15 enhanced readiness 
brigades as well as combat support and combat service 
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support needed to execute the strategy of winning two 
nearly simultaneous major regio~al contingencies. 

The 15 enhanced readiness 1rmy National Guard 
brigades will be organized and r~sourced so that they 
can be mobilized, trained, and deployed more quickly 
to the fast-evolving regional conflicts that we expect in 
the future. These brigades willlbe able to reinforce 
active combat units in a crisis. The goal is to have these 
brigades ready to begin deployment in 90 days. 

I 

The other Army National Guard combat forces, 
maintained at lower readiness, are needed as well for: 

• Extended Crises. The w1ghting analysis of 
I 

the Bottom-Up Review focused on regional crises 
where an enemy invasion of its rieighbor is countered 

I 

by an early American response that results in a quick 
I 

and decisive military victory for the United States and 
its allies. In cases where a l~ge scale American 

I 

deployment to a region successfully deters an invasion 
but requires forces to remain in pl

1

ace over an extended 
I 

period, additional Army National Guard combat units 
will provide the basis for the rodtional forces. 

I 
• Peace Operations. The United States should 

have the option to provide force~ to engage in peace
keeping or peace enforcement wh~n it is in the country's 
interest. Generally, active duty fo~ces would be used in 
the initial stages of such operatibns. Protracted com
mitments to peace operations cohld lower the overall 
readiness of U.S. active duty fortes over time, and in 
turn, reduce our ability to fulfi116ur strategy to be able 
to win two nearly simultaneous I major regional con
flicts. To avoid such a path to decreased readiness, the 
Army Guard and Reserve forcesl must be prepared to 
share the burden of conducting these operations. 

• Deterrent Hedge. The eLapse of the Soviet 
Union has greatly reduced the im

1

minent threat to U.S. 
I 

vital interests in Europe and the Far East. The reduced 
threat has permitted the Defense !Department to make 
significant reductions in force structure and military 
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end-strengths of the Total Force (both active and re
serve). However, it remains prudent to maintain a 
hedge against the possible failure of democratic re
forms in Russia, Ukraine, and elsewhere in the world. 
The additional reserve component force structure pro
vides a hedge that could form th~ basis of an expanded 
American force structure and serve as a deterrent to 
future adversarial regimes that could threaten U.S. 
interests. 

• Domestic Missions. In addition to the defense 
missions discussed above, Army National Guard and 
reserve forces are called upon to meet domestic dan
gers such as natural disasters and civil unrest. Substan
tial numbers of reserves must be available during both 
peacetime and wartime to support civil authorities in 
responding to domestic crises. The Army National 
Guard and reserve force structure provides added capa
bility to respond· to external conflicts and to support 
civil authorities at home. 

Readiness and Training Initiatives 

A series of readiness and training improvements is 
necessary to ensure that the reserve components are 
able to meet the demands of the new defense strategy. 
Improvements are particularly necessary in the Army 
because of the demanding roles that Army National 
Guard and Army Reserve forces may be called upon to 
perform. 

During the Persian Gulf War, several National 
Guard brigades were mobilized, but the needed post
mobilization training of those brigades was not accom
plished as quickly as had been hoped or expected. 
Important lessons about readiness and training were 
learned from this experience. 

Following the Gulf War, the Army's active and 
reserve components initiated a series of efforts reflect
ing the experiences of that conflict- the Army's Bold 
Shift program, the Army National Guard's Project 
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Standard Bearer, and the Army Reserve's Project Prime. 
Title XI of the 1993 Defense Appropriations Act added 
a series of requirements to further improve the 
deployability of individual Guard members, to sharpen 
the emphasis on unit and leadership training in the 
National Guard, to strengthen the capability assess
ments of National Guard units, and to increase the 
compatibility of active units with Guard units. 

To help ensure that Guard and reserve units can 
indeed be available when we plan for them to be, we 
will be continuing a number of initiatives and under
taking some new ones to alleviate deficiencies in 
Guard and reserve training and combat readiness that 
were identified during the Persian Gulf War. 

