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Section III

DEFENSE STRATEGY

Since the founding of the Republic, the United States has embraced several fundamental
and enduring goals as a nation: to maintain the sovereignty, political freedom, and
independence ofthe United States, with its values, institutions, and territory intact; to
protect the lives and personal safety ofAmericans, both at home and abroad; and to
provide for the well-being and prosperity of the nation and its people.

Achieving these basic goals in an increasingly interdependent world requires fostering an
international environment in which critical regions are stable, at peace, and free from
domination by hostile powers; the global economy and free trade are growing;
democratic norms and respect for human rights are widely accepted; the spread of
nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) and other potentially destabilizing technologies
is minimized; and the international community is willing and able to prevent and, if
necessary, respond to calamitous events. The United States seeks to playa leadership role
in the international community, working closely and cooperatively with nations that
share our values and goals, and influencing those that can affect U.S. national well-being.

KEY TENETS OF U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

How can we best achieve these national security goals and preferred international
conditions in today's changing, uncertain, and still dangerous world?

In recent years people have expressed views on this question spanning the political and
ideological spectrum. At one end of the spectrum, it can be argued that because we no
longer face the challenge of a global peer competitor like the Soviet Union, we would be
best served as a nation by focusing our energies at home and only committing military
forces when our nation's survival is at stake. This point ofview argues that our
obligations beyond protecting our own survival and that ofkey allies are few. This is, in
essence, a 19th century view of the world, which ignores the impact of global events on
our nation, the growing interdependence of the world economy, and the acceleration of
the information technology revolution.

At the other end of the spectrum is the argument that as the world's only remaining
superpower, the United States has significant obligations that go well beyond any
traditional view of national interest, such as generally protecting peace and stability
around the globe, relieving human suffering wherever it exists, and promoting a better
way of life, not only for our own citizens but for others as well.

In between these competing visions of isolationism and world policeman lies a security
strategy that is consistent with our global interests - a national security strategy of
engagement. A strategy ofengagement presumes the United States will continue to
exercise strong leadership in the international community, using all dimensions of its
influence to shape the international security environment. This is particularly important
to ensuring peace and stability in regions where the United States has vital or important
interests and to broadening the community of free-market democracies. Strengthening
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and adapting alliances and coalitions that serve to protect shared interests and values are
the most effective ways to accomplish these ends.

While the United States will retain the capability to act unilaterally, a strategy that
emphasizes coalition operations is essential to protecting and promoting our national
interests in a world in which we as a nation must often act in concert with others to create
our preferred international conditions and secure our basic national goals. Indeed, the
nature of the challenges we face demands cooperative, multinational approaches that
distribute the burden of responsibility among like-minded states. For example, to
effectively curb the proliferation ofNBC weapons, the United States must garner the
cooperation of other nations that have access to NBC technology and materials.
Therefore, it is imperative that the United States strives to build close, cooperative
relations with the world's most influential countries.

Maintaining a strong military and the willingness to use it in defense of national and
common interests remain essential to a strategy of engagement as we approach the 21st
century. Today, the United States has unparalleled military capabilities. We are the only
nation in the world able to conduct large-scale, effective joint military operations far
beyond its borders. This places us in a unique position. Weare the only power in the
world that can organize effective military responses to large-scale regional threats, the
cornerstone of many mutually beneficial alliances and security partnerships, and the
foundation of stability in key regions of the world. To sustain this position of leadership,
the United States must maintain ready and versatile forces capable of conducting a wide
range of military activities and operations - from deterring and defeating large-scale
aggression, to participating in smaller-scale contingencies, to dealing with asymmetric
threats like terrorism.

Nevertheless, both U.S. national interests and limited resources argue for the selective
use ofU.S. forces. The primary purpose of U.S. forces is to deter and defeat the threat of
organized violence against the United States and its interests. Decisions about whether
and when to use military forces should be guided, first and foremost, by the U.S. national
interests at stake - be they Vital, important, or humanitarian in nature - and by whether the
costs and risks of a particular military involvement are commensurate with those
interests. When the interests at stake are vital - that is, they are of broad, overriding
importance to the survival, security, and vitality of the United States - we should do
whatever it takes to defend them, including, when necessary, the unilateral use of
military power. U.S. vital national interests include, but are not limited to:

• protecting the sovereignty, territory, and population of the United States, and
preventing and deterring threats to our homeland, including NBC attacks and
terrorism;

• preventing the emergence of a hostile regional coalition or hegemon;

• ensuring freedom of the seas and security of international sea lines of
communication, airways, and space;

• ensuring uninhibited access to key markets, energy supplies, and strategic
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resources;

• deterring and, if necessary, defeating aggression against U.S. allies and friends.

In other cases, the interests at stake may be important but not vital - that is, they do not
affect our national survival but do significantly affect our national well-being and the
character of the world in which we live. In these cases, military forces should be used
only if they advance U.S. interests, are likely to accomplish their objectives, and other
means are inadequate to accomplish our goals. Such uses offorce should be both
selective and limited, reflecting the relative saliency of the U.S. interests involved.

When the interests at stake are primarily humanitarian in nature, the U.S. military is
generally not the best means of addressing a crisis. In some situations, however, use of
our military's unique capabilities may be both necessary and appropriate: when a
humanitarian catastrophe dwarfs the ability of civilian relief agencies to respond; or
when the need for immediate relief is urgent and only the U.S. military has the ability to
jump-start the longer-term response to the disaster. In such cases, if the United States
decides to commit military forces to assist in the situation, the military mission should be
clearly defined, the risk to American troops should be minimal, and substantial U.S.
military involvement should be confmed to the initial period of providing relief until
broader international assistance efforts get underway.

In all cases where the commitment ofU.S. forces is considered, determining whether the
associated costs and risks are commensurate with the U.S. interests at stake should be the
central calculus of U.S. decisions. Such decisions should also depend on our ability to
identify a clear mission, the desired end state of the situation, and the exit strategy for
forces committed.

THE DEFENSE STRATEGY

In order to support this national security strategy, the U.S. military and the Department of
Defense must be able to help shape the international security environment in ways
favorable to U.S. interests, respond to the full spectrum of crises when directed, and
prepare now to meet the challenges of an uncertain future. These three elements 
shaping, responding, and preparing - defme the essence of U.S. defense strategy between
now and 2015.

SHAPING THE INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENT

In addition to other instruments of national power, such as diplomacy and economic trade
and investment, the Department ofDefense has an essential role to play in shaping the
international security environment in ways that promote and protect U.S. national
interests. Our defense efforts help to promote regional stability, prevent or reduce
conflicts and threats, and deter aggression and coercion on a day-to-day basis in many
key regions of the world. To do so, the Department employs a wide variety of means
including: forces permanently stationed abroad; forces rotationally deployed overseas;
forces deployed temporarily for exercises, combined training, or military-to-military
interactions; and programs such as defense cooperation, security assistance, International
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Military Education and Training (IMET) programs, and international arms cooperation.

DoD's role in shaping the international environment is closely integrated with our
diplomatic efforts. On a daily basis, our diplomatic and military representatives work
together towards U.S. objectives in all regions of the world. In times of crisis, diplomacy
is a critical force multiplier when the United States seeks and works with coalition
partners and requires access to foreign bases and facilities. Conversely, diplomacy is
frequently enhanced when it is supported by the potential for a military response.

