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Roles, Missions, and Functions 
of the Armed Forces of the United States 

February 1993 

Executive Summary 

SOME DEFINmONS 

• The tetmS "roles, missions, and 

functions" are often used interchangeably, 

but the distinctions between them are 

important, particulady in the conteXt of this 

repon. ROLES are the broad and enduring 

purposes for whicb the Services were 

establi•hed by Congzess in law. MISSIONS 
are the tasks assigned by the Pn:sident or 

Sec:n:taty of Defense to the combatant 

Qnnmmden in.- Chief (CINCs), 

FUNcnONS are sprcific responsibilitic 
assigned by the President and Secmraxy of 

Defense to en•ble the Services to ful1ill their 

legally established roles. Simply stated. the 

primary fimqjgn of 1he Services ia to provide 

forces organi:zrd, traiDed and equipped to 

pedorm a mk - to be employed by a CINC 

in the acco•••p1islmrm of a nmsion. 

iv 

A SHORT HISTORY 

For the first centnry·and·a·half of our 

rwion's history, roles and missions were not 

subject to much deba!e. The Amty's role 

was fighting on land. The Navy's and 

Marines' role was fighting on, and. from, the 

sea. This simple division of labor started to 

get c:nmplic:atc::A after World Wu I, when the 

Services began to adapt the inaeasing 

combat poreutial of the aiiplane to its 

respective warfigbting role. 

Roles and mjssims grew even more 

CClllfused duDDg World Wu II.~wben the 

globe was divided into thearers, eacb 

erw••••r•••ing 1aDd aDd. sea areas •. A CINC 

was appoimed for each theater and given a 

mjssjm, so that admirals. began to c:ommand 

soldiers and generals began to c:ommand 

sailors. After the wu, in order to implement 

lessons learned, Congress passed the 

National Security Act of 1947. This Act 

made the Joint Oliefs of Staff a pennanent, 

founal body; created the United States Air 

Force as a separate Service; and. after 

amendment in 1949, led to establishment of 

the Depanment of Defense. This Act also 

attempted to clarify and codify Service roles 



and rons to provide a tramcwoik for 

pro~ and budget decisions. After the Act 

becarile law, Service leaders met at Key 

West[ florida and produced a broad outline 
I 

for ~ice functions. That outliDe guides 
the division of labor to this day. 

In 1986, Congress passed the 

Goldwarer-Nichols I>epaJ'ImeDt of Defense 
R I .. eorganlZatlon Act. It requires the 
,.,.__,L __ 
._..,..., ...... of the Joint Oliefs of Staff "to 

'odil ._, pen ..._y ~ecmnmend such changes in the 
.I ass1gnment of functions (or roles and 

. I. m!Sfons) as the O,ajnnan. considers 

necessary to achieve maxjmmn effec:tiveneSS 
I 

of ~e .Armed Forces." This is the second 
repon m accordance with the Act. 

This IepOtt is a tomplCbcllsive 

Sl~ of a ptocess of imemal review and ... 

self-appraisal that goes on in the Aimed ' 
I Fmrs every day. It tep~aems the 

mJminarion of mombs of effon by the 

a,\mman and. the Joint Staff. The 
I rl • .teC'"" nmm mons of tbis teport a1C the 

(lllajrman's alone though the Service Oliefs, 
I the combatant CINCs, and 1beir staffs were 

... ,.1.._, 0 T .. y mvolved in the review ptocess. 

A RAPIDLY CHANGING WORLD 

Three yeatS ago, when the first repon i 1 

on roles and missions was prepa~Cd. the ·. 

Berlin Wall still stood. American stra~egic ·. 

forces were on constant alert, and more man, ~· 
300,000 US troops were in Europe. ready to I 
repel any attaCk by the w atSaW Pact. Today: I 
the Cold War is over. The Warsaw Pact is1 I 

dissolved.. The Soviet Union has ceased to' i 
exist. Our strategic bomber force is no I 
longer on alert. Nuclear and ~ 
anns control agreements have beert 
conclucled. eliminating entire classes of 

nuclear · weapons and thousands of tanks, 

am10red vehicles and a.ttilleiy pieces. Over ~ 

huDdled thousand troops have come ~ 
from Europe. ; I 

v 

But the disappearaiiCe of the ·Soviet I 'I I 

thleat has not elimin;¢1'11 the need for trained 
IIIXi ready .AnDed Forces. In the mree ye~ 
since the last report. American troopS uJ! 
been commjtted in over two dozen ~~ 
ranging from azmed mnf!ict in Pmma milt 
the Pe:mian Gulf to peacekeeping Jt 
bmnmitatian assistance mjujom in sevJt 
parta of the world, and to disaster Ie1ik I 
operations at home and abroad. In shoA,

1 

our .AnDed Forces have been busier thlln 
ever in this rapi&y changing world •1 

Four key factors -- the .end of the COld! 

War, budgetary consuairus. the Goldw.Jir_l 'I I 
Nichols Act, and the press of new regio.tial 

. _---.~ , I I 
cnses · - CUllY ... &.... to provide the 

. the . and II 
oppottunltY, necesstty, the awhot!tY 



to addzess the ways in which all four 

Setvices are strucmred. traiDcd, and 

employed in combat. As a result, more 

changes have occ:uned in the US miliwy in 

the past three years than in any sDni1ar period 

since the National Security Act of 1947. 

THE ME1HOD OF CHANGE 

F"JrSt, the National Military Strategy of 

the Uniled Stllles was developed. taking into 

accoum the new sttaregic Janftscape. 

N~ the Base Force was emhlished 

to provide the JlleiiiiS for implerrew iug the 

new miliwy suaregy. Smaller than the Cold 

War force but flevbJe, well-trained and 

higbly capable, the Base Force is a dynamic 

force which can be tailored in IaJIOIISC t- ... 
" 

fmtber c:1umges in me stra~egic enviromnent. 

Filially, a cletai1ed JeYiew of the roles, 

missions, and func:riom of the Amled Forces 

was IIDdertaken to ensum the new suaregy 
md force strac:tme were aligned as 

effectiwly as possible. In developing the 
~ . '--' . ... ... reo••n•momms cmnu=v m UUA report, 

the objective was to maintain - and wbere 

pos-Whle enhance - the combat ~e•dhrss of 
the Amled Forces even as we reduced their 

size an4 the cost of maintaining them. 

WHAT WE'VE ALREADY DONE 

In the three yem since the first of 

these reports was submitted under 

Goldwater-Nichols, many steps have been 

taken - some with 1iule public notice - to 

respond to the rapidly changing wodd and to 

improve both effectiveness and efficiency. 

Even as walls fell and etupires toppled. we 

were making the adjustments our nation's 

security required. 

The Crecriion ot 
US Strategic Command 

1bc organizarioo of our rmclear forces 

has been changed fiuy!arnemally. For the 

first time, all of America's sttaregic bombers, 

nrissi1es, and submarines are·· under one 

rommmder, either an Air Force general or a 

Navy admiral. This ammgemcnt, bard to 

imagine only a few yean ago, teptesems 

perhaps the most dmnaric change in the 
asaigilii+eiJl of roles and mi,sjms among the 

Services since 1947. 

The Elimination of 
Nuclear Functions 

As a result of Presidential . nuclear 

iniliadves, develO!lCd under the direction of 

the Joint Cliefs of Staff and the Secretary of 

Defense, the Aimy and Marine Cotps - both 

of which have bad a rmclear function since 

the mid-19SOs - no longer have rmclear 

weapons. Now they rely on the Navy and 
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I 

the lAir For= for Illlclcar suppon. 

' 'I I 

apptoxim•rcly two weeks. and two heaVY , i: 

divisions in about a month. • I 

I Mo~over, all taCtical Illlclcar weapons have 

beenlmnoved fiom ships. submarineS· and 
!and-based naval aiicraft; Finally, for the 

first ! time since the 19S0s, all US su=gic 

~ and all 4SO Millll=nm n missiles 1 been taken off alert. 

_ No More Chemical Weapons 
. . . . 

With the signing of the Qwnical 

W~ Convention in Paris on 

J~ 13, 1993, the United Swcs 

rerun~ the use of dJ=mic:al. weapons. 
The Servu:es no longer need to maintain a 

....L,.,;t;,., -t--' tO tetalia1e with lethal ctrmical 
I r· 
1 'Ibis will ~:eduCe training. m•jntcnance. 

aDd procurenumt costs and petmit ctrmic:al. 
I _t....;t-~ st...._- to be desUOYed in the 

safest. most efficic:nt manner. 

Better Sbateglc Uft 

Our new regional foc:DS, combilled with 

pjor reductions in overseas troop levels. 
I • puts encmnons emph•SJ• on saazegic 

!mobilhY· -The founation of Trmsponarion 
I I command had a]Jeady set our men•grmrnt 

I 
house in onier. ~ mn•ined was to matcl1 
our lift capabilities with the new su=gy and 

Base Fatee· The Mobility ~ 
Study does just that. The study's 

ltWill"'endc:d mobility ~ will 
euable deployment of an Amr'! ligbl division 

and . a heaVY brigade to arr.y aisis aiea in 
I 

Expanded Mission: 
counter·DN9 Operations 

In 1989, the Deparanent of DefenSe 
1 

began to expand significmtly its particiPation 
in America's fight to stem the flow of illegal 

drugs .. This expanded mission xequilcs the. 

,'JStained use of active dutY and ReserVJ · i 

for=s -vho are pxot;erlY tiaiDed and . 
equipped f01 a non-uadirlonal role. They J 
involved with imcr.!:ZCI1CY orgenizalionS aJ.. 
host 

0 li 0 -!1~ .I -nanon po ce ::coo ~r - forCeS m 

planning and curying om :r-~se c:ounrcr.mJig 

_,.;nns '""'· 
0 

1 ! ur---· ...... camp11g11 ~/0 ves ~ 
of our CINCs who are woDdn& togethb-, 

closely so they can shaie joint ~-
, __ ,..~ and 0 • • I _...... coamme to IWptO•e our 

capability to petfUim this uupte c:r'el!lbi I 
m..;m 

A New Look In Combat ~llsfl~:s! 
A cblmge of saazegic focuS from .. t.:~~i Ill 

to regional conflict allowed us to xnakc m;,jot lit 
c:haDpS in the W&'J we calmla!e IIIIi l!fOYidll:~l 
for our logistil:s support needs. For R1Pbll1 
war, we needed enough stocks so that · 

- I 

CINC could fight his theSJ:er's forCeS 

and for some considelable time witturilt 
- • 0 ~:esupply froii1 the contiPc:ntal United 

(CONUS). W'tth our new suarcgy. we~:~ 
only enough "staner" stocks to 
tbearcr forCeS are ItSUPPlied from rn:i.Jtirfil' 

vii 
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or from other pwposirioned "swing" stocks 

that can be moved quickly from one region 

to another. To do this, some stocks are 

being repositioned from land to "afloat." 

The Army, for example, has estimated that it 

can achieve a 50% reduction in war reserve 

requiremems. under this new concept. 

Combat logistics have emered a new era 

with our new strategy. 

BeHer Intelligence Support 
to the Warftghter 

The imelligeDce support available to 

US forces in the Gulf War was probably the 

best in history. This was pardy becmse of 

inDovations that preceded the war and panly 

becwse of innovations made during the war. 
Notwitbsliuding this succesa, addiDonal · , 

needs were identified Combining the 

success and the needs, we have greatly 

improved wbat was already a _ good 

mmg~DZ system. For example, we set up 

a standing boad cc a "l';jsed of senior 

inlelligeuc:e · offic:jals from all !me'Ugma= 

mgauctmons to de••unjne popam 

priorities and coordinate sappcut for mililary 

operations. We established a Joint 

Jme!Ugeace Cemer - just as General 

Schwaakopf had - for all our CINCs. We 
esrahUsbed the National Military Joint 

Jme!Ugeace Center in the Pentagon. This 

Ce:mer serves as a focal point for support to 

the conunmds and to joint task forces by 

adiDg as a nationpl clearing house for 

intelligepce requests and by coordinating 

viii 

support from the CIA, DIA, and NSA. We 

established a Central Imagery Office to 

coordinate the timely provision of imagery 

products - maps, target photos, imel photos 

· - to the warfigltters. We also estabUshed an 

Office of Military Affaia within the. CIA to 

comc:t a deficiency in national. inte!Ugena: 

availability identified by our COIJIIDatlders 

dariDg the Gulf War. Fmally, we eJjmjnated 

a shortfall in Human [nteJUgeace (HUMINT) 

- the infmmation gathered by people - by 
giving taslcjng anthority for all HUMINT to 

DIA. 

Doctrine and Training 

We have made great strides in 

developing. and. traming under, joint 

doc:aine. Foremost amoug our.. new 

publications is Joint Warfare of the US 

Armed Forces: Joint Warfare is Team 

Warfare. It serves as the focal point for 

further refinement. OCEAN ~7URE 92 

and TANDEM lHR.UST 92 - conducted 

off the Caroliaa coast and in Califomia and 

the mid-Pacitic respectively - saw thousands 
of soldiers, sailors, ainnm and Marines 

traiaing together on joint wanime tasks. 

Ceady indicative of our new joint doc:lrine 

and traiaing emphasis was the use of the 

Joint Force Air Component Commander 

(JFACC) concept in the Gulf War. The 

JFACC oversaw and synchronized all air 

c.omponem opetarions for General 

Schwarzkopf. This was a historic first. The 

overwhelming suca:ss of the concept was 



dramatically appuent in the results obtained. 

Dramatic 
!Infrastructure Changes 

The drawdown to the Base Force 
. I du . . 
~ a c:mmnensmate re ctton m our 
infrasimcmre. Morethan 170 activities have 
been I idemffied by the· Services for 

djrrrinaricm. ccmsoJidarion, or realig•" • rent 

For Jample, the coumlissary functions of all 

Servi/:es have been combined into a single 
I . 

Defense Commissary Agency. We have 

assi~ executive agents to oversee 

ccnnJwn functions such as clean-up of 
I • 

fanner DOD-owned hazaidous waste sues. 
I 

~on of common-user ocean tprmjnals, 
I ......d' 1 --~-' ~•:...-and ~n for'cL ~._ ..-r 

~ service, and domestic disaster relief. 

We have reduced and reorganized Service 
I 

staffs. 