• Reserve equipment initfutive. Adequate equip
ment is a crucial part of readiness. We will formulate 
our plans and budgets in order to fulfill the reserve 
components' legitimate equipment needs - in the 
Army and the other services as well. The Department 
will develop a balanced program of new procurement 
and redistribution to provide needed equipment. 

• Full-time support for the Army Reserve. We 
are increasing the percentage of full-time support per
sonnel in the Army Reserve component. These per
sonnel perform key support functions - administra
tion, maintenance, and so forth - enabling reserve 
personnel to focus their limited training time on re
quired military skills. 

• Pre-mobilization preparations. On strategic 
warning, several measures can be taken to improve the 
readiness of combat forces without mobilizing them. 
These include filling equipment shortfalls, completing 
school training of all personnel, providing two week
ends of drill training per month, and providing a two
to three-week training period after six months. 

• Post-mobilization training. Currently, only the 
National Training Center and a few other sites are able 
to provide post-mobilization training to National Guard 

95 

combat brigades, if such training is needed. This limits 
our ability to call up and train more than a few brigades 
in a crisis. The Army, recognizing this deficiency, is 
creating several "readiness divisions" to assist with the 
training of reserve component units during peacetime 
and crises. These divisions will contain active Army, 
Army National Guard, and Army Reserve personnel, 
and will provide the peacetime and post-mobilization 
training assistance needed by reserve component com
bat and support units. 

Army Guard and Reserve units must be trained and 
ready to fight when called to active duty. The initia
tives and restructuring we are proposing are designed 
to ensure that is the case. After these initiatives have 
been implemented and in place for some time, they will 
need to be evaluated carefully to determine whether the 
readiness achieved is satisfactory or further improve
ments are needed. We will also need to continue to 
evaluate the reserve component structure against evolv
ing warfighting requirements. 

Making the Force More Accessible 

As DoD becomes more reliant upon the contribu
tions of the reserve components, ensuring better access 
to Guard and reserve forces takes on increasing impor
tance. Our concerns span the entire spectrum of needs: 
wartime contingencies, domestic emergencies, and 
peacetime operations. 

We are examining the adequacy of existing legis
lation and have submitted a request for two changes to 
Title 10, USC 673b. We have asked the Congress to 
amend that provision of law to give us access to the 
reserve component for 180 days plus an extension of an 
additional 180 days, versus the 90 + 90 days provided 
under current law. We have also asked that the Secre
tary of Defense have the authority to call up 25,000 
people if needed to support deployment operations 
during the early stages of a conflict. 

··.t; 
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The Department of Defense has formed a Reserve 
Component Accessibility Ste1ering Group which will 
identify and develop solutidns for a full range of 
accessibility issues: legislativd and regulatory changes; 
mobilization policy guidance! better ways to use vol
unteers; and methods to meet 1domestic mission needs 
more effectively. In addition, !accessibility for domes
tic missions of National Gmlrd forces could be im-
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proved by implementing recent proposals for bilateral 
and multilateral agreements for cooperation among 
states. 

Our ultimate objective, of course, is to assure the 
availability of reserve component forces when needed, 
while ensuring that we do n9t overextend our call on 
our citizen-soldiers. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE 

Infrastructure is the foundation upon which our 
military strength is built. It includes all DoD activities 
other than those directly associated with operational 
forces, intelligence, strategic defense, and applied re
search and development. 

For example, in FY 1994, infrastructure activities 
will account for $160 billion in appropriated and re
volving funds, or approximately 59 percent of DoD 
total obligational authority. 

Infrastructure activities fall into seven broad cat
egones: 

• Central Logistics - includes depot mainte
nance, supply operations, and transportation. This 
is the largest functional area. 

• Central Medical - includes all DoD medical 
activities except those directly associated with the 
readiness mission. CHAMPUS and the military 
medical treatment facilities make up most of this 
category. 

• Central Personnel - includes all permanent 
change-of-station costs, recruiting and advertising 

expenditures, dependent support programs, vari
ous public relations functions, and assorted other 
personnel activities. 

• Central Training- includes only formal train
ing activities, not the larger costs of unit training 
and exercises. 

• Science and Technology (S&T), DoD Labs, 
and Acquisition Management- includes prima
rily S&T funding and oversight of DoD Jabs. 