Promoting Regional Stability

Our armed forces, operating in conjunction with other U.S. agencies, promote regional
stability in numerous ways that support our national security strategy. In regions where
the United States has vital and important interests, the U.S. military helps bolster the
security ofkey allies and friends and works to adapt and strengthen core alliances and
coalitions to meet the challenges of an evolving security environment. This engagement
forms bilateral and multilateral relationships that increase military transparency and
confidence. In addition, the U.S. military often serves as a preferred means of
engagement with countries that are neither staunch friends nor confirmed foes. These
contacts build constructive security relationships and help to promote the development of
de~ocratic institutions today, in an effort to keep these countries from becoming
adversaries tomorrow. Through both example and enforcement, U.S. forces encourage
adherence to the international norms and regimes that help provide the foundation for
peace and stability around the globe, such as nonproliferation, freedom of navigation, and
respect for human rights and the rule of law. Promoting regional stability places a
premium on building close working relationships with other U.S. government agencies,
coalition partners, and nongovernmental organizations.

Preventing or Reducing Conflicts and Threats

Another essential element of our strategy is using U.S. military forces and other DoD
resources to prevent or reduce threats and conflicts. This is a critical reason why we
maintain forces overseas, conduct peacetime engagement activities, and fund various
policy initiatives. Such preventive measures include focused efforts to:

• Actually reduce or eliminate NBC capabilities, as has been done with the U.S.
North Korean Agreed Framework and the Cooperative Threat Reduction program
with Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakstan;

• Discourage arms races and the proliferation ofNBC weapons, as is being done by
DoD efforts to monitor and enforce arms control agreements such as the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Missile Technology Control Regime;

• Prevent and deter future terrorism and reduce U.S. vulnerability to terrorist acts
through DoD efforts to enhance intelligence collection capabilities and protect
critical infrastructure;

• Reduce the production and flow to the United States of illegal drugs by means of
DoD support to the joint interagency task forces operating along our coasts and
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southern border;

• Lessen the conditions for conflict, as we have through the deployment ofU.S.
forces in Macedonia.

Relatively small and timely investments in such targeted prevention measures can yield
disproportionate benefits, often mitigating the need for a more substantial and costly U.S.
response later.

Deterring Aggression and Coercion

The third aspect of the military's key role in shaping the international security
environment is deterring aggression and coercion in key regions of the world on a day-to
day basis through the peacetime deployment of U.S. military forces abroad. Our ability to
deter potential adversaries in peacetime rests on several factors:

• Our demonstrated will and ability to uphold our security commitments when and
where they are challenged;

• A declaratory policy that effectively communicates U.S. commitments and the costs
to potential adversaries that might challenge these commitments;

• Conventional warfighting capabilities that are credible across the full spectrum of
military operations. This credibility is evidenced by U.S. forces and equipment
strategically stationed or deployed forward, our rapidly deployable power
projection forces, our ability to gain timely access to critical infrastructure overseas,
and our demonstrated ability to form and lead effective military coalitions.

Our nuclear posture also contributes substantially to our ability to deter aggression in
peacetime. The primary role of U.S. nuclear forces in the current and projected security
environment is to deter aggression against the United States, its forces abroad, and its
allies and friends. Although the prominence of nuclear weapons in our defense posture
has diminished since the end of the Cold War, nuclear weapons remain important as a
hedge against NBC proliferation and the uncertain futures of existing nuclear powers,
and as a means of upholding our security commitments to allies.

In this context, the United States must retain strategic nuclear forces sufficient to deter
any hostile foreign leadership with access to nuclear weapons from acting against our
vital interests and to convince such a leadership that seeking a nuclear advantage would
be futile. Thus, for the foreseeable future, the United States will continue to need a
reliable and flexible nuclear deterrent - survivable against the most aggressive attack,
under highly confident, constitutional command and control, and safeguarded against
both accidental and unauthorized use. We believe these goals can be achieved at lower
force levels. Consistent with this, the United States remains committed to negotiating
further reductions in U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals consistent with the
agreed START III framework once Moscow ratifies the START II treaty.

RESPONDING TO THE FULL SPECTRUM OF CRISES
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Despite our best efforts to shape the international security environment, the U.S. military
will, at times, be called upon to respond to crises in order to protect our interests,
demonstrate our resolve, and reaffirm our role as global leader. Therefore, U.S. forces
must also be able to execute the full spectrum of military operations, from deterring an
adversary's aggression or coercion in crisis and conducting concurrent smaller-scale
contingency operations, to fighting and winning major theater wars.

Although the United States will retain the capabilities to protect its interests unilaterally,
we often find advantages to acting in concert with like-minded nations when responding
to crises. Acting in coalition or alliance with other nations, rather than alone, generally
strengthens the political legitimacy of a course of action and brings additional resources
to bear, ensuring that the United States need not shoulder the political, military, and
financial burdens alone. But building and maintaining effective coalitions also present
significant challenges, from policy coordination at the strategic level to interoperability
among diverse military forces at the tactical level. As the U.S. military incorporates new
technologies and operational concepts at a pace faster than that of any other military,
careful design and collaboration will be needed to ensure we meet new interoperability
challenges. Because coalitions will continue to present both important political benefits
and not insignificant military challenges, U.S. forces must plan, train, and prepare to
respond to the full spectrum of crises in coalition with the forces of other nations.

Deterring Aggression and Coercion in Crisis

In many cases, the first stage of responding to a crisis is trying to deter an adversary so
that the situation does not require a greater response. Deterrence in a crisis generally
involves signaling the United States' commitment to a particular country or expressing
our national interest by enhancing our warfighting capability in the theater. Our ability to
respond rapidly and substantially as a crisis develops can have a significant deterrent
effect. The readiness levels of deployable forces may be increased, forces deployed in the
area may be moved closer to the crisis, and forces from the United States may be rapidly
deployed to the area. The United States may also choose to make additional declaratory
statements to communicate its intentions and the costs of aggression or coercion to an
adversary. In some cases, we may choose to employ U.S. forces in a limited manner
(e.g., to enforce sanctions or conduct limited strikes) to underline this message and deter
further adventurism.

Conducting Smaller-Scale Contingency (SSC) Operations

In general, the United States, along with others in the international community, will seek
to prevent and contain localized conflicts and crises before they require a military
response. If, however, such efforts do not succeed, swift intervention by military forces
may be the best way to contain, resolve, or mitigate the consequences of a conflict that
could otherwise become far more costly and deadly. These operations encompass the full
range ofjoint military operations beyond peacetime engagement activities but short of
major theater warfare and include: show-of-force operations, interventions, limited
strikes, noncombatant evacuation operations, no-fly zone enforcement, peace
enforcement, maritime sanctions enforcement, counterterrorism operations,
peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief.
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Based on recent experience and intelligence projections, the demand for smaller-scale
contingency operations is expected to remain high over the next 15 to 20 years. U.S.
participation in smaller-scale contingency operations must be selective, depending
largely on the interests at stake and the risk ofmajor aggression elsewhere. However,
these operations will still likely pose the most frequent challenge for U.S. forces through
2015 and may require significant commitments of forces, both active and Reserve. Over
time, substantial commitments to multiple concurrent smaller-scale contingency
operations will certainly stress U.S. forces in ways that must be carefully managed.
Smaller-scale contingency operations will also put a premium on the ability of the U.S.
military to work effectively with other U.S. government agencies, nongovernmental
organizations, private voluntary organizations, and a variety of coalition partners. They
also require that the U.S. government, including both the military and other agencies,
continuously and deliberately reassess both the challenges we encounter in such
operations and the capabilities required to meet these challenges.