WHAT WE'RE DOING NOW 

The foundation for the amcnt 

asmgmnent of Service roles and functions -
the Key West Agreement - was the product 

of a meeting convened by the first SecretarY 
of Defense, James Forrestal, to worlt out 

disagreementS among the Services sparked 
by the National Security Act of 1947. Many 

argue that the agreement reached at Key 

West is flawed, that it failed to resolve 

redundancy and duplication among the 

Services. In fact, what was recognized in 

1947, and has been supponed by Congress 

ever since, is that there are advantages in ) 

having compJ.ememary capabilities among 1 

the Services. At. the nationiu. commmd level, . 

such flexibility provides additional options to • 

senior decision-makers in a crisis. At the I 
theater level. CINCs can more effectively f' 

tailor a miliwy response to any comingency, ! 

f 
. I 

reganfless o locatum 
I 

Despife the enduring wisdom of the • 

Key West Agreement. we recognind the · 

need to review the undedying division of 

responsihfliries. In addition to the mm~ i 
of Goldwater-Nichols, the dramatic c:banges! 

we were designing for the AmJed Forcesi 
! 

demanded such a review. 
I 

Beginning in the summer of 1992, ~ 

comprehensive, "top-to-bottom" review ~~ 
roles and missions was undertaken. ~ 
review, led by the Joint Staff, involved~ 

i. 

Services and the CINCs at every step. AreaS I, 

selected for eraminarinu were those in whic\i 
I 



two or mon: Services peifonn similar tasks, 

where restructuring migbt generate 

significant cost savings, or where ~ in 

strategy and force structare made a 

comprehensive J:eView appropriarc. Doe of 

the primary goals. was the idt:nrificarinn and 

eliminarim of II/IMcessary duplication of 

effon between the Services, IeCOgnizing that 

redundancy can be a good thing, espccially in 

an emergency - and that emergencies are 

less prcdictablc today than at the bcigbt of 

the Cold War. 

The 1993 Repon on Roles. Missions, 

allli Functions thus =amines the US Aimed 

Forces from a pe1spective entirely di1Im:nt 

from that of the 1989 report. It addresses 

many of the ctiffimlt questions being asked 

by Congress aDd the American people about 

their Armed Forces. In a !!!!!!!her of areas, 

signific:ant cbanps in the assignment. of 

roles. miuims, aucl finx=rions are-

reo .. •" • encled In otbers, the · c:uaem 
division of labor ma1a:s the most seme.. In 

still otbers; fuftbcr study is DCC lied bcfon: 

final tee• •' "' •cndarions can be made. The 

issues addressed and the reaulting 

rec:ammmdarions arc highlightc4 below and 

in 1he table iollowing this summary. 

X 

Significant Changes In the 
Unified Command Plan 

A cjetpj!ed review of roles, missiON, 

and functions DCcessarily involves a review 

of the Unified Comman.d Plan (UCP) 

benmse mjai!7!1!! arc mignM to CINes, not 

to Services, and the UCP is the document 

that defines the CINes' responsibilitie. As 

mentioned, US Strategic Commmd already 

represents a major clJanp to the. UCP; 

nonetbNcss, we retc'""'*Wd one mon: major 

change and further IeView of another. 

(1) A New CINC for US·Ba~ecl Forces 

During World War ll, forces from all 

Services were assigned to theater CINes 
who waged the war. We leamed it was the 

best way to figbt. The National Security Act 

of 1947, and subsequent caagn:ssional 

action in 19!58, made this sue• essful 

organizarim pmnanem The. Goldwater­

N'u:hala Act put tbe finishing touches to this 

8IIliiJgemc:ot - ca;cpt for oDC major 

CODiingem of troops, those assigned to units 

in CONUS. By 1992, this exception had 

become all 1he mon: glaring because of the 

changes in our strategy, in our forward 

deploymems, aDd in the structare of our 

forces. 

W'uh troop Stn:ngth oveiScas reduced, 

our regionally-oriemed strategy depends 

mon: on forces based in CONUS •• forces 

that must be trained to operate joinrly as a 

way of l.ifi:. Yet there is no CONUS-based 

CINC charged wim this mission. 



The lack of an appropriate JOIDt 

headqubers to oversee Service forces based 
I • 

in CONUS has always been considered a 
problezit. The Joint Olids of staff have ttied 

twice t6 fix iL 
I 

US Strike Command was activated in 

1961 (to provide nnffiM control over 

CONUS-based Almy and Air Force units. 

Jni%iall~, Strike Command was given no 
I 

regional responsibilities, but was assigned 
I 

functional responsibilliica to provide a 
I 

general reserve for reinfOII"l'ment of other 
I 

unified commands, to train assigned forces, 

to dev~lop joint doctrine, and to plan for and 
I . . rdered execute contmgency opexanons as o . 

In I . ... •• .en • -·a..".:..:-attempnng to .......,. tts ..... t"' ...... ......., as a 
I 

trainel and provider of forces, Strike 

ennmland frequcutiy collided wilh the 

Sc:rvic:Jes• amhority under Title X to organize, 

train~ equip forces. 
I 

In 1971, Strike Commmd was teplaced 
I 

by US Readin§• Commmd It was given 
I 

functiOnal rcsponsibilliy for traiiUng and 
I 

pravi4ing forces, wilh no geog&aphic area of 
. .....,.!,cjb:l:.... R rl' C a-r-~ ~,ea messommand 

I 
~ some of the same Service 
resistance as its ~decessor in fnlfjDing its 

assi~ training teSpODSibilliies. 
I 

:Over time, Readiness Command was 

given, additional functional responsibilliica, 
inclmling a Ieqllimnent to plan for and 

ptoVJie Joint Task Force headquanets and 

forcJ for contingency operations in areas 

not akignec~ to overseas CINCs. One of the 

Joint Task Fprce headquarters -- the Rapid 

J 

Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) 

evemually grew into a new combatant 

command, US Central Command 

(CENTCOM). Readiness Conunand was 

subsequently disestablished as a result of a 
c:ombination of factors, not least of which 

was the fact that our strategy depended more 

on forward deployment and basing to COittllin 

Soviet expansion than on CONUS-based 
1 

forces. 

Today our strategy has changed, and 

we have reached a level of joint matUrity that 

makes it possible to address once more the 

need for unified command over CONUS­

based forces. Unified command would 

faci1itate the training, preparation. and rapid 

response of CONUS-based forces ccwemly 

under the Almy's Forces Comrnmd, the 

' Navy's Atlantic Fleet, the Air Force's Air 

Combat Command. and the Marine CoipS' 

Marine Forces Adanric: . The time has come 
to merge these forces under a single CINC 

whose principal pwpose will be to ensun: 

their joint traiiUng and joint readm=. Units 

that are already accustomed to operating 

joimiy will be easier to deploy. Ove:neas 

CINCs will be able to focus more on in­

theater operatioDs and ~ on deployment 

and readinesS c:oncems. 
I 

This CINC could also be assigned f 

certain other functional responsibilities.- '1. 

including: 
! 

Cl Undettaking principal responsibility for j 

support to United Nations peacekeeping 1: 

operations and traiiUng units for that I 

I 

f; 

L 



purpose. 

Cl Assisting with the ~sponsc to rwural 

disastc!s in the United States and other 

requiremcms for military suppon to civil 

authorities, when ~quested by Swc 

Governors and as dim:tcd by the 

President 

Cl Improving joint tactics, techniques, and 

proc:eduics. 

Cl Recommending and testing joim 

doctrine. 

After examining several approacbcs to 

setting up the required joint headquaners, 

we found US Atlantic Command 

(USLANI'COM) particularly well snitcd to 

'""''<this new mission: 

Cl It is an existing CONUS-based joim ·· · 

hcadquaners. 

CJ_ It alleady has a woddng relationship with 

the four rommand• that. would became 
i%s pcrmanc:nt compooems. 

Cl . Its Cold War missim, to dcfr:nd the 

Atlantic sea lmes and undertake 

offellsiw naval operations against the 

Soviet Union, has fuDdamemally 

changed. Wbile cuw iiliiing to pcrl'Ulm a 

vital NATO missim, it has the capacity 

to undertake this additional rcsponsibilhy 

in keeping with the revised military 

Sllategy. 

Cl Its geographic ~ of rcsponsibilily, 

altbough large, pieSCDts only a modest 

wariighting clJ.allcng.= given the 
' 

' 

disappearance of the Soviet threat. 

Cl It can continue to perform its viral 

NATO mission. 

UDder this ammgcmem, the pieScnt 

command in Norfolk, Virginia would. shift 

from its predominately ma• jdue orientation 

to a m~ balanc:cd combatant command 

headquarters. We would probably R:llliiiiC 

the command so as to ~fl.cct ~ 

acauately its new focus. Its CINC would 

become a nominative position. which could 

be filled by any Service. The Amly's Forces 

Command would no longer require 

"specified" swus as a single-Service 

command reponing diiectly to the President 

and Sccrewy of Defense. With this change, 

the teml "specified" would be ~tiled. and an 
forces would belong to a joint team. While 

the Services would ~ their T'Jtle X 

~.the training and deploying of 

CONUS-based forces as a joint team would 

be a new mission for this cxpmdcd CINC. 

Unfficarim of the Armed Forces, which 

bepn in 1947, would ar last be compJele 

~ Poulble CoMOIIdalton of 
Space and strategic Commands 

1be United States has dcwlopcd a 

robust. higbly capable, and complex 
framewodc for the la•mch and . coturol of 

space vehicles and systems. Although the 

majority of space functions today ~side 

within the Air Force, an the Services, plus 

US Space Command and several J:>efensc 

Agencies and organizations, ~ involved in 



I 
I 

space ~activities. 
ilbe Commander in alief of US Space 

cormhand (CINCSP ACE), headquartered in 

Colo~o Springs, Colorado. is assigned 
I 

comb
1

atam command of US forces providing 

warning and assessn1ent of a bomber or 
I 

missile arrack on the United States. In 
I 

•ddiriou, CINCSPACE supports other 
I 

CIN<fs by ensuring that space operations and 

warning requirements are supponed. 

CINCSPACE is also Commander of 

the Nonh American Aerospace Defense 
I . Command (NORAD), the US-Canadtan 

comkmd that provides air defense of the 
I 

Nonh American continent. CINCSP ACE 
.I his . . ·'--·gh ·'-- "---' CaDlCS OUt ml$S10ft L111UU. I.Ul~ ..xoi"YICC 

c~m commands~ Air Force Space 
I . 

Command at Petersen Air Force Base, 
I 

Col~rado Springs, Colorado; Naval Space 

CmDmand at Dahlgren, Vqinia; and Amry 
I Space Command at Colorado Springs, 

Colbrado. 
Even wirh the end of the Cold War, 

our national security depmds on a robust 

space capability. But we can no longer 

~ to allow multiple organizations to be 

iuv~lved in similar, :...1-.1- or I. ...._ __ .., 

duplicative space roles and fanct:ions. 

A munber · of improvements are 

Ullderway to streamline our space 
I . • and and 1· · orgmuamm systems e mtmatc 

wubessary overlap. Organizationally, the 

roJn Qliefs of Staff agreed in 1991 to "dual 
I 

hat" CINCSPACE as Commander, Air Force 

Space Command. This led to a reduction in . 

personnel and support costs. But these 

changes don't go far enough; it is time for an 

even bolder change to be examined. 

The proposal we are evaluating would 

assign the space mission to the Commander 

in Qlief of US Strategic Command 
(CINCS1RAn and eliminate US Space 

Command. 

Under this proposal, after appropriate 

consultation wilh the Canarlhm, the 

Commander of AFSPACECOM would 

asswne coTil!T!md of NORAD in Colorado 

Springs. AFSPACECOM would also 

operate all space systemS under 

I 

CINCSTRATs command. Small Almy and 

Navy compoumls would be assigned to 

CINCSTRAT to ensure space systemS 

support for all Services' needs. All Services 

would also be represented in app&optiate 

plmming and requiten1ents uffia:s. The Air 

Force would be responsible for development 

of future mililmy space systemS· These 

actions would ensure Service-unique 

requitemems for and uses of space are 
propetly represemed; and that SeivU:es and 

CINCa have trained personnel wirh th~ 

knowledge to exploit c:apabi1ities of space~ 
systemS. 

I 

Other changes envisioned would 
i 

include designating the Air Force as the lead 

Service to coordinate with NASA regardinJ . 

LANDSAT remote earth sensing operationsi · 

aDd consolidating DOD's funrrinm at NASA . 

into a single organization under Air ForcL . 

' I 



Space Cormnand. To streamline military 

saremre comrmmicario11S Opc:Iations, all 

operational IeSpODSibilitics for the Defense 

Satellite Comnumicarions System would 

transfer from the Defense Infcmnation 

Systems Agency to the Air Force. 

Rcsponsibi1itic for the Navy's Fleet Satellite 

Communications system would also transfer 

to the Air. Force. Both systems would 

remain under the combawu · command of 

CINCS'IRAT. 

Under this proposed ammgcmcnt, 

rcquircmcms for space systems would 

comilmc to be sub:nittcd by the CINCs, 

Services, or agencies to the Joint 

Requilemems Oversight. Council for 

validation Day-to-day requircmems for 

Opc:Iational space system suppon would be 

submitted to CINCS'IRAT. 

Such a consolidation would conserve 

scarce zesoun:ea IDd cJjminare a substamial. 

- number of positicms. It is CDVisiooed that 

this would imp&ove wariigbting suppwt from 

space, allowing an inc:case in opcrarional 
..-:.- cffici --' "---~1:... ~y'"~ ency, ...... -~-.,-~, 
wbilc majmajning joint Service CX:pc:I rise and 

joint operational focus. 

More malysis is needed before we 

assign the spac:e missicm to STRATCOM. 
This analysis will be done in the ncar future. 

A Change In 
Depot Maintenance 

Another cbangc of significant 

proportions that docs not involve the UCP is 

the ptoposal to consolidate all depot-level 

maimenmce under a new joint command 

Over the years, all four Services 

cstablislwl their own depot maintenance 

systems to pc:Ifotm complex mechanical md 

clccaonic work that includes ovcrbanls, 

component rebuilds, and other operations 

beyond the teclmical ability of maintenance 

units in the field. 1bcsc four Service 

maintenance networks, each independent of 

other Services' capabilities and sized to 

suppon a global war, em be reduced and 

rcsttuctnrcd to reduce excess capacity md 

cJjmin ..... no-longer-oeedcd faC'1ities A 

study group chartered by the Chaimwa of 

the Joint Olicfs of Staff has rcr+hiiiik\iwled 

clCIIIIIC of scvea or eigbt of the ·military 

depora in order to reduce excess capaci1y. 
Savings of $400 mllim to $600 million per 

year are achievable wbm all these depots arc 

closed. 'lbe group also remu mended 

establishment of a Joint Depot Maimcnmcc 
Ccmmmd to oversee and administer all 

maintenance. This 
reC'"'"'Crvlation is Slilluncler review in the 
Dcpanmcm of Defense; mcanwhi1e, the 

Services have been direCted to identify and 

re.comn end depot closures and 

consolidations prior to the next dclibcmions 

of the Base RealigJiii ertt and Oosurc 

Commiqinn 



A Look at America's Air Power 
I 
The claim that America has "Four Air 

Forcet" implying it has three more than it 

needs[ makes a wonderful sound bite but 

distorb the facts. In fact, America has only 

one kr Force, the United StateS Air Force 
I • 

whose role is p:cnnpt and sustained offensive 
I 

and defensive air operations. The other 

s~ have aviation amJS essential to their 

specific roles and functions but which also 
I 

wolkljointly to project America's air power. 