• Installation Support- includes costs driven by 
the number and size of DoD installations. 

• Force Management - includes management 
headquarters, some defense agencies, and some 
aspects of command, control, communications, 
and intelligence (C31). 

As indicated in Figure 13, logistics represents the 
largest share of infrastructure expenditures, claiming 
40 percent of the total, followed by installation support, 
with a 17 percent share. 

Infrastructure Categories 
(As percentage of $160 billion in FY 1994 budget) 

Installation 
Support 

17% 

Acquisition 
Management 

6% 

Force Management 
13% 

Training 
8% 

Personnel 
7% 

Figure 13 

Medical 
9% 

Logistics 
40% 



98 

Infrastructure costs fall into1two categories: those 
that are sensitive to changes in the overall force struc
ture and those that are not affectJd when the size of the 
force is reduced. Our objecti~e in the Bottom-Up 
Review was to identify potential[ savings and to launch 
a longer-term process of reducing and streamlining 
DoD's infrastructure without ha'nning readiness. 

Approximately 40 percent lf infrastructure costs 
are tied directly to force structu~e. Examples include 

I 

training, supply, and transportation costs. We will, of 
course, realize savings in these keas as our forces are 

I 

reduced. Further opportunities for savings can be de-
rived from supporting our opJrational forces more 
efficiently. 

A detailed analysis of cost savings that could be 
realized as a result of force downsizing alone was 
conducted as part of the Bottotn-Up Review. Since 
decisions on the final force structure were not available 
at the time the analysis was perfdrmed, a notional force 
was used. The analysis suggestJd that DoD should see 

I 

direct infrastructure savings of between $10 billion 
and $11 billion resulting direct!~ from the force draw-

down. I 

The Bottom-Up Review also examined ways to 
obtain substantial savings in Areas of infrastructure 

I 

where costs have traditionally been seen as relatively 
I 

fixed. Savings in these areas will require changing the 
basic ways ih which DoD does business. For example, 
about 50 percent of infrastructufe costs are a product of 
policy decisions or statutory re~uirements and can be 
reduced only through changes [in public Jaw or DoD 
directives. These include elements of funding for 
military installations, family liousing, military base 
operations, depot maintenance[ and schools for DoD 
dependents, both in the United States and abroad. 

One such area of potential savings is the realign
ment and closure of additional U.S. military bases and 
facilities. This is accomplishJd through the BRAC 

I 

process. Implementation of BRAC-93 decisions is 
expected to result in a savings bf about $4 billion. 

Another 1 0 percent of Jfrastructure costs are 
attributable to public Jaw and Joiicy decisions but are 
virtually impossible to reduce.l Cutting expenditures 

;i 
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here would require extremely[difficult and, in some 
cases, undesirable changes, ~~ch as Congressional 1 , 
action to rescind or rewrite U.S. environmental laws. 
Included in this category are rribst environmental res
toration efforts (which involv~; myriad legal, regu,la
tory, and policy constraint~), v~ous legal entitlem~rt~ 
of current and former service members, and the obhga~ 
tion to provide medical ben~fits to dependents 

1 
of 

active-duty personnel. I I 
:I 

There are three general m~thods of reducing vari
able infrastructure costs. Thes~ include increased use ·I 

of privatization for business I ~operations, addition~ 
consolidations and expanded tise of executive agents, 
and better business practices 1kd incentives. There 

Ill 
have been many attempts to re9pce costs in these areas 
before, and such efforts must 1be encouraged and ex- j 
panded. The potential for sa~ings, however, dif~ers 
significantly across functional: ,categories. 

Privatization of DoD ope~ations can, in selected 
cases, provide cost savings. Tr~nsferring operations to 
the private sector could yield ~~vings in such.areas as 
maintenance, base operationsl,ll and concession func
tions. :here are signific~nt ~c~Aomi~s of sc~e thiit ~a!) j 
be realized from consolidatmgjcertam functiOns, such !: 
as accounting services, and appointing executiveqg~nts: J:' 
for ?"aining an~ depot mainten~nce. Emplo~i?¥be~t~r· J: 
busmess practices over a range of DoD activities -wrn· 
enable us to reduce infrastruct~re costs without cutting: 

outputs. 1 1 

The Bottom-Up Review ~as provided a detailed ., 
framework of options forreduting infrastructure cqsts. ·\· · 
J~s~ by reduci~g. fore~ size, [fa;ing~ of around $10 j: •. 
billion to $1 I billion will be realized m the 40 pereent l ' 
of infrastructure costs that Jl.e directly tied to :our 'f '· : 
ope.ration~l force s.tructure: [jAno~er $4 bill~o1 in j '··~: .. 
savmgs Will be achieved with the ImplementatiOn of 1· ,. l 