Therefore, the U.S. military must be prepared to conduct successfully multiple
concurrent smaller-scale contingency operations worldwide, and it must be able to do so
in any environment, including one in which an adversary uses asymmetric means, such as
NBC weapons. Importantly, U.S. forces must also be able to withdraw from smaller
scale contingency operations, reconstitute, and then deploy to a major theater war in
accordance with required timelines. Although in some cases this may pose significant
operational, diplomatic, and political challenges, the ability to transition between
peacetime operations and warfighting remains a fundamental requirement for virtually
every unit in the U.S. military. U.S. forces must be multi-mission capable and they must
be organized, trained, equipped, and managed with multiple missions in mind.

Fighting and Winning Major Theater Wars (MTW)

At the high end of the crisis continuum is fighting and winning major theater wars. This
mission is the most stressing requirement for the U.S. military. In order to protect
American interests around the globe, U.S. forces must continue to be able to overmatch
the military power of regional states with interests hostile to our own. Such states are
often capable of fielding sizable military forces that can cause serious imbalances in
military power within regions important to the United States. Allies and friendly states
often find it difficult to match the power of a potentially aggressive neighbor. To deter
aggression, prevent coercion of allied or friendly governments, and defeat aggression
should it occur, we must prepare U.S. forces to confront this scale of threat far from
home, in concert with our allies and friends, but unilaterally if necessary. Toward this
end, we must have jointly trained and interoperable forces that can deploy quickly across
great distances to supplement forward stationed and deployed U.S. forces, to assist a
threatened nation, rapidly stop an enemy invasion, and defeat an aggressor.

As a global power with worldwide interests, it is imperative that the United States now
and for the foreseeable future be able to deter and defeat large-scale, cross-border
aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames, preferably in concert with
regional allies. Maintaining this core capability is central to credibly deterring
opportunism - that is, to avoiding a situation in which an aggressor in one region might
be tempted to take advantage when U.S. forces are heavily committed elsewhere - and to

-246-



ensuring that the United States has sufficient military capabilities to deter or defeat
aggression by an adversary that is larger, or under circumstances that are more difficult,
than expected. This is particularly important in a highly dynamic and uncertain security
environment. We can never know with certainty when or where the next major theater
war will occur, who our next adversary will be, how an enemy will fight, who will join
us in a coalition, or precisely what demands will be placed on U.S. forces. Indeed, history
has repeatedly shown that we are often unable to predict such matters. A force sized and
equipped for deterring and defeating aggression in more than one theater ensures the
United States will maintain the flexibility to cope with the unpredictable and unexpected.
Such a capability is the sine qua non of a superpower and is essential to the credibility of
our overall national security strategy. It also supports our continued engagement in
shaping the international environment to reduce the chances that such threats will
develop in the first place.

If the United States were to forego its ability to defeat aggression in more than one
theater at a time, our standing as a global power, as the security partner of choice, and as
the leader of the international community would be called into question. Indeed, some
allies would undoubtedly read a one-war capability as a signal that the United States, if
heavily engaged elsewhere, would no longer be able to help defend their interests. Such a
capability could also inhibit the United States from responding to a crisis promptly
enough, or even at all, for fear of committing the bulk of our forces and making ourselves
vulnerable in other regions. This fact is also unlikely to escape the attention of potential
adversaries. A one-theater war capacity would risk undermining both deterrence and the
credibility of U.S. security commitments in key regions of the world. This, in tum, could
cause allies and friends to adopt more divergent defense policies and postures, thereby
weakening the web of alliances and coalitions on which we rely to protect our interests
abroad.

Obviously, in this dynamic, uncertain security environment, the United States must
continually reassess the environment, our strategy, and the associated military
requirements. If the security environment were to change dramatically and threats of
large-scale aggression were to grow or diminish significantly, it would be both prudent
and appropriate for the United States to review and reappraise its warfighting
requirements.

At least three particularly challenging requirements associated with fighting and winning
major theater wars merit special attention. The first is being able to rapidly defeat initial
enemy advances short of their objectives in two theaters in close succession, one
followed almost immediately by another. Maintaining this capability is absolutely critical
to the United States' ability to seize the initiative in both theaters and to minimize the
amount of territory we and our allies must regain from the enemies. Failure to halt an
enemy invasion rapidly can make the subsequent campaign to evict enemy forces from
captured territory much more difficult, lengthy, and costly. It could also weaken coalition
support, undermine U.S. credibility, and increase the risk of conflict elsewhere.

Another especially challenging requirement is to be able to achieve our war aims against
an adversary who uses or threatens to use NBC weapons, information warfare, terrorism,
or other asymmetric means against us. Because of the prevalence of such capabilities in
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the hands of potential future adversaries and the likelihood that such adversaries would
resort to such means in the face of overwhelming U.S. conventional dominance, U.S.
forces must plan and prepare to fight and win major theater wars under such conditions.

In particular, the threat or use of chemical and biological weapons (CBW) is a likely
condition of future warfare, including in the early stages of war to disrupt U.S. operations
and logistics. These weapons may be delivered by ballistic missiles, cruise missiles,
aircraft, special operations forces, or other means. To meet this challenge, as well as the
possibility that CBW might also be used in some smaller-scale contingencies, U.S. forces
must be properly trained and equipped to operate effectively and decisively in the face of
CBW attacks. This requires that the U.S. military continue to improve its capabilities to
locate and destroy such CBW, preferably before they can be used, and defend against and
manage the consequences ofCBW if they are used. But capability enhancements alone
are not enough. Equally important will be adapting U.S. doctrine, operational concepts,
training, and exercises to take full account of the threat posed by CBW as well as other
likely asymmetric threats. Moreover, given that the United States will most likely
conduct future operations in coalition with others, we must also encourage our friends
and allies to train and equip their forces for effective operations in CBW environments.

Finally, as noted above, U.S. forces must also be able to transition to fighting major
theater wars from a posture ofglobal engagement - that is, from substantial levels of
peacetime engagement overseas as well as multiple concurrent smaller-scale contingency
operations. In the event of one major theater war, the United States would need to be
extremely selective in making any additional commitments to either engagement
activities or smaller-scale contingency operations. We would likely also choose to begin
disengaging from those activities and operations not deemed to involve vital U.S.
interests in order to better posture our forces to deter the possible outbreak of a second
war. In the event of two such conflicts, U.S. forces would be withdrawn from peacetime
engagement activities and smaller-scale contingency operations as quickly as possible to
be readied for war.

Because both the nature of the threats we face and the way in which we will choose to
fight future conflicts are changing, the forces and capabilities required to uphold this
two-theater element of the strategy will differ from the "Major Regional Conflict
building blocks" developed in the 1993 Bottom-Up Review. Specifically, the accelerating
incorporation of new technologies and operational concepts into the force calls for a
reexamination of the forces and capabilities required for fighting and winning major
theater wars. As U.S. and enemy forces change in effectiveness, these force requirements
will change.

PREPARING NOW FOR AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE

The fundamental challenge confronting the Department of Defense is simple, but
daunting. Our armed forces must meet the demands of a dangerous world by shaping and
responding throughout the period from 1997 to 2015. To do so, we must meet our
requirements to shape and respond in the near term, while at the same time we must
transform U.S. combat capabilities and support structures to be able to shape and respond
effectively in the face of future challenges.
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To meet this challenge, we must prepare now to meet the security challenges of an
unpredictable future. As we move into the next century, it is imperative that the United
States maintain its military superiority in the face of evolving, as well as discontinuous,
threats and challenges. Without such superiority, our ability to exert global leadership
and to create international conditions conducive to the achievement ofour national goals
would be in doubt.