It would make no more sense to assign 

all aircraft to the Air Force, as some would 
I 

sugg~st, than it would to assign all items of 

any. !other mililarily useful technology -

radi~s or trucks, for example - to a single 

Servtce. The aiiplane and helicopter 

capabilij. 'ties of the Amrj, Navy, Air Force, 

and , Marine Coips are · unique, 
I ~cmemary, and necessary. Together 

they: c:onstitate "America's Air Power,'' an 
..,,~;.!,_,.able . -t-- ingredient in any sinwion 

wheb American lives are at risk.. 1'hat said. 

it Jas recognized that the acquisidon plan 

for rajor aviation programs would .require 
more resources than might be available. 

I Many issues associared with air power roles, 
. I. and tmSalons. flmctiDns were therefore 

ex.Jnined, and a rnunber of oppolf!lniries 

w~ ideJJrified to· make the structure and 
I 

systemS that suppon and sustain America's 

Air Power more efficient. For example: 

Continental Air Defe,.,. 

Significani savings in manpower and 

operating costs can be achieved by 

eliminating or shaiply reducing the 12 Air : . 

National Guard interceptor squadrons 
dedicated solely to this mission. General 
purpose and training forces from the Active 

and Reserve components of the Air Force, 

Navy, and Marine Co!pS can absorb this 

post-Cold War mission. perhaps in its 

entirety. 

XV 

Theater Air lnteraictton 

Operations deep behind enemy lines are 

essential to any miliraty campaign. The ' 

comributions of both bombers and attack 
' 

aircraft should be considered when the total ' 

munber of aircraft .required for theater air 1 

CICI8 Air Supporl I 
I 

I 

The Key West Agreement has always I 
been intetpleted as limiting this sappan to · 

fixed-wing aircraft. But this essential , 

batdefield task can and should be petfouned 
1 

toutinely by attack helicopterS as well. . 

Service fuJictions are being realigned to . 

reflect this expanded definition. To ensure 

1l1lifomliry of execution by all Services that: 

request and provide fixed· and rotary-wing! . 

close air suppon. standardized joint• 

procedures are being developed. l 
I 

k . 



Marine Coqn Tactical Air 

US Marines train and fight as a 

combined BDDS air-ground team, supported 

by organic aircraft that can operate from 

cmier decb and austere expeditionary sites 

ashon:. Despite calls by some for i%s 

elimination, Marine Coips tactical air is a 

unique capability, essential to our military 

strategy. The number of aircraft types in the 

Marine Corps inventory will be n:duced from 

nine to four, and Marine Cozps squadrons 

will deploy more frequently aboard aircraft 
caaiers. 

Right Training 

To take advamage of the c:ommcmal.ity 

of purpose and training programs among the 

Services for the primary phase of flight . . 

training, all Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps 

and Coast Guard flight students will begin 

training using a CCMIII!Mm fixed-wing training 

aircraft 1IIIder joim development. Following 

primary flight tiAjl!jhg, student pilots will be 

selected for advanced training in oue of four 

specific follow-on specialties or "tracks": 

Navy Fighter/Attack, Air Force 

Fighter/Bomber, Navy and Air Force 

Tankertr.ransport/Maritime Patrol, or 

Helicopter. 

Tankcrtrransport/Maritime Patrol 

training consolidation is expected to begin in 

1994, when the Navy plaDS to introduce 

advanced matirime training at Reese Air 

Force Base, Texas. A study will deten••ine if 

it is ,cost-etrective to move Navy, 

Marine Corps, and Coast Guard helicopter 

training- cwzemly conducted at Pensacola, 

Florida - to Fort Rucker, Alabama, where 

Amry and Air Force training is conducted. 

Alrcralt Requirements and 
lnv•ntory Management 

Each Service uses a diffelmt fommla 

to detmnine how many aircraft it needs to 

buy, and diffelmt rules to account for 

aircraft once they'n: in the inventory. To 

ensure procurement and maimenance funds 

an: not spem on tm!!C!Q"ssary aircraft, 

standardized tcmUnology and procedures 

will be developed to govern aircraft 

requiicmems and inventory managenenr 

COmmon AlrcraH 

The 1993 review of roles, missions, 

and fnncrians included a careful examination 

of aircraft o•""WJU to mom than · one 

Semce, looking for ways to do business 

mom et'ieclively or efficimdy while 

preserving each Sczvice's ability to perfoun 

reqailed fnnc:rious The resulting 
reo••••••mdaricma aue summarized below: 

0 ConsnHdate the two types of aiiplanes 

of strategic forces. EJjmjnatp the Air 

Force EC-135 program. Use funds 

planned for EC-135 upgrade to pay for 

transition to the Navy's E-6A, and assign 

the function to the Navy. 



• 

Cl Cominue to give each Service 
~nsibil.ity for its own Cgmbat Sears;h 

Jd Rescue. Use standard equipment to 

sitwort inleropeiabilit while 
I 
~lementing joint doctrine to enhance 

Jaining and operational ef!ectiveness. 

Cl ~ve management of ~rational 
I 

SUPllQrt Aircraft and reduce their 

riumbers to only those required. 
I 

Cl Retain Attack: fulicpa in the Army 

Joo the Marine Corps. Consolidate 

kc:rew and maintenance training where 

~cable. The Army and Marine 
Corps pumte developing and procoring 

bommon airlr.lmes to fulfill future 
I • 

requirei1le11!S. 
I 

Cl Consolidare maimen!l!lCC training, 
I imulat · · and · s or trammg m•nttenanc:e ·· · · 
I ' 

infrastmcmre for Qcmt:m SUPllQa 
I 
~HeJicoptm. 

1 coasoUdaring 

Stwiy the feas;hfiity of 

oveslapping Service 

suppott functions within c:enain 

geographic regiolls. 

Cl Retain C-130 tactical ajxlift girs;raft md 

KC-130 tmkr;r suppgn aircraft 
sttuctures as cum:mly configured. 

Review showed that consolidating these 

heavily-tasked aircraft under one Service 

would not be cost-effective, would 

degrade efficiency, and would greally 

complicate their management and 

support. 

Cl Retain and I1lOCiemi= the aircraft 

cum:mly used by the Navy, Marine 

'! ' 
, I 

Corps and Air Force to jam enemy radar 
I 

systems. The Navy/Marine EA-6B and ' 

the Air Force EF-111 airlr.lmes are ! 

optimized for the "from the sea" and 1 

"global reach n roles assigned to their . 

respective Services. Both derive 1 

significant economies of scale from the 

fact that they share partS, support, and : 

training procedures wilh the large tleets 1; 

of A-6s and F-llls managed by the I 
Navy and Air Force. Consolidating ' 

Jammer Ajrgaft into one aiiframe would ' 

degrade effectiveness and require' 

purchase of additional aircraft. I 
Cl Retain current types of E!;smmic;l: 

Smyrjllanse Ajrgaft in .the Navy and the' 

Air Force. Existing q~Jantiries of Navy[: 

EP-3Es and Air Force RC-135s are:: 
.. _... ..... . handle . ,, 
~:~ mmaem to pcacemne·· 

requiremeDIS for gathering clectroni4r 
inml!igmcc Fljminaring eitber type or, 

Rpl•cing one with the other would ~ 
costly and would contribute nothing tq 
effectivelless. Support sttucmres already 

I 

in place for the large fleets of Navy P-3s 
I 

and Air Force KC-135s make the 
.......... non and~ of 12 EP-3~ 
-,.-- I' 
and 14 RC-135s a small fraction of 

I 

ovemll costS. 
.• 

. '~ 



A Look at Other Key Questions 

Forward Presence 

Forward presence is the totality of US 

instrwrems of power and infiuence 

employed overseas. Forward stationing is 

one element of forward presence and is a key 

underpinning of US diplomacy. It 

contributes to conflict prevention and lends 

credibility to ammces. As the global security 

environment changes, additional reductions 

in forward stationed for=~ may be 

appropriate. However, as forward stationing 

decreases, other forward prewu:e operations 

will increase in imponance. A new concept 

is being developed which envisions using 

geogtaphlcally and mission tailomi joint 

fOrt:eS to conduct forward presence 

operations. These. "Adaptive Joint Force 

Packages" could contain a mix of air, land, 

special operations, space, and matitilne 

fOrt:eS tailored to meet the suppotted CINC's 

requiianems, potel!!i•IIy at a lower cost than 

today's deploymems. 

Contingency and Expedlltonaty 
Fotcel 

W"llh its emphasis on rapid JeSPODSe to 

~:egional crises, the National Miliwy 

Strategy places a premium on the 

~ capabilities of the Marine 

Corps and the contingency capabilities of 

Amly airborne and ligbt infantry forces. 

Both types of for=~ should be mained; 

however, the review of requiremems is 

continuous and may in the futu~:e include the 

possibility of further reductions in the Army's 

light infantry for=~. 

Tanks and MLRS tor the Marine COrps 

The Marine Corps is sttue!UJ:ed to 

integrate armor and artillery units into its 

maneuver elements. Severing armor from 

the organic sttuctuJ:e of the Marines would 

msnkedly ~educe unit cohesion and 

wariighting capability and produce negligible 

costs savings. The Marine Corps must main 

enough tank battalions to suppon 

amphibious operations and outfit thJ:ee 

Maritime PJ:epositioning Squadrons. Any 

IeqUirement for additional tank support ~ 
be provided by Amly armored units. TheJ:e 

do appear to be advantages in making the 

Amly responsible for all Ml.RS (Multiple 

I ,mnch Rocket System) support; however, 

taking away the Marine Corps' organic 

general support artillery and having the 

Amly take on the additional function of 

suppou:ing the Marines is a major step that 

n=quiies in-depth cost and effectiveness 

malysis befoJ:e impleuymtarion can be 

COIISidered. We will pezform that in-depth 

lllllysis in tbe near futwe. 

Jheater Air Dele,. 

All four . Services curremly operate 

theater air defense systems. Swdy showed 

there would be substantial near-term costs 

and personnel disruption associated with 

transfening these systems and associated 



functions between Services. No long-tenn 

. I ·n...w;n d A ~~-~· savmgs were • rL """'t' ... -IVe 

review Jr theater air defense is needed to 

ensure rite pliiiiiied mix and quantities of air 

and mJue defense systems are appropriate. 

The JoJu Staff will head a Joim :Mission 
Area Arlmysis to review theater air defense 

~. capabilities, and deficiencies. 

The re~ts of this analysis will detetmine if 

further !refinements to Service roles and 

functions are app1opliare. 

Training, and Test and 
Evaluation structure• 

The extensive may of training 8lld rest 

8lld bvaluation facilities built for 
I 

World Wu ll and maintained throughout the 
I 

Cold W u can be restruc:tured in keeping 
with ttJ changed world. An integrated test 

I . 
8lld evaluation range struc:tute will be 

I developed UDder the mmagement of an 

executik: agent as pan of the effort to lower 

costs Joo increase ~ As an 

ampll • . . _.. -·~ • I" '"" of ex e, mregranon ..... ...ecauwc~g 
the I Service trainin .. and resting ranges mar --in six wesrem states 8lld off the Califomia 

I 

coast would provide a land, airspace, sea 
I offsh . . area 8lld ore supersomc operatmg 

<iomaiJ to accommodale a large portion of 
I 

our joim training, test 8lld evaluation needs 
I . 

well imo the uext ceznmy. 
I 

Construction Englneell 

Each Service has its own construction 

engineering capability, sized and struc:tuted 

over the years to suppon combat forces in a 

global war and maintain a worldwide may 

of bases and faciUties. In view of the smaller 

requiremeuts of our new military strategy, 

the Services are reducing their engineer 

struc:tuteS •• the Army by 34 percent, the Air 

Force by 39, the Marine Corps by 20, and 

the Navy by 11 percent. The possibiliry of 

having one Service provide all wanime 

construction units was evaluated; however, 

such a r-onsolidarion was rejected tJecanse of 

the uniquely tailored suppon each Service's 

construction engineers provide to its 

operational units. 

. -' 

I 
Operating Tempo 

"OPI'EMPO" is a term describing the 

pace of opetations and training. OPTEMPO 

dereuniDes the rate at which funds are spent 

from the Operations and Maintenance 

(O&M) acc:oums to buy the fuel. repair 

puts, and supplles COilSIIIIIed during nonnal 

opaations. When we examined whether 

addiDonal O&M savings cOuld be achieved 

through prudent reductions in OPTEMPO, 

we came to several conclusions. F'IJ'St, 

increased use of simulation helps train 

commanders and leaders in operational an 
and tactics, and weapons crews in 

engagement techniques. But the requirement 

to be ready to go on an instant's notice still 

demands that people be trained in the field, 

I 

I 
' 

,. 
. I 



at sea, and in the air on their weapons and 

support systems. Second, new forward 

presence concepts will reduce some 

OPTEMPO rates during routine pevcrime 

operations. However, reduced overseas 

basing and increased emphasis on resource­

intensive operations lila: peacekeeping and 

humanitarian assistance may mean an actual 

increase in OPTEMPO. Finally, for a smaller 

force, increasingly based in CONUS, keeping 

Wlits fully trained is the only certain way to 

ensure they are ready to respond as part of a 

winning team when called. 

Initial Skllll Training 

Cwrent training establishments reflect 

Cold War training requirements -- they are 

big, expensive, and overlapping. While some 

training has already been consoHdated, more 

training installations and fac:t1iries can 

probably be closed or consnUdated to reduce 

costS. Toward that end, and as part of the 

comilmous pwc:eu of internal review and 

self-appraisal. the Services, with Joint Staff 

support. are conducting a c:omprehemive 

saub of an milliary skills training. 

Chaplain and Legal cap. 

Cbaplaim and judge advocates are 

miliWy"officers, subject to the perfonnance 

standards, regulatious, policies, and 

particular customs of their parent Services. 

Consolidating all chap! ains and .lawyers 

under a single Service, which some have 

suggested, would result in insignificant cost 

lCt 

savings and have a negative effect on the 

quality of pastoral care and legal supp<irt 

provided to the men and women of the 

Aimed Fon:es and their fim@es. 