BRAC-93 decisions. Furthe~ :cost savings will com¢ i'. 
fro~ changes in policy d~rect~~es an~, in some cases,, 1! ' 
public law, as we make adjustments with an eye toward 1 

privatization, consolidation ~f functions, and better ;: 
business practices. We wilJII pursue the maximum I'· 
savings possible in each infraJrructure category, w.hil~ 1 · 

maintaining an adequate lev~l and quality of infra- : -" 
structure to support our forces. 

'I 



SECTION VII: DEFENSE FOUNDATIONS 

ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY 

In the post-Cold War era, DoD's approach to 
environmental problems must rest on two basic pre
mises. First, our national security must include protec
tion of the environment, and environmental concerns 
must be fully integrated into our defense policies. 
Second, to protect our nation we must also have a 
strong economy; protecting the environment and grow
ing the economy must go hand in hand. 

Environmental concerns are an integral part of 
U.S. national security policy because of the effect that 
environmental conditions have on economic and po
litical stability, because of the growth in environmental 
costs as a share of the national security budget, and 
because of the loss of public trust caused by military 
noncompliance with environmental laws and regula
tions. 

Reflecting the Clinton Administration's commit
ment to preserving and protecting the environment, the 
Department of Defense created a new Environmental 
Security Program with a mandate to ensure that appro
priate environmental, safety, and health considerations 
are brought to bear in the development of national 
security policy; that the environment is protected in 
defense operations; and that our environmental stew
ardship is used to promote economic growth. This 
program is being pursued in partnership with other 
federal agencies, states, private industry, the public, 
and Congress. 

This new program is based on a c3p2 (C-cubed, P
squared) foundation, which stands for cleanup, com
pliance, conservation, and pollution prevention. The 
Department will establish goals and priorities in each 
of these areas and will establish measurable ways to 
demonstrate progress. 

Over time, this program should provide DoD with 
a better environmental security strategy, better infor
mation and control systems for effective management, 
uniform cost-estimating methods within the Depart-

ment, an environmental security technology program 
directed toward user needs, and increased public in
volvement in environmental security efforts. 

Threats to Environmental Security 

The Department's national security mission in
cludes performing defense operations in an environ
mentally responsible manner, deterring environmental 
threats that could lead to international instability, and 
when appropriate, applying military capabilities to 
mitigate environmental effects of natural disasters. 

Environmental security threats are defined as con
ditions affecting human health, safety, or the environ
ment that actually or potentially (I) impair the ability 
of DoD to prepare for and perform its national security 
mission or (2) create instabilities that can threaten U.S. 
national security. 

The most notable environmental threats to U.S. 
security to which the Department must respond are: 
global threats, such as warming, ozone depletion, loss 
of biodiversity, and nuclear proliferation; regional 
threats, such as environmental terrorism, accidents or 
disasters, regional conflicts caused by scarcity or de
nial of resources, and cross-border and global contami
nation; and national threats, such as risks to public 
health and the environment from DoD activities, in
creasing restrictions on military operations, inefficient 
use of DoD resources, reduced weapon system perfor

mance, and erosion of public trust. 

Program Objectives 

The Bottom-Up Review evaluated each of the 
Department's environmental security programs in light 
of the following objectives: reducing environmental 
risk by minimizing threats to human health and safety; 
ensuring full compliance with U.S. environmental 
laws and regulations and with the Overseas Environ-
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mental Baseline Guidance document; enhancing cost
effectiveness and reducing cosls wherever possible; 
targeting environmental technJlogy on the most seri-

I 
ous problems and where research and development 
will achieve the highest payoffs[ improving U.S. pub
lic involvement and awarenes~ by conducting open, 
frequent, and meaningful publib dialogues and infor
mation exchanges; andproducihg measurable results 

I 

in performance, schedule, and cost. This includes 
reductions in environmental risks, protection of natural 
resources, compliance with ehvironmental laws or 
regulations, and reductions in Jollution levels. 