To maintain this superiority, we must achieve a new level of proficiency in our ability to
conduct joint and combined operations. This proficiency can only be achieved through a
unified effort by all elements of the Department toward the common goal of full
spectrum dominance envisioned in Joint Vision 2010, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staffs blueprint for our future military operations. Implementing Joint Vision 2010
requires developing the doctrine, education, training, organization, and materiel to
support truly integrated joint operations. Achieving this new level of proficiency also
requires improving our methods for integrating our forces and capabilities with those of
our allies and coalition partners.

Our commitment to preparing now for an uncertain future has four main parts:

1. Pursue a focused modernization effort in order to replace aging systems and
incorporate cutting-edge technologies into the force to ensure continued U.S.
military superiority over time;

2. Continue to exploit the "Revolution in Military Affairs" (RMA) in order to improve
the U.S. military's ability to perform near-term missions and meet future challenges;

3. Exploit the "Revolution in Business Affairs" (RBA) to radically reengineer DoD
infrastructure and support activities;

4. Insure or hedge against unlikely, but significant, future threats in order to manage
risk in a resource-constrained environment and better position the Department to
respond in a timely and effective manner to new threats as they emerge.

Pursue a Focused Modernization Effort

Fielding modem and capable forces in the future requires aggressive action today. Just as
U.S. forces won the Gulf War with weapons that we developed many years before,
tomorrow's forces will fight with weapons that are developed today and fielded over the
next several years. Today, the Department is witnessing a gradual aging of the overall
force. Many weapons systems and platforms that were purchased in the 1970s and 1980s
will reach the end of their useful lives over the next decade or so. It is essential that the
Department increase procurement spending now so that we can ensure tomorrow's forces
are every bit as modem and capable as today's. Sustained, adequate spending on the
modernization of the U.S. forces will be essential to ensuring that tomorrow's forces
continue to dominate across the full spectrum ofmilitary operations.

Exploit the "Revolution in Military Affairs"

. OUf modernization effort is directly linked to the broader challenge of transforming our
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forces to retain our military superiority in the face of changes in the security environment
and in the art ofwarfare. Just as earlier technological revolutions have affected the nature
of conflict, so too will the technological change that is so evident today. This
transformation involves much more than the acquisition ofnew military systems. It
means harnessing new technologies to give U.S. forces greater military capabilities
through advanced concepts, doctrine, and organizations so that they can dominate any
future battlefield.

Because U.S. forces are committed every day to meeting the serious security demands of
the present, transforming them must necessarily be a process of responsible evolution
toward revolutionary capabilities. For several years, the U.S. military and DoD have been
engaged in a variety of efforts to exploit the RMA. Joint Vision 2010 has been key
among these, stating that our joint forces can realize the potential of the RMA if we
create and exploit information superiority to achieve full spectrum dominance through
the synergy of four new operational concepts: dominant maneuver, precision
engagement, focused logistics, and full-dimensional protection. Achieving this full
spectrum dominance means continuing to build an integrated, complex set of systems,
especially a common command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) architecture to achieve dominant battlespace
awareness. Important complementary efforts include:

• the development of combatant commanders' and Service visions ofwarfare for
2010 and beyond;

• investment in an array of science and technology programs as well as exploratory
research to identify, develop, and test innovative operational concepts and force
configurations that exploit new technologies;

• practical experiments being conducted by each of the Services to test new concepts
and capabilities. (These experiments are the process for developing new doctrines,
tactics, training, and organizational structures to fully exploit the synergy brought to
the battlefield by new technologies.)

In the next several years, DoD will seek to further strengthen both the culture and the
capability to develop and exploit new concepts and technologies in order to make our
forces more responsive to an uncertain world.

Exploit the "Revolution in Business Affairs"

A Revolution in Business Affairs also has begun. Efforts to reengineer the Department's
infrastructure and business practices must parallel the work being done to exploit the
Revolution in Military Affairs if we are to afford both adequate investment in
preparations for the future, especially a more robust modernization program, and
capabilities sufficient to support an ambitious shaping and responding strategy
throughout the period covered by the Review. The RBA includes: reducing overhead and
streamlining infrastructure; taking maximum advantage of acquisition reform;
outsourcing and privatizing a wide range of support activities when the necessary
competitive conditions exist; leveraging commercial technology, dual-use technology,
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and open systems; reducing unneeded standards and specifications; utilizing integrated
process and product development; and increasing cooperative development programs
with allies. Measures such as these can shorten cycle times, particularly for the
procurement of mature systems; enhance program stability; increase efficiencies; and
assure management focus on core competencies, while freeing resources for investment
in high-priority areas.

These measures will require changes in political and public thinking about the
infrastructure that supports our flexible force. That thinking must be flexible as well,
open to new solutions, and focused on the bottom-line support for U.S. forces. The QDR
itself reviewed a large number of options and proposed a number of steps in this area, but
much more fundamental work must be done to radically reengineer our institutions. To
build the forces envisioned in Joint Vision 2010, it should be assumed that additional
programs will need to be developed in the years beyond the Future Years Defense
Program (FYDP). To afford those programs, we will need both the vision and the will to
shrink and make dramatically more efficient our supporting infrastructure.

Insurance Policies

The fourth element of preparing is taking prudent steps today to position ourselves to
respond more effectively to unlikely, but significant, future threats, such as the early
emergence of a regional great power or a "wild card" scenario. Such steps provide a
hedge against the possibility that unanticipated threats will emerge. The Department
should focus these efforts on threats that, although unlikely, would have highly negative
consequences that would be very expensive to counter. Although such insurance is
certainly not free, in an uncertain, resource-constrained environment, it is a relatively
inexpensive way to manage the risk of being unprepared to meet a new threat, developing
the wrong capabilities, or producing a capability too early and having it become obsolete
by the time it is needed. Such an approach can also provide an opportunity to delay or
forego costly investments in future capabilities we may not need.

Among the necessary hedging steps are maintaining a broad research and development
(R&D) effort; use ofAdvanced Concept Technology Demonstrations; contact with
industries specializing in new technologies; and cooperation with allies who may develop
new approaches to countering problems. An additional approach is to develop new
capabilities through carefully tailored R&D and acquisition programs. For example, in
missile defense, the United States has focused on R&D efforts that position us to deploy
a credible national missile defense (NMD) against very limited attacks within three years
of a deployment decision. Applying such an approach more broadly against new threats
will require ensuring that we have the necessary intelligence capabilities for long-term
strategic indications and warning, designing a process for validating such insurance
requirements across the Department, and developing an insurance program profile and
process that can be integrated into overall acquisition processes. Finally, R&D programs
can be designed to adopt and adapt commercial technologies to military needs.

Our activities in all of these areas are only the initial steps in a continuing process.
Preparing now for an uncertain future has no real end point. It must become a central
component of the DoD culture and a continuing focus of our efforts.
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MILITARY CAPABILITIES REQUIRED TO SUPPORT THE STRATEGY

As previously noted, perhaps the greatest challenge for U.S. forces in this planning
period is to maintain the near-term capabilities required to carry out the shape and
respond elements of the strategy while simultaneously undergoing the transformation
required to prepare now for the future. This means maintaining the ability to conduct the
full spectrum of military operations required to protect and promote U.S. interests in the
near term even as our military forces evolve to incorporate the new technologies,
doctrine, operational concepts, training approaches, and organizational structures that
will enable them to meet the challenges of2015 and beyond.