Consolidation is therefore not recommended. 

lntelllgenc• 

Despite steps taken to implement 

lessons leamed in DESERT STORM and 

centralize management functions, the 

existing intelligence strUcture still largely 

reflects its Cold War origins. The Defense 

lntelHgence Agency is assessing available 

imemgence resources with a view toward 

creating imelUgence support units to provide 

Joint Task Force commanders a fully 

operational intelligence support organization. 

DIA is also nearing completion of a study 

that is examjrring additional consolidation of 

some Service-level intelligence production 

responsibilities. 

Fotc• structure 

As part of a cuujuuing review, the 

Department of Ilefalse will continue to 

worlt with Congress to detemline the proper 

Active and Reserve force mix. As additional 

ways are sought to consolic:lale functions and 

reduce defense spending, a study of National 

Guard and Reserve headquarters and staffs 

should be conducted to identify duplication 

that may be unnecessary. 



THE MAIN POINT 

l US national securiry needs have 

~ so has the us miliwy. The 
recw nJ •endarions in this report advocllle the 

need tJ cominue to reshape our miliwy to 
I 

address the c:hallenges of the future, while 
I 

recognizing that it must be done intelligentl.y, 

~y. and sesponsibly. 
I 

With the guiding premise of doing 

what's 

1

1 right for America, the tough issues 
facing the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 

Marine Corps have been addressed head-on. 

these I thorough. fraDk, and frequemly 
challenging appraisals have yielded concrete 

I results. The 1993 Report on tM Roles, 

MisnJns. and Functions of tM Armed 
FOTCI!~ of tM United StaUs outlines new 

~ to how the Services intend to do· 
I . 

msjness, The report tepreaems a clear 
I. f ' chan ~on o our commmnent to ge. 

But ~ all,. it dochii«IIIS the Aimed 
~· fim1 recogniticm tr.at the main 
If'',_ .. _., 

pill~ 0 !ISIJgmng ro.-, Jl!]!llQOOS0 i1IAl 

func:rions is to proteCt America 
' 

.. 



Table of Recommendgtlons 

!$SUE 

Would a Joint HeasiQJiarters for US 
Based Forces improve the joint 
training, preparation, and rapid 
response of CONUS-based forces? 

Can efficiencies be achieved by 
assigning the Space mission to 
USSTRATCOM? 

Should the Services' Dem>t 
Majntcnauce facilities, which 
perlorm major maintenance on 
equipment, be restructured or 
reduced? 

RECOMMENPAT!ON 

CONUS-based forces of 
FORSCOM, LANTFLT, ACC, and 
MARFORLANT should be 
combined into one joint command. 
LANTCOM will be responsible for: 
joint training, force packaging, and 
facilitating deployments during 
crises; supporting UN peacekeeping 
operations; and providing assistance 
durinsr: natural disasters. 

A review will be conducted to 
detemline if the space mission 
should be assigned to STRATCOM, 

.. ·andifUSSPACECOM should be 

Consider estab1ishing a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command to reduce 
and restructure depot-level 
maintenan.;e by 2S-50%. Examine 
closing 7 or 8 of the 30 military 
depots which could achieve savings 
of $400M to $600M per year after 
these depots are closed. Services 
recommend depot closures and 
consolidations to the Base 
Realignment and Closure 
Commission. 



!$SUE 

Does America need four separate air 
fbrces; one each in the Army, Navy, 

' Air Force, and Marine Corps? 

€ontinenta1 Air Defense, protecting 
the US from enemy air attack, is 
I 

now performed by 12 Air National 
' ~uard interceptor squadrons 
dedicated solely to this mission. Is 
this dedicated force still necessary? 

[heater Air Interdiction (T AI), the 
ifestruction of enemy forces deep 
~their lines, is currently done 
;t>Y attack airuaft and bombers. Is 
there an optimum mix of bombers 
1and attack aircraft, with which to 
1carry out this mission? 

RECOMMENPAJION 

America has only one air force, the 
United States Air Force. The Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps each have 
aviation arms essential to their 
assigned warfighting roles. Each air 
ann provides unique but 
complementary capabilities. They 
work jointly to project America's Air 
Power. 

Eliminate or sharply reduce the force 
dedicated to this mission. Assign to 
existing Air Force, Navy, and 
Marine Corps general purpose and 
training squadrons. 

Sufficient numbers of land- and sea­
based bombers and attack aircraft 
need to be forward-deployed or 
rapidly deployable to provide quick 
response to short-notice crises. 
Strategic bombers, previously 
dedicated to Cold War nuclear 
missions, are now available to 
support T AI. Therefore, in the 
determination of total aircraft 
required for T AI, it is necessary to 
consider the contributions of both 
bombers and attack aircraft. 

. I~ ' 
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!$SUE 

Qose Air Suwxnt (CAS) is the use 
of aircraft to directly support ground 
troops engaged in combat with the 
enemy. What types of aircraft 
should be included in the CAS 
mission? 

Should Marine Coxps Iactjca} Air 
wings be reduced or eliminated? 

RECOMMENPAT!ON 

Include attack helicopters as CAS 
assets and re3lign and clarify 
functions and doctrine to include 
CAS as a primary mission area for 
all Services. 

Marine Corps tactical aircraft are an 
integral part of the Marine air­
ground team and should not be 
eliminated. Marine Corps aircraft 
will be reduced from nine to four 
aircraft types and deploy more 
fre entl aboard aircraft carriers. 

FIXed-wing Ai&JltTI'lljniJm is now .. Consolidate Navy, Marine Corps, 
conducted by both the Navy and the 'Air Force, and Coast Guard initial 
Air Force; helicopter training is fixed-wing training, and transition 
conducted by both the Army and such training to a common primary 
Navy. Could flight training be training aircraft. Consolidate 
consolidated? follow-on fligbt training into four 

training pipelines. (Navy Fighter/ 
Attack, Air Force Fighter/Bomber, 
Navy and Air Force Tanker/ 
Transport/Maritime Patrol, or 
Helicopter). Determine if it saves 
money to move Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Coast Guard helicopter 
training from Pensacola, Florida to 
Fort Rucker, Alabama. 



ISSUE 

Th'e Services have different ways of 
I 

calculating Aircraft ReQJ,liremerus 
I 

and Inventoxy Maua&ement. Should 
thi$ methodology be standardized? 

Should the Navy and the Air Force 
~e a common airframe for Airborne 
dmunand and Control of strategic 

I 
forces? 

Should the COIDbat Search and 
Rbcue (CSAR) mission belong to 
ohly one Service? 

RECOMMENPAIION 

Aircraft inventory terminology 
should be standardized. Common 
definitions among Services for all 
categories of aircraft will assure 
consistent rationale for requirements 
and ensure procurement and 
maintenance funds are only spent on 
necessary aircraft. This 
standardized approach will provide 
consistency in the number of 
airframes 

Consolidate the Navy and Air Force 
aircraft and functions into the Navy's 
E-6A program. The Air Fcirce 
EC-135 program will be eUminated 
and cancellation of its planned 

-upgrades will fund transition into the 
E-6A 

All four Services retain 
responsibility for CSAR operations. 
CSAR forces will be equipped to 
operate individually or together 
employing standardized joint 
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and 
procedures. 

'! : . : 
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!$SUE 

Should the Oj!eratjonal Support 
Aircraft (OSA) fleet be reduced and 
should management for all Services 
be consolidated to improve 
efficiencv? 

Should the Army and Marine Corps 
both operate Attack BelicOJ!ters? 

Should some of the General Support 
Belicsmter operations be 
consolidated? 

Should C-130 operations, 
management, and support be 
consolidated under one Service? 

RECOMMENPATION 

OSA aircraft are in excess of 
wartime needs and should be 
reduced. TRANSCOM will develop 
the capability to coordinate and 
schedule intratheater airlift. 

Army and Marine Corps continue to 
operate attack helicopters. 
Consolidate some aircrew 
maintenance and training. Develop 
and procure common airframes to 
fulfill future · ents. 

Consolidate maintenance training, 
simulator training, and maintenance 

. infrastructure. Study consolidation 
' of overlapping Service support 

functions within certain geographic 
areas. 

Consolidating C-130s under one 
Service would decrease operational 
effectiveness, complicate· 
management and support, and would 
not save money. 

' ' 



!$SUE 

Do the Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
I Corps all need to operate Jamrper 

AirCraft? 

Should the Navy EP-3E and Air 
Foke RC-135 Electronic 
suheillauce Aircraft both be 
retained? 

A3 an element of Forward Preru;nce. 
shbwd forward stationing of US 

I forces be further reduced? 

RECOMMENPAJION 

The similar but specialized 
capabilities of all Navy/Marine 
Corps EA-6B and Air Force EF-111 
aircraft give military commanders 
options in combat to reduce aircraft 
atttition. Both aircraft should be 
retained and upgraded . 
Consolidating into one airframe 
would reduce effectiveness and 
require additional aircraft 

ment. 

Navy EP-3E and Air Force RC-135 
aircraft are fully committed and 
should be retained. Infrasttuctme is 
already in place to support the Navy 
P-3 and Air Force KC-135 fleets, of 
Which the EP-3E and RC-135 are a 
small oart. 

Forward stationing is a key 
underpinning of US diplomacy. It 
contributes to conflict prevention 
and lends credibility to alliances. As 
the global security environment 
changes, additional reduction in 
forward stationed forces may be 
appropriate. However, as forward 
stationing decreases, forward 
presence operations will increase in 
importance. Continue to develop the 
concept of Adaptive Joint Force 
Packages. 

• i' 
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ISSUE 

Is it necessary to retain Contingency 
and Expeditionary Forces in both the 
Army and Marine Corps? 

Should the Army provide Tanks and 
MI.RS to the Marine Corps? 

RECOMMENPATION 

The capabilities of the contingency 
and expeditionary forces in the 
Army and Marine Corps provide 
decision makers with valuable 
alternatives and should be retained. 
The possibility of further decreases 
in the Army's light infantry will be 
studied as force structure is reduced. 

Marine Corps will retain enough 
tank battalions to support 
amphibious operations and to outfit 
three Maritime Prepositioning 
Squadrons. The Army will provide 
any additional tank support required. 

- ,There appears to be advantages in 
having the Army provide MLRS 
support for Marine Corps 
operations, however, an in-depth 
cost and operational effectiveness 
analysis is required before 

L------------.....;imp=;;;lle;;;n;;;;:•en;;;;:!!!!!a_=' this reconnnendation. 

Should Theater Air Detense (TAD) 
responsibilities and systems be 
consolidated into one Service? 

A review of Theater Air Defense is 
needed to ensure we have the 
appropriate mix and quantities of air 
and missile defense systems. The 
Joint Staff will head a Joint Mission 
Area Analysis to comprehensively 
review TAD requirements, 
ca abilities, and deficiencies. 



ISSUE 

Should consolidations and 
I 

reductions be made to the Services' 
Irhlrunsr, and :fi:iL and ~aluruign 
Infmtructllre in order to focus 
in{.estment to improve selected 
fa~ilities and cut cost? 

Should Cons®ction Enziuem be 
ctinsolidated in one service? 

S~ould OJxntin& Iemgn 
(OPTEMPO) be reduced as a result 

I 

of the changes in the world security 
I • t? envuonmen 
I 

BECQMME~DADQ~ 

Designate an Executive Agent to 
streamline test and evaluation 
infrastructure. Using advanced data 
processing, electronically link test 
and evaluation, and training ranges, 
in broad geographic areas such as 
the Southwest US, to enhance joint 
testing needs and support joint 
training ents. 

Consolidation of individual Service 
engineer units is not recommended 
because it would not save money 
and would provide no advantages. 
Reductions already underway 
decrease construction engineers in 

-the Army by 34%, Air Force by 
39%, Marines by 20%, and Navy by 
11%. 

OPI'EMPO cannot be reduced. The 
amount of warning time available 
before committing forces to combat 
is generally small; therefore, the 
need for a high state of readiness is 
increased. In addition, as forward 
stationing is reduced, forward 
deployments become more important 
in supporting US foreii!Il policy. 

I 
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!$SUE 

Should the Services' Initial Skills 
Trainins be consolidated since the 
force sttucture is declining? 

Should the Services' Chaolain and 
Legal Coxps be consolidated? 

Should Intelligence organizations be 
further reduced? 

Does the current and progiau•med 
Actiye Comgonem and Reserye 
Componem (AC/RC) mix meet the 
defense requirements for the 1990s? 

• 

RECOMMENDATION 

Some training is already being 
consolidated. Services are 
conducting a comprehensive review 
of all military initial skills training to 
identify additional areas for 
consolidation. 

Do not consolidate the Chaplain and 
Legal Corps. No savings are 
achieved. 

Further consolidation of intelligence 
production centers under a joint 
intelligence organization might 

· reduce infrastructure and overhead. 
' A nearly-complete DIA study will 
offer several options for additional 
consolidations. 

Evaluate the RAND AC/RC study. 
As part of the ongoing review, 
determine the proper active and 
reserve force mix. A study of 
National Guard and Reserve 
headquarters and staffs should be 
conducted to identify any 
unnecessary duplication. 



Chapter I 

THE CHANGING STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE 

ABOUT THIS REPORT 

As amcnc!ed by the Goldwater-Nichols 

Department of Defellsc (DOD) 

Reorganization Act of 1986, Title X, United 

States Code requires the Chainnan of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a report not 

less than once every three years, 

recomuencting such changes in the 

assignmem of functions (or roles and 

missions) as the Chainnan consider.! 
necessary to achieve m&Ejlliillll effectiveness 

of the Armed Fcm:es. The law specifies that 

in pzeparing such a report, the Chainnm 

sball CCI!'Wcler changes in the nature of the 

tlnars faced by the United States, 

muecessary duplic:arion of effort amon.g the 

Armed Fcm:es, 8lld changes in tecbDology 

tbat can be applied efl"ectively to Wlllfm:. 

Since the report respmuts to a DOD­

oriented act, lDIIess DOled 01herwise this 

report does not addresa roles and missions of 

the Coast Guam, wbich by law is a mililary 

service and a bJinch of the liDDed forces at 

all times. 

This is the second such report 

submitted under prcms1ons of the 

Goldwater-Nichols Act. More than just a 

teport produced once every three years to 

satisfy a Congressional mane! ate, it is a status 

.. ,, 

' 
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report on a pmcess - a process of internal 

review and self-appraisal that goes on in the 

Aimed Forces every day. Our most recent 

objective in this process has been to 

transition from a strategy and a force 

designed for global war to a regionally· 

oriented strategy and a force capable of 

responding decisively anytime and anywhere 

US interesiS are threatened. 

It will be clear from this report that the 

miliwy is mindful of a changing world, 

aware the American people want their 

defeuse investmmt managed wisely, and 

committed to change that ensures our Anned 

Forces remain second to none . 