New Directions Needed 

The Department has stewardship for about 25 
million acres of land around th6 world, and has identi
fied more than 18,000 sites that bay need to be cleaned 
up. Cleanup requirements inclhde: fuels and solvents 
at about 60 percent of our sitek toxic and hazardous 

I 
waste at about 30 percent, unexploded bombs and 
artillery shells at about 8 percen

1

t, and low-level nuclear 
waste at about 2 percent. 

Based on its examination of environmental pro
grams, the Bottom-Up Review identified the following 
objectives for DoD's environclental security strategy: 

I 
Cleanup programs must reflect a new "common 

sense" strategy that relates clea~up standards to planned 
land use; eliminates contamihation "hot spots" and 
evaluates the balance of contan\inated sites for applica-

' tion of environmental technologies; increases public 
involvement in decisionmakirlg; and achieves signifi
cant economies in the management of cleanup pro-

. grams. We will complete preliminary assessments at 
all sites; mitigate contamination at all "hot spots"; 
consider future land use in deteloping cleanup strate
gies; and fully implement the,President's "fast track" 
cleanup program at bases slated for closure. 

Compliance programs neL to improve our ability 
to identify, program, and bJdget for environmental 
security requirements and etaluate program execu

' tion; improve education and training to ensure full 
compliance; increase partner~hip efforts with federal 
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and state regulators and the pu~lic to achieve sustained 
compliance, including creation ofregional DoD envi
ronmental offices; develop an' investment strategy to 
upgrade the Department's infrastructure; and resolve 
deficiencies as soon as possible. 

Conservation programs need to enable DoD to 
participate fully in the National Biological Survey and 
complete resource inventories of all DoD lands and 
waters; improve ecosystem management and protec
tion of resources; and establish DoD-wide energy and 
resource conservation guidelines and incentives to 
reduce energy consumption. 

Pollution prevention programs need to ensure that 
life-cycle environmental security costs and benefits 
are considered explicitly in acquisition and supply 
system decisions, and that incentives are provided to 
reduce sources of pollution and promote more efficient 
material and energy procurement and use, including 
reuse, recycling, and creating markets for recycled 
materials. Specifically, the Department will reduce 
non-mission-essential use of ozone-depleting sub
stances and reduce toxic releases and the generation of 
solid and hazardous waste. 

Technology development efforts need to meet 
widespread environmental needs with programs that 
yield quick results and have high payoffs. In addition, 
the Department must develop a system to determine 
technology priorities and eliminate overlapping fund
ing; engage in technology partnerships to stimulate 
innovative technology development and promote dual 
use where appropriate; and improve technology trans
fers within and outside DoD, particularly technologies 
to characterize and clean up sites . 

The Department also needs to redesign its budget 
preparation and execution tracking procedures for en
vironmental security programs. 

The new Environmental Security Program will 
ensure that both environmental threats and environ
mental protection are prominent parts of the defense 
program. Giving these issues the attention they de
serve will be vital to our national security and to our 
economic growth in the years ahead. 



SECTION VII: DEFENSE FOUNDATIONS 

ACQUISITION REFORM 

The Need for Reform 

The DoD acquisition system developed and ac
quired the best weapons and support systems in the 
world. It was critical to fielding the quality armed 
forces the United States has today. However,just as we 
need to reshape our forces from the bottom up in 
response to the changed security environment, so must 
we restructure our acquisition system to compensate 
for the decline in available resources for defense in
vestment and to exploit technological advances in the 
commercial sector of our economy more effectively. 

In addition, certain oversight and regulatory prac
tices that were adopted during the Cold War are no 
longer affordable or necessary today. The existing 
DoD acquisition system is based on outdated manage
ment philosophies and organizational structures. Our 
acquisition organization is segmented, overly special
ized, and hierarchical. There are so many hand-offs of 
responsibility for any one acquisition program that 
accountability is difficult, and the ability of any one 
person or organization to change the process is small. 