Characteristics ofa Full-Spectrum Force

In order to meet the near-term requirements of shaping and responding to the security
environment, U.S. forces should be sized and shaped not only to meet identified threats,
but to have the capabilities necessary to succeed in a broad range of anticipated missions
and operational environments. That is, the U.S. military must be a capabilities-based
force that gives the national leadership a range ofviable options for promoting and
protecting U.S. interests in peacetime, crisis, and war. The number and variety ofmilitary
challenges the United States will likely face in the next 15 to 20 years require a military
of sufficient size and capability to defeat large enemy conventional forces, deter
aggression and coercion, and conduct the full range of smaller-scale contingencies and
shaping activities, all in the face of asymmetric challenges. U.S. forces, both active and
Reserve, must be multi-mission capable, proficient in their core warfighting
competencies, and able to transition from peacetime activities and operations to enhanced
deterrence in crises, to war. This standard applies not only to the force as a whole, but
also to individual conventional units.

Such full-spectrum forces require a balanced mix of overseas presence and power
projection capabilities. .

Maintaining a substantial overseas presence posture is vital to both the shaping and
responding elements of the strategy. Specifically, overseas presence promotes regional
stability by giving form and substance to our bilateral and multilateral security
commitments and helps prevent the development of power vacuums and instability. It
contributes to deterrence by demonstrating our determination to defend U.S., allied, and
friendly interests in critical regions and better positions the United States to respond
rapidly to crises. Our presence posture enhances the effectiveness of coalition operations
across the spectrum ofconflict by promoting joint and combined training, encouraging
responsibility sharing on the part of friends and allies, and facilitating regional
integration.

Equally essential to the shaping and responding elements of the strategy is being able to
rapidly move and concentrate U.S. military power in distant corners of the globe.
Effective and efficient global power projection is the key to the flexibility demanded of
our forces and ultimately provides our national leaders with more options in responding
to potential crises and conflicts. Being able to project power allows us to shape, deter,
and respond even when we have no permanent presence or a limited infrastructure in a
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region. If necessary, it allows us to fight our way into a denied theater or to create and
protect forward operating bases.

Critical Enablers

Critical to power projection and to our unique ability to both shape the international
security environment and respond to the full spectrum of crises are a host of capabilities
and assets that enable the worldwide application of U.S. military power. These critical
enablers include:

• Quality people, superbly led by commanders, are our most critical asset. Our
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines are the bedrock of the U.S. military. They
will be the deciding factor in all future operations. Recruiting and retaining the best
people the United States has to offer, providing them with challenging careers and a
good quality of life, and continuously training them to be the best warriors in the
world will remain among our top priorities. Our strong commitment to the quality
of life of all of our people remains unchanged.

• We must have a globally vigilant intelligence system to provide early strategic
warning of crises and detect threats in an environment complicated by more actors
and more sophisticated technology. It must cope with increased methods of
deception, rapidly changing technology, and respond to the need for shorter
decision cycles. Our intelligence system must be sufficiently robust to retain a
global perspective even when intelligence assets are concentrated on a particular
crisis. The expert judgment ofhighly qualified human observers and analysts is also
critical. We have undertaken a major effort to expand the flow of intelligence
information to all echelons on the battlefield. The expanding technical ability to
deliver large quantities of information selectively to tactical commanders has
enormous promise and is a key element ofthe RMA.

• Our global communications must allow for the timely exchange of information,
data, decisions, and orders, while negating an adversary's ability to interfere in our
information operations. The ability to gather, process, and disseminate an
uninterrupted flow of reliable and precise information anywhere in the world and
under any conditions is a tremendous strategic and military advantage. These
capabilities, when combined with the ability to protect one's own information
systems and at the same time negate an adversary's, result in information
superiority.

• The United States must retain superiority in space. Global intelligence collection,
navigation support, meteorological forecasting, and communications rely on space
based assets. To maintain our current advantage in space even as more users
develop capabilities and access, we must focus sufficient intelligence efforts on
monitoring foreign use of space-based assets as well as develop the capabilities
required to protect our systems and prevent hostile use of space by an adversary.

• Control of the seas and airspace support both the shaping and responding elements
of our strategy, allowing the United States to project military power across great
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distances and protect our interests around the world. A robust and effective strategic
lift capability is critical and requires more than just aircraft and ships. It also
requires sufficient domestic and en route support infrastructure, military equipment
and stocks prepositioned in strategic locations, total asset visibility, and access to
air and sea lines of communication.

Without these critical enablers, the United States military could not execute the defense
strategy described above.

CONCLUSION

In sum, in order to protect and promote its national interests in the current and projected
security environment, the United States must remain engaged as a global leader and
harness the unmatched capabilities of its armed forces to do three things: shape the
international security environment in favorable ways, respond to the full spectrum of
crises when it is in our interests to do so, and prepare now to meet the challenges of an
uncertain future by transforming U.S. combat capabilities and support structures to be
able to shape and respond effectively well into the 21st century.

Go to Section 4

Back to Table of Contents
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Section IV

ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE POSTURES

In an effort to develop a defense program that best supports the strategy, we considered
several alternative defense postures, each ofwhich reflects a somewhat different "path"
toward meeting the challenges of the projected security environment. In defming these
paths, we looked closely at the assessment of the future security environment to consider
more carefully the pace and sequence of changes it forecasts over the period between
now and 2015. Over the next several years, we will face a series of challenges: a range of
smaller-scale contingency operations; the threat of large-scale, cross-border aggression;
the continued proliferation of advanced technologies; and a variety of transnational
dangers. We also will confront increasingly sophisticated asymmetric challenges
involving the use of chemical, biological, and possibly nuclear weapons; attacks against
the information systems of our forces and national infrastructure; terrorism, as well as
any number of the "wild card" scenarios. As we move into the next decade, we also face
the likely prospect ofdifferent and possibly more challenging regional threats, a still
more demanding range of asymmetric challenges, and the very real potential for threats
to the U.S. homeland. Finally, beyond the 2010-2015 period, there is the possibility that a
regional great power or a global peer competitor may emerge.

FISCAL ENVIRONMENT

For purposes of fiscal planning, the QDR projected stable annual defense budgets of
roughly $250 billion in constant FY 1997 dollars. Absent a marked deterioration in world
events, the nation is unlikely to support significantly more resources for national defense.
Indeed, we may yet face pressures to lower DoD's share of federal expenditures. Under
these circumstances, it would be unrealistic to build a defense program on an assumption
that current resource challenges could be solved by increases in the DoD budget.

Operating within the constraints of a budget of roughly $250 billion per year, the
Department has been able to sustain the force structure called for in the Bottom-Up
Review while maintaining high readiness and supporting quality of life programs for our
most important resource, our highly dedicated and competent people. Funding for
modernization has been insufficient, however, with procurement budgets stalled near the
$40 billion level. That "procurement holiday" was acceptable in the early years following
the end of the Cold War because the drawdown of our forces allowed us to retire older
equipment, leaving large stocks of modem equipment purchased during the 1980s.
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The Department had forecast a rebound in planned procurement funding in the last few
budgets to fmance modernization programs that will be needed to sustain the forces and
preserve U.S. technological superiority in the future. However, that planned rebound has
been repeatedly postponed in recent budgets as increases previously projected for the
procurement accounts have been eroded by unexpected demands for additional funding
in operating activities. Those unexpected demands have been caused by unprogrammed
expenses in a variety of areas, including failure to budget adequately for future depot and
real property maintenance activities, partially unrealized savings from various cost
reduction initiatives, and contingency operations. In the aggregate, these expenses have
tended to offset expected reductions in operations and support accounts, which previous
plans had assumed would be the source of growth in procurement funding. In an
environment where the budget is not growing and the highest priority has been accorded
to maintaining the forces and their readiness, the primary mechanism for adjusting to
these unplanned expenses has been a yearly postponement in some planned
modernization goals.