"ROLES AND MISSIONS" 

... AND FUNCTIONS 

The temiS "roles and missions" and 

"fimctimls" are often used almost 

inlmchangeably, even inside the Defense 

Department. But the distinctions between 

them are important, particularly in the 

context of this report. 

For the first century-and-a-half of our 

nation's history, roles and missions were 

easy. The Army's role, and its mission, was 

fighting on land. The Navy's and Marine 

Corps' role, and their mission, was fighting 

on and from water. It was that simple. 



Roles and IIIlSS10I1S began to get 
I 

complicated when the Services discovered 
I 

the miliwy usefulness of air power. By the 

stan ~f World Wu IT, caiiier-based aviation 

was J well-established branch of the Navy, 

and ttie Army Air COipS had so grown in size 

and ~tature that its full independence was 

lugel~ a matter of time. 
I 

I
When we entered World Wu n, we 

agree(i with our British allies to divide tM 

globe into theaterS, each containing both 

land land water. The Pacific was a US 

smuegic teSpODSibility, the Indian Ocean and 
I 

Middle East a United Kingdom (UK) 

~gic responsibility, and the Atlantic and 

~ Theater a combined US-UK 
I • ibility' .,..,_ __ _ 

smuegtc rcspons . • """""' commandel'$ 

were: appointed by the nation responsible for 

the theater and were · generally from the 

Service providing ihe preponderance of 

cads. In our first exen:ise in global mililaiy 

~. thelefom, the Navy was put in 

~ of the Pacific mj:ssj.on the Am1y got 
I 

the European mj:ssj.on, and air forces of both 
I 

Services perfonned an air warfare mk in an 
meaiers. Directives to Admiral N'DDitz in the 

I 
Pacific were transmitted by the Ciief of 

Navk Operarions on behalf of the US Joint 

~ of Staff (JCS), and clliectives to 

~ Eiienhower in Europe were 

~by the <llief of Staff of the Army 
I 

on behalf of the US and UK Combined 

cJu of Staff. 
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After World Wu IT, the Joint Ciiefs of 

Staff were established as a pennanem, formal 

body, with a joint staff; the Air Force was 
'' 

established as a sepuate Service; the · 1 

Depanment of Defense was created; and the 1 

Armed Forces were •mified by the National 1 

Security Act of 1947. The Connnanders in 11 

Ciief (CINCs) retained their Service 

idenriries, and the Ciief of Naval Operarions 

and Ciief of Staff of the Amrj, respectively, 

continned to act as executive agents for the 

Pacific and European theaters. 

In 1958, however, the Secretary of 

De&nse was given direction authority over I 

the CINCs. Services retained their mla. as , 

established by law, but mi&•jgns __ were 
1 

anigned, on a geographical or f'unaional 

basis, to the CINCs. 

In 1987, the distinctions between roles 

and mjssjms were further modjfird when 

Congmss -estab!isbed, in law, a new 

rombatmt command, the US Special 

Operations Comma::d (USSOCOM), and 

gave it a role. 

Today, ROLES are the broad and. 

eudwing purposes for which the Services, 

and USSOCOM, were established by 

Congress in law. In broadest tetmS, the role , 

of the Services today is to organiu, train, 

and equip forces, the &1m: for prompt and 

sustained combat incident to operations on 

land; the Hm for prompt and sustaiDed 
combat incident to operations on and from 

the sea; the Air Force for prompt and 

sustained offensive and defensive air, 

L 



operations; the Marine Coz:ps for service 

with the fleet in the seimn: or defense of 

advanced naval bases, and the conduct of 

such land operations as may be essenrial to 

the proscc:ution of a naval campaign; and 

Special Operations Cmmnand for special 

operations activities or missions. 

MISSIONS are the tasks assigned by 

the President or Seaetary of Defense to the 

CINCs of combatam cmmnan<k. The 

responsibilities of the combatam CINCs are 
spelled out in the Unified cornnimd Plan, a 

documem prepared by the Joint Staff, 

reviewed by the 1CS and the Seaetary of 

Defense, and approved by the President 

One other tcm1 is used, and often 

cottfused, in discussions of roles and 

missions~ FUNcnONS are specific 

responsibilities as•igned by the Presidcm and 

Seaetary of Defense to eaable the Services 

to fulfill their legally estab1ished roles. 

In simple tcmls, tbeD, the primary 

functipn of the Services, and Special 

Operations Command, is to ptOVide forces -

each organired, trained, and equipped to 

perfmm a mlA - to be employed by the 

CINC of a c:omhatam rormnand in the 

IICWluplishmem of a mjujm The tcm1S 

ml=,, miejom, a fimctiom are used in this 

sense throughout this documem. 

THE NATURE OF THREATS fACING 
THE UNITED STATES 

'Ilu= yean ago, when the last "roles 

and missions" report was prepared, the 

Berlin Wall still stood. American strategic 

bombers, missiles, and submarines weR on 

constant alert, successfully dctelring the 

Soviet Union from conducting a SUiprisc 

nuclear attaCk against the United States. 

Canvcntiooal US fortes - two full Army 

· coips, and eigbt Air Force tactical fighter 

wings - stood with their NATO ~ along 

the fortified border that divided Europe. 
Two nnmben:d fleets patrolled the seas, and 

additional forces in the United States weR 

prepared to rapidly deploy in RSpODSC to any 

aggRssion by the Wanaw Pact. 
.-
\ Today the Cold War is over. The 
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Wanaw Pact is dissolved. The Soviet Union 

bas ceased to exist. Nuclear and 

coaventional arms control agieCmCDtS have 

been concluded Emile classes of nuclear 

weapons are beiDg eljmjnmed, and thousands 
of tanks, armored combat ve-hicles, and 

artilleJy pieces are beiDg destroyed on both 

sides of the foDner Iron Curtain. 

Ongoing adjustments to our miliwy 

postme reflect the encmnous strategic 

changes of the past years. The overall size 

of our forces is being significamly reduced -

forces stationed in Europe are being cut in 

half. Strategic nuclear fortes are being 

extensively remganiwt; and the nuclear 

roles, missions, and functions of the Services 



and CIN? are being dramatically alten:d. 

All these ]changes are possible only because 

the proi!p!:ct of a maior East-West conflict I , • 
which drove our defense programs for more 

I 
than 40 years, has disappeared. 

Butl elimination of the threat of global 

conflict ~ not meant an end to conflict, nor 

an end td the risks facing Amc:ricsm c:jrjTeM 

and
. I 
mten:sts around the world, nor an end to 

I 
the need for ready miliWy forces. The Cold 

War has given way to a new era of 
. I and uncenamty unrest. s+ the last repo~ on roles, missions, 

and funCtions, Amc:rU:an troops have been 
__ :.1 .. 
<;UIIJIWLOQI to BDDed conflict in Panama and 

I 

the Persian Gulf. Our Armed Forces have 
I 

been ~ upon repeatedly, at home and 

abroad, to 8fXOinplillh missions ranging from 

disaster I relief and Jmmmitarian assistance, 

such as j Hurric:arlc Andrew relief efforts in 
Florida 8nd Operation RESTORE HOPE in 

Somalia[ to evacuation of non-combatantS 
I • 

from areas where confllc:t threataled, or had 

alJ9d L-.~ . Yr"t'-
-~ the Eurasian land mass, the end of 

bipolar confrontation has seen the resurgence 

of longtsuppressed conflicts swnming from 
ancient animosities, religious differences, and 

edmic I rivalries. · Names like Bosnia­

Herzogf"ena and Nagomo-Karabakh, once 

unlm~ are now all too fami1iar. The 

~ce of vast stores of conventional 
I and .. ~ anummman greatly increases 

the ~ for these local conflicts to spill 

over. While•the huge m1clear arsenal built by 

the Soviet Union is being slowly djgmantled, 

enough of it remai:m to leave Russia the one 

nation capable of literally destroying the 

United States. Russia may not, however, be 

the only Soviet m1clear heir; the question of 

who comrols weapons on the territories of 

other founer Soviet . republics is still not 

settled. And other countries may acquire or 

develop their. own capability to threaten 

nuclear, chemical. or biological mischief. 

In the Middle East and Southwest 

Asia, radical politicized Islam and a 

politically and mililarily resurgent·· Iran 

threaten regional stability and directly 

challenge a number of US interests, including 

access to Gulf oil, political reform and 

de"'Nlatic development. and settlement of 

the Arab-Israeli dispute. Iraq continnes to 

·· · defy United Nations (UN} resolutions aDd 
mm•ce irs neighbors. 1bere have been some 
signs of progress in the Middle East peace 

pxocess, but the panies remain m=conciled 
to the status quo, and violence "*""juues. 

Even if negotiations succeed, long-term 

cuii!HIIious issues, such as water 

distribution, will continue to provide 

potential for conflict. DESERT STORM 

tanght Persian Gulf stateS that the United 

States can be a reliable security panner, and 

they expect us to remain engaged in their 

region. 
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In Africa, economic and social 

disintegration challenges tlcdgling 

democracies, exposes entire populations to 

violence and misery, and threatens to ignite 



edmic strife and civil wars. We can expect 

that American military forces and logistics 

resources will comimle to take a major part 

in international efforts to relieve human 

suffering, as we are now doing in Somalia. 

Asia representS a remarlcable US 

foreign policy success. American 

comminnems to muma! defense treaties, 

forwani military presence, security assistance 

and education programs - for example -

have helped produce a region of stabilily. 

Democracy now blooms in areas where only 

a few years ago we wondered if the idea 

could ever take root. Newly empowered 

citizens are forcing goveum ews to change in 

ways once •mirnaginable . Pnliric:a) and 

economic succeas in Asia make it possible 

for friends and allies like Japan to take on a 

larger share of regional security 

respoosibilitie. But c:ba)lenges to American 

Wle&ests and ideals also exist across the 

P-..:.0:::- c . . . . 
~ JOHIIIIIIIIIJSI' JegDDel n:m&Ul J0 

power in CUna, North Korea, Laos, and 

VICIDI!ID. WbiJe le•dm!rip 8Dd geuaati.mal 

changes uuderway in tbele staleS offer 

srounds for optimism, the outcome of these 

transitions is far from certain. American 

involvement in Asia 8Dd the. Pacific is 

essential for promoting stability and 

nuttuting consttuctive change. 

In our own hemisphere, the collapse of 

wodd P • "mililism has left the production 

and export of iUegaJ drugs as the major 

threat to US inleresls. Other factors 

contribufing to uncertaimy and unrest 
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include the growing disparity between 

"haves" and "have-nots;" territorial and 

boundary disputes; international debt; 

environmental destruction; edmic prejudices_; 

and disruptive insurgencies. As in other 

regions, US presence contributes to stabilily 

and encourages . the spread of democratic 

values. 

Another factor contributing to 

instability is weapons proliferation. The 

growing sophistication of weapons 

technology and the possible emigration of 

founer Soviet scientists and armaments 

experts, coupled with regional instabilities 

and the presence of totalitarian goveJ!Ii • IC!ItS, 

poses an increasing risk. By the end of the 

1990s, many regional powers could possess 

m•clear, chemical, or biological weapons; the 

meaus to deliver them liCCIJJ'lltCly over long 

distances; and. in the absence of an efl'eaive 

detenent, the will to use them. TecbnDlogy 

on the open marlcet, such as high-resolution 

satellite imagery and space navigation and 
,,... .. m nm jcarions systems, may also give 

advanced capabilities to powers that could 

never afford to develop them on their own. 

PnliticaJly and econnndcally driven 

immigration and the flow of refugees 

escaping wars, disease, and famine will 

contribute to uncertainty and unrest in the 

years ahead. Other factors that may affect 

United Stares security interests include 

environmental and health issues and 
' . 

international economic competition. 



While the world may be less 

pmndat,le today than it was during what 

Pre~nt Kennedy characterized as the '1ong 

tw¥ struggle" of the Cold War, it is a far 

more ~ing world. The United States is 

safer ~ow than at any time in all the years 

that Jparatcd our airlift to Berlin from the 
I 

fall ofjthe wall which divided that city. The 

investment America made in all those 

dccaciks - in money and ID8Ieric1 and in the 

sacrifii:cs of our sons and daughters who 

stood I watch in freedom's outposts - has 

paid ciff. The best peace dividend is peace. 
I 

The Aimed Forces arc aware of the part they 
I 

played in this historic change and arc ready 
I 

to make a similar contribution to peace in the 
I 

hopcfDl years ahead. 

DUPUCAnON AND REDUNDANCY 

I 
For five decades, two major themes 

juftue~ and shaped the mignmcnt of 

roles.\ nrissions, and functions among the 

Aimed Forces of the Unired States. 
I 
The first was the legacy of 
I 

World Warn. Owing that war, tbe UDired 

States
1 

fielded milirmy forces of 

~size and scope. In the rush to 
I 

assemble those ultimately victorious forces, 

linle ibought was given to tbe question of 

Semele roles and missions. The Executive 
I 

Bmnch and tbe Congress allocated resources 

and husccJ forces based on the simple 

princij,le that "wluucvcr can be done should 

be dohc." As we expanded. some overlaps 

and duplications of effort developed between 

the Army and the Navy. This situation was 

tolerable because the massive national 

mobilization, combined with tbe de facto 

geog~aphic division of labor betwccn the 

Services made hard cboiccs unnecessary. 

Post-war budget cutting made resource 

allocation an issue of paramount importance. 

Partly for this reason, Congress passed the 

National Security Act of 1947. Among its 

several provisions, tbe Act established the 

Air Force as a separate Service and 

and 

' ' I • 

j I 

missions to provide a fxauewcn:k for 

program and budget decisions. Some 

provisions sptJ=ificd in tbe Act sparked 

mm,..djate disagrccmcnt among tbe Services, · 1 

so Secretary of Defense James Forrcstal /! 

· · convened a c:oufcrczlcc in Key West, FI~ j; 

where tbe Chiefs of tbe Services agxecd on l
1 

.. 

roles and functions. . 

I-6 

Some argue that the Key West I! 

Agmment is flawed, th:: i% failed to resolve 

J"dnndancy and duplication. In fact, what 

the Cliefs recognized in 1947, and Congress 

I. 

has supported ever since, is that there arc a 

munbcr of advantages in having similar, 

complementary capabilities among tbe 

Services. The availability of similar but 

spccializcd capabilities allows tbe combatant 

commander to tailor a miliwy response to 1 

any contingency, regardless of geographic 

location. 