The current acquisition system has been shaped by 
myriad rules, regulations, and laws that were intended 
to protect the government, ensure fairness, check the 
government's authority over its suppliers, or further 
social objectives. However, while these laws and 
regulations were noble in intent, in practice they have 
often burdened the acquisition system unnecessarily, 
adding unnecessary costs to items produced by defense 
contractors, discouraging commercial contractors from 
selling to the government, and increasing DoD's man
agement and control costs. Examples include: 

• Regulations governing military specifications 
that were adopted to ensure that products would 
both meet users' needs and be purchased from the 
lowest bidder. 

• Laws requiring DoD to use small businesses and 
buy only American-made products, which were 
enacted to further particular public interests. 

• Oversight requirements both within DoD and 
over DoD contractors that have burgeoned in an 
effort to eliminate waste, fraud, or abuse of the 
system. 

Today' s rules and regulations are barriers to the 
use of commercial practices, the purchase of commer
cial products, and the integration of the defense and 
commercial industrial bases. Any attempt at acquisi
tion reform must take the original intent of current 
regulations into consideration, but must also find ways 
to: (I) reassess their viability given expected DoD 
procurement changes or (2) where appropriate, modify 
laws and regulations to ensure that they protect the 
government's interest while fostering more effective 
and efficient acquisition procedures. 

The Path to Reform 

The DoD acquisition system should establish rea
sonable and affordable requirements and provide the 
most efficient, timely, and effective means of acquir
ing state-of-the-art goods and services to meet those 
requirements at the best value to the American tax
payer. 

There are two goals that reform of the defense 
acquisition system can and must achieve immediately 
in order to succeed in our longer-term reform objec
tives: 

• First, we must adopt commercial practices to the 
maximum extent possible to make DoD a better 
customer and to foster the integration of the de
fense and commercial industrial bases. 
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• Second, we must more closely link the systems 
requirements process to the/operational plans and 
needs of the unified commands, as well as to the 
resource allocation process! 

Integrating major parts of be defense industrial 
base with the commercial induktrial base and having 

I 
DoD adopt the best practices of today's commercial 
industries is the key to our refmlms. We can no longer 
rely on a large defense industfial base consisting of 
companies who cater only to th~ needs of the military; 
our reduced defense spending J.rill simply not support 
a separate defense industrial b~se with many compa
nies largely isolated from the Jommercial sector. 

Integrating the defense ajd industrial bases and 
making DoD a better customet will allow us to meet 
several key objectives: 

• Maintain "leading edge" technology. In order 
to stay on the cutting edge of tebhnology, we must look 
beyond our traditional defenJe contractors and sub
contractors. Modem weaponty relies heavily on ad-

' vancedelectronics, software, telecommunications, flex-
ible manufacturing techniquds, and other advanced 

I 

technologies where commercial companies are often 
making the most significant advances. 

I 
• Broaden the industrial base for DoD. Because 

I 

the defense-dedicated industrial base will necessarily 
shrink, it would probably not be sufficient to handle 
expanded requirements in a lkge-scale crisis. Broad
ening the base of potential sup~liers will ensure that the 
United States has the capability to gear up production 
again should that become nedessary. 

E · · I d d · · · • ncourage mnovation an re uce acqUisition 
time. Having a larger base tJ draw upon and making 
DoD a better customer will bncourage innovation in 
products and practices, both i~ government and private 
industry; allow more flexiblJ solutions to acquisition 
problems; and reduce the riime it takes to acquire 
products and services. 
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• Become more efficient. A larger base of compa
nies creates more competition, which in turn yields 
more efficient operations and reduces the time required 
to acquire products and services. Increased competi
tion also allows the market to set and enforce fair 
prices. This will allow us to reduce unnecessary 
infrastructure and oversight stiH further. 

• Integrate military and·commercial advanced 
technologies. Integrating the defense and commercial 
industrial bases means that the results of substantial 
investments in military-related technologies will be 
available for exploitation by commercial industry. 
This will help the U.S. economy. 