The QDR included an assessment of these recent trends and the prospects for
procurement growth implied in the FY 1998 President's budget and associated six-year
Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) submitted to Congress earlier this year. That plan
projects ambitious growth in procurement funding from the $42.6 billion in the FY 1998
budget, starting with a sharp rise in FY 1999 and reaching $60 billion by FY 2001. Based
on an assessment of recent patterns and the assumptions embedded in the current six-year
plan, the QDR concluded that there was a potential for annual migration to unplanned
expenses of as much as $10-$12 billion per year in the later years of the plan. Migration
in that range would undermine much of the planned increase in procurement. Instead of
growing to $60 billion, procurement funding could be expected to stall in the range of
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$45-$50 billion. Some growth from the FY 1998 level could be expected from ongoing
efforts to reduce the costs of defense infrastructure and from the natural transition of
several major programs from development to production. Absent any further changes to
the defense program, however, growth above $50 billion would be highly unlikely. It was
in this fiscal context that alternative paths to support the strategy were considered.

ALTERNATIVE PATHS

Based on these views of the international security and fiscal environments, the QDR
developed and evaluated several postures along a spectrum of the feasible approaches to
meeting the strategy. All of these postures support our overall strategy. One alternative
places greatest emphasis on shaping and responding in the near and midterm, while
accepting greater risk in preparing now for an uncertain future. A second path
emphasizes preparing now for the future, while accepting greater risk in shaping and
responding in the near and midterm. And a third alternative path would attempt to
balance risk over time by sustaining sufficiently large and capable forces to shape and
respond in the near and midterm, while transforming the force to meet future challenges.

Path 1: Focus on Near-Term Demands

The dominant challenge on which this path is focused is meeting current dangers from
regional aggressors, proliferation, and transnational threats. This path sees today's threats
as sufficiently demanding to require our unwavering attention and tomorrow's threats as
something for which we will have ample time to respond. The object of this path is
securing international stability in the near term through global presence and deterrence of
regional aggression, while largely deferring preparations for the possibility ofmore
demanding security challenges in the future. It requires U.S. forces to maintain a robust
overseas presence posture, remain capable of responding to a demanding set of smaller
scale contingency operations, and be ready to deter and, if necessary, defeat regional
aggression in two distant theaters nearly simultaneously.

This path would meet the requirements of the strategy by sustaining current overseas
deployments and stationing. It maintains a force large and ready enough to prevail in
major theater wars using current operational plans and would meet the demand for forces
to perform smaller-scale operations without overtaxing our military personnel. However,
this path risks compromising the capability of U.S. forces to dominate in future conflicts
by largely deferring our modernization plans.

The broad direction of this path would preserve current plans for 1.4 million active
military personnel, 900,000 Reserve component personnel, and 700,000 civilians by FY
2003. It also would sustain the existing force structure, including 20 Air Force fighter
wings (13 active and seven Reserve), 10 active Army divisions, 42 Reserve component
brigades, 12 aircraft carriers, 131 surface combatants, and three Marine Expeditionary
Forces.

Investment would increase beyond current levels only to the extent that new initiatives to
streamline the infrastructure bear dividends. Compared with current program and
acquisition plans, the overall level of investment (total of funding for procurement,
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research and development) would be likely to rise only a small amoun~ to roughly $85
billion per year, with about $50 billion expected to go toward new procurement. Absent
any adjustment to the defense program, this path would continue the Department's
current approach.

Path 2: Preparing/or a More Distant Threat

The dominant challenge on which this path is focused is the possible emergence, after
2010-2015, ofa regional great power or global peer competitor, as well as more stressing
combinations of asymmetric threats. The object of this path is to ensure the long-term
dominance of U.S. forces by preparing now for the emergence ofmore challenging
threats in the future while accepting reductions in our capabilities to meet near-term
demands.

This path would meet the requirements of the strategy by achieving battlefield
dominance with smaller, more agile forces and dissuading future challengers from
undertaking a military competition with the United States by revolutionary enhancement
of U.S. military technology. However, this path accepts near-term risks by meeting
potential regional conflicts with smaller forces. It also risks U.S. global leadership by
reducing the presence of forces abroad.

The broad direction of this path would involve trading forces for investment. It would
require reducing active duty military personnel by about 100,000 to 120,000, Reserve
component personnel by 110,000 to 115,000, and civilian personnel by about 90,000 to
100,000. This would generally result in about a 20 percent reduction in overall structure,
leaving 16 Air Force fighter wings, eight active Army divisions, 33 Reserve component
brigades, 10 aircraft carriers, 108 surface combatant ships, and three Marine
Expeditionary Force command elements with substantially reduced combat capability.

Achieving the technological dominance on which this path is focused would require a
substantial increase in investment of up to $100 billion per year, with at least $65 billion
dedicated to procurement.

Path 3: Balance Current Demands and an Uncertain Future

This path focuses on meeting both near- and longer-term challenges, reflecting the view
that our position in the world does not afford us the opportunity to choose between the
two. In the near term, this future involves continued smaller-scale operations and
regional threats in the Arabian Gulf region and on the Korean peninsula. Over the longer
term, it involves contending with the gradual emergence of potentially more capable
regional aggressors and advanced asymmetric threats. The object ofPath 3 is to sustain
U.S. global leadership through this uncertain period by balancing capabilities to address
near-term challenges with focused investments to counter longer-term threats.

This path would meet the requirements of the strategy by leveraging operational
innovations and improvements in capability to strengthen the resilience of the force
against changes in the threat. It also would more carefully manage somewhat smaller
forces to sustain our overseas engagement. This approach would discourage prospective
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challengers from initiating a military competition with the United States through the
combination of a robust presence of U.S. forces, the ability to respond to a full range of
crises, and a steadily improving technical prowess.

The broad direction of this path would focus on balancing near-term and longer-term
risk. It would require reducing active military personnel by 60,000, Reserve component
personnel by 55,000, and civilian personnel by 80,000. It would result in modest changes
to the current force structure, leaving 20 Air Force fighter wings (12 active, eight
Reserve), 10 active Army divisions, a smaller Army reserve component, 12 aircraft
carriers, 116 surface combatant ships, 50 attack submarines, and three Marine
Expeditionary Forces. (The details of these reductions are described more fully in Section
V.)

These force reductions would both reduce the requirement for new systems and make
possible measured increases in investment to a level of $90 billion to $95 billion per
year, with about $60 billion applied to procurement.

FORCE ASSESSMENT

In order to assess the three alternative defense postures against the strategy, we tested
these postures and a number of other force structures against a full spectrum of
operational challenges under diverse conditions, including providing overseas presence,
smaller-scale contingency operations, major theater wars, and conflict with a future
regional great power.

Overseas Presence Analysis. To ensure we continue to provide the right levels and
types of overseas presence to meet the objectives laid out in our strategy, we undertook a
detailed examination of our overseas presence objectives and posture in all regions,
including the mix of permanently stationed forces, rotational forces, temporary forces,
and prepositioned equipment and stocks. This study, conducted by the Office of the
Secretary ofDefense and the Joint Staff, built on the pre-QDR work done by the Joint
Staff and involved all relevant participants, including the Services and the regional
Commanders in Chief. This study examined both U.S. objectives and our current
overseas presence posture and activities in each region in order to identify and explain
any possible mismatches between the two. This analysis formed the basis for the
development of options that informed our decisions on the appropriate levels of presence
in key regions throughout the world.