At the natioDal. commmd level, the 

existence of robust forces with 

complementary capabilities adds to the 

options available in a crisis, especially when 

the crisis is unexpected. The similar but 

specialized capabilities of the Aimed 

Services are not UDlike the safety featuies of 

modem automobiles, wbic:h come equipped 

with automatic shoulder restraims, lap safety 

belts, and airbags. Whether these 

complementary safety devices come stalldard 

or as options, they are rednndant and do add 

to the purchase price of a car. If purchase 

price we~e the only factor, buyers would 

reject this built-in rechmdancy. But purchase 

price obviously is lllll. the only factor, 

especially in an emergency. In fact, it may 

seem insignificant when compared to the far 

greater c:osts associated with medical care· 

for unprotected drivers and passengers. 

Congress cleady understood this ciifference 

in c:ost. between an ounce of pteveuri.z and 

a pound of cure, when it made air bags 

mandatory. Congress had sjanlar zeasming 

in mind when it directed the Otairman of the 

Joint Otiefs of Staff to c:onsider, in making 

this report. not duplication of effon, but only 

the wmemsary duplication of effort among 

the Aimed Forces. 'r.DDe 8lld time again in 

our nation's histbry - including 8lld perhaps 
especially our recent history - the 

availability of similar but specialiwf 

capabilities bas made all the difference. The 

pun:hase price bas tumed out to be a 

bargain. 
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The coordinated peifonnance of all the 

Armed Forces in Panama and in the Persian 

Gulf attests to the essential wisdom of the 

civilian and military leaders who forged the 

odginal Key West Agreement Our 

unrivaled ability to c:onduct joint and 

combined operations today is the · logical 

condusion of the ptocess that began when 

Congress undertook to unify the·. nstion's 

Aimed Forces and established the 

Department of Defense. The hope·expressed 

at Key West forty-five years ago, of nnjfjM 

Anned Forces operating efficiemly and 

effectively without bickering or unproductive 

competition, bas become routine reality. 

The progress we've made was 

evmplifiM in combat operations in the Gulf 

War, when the 1Jger Brigade of the Auny's 

2d Amlored Division was pl.al:ed under the 

2d Marine Division, and its heavy taDks and 

self-propelled 8ltil1ery provided addilional 

punch for the mme ligbdy equipped Marines. 

That kind of c:oopention between two 

Services m.akes the best of the c:apabtlities of 

both, and results in a force greater than the 

sum of its parts. 

The vision of Key West was also 

evident in Opemtion "GTMO", providing 

bnmanimrian assistance to 30,000 Haman 
refugees. What began as primarily a Marine 

Corps effon grew very quickly into a joint 

operation with a peak strength of mme than 

2,000 active duty and reserve troops from all 

Services and the Coast Guani. Though .. 
ultimately the pteponderance of troops were 



Amry, everyone at Guantanamo Bay got 

behind the Marine one-star commanding, and 

the joJt task force did an outstanding job. 
I 

Our ability to operate joint and 

comb~ was also illustrated in Operation 
I 

PROVIDE COMFORT - bmnmitarian 

operatibns in northem Iraq. It too began 
I 

small, but soon grew into a multinational 

force. I The ease with which milirmy forces 

from 'YIIrious Services of other nations were 

able to[ coalesce around the nucleus of a US 

Joint Task. Force is further tribute to the 
I 

clear vision of the DOD founders. 
I 

Another superb example was Operation 
I 

EASTERN EXIT. When the American 

Fmba~ in Mogadishu, SamaHa was 

threatened by rebel forces just as Operation 
I 

DESERT STORM was about to break, 

optionf were needed for evacuaJing the · 

embassy staff. Three days away, embarlccd 

on N~ amphibious ships, was a Marine 

force ~ the capability to get in, get our 

peoplJ, and get out. If the !ituaticn 

w~ in those duec days, Army Rangers 

in Air' Force tiansports, could have gotten 

there faster, but they'd have had less 

.. 

nation was well served by the flexibility 

inherent in our Anned Forces. 

The second major factor governing 

~ force planning has been the Cold 

War. The Soviet Union was a fonnidable 

adversary in every respect, with large and 

!!dmicaUy sophisticated forces. Almost to 

the ·very end, the Soviet political leadership 

showed little restraint in allocating resources 

to its milirmy or in using force to achieve its 

political goals. 

To contain this Soviet milirmy power, 

the United States fashioned a network of 

alliances. We maintained the largest 

peacetime force structme in our history, with 

land, sea, and air forces at forwaid bases in 

Europe and Asia. We opposed wnuuwlist 

subversion and insurgencies throughout the 

' world, with political and economic pressure 
and even with military force. We developed 

and sustained a large military-industrial 

complex, both to support our forces-in-being 

and :o provide the !ne8IIS for emeigen.:y 

mobilization. And we invested billions of 

dollars in advanced teclmology in an effort to 

maintain a qnaHrarive edge in the face of 

firepower on the ground and would have overwbclming numerical superiority. 

been Jamer to get out. As it hal'pened, the 

situati6n did not deteriorate to the point 

where1 
the Rangers were needed; the embassy 

staff I was rescued by a daring naval 

operation. But the comriememary 
I 

capabilities of the Marines and Army gave 

the n1ron·s leaders more than· one option. 

As J so IDIIlY other crisis sitnations, the 
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THE IMPACT OF TECHNOLOGY 

A3. new leclmologies have moved from 

the laboratory to the battlefield, they have 

been seized upon by the Armed Forces and 

adapted to the needs of air, land, and sea 

combat. One example of mililary technology 

that all Services have adapted to their 

spociali:mf warfighting roles is the radio. 

Wlldess C0114DIMiCalions Wele first used by 

the milirary in World War I lllld soon had a 

positive effect on the command, control, and 

communications capabiliti= of all Services. 

A3. teclmology advanced, radios increased in 

range and reliability, and we have come to 

rdy on them in virtually every operation our 

fon:es undertake. Although in the past we 

have developed radios in one Service that 

coold DOt ()Ill il!i!Jnicate with radiOS I 

developed by another Service, we have long 

since ICCOgniu:d and are miDg that problem 
Today, imauperable UblliilliiiiQttiQDS 

capabfljtjes are an jrvtispensahle part of our 

joint military opeaations. 

The · aiJ:plane is another example of 

tedmology that changed wlllfare. We began 

to see ils effects in World War I. Following 

that war, the Navy embadted on one course 

leacting to the fast cmier fleets that in 

Worid Warn .made victory possible in the 

Pacific. The Army embadted on a different 

coune which led to the strategic bomber 

fleels that contributed significantly to the 

Ncmnandy invasion and the liberation of 

Europe. 
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A3. radios and ailplanes demonstrate, 

soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines are 

always eager to get their hands on any new 

teclmology that promises to help them win 

wars. The advanced systems in wbic:h we 

invested so much national treasure during the 

Cold War years are no exception. Many of 

those systems had their baptism of file in 

Operations JUST CAUSE and DESERT 

STORM. 

The cechnologies that came of age in 

Panama and the Persian Gulf have clearly 

altered warfare, some in ways we have only 

begun to apprec:iare. Space systems, for 

example, wac used c::rtemively to provide 

early warning, intelligence, surveillance, 

navigatillll, command, control, and 

cc '""" micarions, mxi bllltle damage 
asse!''•e•us to our roaUrion CCJID!MDders in 

tbe Gulf. Satellites fed infcmnarinn to troops 

in their foxbnles, aviators in their cockpiis, 

seamen atloat, and missilra"S in their Pattiot 

batteries. Infonnarion glllbered from space 

supported every aspect of planning, 

caar:rolling, and winning the war with Iraq. 

The accelerating pace of tedmological 

developuent has implicatioos for the division 

of labor among the Services, paniculady the 

1imctions of developing and procuring new 

equipment. The nation that can most quickly 

incOiporare technological innovations will 

have a decided edge on any future battlefield. 

To shonen the time between drawing board 

. and operational availability, efficiencies and 

new measures of effectiveness must 



continually be incorporated into the ways the 

Se 
. I rvti go about equipping their forces. 

The effect of new technologies on 

roles,jmissions, and functions will continue 

to ~ evolutionary. Technological 

break1hroughs will undoubtedly influence 

S .I fun . 
ervti ctJ.ons. 

ADAPTING TO THREE YEARS OF 

[BREATHTAKING CHANGE 

I pte changes of the last three years led 

to a ~mdamenral change in our strategy and 

our f~rce sttucture. The military's task was 

SJlCllef out by President Bush in a speech in 

~ Colorado on August 2, 1990 - the 

same lday Saddam Hussein invaded KuwaiL 

Noting that the United States would be ill-
' . 

served by forces representing nothing more 
I 

than a scaled-back or shrunken-down version 
I 

of tf Cold War force, President Bush 

de£m¥ our task as one of shaping our 

~ to meet the needs of regional 

~gencies and peacetime presence. 

1

0ur response to the changing strategic 

lmdsfape was funber elaborated in the 

President's August 1991 NaQnna] Security 
I 

S~gy of the Ugited States, which 

anno'Fced that by mid-decade, the military 
would be :ZS9& smaller than the forces we 

~ in the last days of the Cold War 

and~ how planned reductions would 

cut f~rces to a miuimmn acceptable level -­

the Base Force. 

A few months later, in January 1992, 

the National MiJWuy Strategy of tbe United 

~ was published. Reflecting the 

fundamemal shift from a Cold War focus on 

containment to a regional orientation, it 

alticulates a 1lexihle new strategy designt".d 

to protect our intelests and suppon oiu 

objectives worldwide, and it elaborates the 

strategic principles that underlie our force 

planning. 

The Base Force was initially conceived 

as the um m liiim essential force required to 

meet the risks and uncertainties then 

prevalent. It was designed to maximize the 

capabilities of each Service and integrate 

their Active and Reserve components into an 

effective military team capable of responding 

across the full specuwn of confliCL But the 

' Base Force has become a dynamic force. 
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When the nation's military requirements f 

change significantly, as they have with j' 

strategic nuclear weapons in the years since [.·~ 
the Base Force wes i!li!iall:y artic:::!:tt:d, the 

Base Force can 8Dd should be adjusted. 

As structured through 199S, the Base 

Force sets force levels app1opriate to our 

national intelests and the regional concems 

we have around the world. It is a superbly 

ttaiDed, capable force, ready when called by 1 

the President to go :to the scene of a 

developing crisis, go quickly, and go jointly. 



RESHAPING THE MIUTARY 

With the end of the Cold Wax, the 

strategic threat that drove our planning, and 

upon which the division of labor among the 

Services was for so long predicated, has 

receded. Though we axe still obligated to 

plan for the re-emergence of a global military 

threat, we axe confident we would have 

suffic:ienr time to reconstitute the forces 

required, and that we need not retain the 

forces necessary to fight a global wax. 

In the past we've been faced with 

similar opponunities to reduce the size of 

our miliwy and cut defense spending. 

World Wax I was "the wax to end wars," and 

when it was "over over there," we brought 

the · troops home and settled into 

isolationism Throughout the Roaring 1 

Twenties and the Great Depression that 

followed, maintainfug a strong mililaJy was 

never a national priority. And we paid for it. 

We paid when totalitarian govemn ems 

began their expansionist aggression, 

aggression that might have been deterred by 

the existence of strong US forces. We paid 

at Pearl Harbor, and at Kasserine Pass in 

North Africa. 

When World Wax n ended in victmy, 

we repeated our mistake. Again we failed to 

keep our forces ready, and we again paid the 

price in Korea, in the awful retreat to the 

Pusan perimeter. This time we axe 

detennined to get it right. With the Cold 

Wax's end, the great change in our straregy 
I 
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has been not only moving away from 

increasingly unlikely global warfare, but also 

making sure the force that remains is ready 

and able to deal decisively and successfully 

with regional crises - the way we were 

ready for Operations JUST CAUSE in 

panama, PROVIDE COMFORT in Twkey 

and northem Iraq, and RESTORE HOPE in 

Somalia. Being ready for crises like these 

means being ready with a total force, 

consisting of highly trained, come-as-you-axe 

Active forces, augmented, and in some cases 

even preceded, by the specialized skills that 

reside in our .Reselve components. When 

the crisis turns into something bigger, like 

Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM, far 

greater m1mbers of National Guardsmen and 

Reservists must be called up. We simply 

cannot go to wax without them. 

We axe confident we can maintain the 

capabilities we need for this new era of 

uncertainty and unrest, and that we can do so 
with fewer men and women in unifonn; 

fewer Active forces in the Army, Navy, Air 

Force, and Marine Corps; fewer reserves; 

fewer defense civilians; and fewer defense 

industrial workers. 

We can do it in a way that protects the 

nation from unacceptable risk, and that 

returns to the American people some of the 

treasure they've been devoting over the years 

to suppon a strong defense. 

But we cannot maintain the necessary 

capability if we slash our operating and 

procurement accounts so severely that the 



readiness of our superb forces is damaged. 

I military We cannot preserve our 

stmJ~ if we place perceived economy 

ahead 1of proven effectiveness, or if we place 

one sJrvice or component ahead of others. 

I quidd . If we proceed too y, or unpose 

chan~ so large they· cannot be absorlled, 

the nk is that we may destroy the basic 

fabric I of our fighting force. The superb 
balance demonstrated by our Armed Forces 

in th~ir mastery of the air, sea, land, and 

space I of the Persian Gulf must be 

maim3ined. 
I the . , 
Over the past three years, nanon s 

~ leaden have uru!ertaken an 

~ve review of our stralegy; our 
I forces; and our roles, minions, and 
I &..o 

functions. We have sought areas •u• 
consJI.idation, ~lining, and outright 

reducinon. Olapter II of this repon 

higbHgbts the changes we have already made 

to adapt our forces to the realities of a 

changing world. In the three years since the 

1989 "Repon on Roles and Functions of the 

Aimed Forces," we have accomplished much . 

toward bnilding a force for an era of ·I· I 
uncenainty. And so far we have gotten. it 1 

rigbt. In spite of reductions, reorganizations, 

and withdrawals, our forces have remained ' 
·ready. 1bey've proven their effectiveness 

time and again, by dealing decisively with 

sudden contingencies, large and small. 
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But not every restrUcturing proposal 

that sounds appealing stands up when , 

carefully analyzed. and not every study we've 

COO!T!ICUced has been conclUded. Chapter ill 

of this repon presents additional areas we've ' 

examjnM or continue to examine in our 

ongoing process of bmlding Armed Forces 
tbal axe right for America. 

I .I 

I 

I: 



Chapter II 

WHAT WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED 

More changes have OCCUIIed in the US 

militazy during the last three yem than in 

any similar period siru:C the National Security 

Act of 1947. Three key factors- the end of 

the Cold Waz, increased budgctazy 

constraints, and. a revised Tttle X of the US 

Code which incorporates Goldwater-Nichols 

legislation - have converged to provide the 

oppommity, necessity, and J.iccnsc to make 

changes. Indeed, these changes have already 

resulted in iimdamemal differences in the 

way we're structured, the way we train, and 

the way we fight. They have embraced an 
Services, affected all functional areas, and 

touc:bcd virtually every facet of the military ... ' 
I \ 

This ongoing traasition to a vr:ry 
different, post-Cold Waz militazy was not 

lllldenaken in a random or ubiuary fashion. 