We also plan to better integrate the unified com
manders, those who will actually use the systems, into 
the process of determining what systems will be ac
quired. In addition, the overall budget process must be 
linked more closely with individual acquisition deci
sions. Such integration will add flexibility, efficiency, 
and innovation to the acquisition process by encourag
ing consideration of alternative or substitute systems to 
meet the needs of weapons users. 

An Agenda for Reform 

To bring daily attention to these issues, the office 
of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui
sition Reform (DUSD(AR)) has been established. This 
office will be the focal point for all acquisition reform 
issues and for restructuring the acquisition system. 
The DUSD(AR) will also chair a Senior DoD Acquisi
tion Reform Steering Group, whose members will 
make recommendations on acquisition reform goals, 
principles, and actions. 

We have· identified the following short-term prior
ity measures as the first steps in what will be a larger 
reform effort: 

• Simplify the acquisition of purchases under 
$100,000. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
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• Remove impediments to the purchase of com
mercial items and services. 

• Develop proposals for pilot programs pursuant 
to the authority in Section 809 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(Public Law 101-510). 

• Reaffirm the policy preference for the acquisi
tion of commercial items and the use of functional 
performance specifications unless a DoD-unique 
product specification or process is the only practi
cal alternative to ensure that a product or service 
meets users' needs. 

• Repeal outdated and unnecessary service-unique 
statutes as proposed by the "Section 800" Acquisi
tion Streamlining Report. 
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These priorities, the objectives of the acquisition 
reform effort, and the strategy for meeting those objec
tives will continue to develop as DoD works with other 
organizations conducting related efforts- such as the 
National Performance Review. In addition, many of 
these initiatives require coordination with and support 
from other federal agencies, such as the Department of 
Labor and the Small Business Administration. We will 
work with the Office of Federal Procurement Policy, 
the Office of Management and Budget, and other 
federal agencies to ensure that acquisition reform ini
tiatives are applied government-wide where appropri
ate. 

The Bottom-Up Review was only the beginning of 
our efforts to reform the acquisition system. The 
process does not end here. The DUSD(AR) will soon 
be unveiling a detailed strategic plan for acquisition 
reform that builds on the results of the Bottom-Up 
Review and increases the scope of action. 



SECTION VIII 

RESOURCES TO IMPLEMENT THE DEFENSE STRATEGY 

The Bottom-Up Review's Budgetary 
Starting Point 

The final step in the Bottom-Up Review process 
was to match resources to the defense strategy, force 
structure, and modernization programs selected. While 
the Bottom-Up Review was driven primarily by con
siderations of what constituted the best defense strat
egy and policy for America, it obviously could not 
ignore economic realities. Thus, at the conclusion of 
the review, we estimated what the recommended pro
gram would cost and matched it against President 
Clinton's direction for reductions. 

To establish a baseline for this cost comparison, we 
began with the Bush defense program and adjusted it to 
reflect updated economic assumptions, the govern
ment-wide federal pay reduction, and the findings of a 
Defense Science Board task force, led by defense 
analyst Philip Odeen, which was formed to determine 
if the Bush Administration's defense program had 
been properly costed. Those adjustments resulted in a 
baseline total of $1,325 billion for the FY 1995-99 
FYDP. The Clinton Administration defense budget 
target for this same period was $1,221 billion; this was 
based on the President's Aprill993 budget, adjusted to 
reflect the Odeen Panel's findings. Thus, as shown in 
Table l, the difference between the baseline and the 
fiscal target for the FYDP years is $104 billion. 

Baseline Versus Clinton 
Future Years Defense Program 
(Billions of Dollars in Budget Authority) 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY95-99 
Baseline 
Clinton Budget 

Reduction 

257 261 264 270 273 1,325 
249 242 236 244 250 1.221 

8 19 28 26 23 104 

Table I 

Budgetary Impact of the 
Bottom-Up Review 

The results of Bottom-Up Review decisions will 
become adjustments to the FY 1995-99 baseline ($1 ,325 
billion) program. The decisions fall into four catego
ries: 

• Force structure 
• Infrastructure (including base closures) 
• Modernization and investment programs 
• Initiatives 

Force Structure. These changes comprise ad
justments to Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps 
force structure and end-strength, as compared to the 
Base Force. The active-duty forces of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force will be reduced, while Marine Corps and 
National Guard and reserve forces are increased. Sav
ings in infrastructure directly related to force structure 
cuts will also be realized. Finally, provisions have 
been made for the costs of achieving DoD's environ
mental security objectives. In total, force structure 
decisions from the Bottom-Up Review will reduce 
funding requirements by $24 billion from the FY 1995-
99 baseline. 