The demands associated with maintaining overseas presence playa significant role in
determining the size ofour naval forces. To illuminate the implications ofoverseas
presence demands, additional analysis was done examining the impact of possible naval
force structure options, including aircraft carriers and amphibious ready groups (ARGs).
Using the Navy's Force Presence Model, a range of aircraft carrier and ARG force
structures were analyzed and compared to the forward presence currently provided in the
United States European Command, United States Central Command, and United States
Pacific Command areas of responsibility. Naval surface combatants force structure was
analyzed in a similar fashion. The analysis concluded that a force of 11 active aircraft
carriers plus one operational Reserve/training carrier was necessary to satisfy current
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policy for forward deployed carriers and accommodate real world scheduling constraints.
A total of 12 ARGs are needed to satisfy current warfighting requirements, a force that
also meets overseas presence requirements. A total surface combatant force of 110 to 116
ships can satisfy both current warfighting and presence requirements.

As with the Navy and Marine Corps, the QDR assessed the forces the Air Force and
Army need for overseas presence as well as warfighting. For example, while the QDR
reaffirmed the need for 20 Air Force tactical fighter wing equivalents and 10 active Army
divisions to execute two nearly simultaneous major theater wars with moderate risk, it
also considered the effects of notional force reductions on overseas deployments and
personnel tempo. In particular, reductions in Air Force and Army active forces could
increase operating tempo in each service - already high for some force elements - if
current forward deployments were unchanged. Alternatively, force reductions could lead
to reductions in overseas presence and forward deployments in order to avoid additional
increases in operating tempo.

Smaller-Scale Contingency Operations Analysis. In keeping with the requirement that
U.S. forces be able to conduct multiple concurrent smaller-scale contingency operations,
several elements ofDoD-sponsored studies, games, and workshops during the QDR were
designed to gain insights into the challenges these operations would pose for U.S. forces.
Primary studies ranged from a series of smaller-scale contingency workshops focused on
identifying and prioritizing the challenges associated with individual types of smaller
scale contingency operations to the Dynamic Commitment wargame series which
assessed the implications of projected commitments of U.S. forces to simultaneous and
sequential smaller-scale contingencies over the next 10 years. Together, these studies
clarified the force requirements for the full range of smaller-scale contingency operations
and gave us insights into the combined effects of these operations on our forces.

The Department has long known that many segments of the force have been, and
probably will be, used at a very high operating tempo (OPTEMPO) in peacetime.
However, the analysis showed that this phenomenon was not limited to traditional "low
density/high demand" (LDIHD) units that have been identified over the past few years.
Many "regular" forces were also in very high demand, including headquarters elements
which were generally tasked more heavily than their subordinate forces. While it was no
surprise that large, long operations significantly affected OPTEMPO, the studies found
that small, long-term operations also had a significant impact. Some studies also
identified operational shortfalls, and these areas will be examined in greater detail by
OSD, the Joint Staff, and the Services. Additional analysis focused on identifying issues
critical to ensuring that U.S. forces can transition from smaller-scale deployments and
operations to major theater wars. This work not only highlighted the stresses on LDIHD
units, but also found that lift was often poorly positioned to respond to a major theater
war when the force was globally deployed. This analysis also demonstrated that although
coalition support can be a useful force supplement, it often comes with hidden and
sometimes substantial costs. These costs may be incurred in the form of increased U.S.
medical support; command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR); lift; and logistics support. This extensive
analysis of smaller-scale contingencies provided us with insights which helped shape the
QDR force and also made clear that there is much work still to be done in assessing the
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impact and managing the demand of smaller-scale contingencies on our forces.

Major Theater War Analysis. Since the Bottom-Up Review, much of the warfighting
analysis conducted within the Department has focused on the threat posed by regional
aggressors on the scale of Iraq and North Korea. The analysis conducted during the QDR
built on and expanded that detailed work. Specifically, the analysis examined the
sufficiency ofU.S. forces to fight and win, in concert with regional allies, two
overlapping major theater wars on the Korean peninsula and in Southwest Asia in 2006
while varying four key conditions across the analysis: enemy use of chemical and
biological weapons, warning time, U.S. force size, and the degree to which U.S. forces
were engaged in peacetime operations at the outbreak of the first major theater war.

The results of this analysis demonstrated that a force of the size and structure close to the
current force was necessary to meet the requirement set out in the strategy of being able
to win two, nearly simultaneous, major theater wars in concert with regional allies. While
slightly smaller forces were capable of prevailing without a significant increase in risk in
the base case ofthe analysis, a larger force was judged necessary to conduct these
operations with acceptable risk when either enemy chemical weapons were used or
shorter warning times were played. Even with the current force, enemy use of chemical
and biological weapons presents U.S. and coalition forces with considerable challenges.
The results of the analysis also underlined the importance of several planned
modernization programs, as well as increased investment in capabilities to prevent and
defend against the use of chemical and biological weapons.

Regional Great Power Analysis. Although it is by no means certain that a regional great
power or global peer will emerge before the 2010-2015 time frame, the Department
believed it was important to analyze the potential requirements that would be posed by an
aggressor with capabilities significantly greater than those anticipated for Iraq, Iran, or
North Korea, so that future demands could inform near-term decisions, particularly in the
area of modernization.

This analysis employed combat simulation models to examine the capabilities of U.S.
forces in a major theater war against a postulated regional great power in 2014. The
generic scenarios used a threat force that was roughly based on the projected capabilities
of major nations not currently allied with the United States operating in a generic
political environment and physical terrain. This analysis differed from our major theater
war assessments in that it involved a significantly larger and more capable threat, relied
on more capable allies, and employed a larger proportion of U.S. forces than the single
major theater war scenarios involving North Korea or Iraq. The scenarios assumed that
U.S. forces would be deployed to defend, in concert with allies, the territory of a
fictitious threatened nation. The purpose of this analysis was to explore a range of
outcomes by varying key conditions, projected modernization, warning times, aggressor
and allied capabilities, and weapon systems effectiveness. The analysis enabled us to test
our projected capabilities against a range ofmore challenging threats. In addition, the
modernization excursions demonstrated that planned modernization programs have high
payoffs in these more demanding scenarios.

Individual Service Assessments. In addition to the joint force structure assessments,
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individual assessments were conducted for the Services and the United States Special
Operations Command that provided insights into issues not specifically or as thoroughly
addressed in the other assessment areas. Each of these assessments highlighted the
increases to an already high pace of operations that would occur if the existing forces,
particularly its active elements, were to be reduced.

Air Force: Areas assessed included Reserve component contributions, tactical fighter
posture, overall OPTEMPO, bombers, the air defense force, tankers, strategic airlift, and
tactical airlift.

Army: Areas analyzed included active component personnel tempo (pERSTEMPO)~

substitution of Reserve component brigades for active component brigades; wartime
missions and the strategic Reserve requirement for Army National Guard divisions; and
potential host nation offsets for combat support/combat service support requirements.

Navy: Additional analysis focused on the operational contributions of aircraft carriers,
surface combatants, submarines, amphibious ready groups (ARGs), P-3 (maritime patrol
aircraft) squadrons, and overall personnel tempo.

Marine Corps: Assessments focused on warfighting impacts of force structure
alternatives, OPTEMPO, and Reserve capabilities.

Special Operations Forces (SOF): Additional assessments reviewed current SOF
structure and assessed the effects of structure alternatives on the ability of the SOF to
carry out the missions called for in the defense strategy.