Instead, we followed a dclibcrale approach, 

fonnnlaring a new National Military Stn1tegy 

fortoday's security cmimiJJJ eat, cstablisbing 

a "Base Force" structure specifically tailored 

to cxccutc that strategy; conccmrating our 
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attention on a wide array of measures 

designed to improve cap&bility and enhance 

cfliciency; and fiDally, stepping back to 

spcc:ifically examine roles, missions, and 

functions in light of an the other changes we 

had implemented 

The Anncd Forces of the United States 

are prepared to meet the challenges of the 

N"mctics, not with a mini•mre version of the 

Cold Waz militazy, but with a new force 

designed for a new era. Lessons lcamcd in 

our decisive victory in DESERT STORM 

and in sucrcss1blly accomplishing a host of 

other militazy opcaations have contributed to 

the· evolutionary process of organizing, 

traiuing, and equipping our Armed Forces so 

they are ready to act decisively when called 

upon. 

What follows in !his chapter is a quick 

look at some of the major changes we have 

made since the last triennial review of roles, 

missions, and functions. 



NATIONAL MIUTARY STRATEGY 

I 
A dynamic and responsive milirary 

strateJy is key to the effective employment 
I 

of miliwy forces. Our cumnt strategy is 
I 

spelled out for all the world to see in the 

Natiokal Military Strategy of tbe United 

.swJ. an •mclas.,ifiM publication released in 

1~ 1992. This strategy takes into 

accouht the geopolitical environment of the 
I 

post-Cold War era; contributes to the 

acruJemem of our national objectives, and 

fi I . vital . ocuses on protectmg our mterests 

dmink a period of reduced defense spending. 

Detening mclear attack and containing 

communism - the comerstones of our 
I 

miliraJy strategy and planning for more dum 

4S iem - have given way to a more 
~. fle:v'hle strategy which is ~gionally· 
o~ and designed to respond decisively 

to ~ challenges of this decade. Built upon 
I 

the four f()ID!darions of Strategic Detemnce 

and I Defense, Forward Pr=ence, Crisis 

Response, and Rec:cmstitution, the strategy 
I 

provides the basis for all us milllaJy acliviry. 

The I principles which underlie the National 

MiliFY Strategy have been embraced by the 

Services and inc:orpotated in their respective 
p~. Army Fgcgs 22; the Air Force Global 

I 
Reach Global Power; and the Navy and 

I 
Marine COipS Whir; Paper, • • Frpm the 
.saJ It is against this strategic backdrop that 

I 
the IUS Aimed Forces are now organized, 

trained, and equipped. 
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THE "BASE FORCE" 

As the world situation changed, the 

military undertook a thorough analysis of the 

force structure needed to accomplish the 

new military strategy. Today we have a 

force capable of detening aggression, 

providing meaningful presence abroad, 

responding to regional crises, and, if ever 

necessary, reconstituting a global warlighting 

capability. As we conriiDle our planned 

drawdown · and comemplate additional 

changes, we must ensure the US Aimed 

Forces retain these core capabilities. 

The Base Force is a future force which 

anricip~ continued progress and 

improvement in the strategic GD'tU(iiiiiCDt. It 

is a dynamic force which can respond to 

further favorable change. And it is a total 

force which includes all aspects of our 

Active and Reserve componeuts. 

Becanse it is smaller, the Base Force 

IDIISt also be more f!;xjble, better trained, 

and able to adapt to changing citcwnstances. 

The new miliwy strategy requires that units 

retain a high stare of readiness, in order to 

respond to the dynamic challenges of the 

new world order, including rapid response to 

crises, natural disasters, and peacekeeping 

operations. It takes into consideration each 

Service's strengths and provides the greatest 1 

retum from available resources. 

The end of the Cold War and 

development of a new milllaJy strategy have 

affected more dum just the size and structure 

I I 

I , 

i 
I 



of our force. The past three years have also 

had a signifinmt impact on the assignment of 

roles, missions, and. f1mctioDs among the 

Aimed Forces and the combatam commands. 

Some of the signifinmt changes we have 

alieady implemented Bie described below. 

NUCLEAR FORCES 

US Strategic Command 
(USSTRATCOM) 

The end of the Cold War led the Joint 

Otiefs of Staff to conduct a comprehellsive 

IeView of the Ullificd Cmmnand Plan. the 

doc:umeut whid1 estahlisbes combatant 

conmands and usigns !heir geographic and 

functional IeSpODSibilitie. One key 

conclusion wu that adjusuncms in ccmunand • 

and comrol of the nadon's strategic rmclear 

forces were nccessiiiY and appropriate. 

As a result of this asses"""tt, 

USSTRATCOM wu c:rean:cL Fw the fjm 

rime in pur himny. all of America's strategic 
rmclcar weapons Bie comoolidated under one 

combatam CINC. Cmmnanc! of an strategic 

bombers, missiles, and submarines will 

alternate betweeD an Air Force general and a 

Navy admiral .- an aurangancm hard to 

imagine ODI.y a few years ago. This 

consolidation of the forces that truly do 

safeguard our way of life is perl1aps the most 

dramatic and fimdamcntal change in the 

assignmmt of roles and missions among the 

Armed ~ of the UDitcd States since 
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they first were established by law in 194 7. 

Establishment of USSTRATCOM also 

reduced costs, through consolidation of 

Airbomc Command Posts and the 

disestablishmcm of the Strategic Air 

Cmmnand as a combatant command and as a 

major command within the Air force, This 

restructuring not only centralized command 
and comro1 of US strategic rmclcar forces; it 

also eliminated over 1,100 staff positions, 

including more than half the · associated 

general and flag officer billets. 

President's Nuclear Initiatives 

After the failed coup in Moscow in 

August 1991 and subsequem dissolution of 

the Soviet Union, long-stalled anns control 

negotiations were suddenly invigoraled, and 

supplcmcmed by mflatcral iniDatives and 

rapid bilalcral and multilateral agreemcms. 
As a result of rmclcar iniDatives developed 

under the direction of the Joint Clicfs of 

Staff and the Seaewy of Defense, and 

approved by Presidem Bush and annormced 
in September 1991 and Jarmary 1992, a wide 

range of mflatcral actions has had a 

tmncndous impact on every aspect of our 

land, sea, and air rmclear forces, Nuclear 

roles, missions, and functions have been 

fundamentally changed, commands 

reorganized, and entire classes of systems 

eliminared. 



The President's Dnclear initiatives 
I 

included several measmes to · reduce the 
I IIUIIlbCr of deployed nuclear weapons. Our 

entire! worldwide inventory of ground· 

launched, shon-range, tactical and theater 

mJc!Jr weapons, including m1clear ani1lery 

shells! and shon-range nuclear ballistic missile 

w~, has been wUhdrawn and is being 
I 

elim#wcd. The Army and Marine Corps-

both lof which had nuclear roles since the 

mid-19SOs - no longer have llllclear 

we~ns. 8lld instead rely on their sister 
I 

Services for Dnclear weapons suppon. The 
0 I 0 fi . savmgs m orce sauc:rure, eqwpment. 

marerlel, and training. from this measure are 
I 

significam. Also at the President's direction, 

all ~al nuclear weapons were removed 

by Jhly . 1992 from airaaft carriers, SUJface 

~· attaCk submarines. and land-based 
naval aircraft. Most of our tactical oncleat 

I weaPons have been retumed to central 
sumige locations on US tmritory. In 

i 
addition to the obvious cost savings, this 

~resulted in the "denuclesrization" of 

our Jm forces in the Pacific. 

For the first time since the 19S0s, all 

US Strategic bombers have been taken off 

alert, as have 4SO Minnteman U Inter· 

coJmemaJ Ballistic Missiles (lCBMs). 

Follow-on Agreements 

On June 17, 1992 Presidents Bush and 

Yeltsin approved the framework of a new 

uJrr intended to reduce US and Russian 

smlregic forces even more radic:ally. The 

I 
I . 

I 

-r 
resulting treaty, START n, was signed on 1 

Jam~ary 3, 1993. When ratified and entered 

into force, START n will reduce strategic 

weapons to fewer than 3,500 watbeads on , 

either side. The treaty mandates that by I 

2003, no land-based ICBMs will have more 

than one watbead. The US agreed to reduce 1 · 

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile 
(SLBM) warheads by half. US Peacek=per 

ICBMs will be eliminated and all Minuteman 
m missiles will become single-warhead. 

These nuclear initiatives and their 

results illustrate cleady the dynamic natUie of 

the Base Force. When we started 

developing our pi !!DTJI"1i 199S force, there 

were 21,000 strategic and taCtical onclear 

weapons in the US menal. including sea- I 
based, air-delivered. 8lld ground·l•,mched 

' systemS. As our requiremems for onclear 
1 

determ1ce changed, the Department of 
Defense took the lead. in J:eCCH@...,ding I 

cooesponding reductions in onclear forces to . 

a total of about S,lOO weapons - a level ! 

Itptm ... ing one-quaner of the Cold War . 

nuclear stockpile. These IeC EiiilteDdarions : 

will eliminate every weapon and every 1lllit I 

that is no longer ~ for the Dation's I 
secm'ity. Reductions in our llllclcar forces ~ 
are also reflected in restruc:tured roles, 1 

I 
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missions, and functions. As al.ieady noted, : 

the Army and Marine Corps are without a~ 

nuclear role or function for the first time in I 
four decades. Should they ever require~ 
nuclear weapons, they will call on the Navy!' 

or Air Force. The Aimed Services of the: 
I 

I 



United States rely on one another for 

essential suppon: modem warfare is a team 

effort all the way. 

CHEMICAL INmATIVE 

In September 1992, at the Conference 

on Di:smmament in Oeoeva, 39 nations 

reached agreement on a total ban on lethal 

chemical weapons, and voted to forward the 

treaty text to the Ullited Nations General 
Assembly, which approved the Ormical 

Weapons Convention (ewC) in November 

1992. The United states signed the ewe in 

Paris on January 13, 1993, and in doing so 

renounced the use of chemiC"!. weapons for 

any reason, including maliarinn. 

. The Ullited States will retain 

CCJIIIIImJDeaSW for cbemical and biological.' 

wadilre programs and deter an euemy's use 

of chemical and biological weapons by 

maimaining the miliwy capahilirim to deny 

an enemy a signfficam military advantage 

from such use. If US fon:es, facilities, or 

citizms, or those of our allies, come under 

cbemical or biological attack, the US has the 

capability to respond with a wide range of 

milirary options. Azrt use of chemiC"!. or 

biological weapons would have the most 

severe consequences to the user. We may 

respond with all appropriate means 

C0111istent with our righls and obligations 

1l!lder imemarionallaw. 

n-s 

us acceptance of the ewe results in 

the elimination of several functions for the 

Services. The Air Force and Marine Corps 

no longer have to certify aircraft for delivery 

of chemical weapons, and air and ground 

crews no longer train for this tasJt._ AmJy 

and Marine Corps artillezy units are likewise 

. relieved of these requirements. The Setvices 

are no longer required to maintain Peaonnel 

Re1iabiliry Programs or com11 m11icarion and 

security systemS for control and release of 

chemical weapons. The AmJy does not have 

to maintain chemical stocks in a "ready-for­

issue" status. This will produce monetary 

savings for the Services and rednce human 

risk due to decreased maintenance and 

surveillance requiremerits. The AmJy will be 

able to destroy the chemical stockpile in the 

safest and most cost effective and 

opera! icmaDy efficient manner. 



StRATEGIC LIFT 

tgional focus, flexible and adaptive 

p~. and signffic:anr!y reduced forward 

preserice combine to increase our reliance on 
I. bility I. 'It ~ strategiC mo . t 11 essenna o our .... ~ 

strate~ic focus that we be able to move 

quick}y, anywhere in the world, with combat 

for=i and ace.., npanying suppon eleiJ!!'lDIS 
I 

sufficient for the mission assigned. W'llh 

these 1realities in mind, we have developed an 

inte~ program to improve and 

model . . lift fi Ill1ZC our stramg~c orces. 
1since its establishmertt in October, 

1987 J the US Transportation Command 
(UsTRANSCOM) has consolidawt the 

previi,.wy diffused individual Service 

respohsibililiea for air, land, and sea 

~n of equipment and supplies. The 

~ success · aciUeved in improving 

ef6cib:r and responsiveocss has been 
' cieariy apparent during a host of recent relief 
I -.~· _,..z the . . 

~ons. In .t""""mg ..,..... to vu:ams 

of Hurricanes ADdrew and Iniki and 

~ooa Omar, TRANSCOM coordinated 

the ~ of nine ships, more than 800 

airc:rb, nearly !500 railcars, and almost 2,000 

uuJs. Wbile responding to these three 

nanJai disasters, TRANSCOM 
I n.-.,..;...,. simultaneOUSly ·supponed ~.r---
' PROVIDE REI TEF in Somalia. PROVIDE 

HO~E in the fonDer Soviet Union, 

PRbVIDE PROMISE in the folltlel' 

Yug~via, PROVIDE TRANSmON in 

Ang~la, and CODiingmcy operations in the 

> .,I 
" 
I > 

I 
I 

Persian Gulf. [' 

With the mission of transpOiting troops I 
and equipment placed solely on \ 

TRANSCOM, what remained was to match 

our lift capabilities with the National Military 

Strategy and the planned force structure. 

Tbe Mobilliiy RequirelllentS Study (MRS), 

compleled in January 1992, established the 

. Jiaa..:wcnk for · cunent and future lift 
1 

inirladves. 1: 
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The approved program includes 

ccmrirmarion of the Air Force C-17 program 

to improve airlift capacity and procurement 

of 64 additional ships to enhance our sealift 
capabilily. Twenty-two of these vessels, 

from new US c:onstmction or c:onveaion, 

will support surge requirem=ls and 

pteposirioning efforts. The ftl I eajning 42 

veaels will be acquiied from the u Qiill e cial 

muket and assigned to the Ready Reserve 

Force to fu11her expand the capacity of US 

sealift mources. 

i 

1n addjtjon, the MRS idenrifies and i 
provides for major improvemeZ1tS in selected 

US seaports to increase the quantity of 

troops and materiel that can be moved 

through them in cme day. We also seek to 

c:Mmce the Ready Reserve Force by placing , 

more "RO/R.Os" - roll-on I roll-off cargo /; 

vessels - in an increased readiness swus. 1 

Various other strategic lift : 

enhancements have also been undertaken. : 

Tbe Army is impiementing an expanded 

afloat ptepositioning program which includes I' 
I 

. ~ . 



supplies and equipment for a heavy combat 

brigade. Additionally, we are studying 

enhana:ments to en route basing and host 

nation support programs; examining 

management initiatives for all strategic lift 

assets, including preposirioned ships and 

various Amry craft; and m:nmmending 

construction of a canrainerizrd · ammunition 

port on the West Coast. 