Infrastructure. Separately from the force struc
ture-derived changes to DoD infrastructure, opportu
nities for savings and efficiencies were found else
where in DoD supporting activities, as discussed in 
Section VII. For example, savings were identified 
through reductions in headquarters and cuts in civilian 
personnel levels, as well as through the realignment 
and closure of military bases and facilities. Estimated 
savings in these infrastructure programs total $19 bil
lion. 

Modernization and Investment Programs. This 
broad category includes the development and procure
ment of ships, aircraft, and other combat equipment, as 
well as DoD's Science and Technology and Defense 
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Reinvestment programs. The ballistic mis-
sile defense program will savings of approxi-
mately $21 billion during FY I Other modern-
ization decisions focus on the Bottom-Up 
Review determined that can be achieved (air-
craft carriers, space launch, aircraft, military 
communications satellites, and 6therprograms). There 

I 

also are some systems in which the Clinton-Aspin 
strategy requires additional in~estment (combat heli
copters, attack submarines, and the V-22 program). 
Finally, the Defense Reinvestrhent program will em
phasize technologies of pote~tial "dual use" in the 
military and civil sectors, assist DoD personnel af-

1 

fected by the restructured defense program, and help 
I 

communities adjust to closure of nearby military bases. 
The net effect of these investu1ent program decisions 

I 

(aside from ballistic missile defense) will be a $32 
I 

billion savings during FY 1995-99. 

I 
Initiatives. As discussed in Section VI, new ini-

tiatives include cooperative thieat reduction; counter-
' proliferation efforts; expanded contacts and coopera-

tion with the states of the form~r Soviet Union; global 
initiatives to promote democrkcy; peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement operations

1

; and humanitarian as
sistance. The Bottom-Up Re~ew determined that $5 
billion could prudently be added over FY 1995-99 to 
pursue these objectives. 

Summary of Savings in the FYDP. In total, 
I 

decisions made in the Bottom-Up Review will achieve 
an estimated $91 billion in satings (during FY 1995-
99) from the $1,325 billion [baseline program (see 
Table 2). Relative to the Administration's target re
duction of $104 billion, this is[ a shortfall of about $13 
billion. This difference is spread across the first four 
years of the FYDP. 

Estimated Resource Changes from 
the Bottom-ub Review 

(Billions of Dollars in Budget Authority) 

Force Structure 
Infrastructure 
BMDO 
Other Modernization and Investment 
Initiatives 

Total Savings 

Table 2 

FY 1995-99 

-24 
-19 
-21 
-32 
+5 

-91 

RESOURCES TO IMPLEMENT 

It is important to note thattjllles.e 
ning estimates. The tsouom
strategic framework for defertse 
get. Throughout the fall, 
program and budget review, · 
tify the additional $13 billion[' 
meet the President's target. '-''·

1
'' ... h .• -

to come from the following 
11 

• The National reJrto.rm,anoce 
President's study has 
cheaper government 
DoD. 

• The FY 1995 Base Cl.iis~tre f!nd Realig'.'"'~~f 
Process. Savings here be significant, ~bUt 
would not occur until ; 

1

1m the FYDP. ! . '· 

• Acquisition Reform. savings from _"''"'''" 
II ' 

tion reform were co1un1ted in the Bottom-"'""''"''·""' 
I 

vtew. [ 

• Strategic Programs. 
tensive review of otr:,tP<Yi 

grams and are likely to 

ful of consequences for 
2000 and beyond. The rPvoPm 

on preventing this year'S U':-',!CIOIV,IO 

large bills that would have 
budgets. 

vanced development Or nrt){'lltTP1T1Pnl 

decade. However, as also 
theater aircraft program rec:qr1meno:ied 
Up Review eliminates this ,. 
funding the V-22 program. ' 

I 

It 
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