Our overall analysis determined that none of the individual requirements - overseas
presence, smaller-scale contingency operations, major theater wars - is sufficient on its
own for determining overall force size or composition. Size and mix must be evaluated
by the Services, as well as jointly, in the context of meeting the requirements for all
missions set forth in the strategy. The overall insight gained through these assessments
suggests that a somewhat smaller force, with a more robust modernization program, is
most capable ofmeeting the requirements of the strategy over time.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE PATHS

Our assessment of the alternative paths began with the strategy. We considered how the
defense posture associated with each of the paths would allow us to carry out each
element of the strategy. We focused on assessing the capability of our forces to shape and
respond in the face of both current and future predicted and possible challenges. A force
optimized to meet just one challenge or the other would not suffice, since we need to
provide for the nation's security throughout the period 1997-2015 and beyond. Thus, we
looked to identify balanced capabilities that will enable us to achieve our objectives both
now and into the future.

To assess the defense postures associated with each path, we identified a number of
specific criteria. These ranged from the ability to sustain permanently stationed forces
abroad within acceptable personnel tempo levels, to the ability to achieve our campaign
objectives in a major theater war, to the ability to maintain needed levels of investment in
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research and development as well as the procurement ofnew systems. A summary of the
results of these assessments follows.

Shape. The defense strategy requires forces that are capable of providing substantial
levels of peacetime engagement, drawing on the full range of shaping instruments
including: forces permanently stationed abroad, forces rotationally deployed abroad,
forces deployed temporarily for exercises, combined training, military-to-military
interactions, and programs such as defense cooperation, security assistance, International
Military Education and Training, and international arms cooperation. Our forces must be
able to sustain such engagement within acceptable personnel tempo levels.

The defense posture described in Path 1 provides the most flexible set of near-term
shaping options. This posture would enable us to sustain current overseas commitments,
including roughly 100,000 military personnel both in Europe and in Asia, as well as
rotational commitments of naval, air, and ground forces. It would provide sufficient
flexibility to conduct a wide range ofexercises and training missions with allies and
friends. This posture could also absorb temporary increases in overseas deployments to
enhance our shaping activities. Overall, this posture would meet the shaping
requirements of the strategy.

The defense posture described in Path 2 would provide a much less flexible set of near
term shaping options and clearly would require the development of new, less manpower
intensive approaches to meeting our overseas presence commitments. It would require us
to reduce permanently-stationed forces, affecting our commitment to keep roughly
100,000 military personnel both in Europe and in Asia. Rotational commitments of naval,
air, and ground forces would decline markedly. This posture would also restrict our
flexibility to exercise and train with allies and friends, or to temporarily increase overseas
deployments. For many units, personnel and deployment tempo would increase
significantly, potentially raising longer-term concerns about personnel retention.

The defense posture envisioned in Path 3 would provide a reasonably flexible set ofnear
term shaping options. This posture would allow us to sustain roughly 100,000 military
personnel both in Europe and in Asia as well as current rotational deployments of naval,
air, and ground forces. The needed program of exercises, training, and interaction with
allies and friends could be sustained, albeit with increased stress on certain elements of
the force.

Respond. The defense strategy requires that our forces be capable of responding across
the full spectrum of crises - including deterring aggression and coercion in crises,
conducting smaller-scale contingency operations, and fighting and winning major theater
wars. They must be able to do so in the face of asymmetric challenges, including the
threat or use ofNBC weapons, information operations, or terrorism. This means our
forces must be multi-mission capable, proficient in their core warfighting competencies,
and able to transition from peacetime activities and operations to deterrence to war. Once
engaged in responding to large-scale regional aggression, our forces must be able to
defeat the enemy's initial attack in two theaters in close succession and then go on to
achieve our overall campaign objectives.
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The defense posture described in Path 1 provides the most robust near-term capabilities
to respond to the full range of crises and contingencies. Our assessments indicate that this
posture would allow us to deter aggressors in a crisis, conduct a full range of smaller
scale contingency operations, transition from smaller-scale contingency operations to
large-scale conflict, and deter and, if necessary, defeat large-scale, cross-border
aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames. Over time, however, this
capability could erode as the modernization program lagged.

The defense posture described in Path 2 provides fewer capabilities in the near term and
accepts greater risk in responding to the full range of crises that might occur early in the
period covered by the Review. This path would require· us to be more selective in
conducting smaller-scale contingency operations, particularly those operations that have
the potential to last a long time. It places greater reliance on early and extensive use of
Reserve component forces, anticipates significantly larger contributions from allies and
friends, and relies on "swinging" both combat and support forces from one theater to
another to defeat large-scale aggression in two regions. Although this path exploits new
capabilities and operational concepts to achieve battlefield dominance with smaller
overall forces over time, those capabilities would not be available in the near term.

The defense posture envisioned in Path 3 provides adequate near-term capabilities to
respond to the full range of crises and contingencies - albeit at somewhat greater risk than
in Path 1. With this posture, we would need to continue to be selective in conducting
smaller-scale contingency operations, especially those that have the potential to last a
long time, but we would remain capable of defeating large-scale aggression in more than
one region. Moreover, like Path 2, but over a slightly longer period of time, this posture
exploits new capabilities and operational concepts to achieve battlefield dominance with
smaller overall forces, improving our capabilities to respond.

Prepare. Finally, the defense strategy requires us to prepare now to meet the security
challenges of an uncertain future. This means we must pursue a focused modernization
effort, continue to exploit the Revolution in Military Affairs, and take prudent actions to
ensure against the emergence of unlikely but significant future threats.

While Path 1 clearly provides adequate forces and capabilities to meet near-term
challenges, it invests insufficient resources in modernizing and transforming the force.
The investment approach associated with this posture would allow major categories of
equipment to continue to age, introduce new technologies on a slower and more limited
basis, and provide little, if any, opportunity to pursue new modernization initiatives.

Path 2 places the greatest emphasis on preparing now for an uncertain future. It stresses
the need to reduce forces and manpower today in order to create large-scale investment
opportunities to modernize and transform the force for tomorrow. This path emphasizes
the introduction of new systems and technologies - consistent with exploiting the
Revolution in Military Affairs and achieving the goals set out in Joint Vision 2010,
freeing additional funding for new program starts. This path would aggressively
transform the force to meet new, potentially more demanding challenges at the cost of
accepting greater risk in contending with current threats and challenges.
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Path 3 focuses on preparing for an uncertain future, but not at the expense ofmeeting
current challenges. Investment funding in Path 3 underwrites a measured modernization
effort aimed at embracing the Revolution in Military Affairs and achieving the goals laid
out in Joint Vision 2010, but not as quickly as Path 2. It introduces new systems and
technologies at a reasonably aggressive rate, with modest room for new program starts.
The goal for this path is to begin transforming the force to meet future challenges, while
also shaping and responding to meet near-term challenges.

CONCLUSION

Based on these insights and assessments, the QDR concluded that the overall defense
posture associated with Path 3 would best allow the Department to address the
fundamental challenge presented by our strategy: to meet our requirements to shape and
respond in the near term, while at the same time transforming U.S. combat capabilities
and support structures to shape and respond in the face of future challenges. The posture
described in Path 3 is not without risks, both near- and longer-term, but we believe we
can mitigate these risks by more effectively managing the force and enhancing its
capabilities.

The Department proceeded to determine the specific implications of Path 3 for force
structure, operating posture, and modernization planning. They are described in detail in
the following sections.

Go to Section 5
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