Envisioned mobility improvements will 

enable deployment of m Arrey light division 
and a heavy brigade to my ''hot spot" in 

apptmimately two weeks, and two heavy 

divisions in about a month. 

Petbaps more thm in my other role, 

mission, or functional area, the requirements 

of . strategic mobility illustrate the 

interdependence of today's Armed Forces .. 

The capabilities ·of our Total Force are ' 

indeed greater thm the sum of irs individual 

parts. 
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fORWARD PRESENCE 

Containing communist expansionism 

during the Cold War required a sizable 

comingent of US forces to be stationed 

overseas - in anticipation of a global war 

that might start . with li!:tle or no waming. 

Our new militaiy strategy, which takes into 

account the dramatic changes since 1989, 

reflects the end of the era when large 

numbers of Gis were pennanentiy stationed 

on foreign soil. As we continue to 

implement and refine the strategy, we will 

substantially but carefully reduce and 

restructure our forces around the world. 

In Europe, we are reducing as rapidly 

as practicable toward a planned forward . 

presence of one Amry coips, three-plus Air 

Force figbler wings, and a tailored Naval 

expeditionary force. We are wdl on the way 

to reac:bing our cwzem objective of 150,000 

European-based troops by 1995, having 

wirhdrawn approximately 114,000 soldiers, 

sailma, '""""'· and msrinea in just two 

yeam. 

We will contimle to honor our 

commitments to NATO - the most 

successful allimce structure ever devised. 

In the Pacific, our forward presence 

will remain primarily maritime, with hslf our 

projected cairier and amphibious forces 

oriemed towards that region. As in Europe, 

we are reducing Army and Air Force 

forward-stationed forces, but not our 

commitment to the region. Already, 18,000 



forward~loyed troops have been 

withcmlwn. Funher reductions of US forces 

statioJd in South Korea are planned. but the 
I 

Secretary of Defense suspended the 

drawdJwn in 1991 pending satisfactory 
I 

resolution of c:enain concems about North 

Korea./ The changing strategic landscape 

also permitted us to close bases and fat:~liries 

in the /Pacific, particularly Clark Air Force 

Base 8nd Subic Bay Naval Base in the 

~ 
I 

The Aimed Forces' continuing efforts 
I 

to lo~ operating costS also resulted in 

streamlining and consolidaling hundreds of 

ScrviJ activities. In Southern Europe, for 
I 

exsgnpJe, our future basing concept envisions 

increa.bg the joint use of tju:•lities, thereby 

reciuciha 1li!MCeSSBiy duplication of bases 

and~ functions. The Navy and the Air 

Force! are planning to use the Naval Air 

Station at Sigonella, Italy for fighteD, 

rna• i• ;J * patrol aircraft, and fleet suppon. 
I 

The Naval Air Station at Souda Bay, Crete 
will hlm nw:itiue patrol, fleet suppon, and 

I 

surveillance aircraft for the Navy and Air 

Forcel The air base at Incidik 1'urltey will 

be Jseci for multi-Service contingency 
I 

operations. In the Pacific, Navy and Air 

Force persOIUiel in Singapore share 1ega1; 

mediclal; housing; ·education; and Morale, 

wetdre, and Recreation services. And some 

Navy/ elenwns, displaced from the 

Philippines are now hosted by the Air Force 

at Andersen Air Force Base in Guam. 

n..a 

'! : 
. li 

I • I 

As we reduce the overall size of our 

forces and consolidate much of what remains '~~ 
in the United States, the potential exists for 1: 

significam savings to be realized as a result I' 

of overseas base closures. O!.anges to the 

strategic landscape since the fiiSt repon on 

roles, missions, and functions have allowed 

us to identify more than 500 fac:oliries for 

consolidation among the Services or outright 

retum to host nations. As restrocturing 

comim•es, we will seek every opponunity to 

consolidate and close no-longer-needed 

mililaty installations that supponed our Cold 

War force strocture. 

Our plans for cott.ing costs while 

maintaining proven effectiveness include a 

new idea for forward presence operations. 

The concept explores the deployment of joint 

forces, caafigmed to complement one 

another and meet peacetime and contingency 

operatioDII. needs. For example, a cauier 

battle group deploying to the Mediteuanean 

without an amphibious ready group might 

rely upon the Army airborne task force in 

Italy to perform the ground tactical role in 

suppon of joint operations. Similady, an 

amphibious ready group might deploy 

sepw:arely to "the Med," and rely on Air 

Force land-based air assets, rather than on 

carrier-based naval aviation. Future forward 

presence operations may thus consist of 

specially tailored joint task forces that can 

maintain essential forward presence at less 

overall cost. 



Bringing an all-volunteer force home 

isn't easy. It requiies detailed logistical 

planning and depends on the extraordinary 

effotts of our men and women in unifonn, 

and their families. The troops we've brought 

home since 1990 had a proportionate slwe 

of husbands and wives, kids, pets, family 

cars, and prized possessions. Getting them 

home, whether to a Stateside assignment or 

to -an unexpectedly early return to civilian 

life, without a! icnaring their husbands and 

wives, tramnarizing their kids, losing their 

pets, denting their cars, or damaging their 

personal plopcaty, is an jumemc task. We 

ue bringing the troops home as fast as we 

can - while continuing to maintain a forward 

presence that protects our vital interests, 

enhances stability, and IeaSSUres our allies. 

Once again, we emphasizr that A,;c;a · · , 
nmst majntain iis commjnncm to these 
superlative soldiers, sailors, ajnncn and 

marines - and their {ammes - by bringing 

them home as fast as is IaSOillble, and no 

faster. 
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COUNTER • DRUG OPERATIONS 

In 1989, the Depanmcnt of Defense 

was given the mission to provide detection 

and monitoring support to help halt the aerial 

and. maritime transport of illegal drugs into 

our country. Consequently, a comprebcnsive 

program has been established for attacking 

the flow of drugs - at the source, in transit, 

and upon atrival in North America 

Implemcmiug this program ~equires the 

sustained employment of active duty and 

Reserve forces properly trained and 

equipped to perfmm a non-traditional role. 

We ue developing uew joint doctrine and 

using our pool of capabilities in new ways 

against thJeats we never had to confront in 

the Cold War. We ue mole involved with 

imeragcncy organizations and host-nation 

police and militaiy amhoriries in planning 
and executing the war against drugs. This 

campaign Jequires the invohemeut of several 

cumb!l!!!m CCJIIIIJiandeJs, who have wolked 

c:lolely together llld shaJed joint. lessons 
leamed to improve their capability to 

perfmm this unptecedemed mission 

With drug detection and inlerdiction 

effotts taking place in an uea mo~e than 

twice the sizr of the United States, 

coonlinarion and cooperation ue required 

among all branches of the Armed Forces and 

the Coast Guard. For example, special 

opetations forces provide Active and 

Reserve componentS to theater CINCs for 

counter-drug missions and activities. . In 



addition, the Coast Guard provides law 
I 

enfot"Cefent detaclunems as ·specialists 

aboard Ius Navy ships, emorcing counter­

drug operations and UN resolutions on 
I 

embargoed goods. 

I In Canada and the United States 
I • 

Anny, ravy, and Air Fora:: mobile radais 

have been integrated into the Nonh 

~ 
1 

Aerospace Defense Command 

(NORAD) surveillance system to provide 

al . I • and' re -~ cuemg nrmitel.,.,ce.,.,p ... t infomlation. 

To increase efficiency and reduce costs 

in the I war against drugs, the Navy is 

equipping three ships, originally designed 

and . ~ for antisubmarine warfare, for 

COIItinUOUS counter-drug surveillance. These 
smanJ ships are able to provide equivalent 

I . 
~ at one-tenth the cost of 

combatants normally. assigned the same 
•• I 

IUlSSIOn. 

I 
The Navy is also recxmfiguring 

.. 1 -· • mam !lhe p....... aircraft to create a nmhi· 
•• I _,_.,. mm•nn .......,... better able to penorm 

1 . .._ •• coumer-un~g m•sacms than some of the 
I shortef-endurance aircraft c:uaently assigned 

the mission. And in the Pacific, reserve ships 

have 1 been amgned to counter-drug 

opel~ODS, freeing active duty ships tO 

'UJIII<f banle group c:leploymems. Woiking 

closelr with law emorcement agencies, the 

Coast~ Guard and National Guard suppon a 

full range of monitoring, detection, and 
• I • semur opelatlODS. The National Guard also 

operares the National Interagency 

Co~g In.stitnte, training members of 

all Services, federal, state, and local 

enforcement personnel 

COMBAT LOGISTICS 

Because our strategic focus has 

changed from planning for global war to 

planning for regional conflicts of shorter 

duration and less intensity, our logistics 

suppon requiremems have also changed. 

Previously, our goal was to have enough 

stocks so that each thearer command could 

fight its pan of the amicipatcd global conflict 

simultaneOUSly and without re-supply from 

the Continemal United States (CONUS) for 

a considenble time. With a new strategy 

that envisions fighting, at most, two major 

regional contingencies concurrently, existing 

·: in-theater stocks are being reduced 

substantially. Only enough "starter" stocks 

are requiied to last until theater forces are 

resupplied from CONUS or from other 

prepositioned "swing" stocks that can be 

moved quickly from one region to another, 

as aeeded To provide such t1exibi]ily, some 
stocks now based on land will be 

repositioned afloaL 
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In this way, inventories can be 

significantly reduced while mainraining 

peacetime materiel readiness and combat 

sustainability. The Aimy has estimated that 

a 50% reduction in war reserve requirements 

is achievable through this concept. DOD has 

already reduced overall inventories from 

$114 billion in FY 1989 to $80 billion by · I 



FY 1992. The other goal is to provide 

COtiii1lallders and logisticians with the 

information they need to plan ahead and to 

make SOIDld decisions on materiel posirioning 

and movement and on reducing inventories. 

Each Sezvice has efforts ongoing to 

improve logistics management and ~educe ils 

levels of stocks worldwide. For example, 

the Army has embarlted on a major logistics 

initiative to ~educe and withdraw ils 

inventory of IJialmit:l and equipment from 

Europe. After a 40-year accumulation of 

mpriel in Europe, the task is massive - in a 

Iecent inspection an Army team icic:ntified 

some 42,000 i!ema of equipment that IIII1St 

be withdrawn to the United States, sold to 

other countries, or eliminated 

Combat support has entered a new era 

with a new yardstick for definiug comb~.; 
logistics requiremems. The emphasis is on 

being able to locate stocks on a ~egional 

basis so they best support our new str!l!r:gy. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 

An often-~epeared, never-confinned 

~epon from Operation URGENT FURY in 

Gmwla 1ells how a young officer used his 

telephone credit card to call baclt to his base 

and asked them to relay his request for fiie 

suppon to a nearby suppon uniL Whether 
true or not, the story illustrates how 

desperately we needed, in 1983, to improve 

communications among our ~ ... 10rce&. 

Operations JUST CAUSE and. DESERT 

STORM showed how far we've come since 

G~enada. but they also demonstrated again 

hoW the coonlinarinn of IIIIIlti-Service 

operations can stieSs the command-and­

control communications structuie. 

We have conrinned to draw ou the 

lessons of DESERT ONE and URGENT 

FURY, and we've inc:mporaled new lessons 

learned in mOie Iecent joint and combined 

opetarions. We've made great advances in 

joint doctrine, joint training, and 

conuu1111u:anons sys1eDIS to improve our 

intetopetability, 

cffectiveuess. 

and 

A new concept, called "Command, 

Conaol, Conmnmic:arions, Computers, and 

Inrelligence (c4I) for the Warrior," sets fonh 

an objective, guiding principles, and a road 

map for achieving global commuuications 

interoperabil.ity. This program is aimed at 

providing a ~esponsive, Ieliable, secuie, and 

affOidable network that can provide an 

accurare and complete pictuie of the 



banlef.ield, timely and detailed mission 

objec:Jes, and clear target views. The 

pro~ includes a "Quick Fix" phase to 

enabl I . • . -"-'­e exlStlng systemS to commnmcate w w• 
one Jother; a ''Mid-Term" phase to ensure 
. ' .,1 . . . . 
mter~ervtee CQI I II I II lfi!CanOOS reqwremem:s 

are I adequately evaluated during 

development, testing, and ~of new 

systds; and an enduring "Objective" phase 

durin~ which evolving teclmologics and 

te~s will be continuously identified 

and I as•imi1ated These program 
improyemems add up to a giant step forward 

in our I" communications joimness." 

Today, our abiliry to talk and pass data 

betwJm elemenm of the various Services il 
I 

even better than it was when we la•mcbed 

the . ~lw:!mingly sua:essful air, sea, and 

land I campaign that led to victory in 

Operation DESERT STORM. 

·II' 
I . 
f. 

INTEWGENCE f 
[. 

Another critical area subjected to [: 

intense examination since the last triennial 

IeView is the defense intelligence structure. 

The dr.muttic changes in the natllie of threats 

facing the United States required and 

permitted the Intelligence Commtmity to 

analyze our future intemgence collection 

needs. As a tesUlt of this analysis, the 

lnteiHgence Commtmity is modifying both its 

focus and its structure. 

Two reportS helped shape this shift in 

organization and focus. The fiiSt, initiated 

by the Director of Central Intelligence (DO) 

at the dim:tion of the. President, was 

National Strategy Review-29. The second ! . 
was a memorandum, Strengthening Defen:!e 

· · · ~ntr;mgms;c, issued by the Secretary of 

Defense. 
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NaHonal Security Review - 29 

To ensure all elementS of the r 

Intelligence Community are prepared to meet 

the changing needs of intelligence COIISUIDel'S 

through 2005, a systematic IeView of ' 

anticipated collection and analysis 

requirements was conducted in 1991. This 

effort, which JeSulted in National Security 

Review-29 and the subsequent National 
Security Decision Directive 67, established 

intelligence priorities for the post-Cold War 

world. As part of this review, DOD 

idemified and developed 12 specific areas of I '. interest to serve as the focus for planning 

1

: 

I 

I. 



future defense imelligence collection, 

analysis, and dissemination. 

Strengthening Defense 
Intelligence 

To capitalize on lessons leamed from 

the Gulf War and continue adapting to a 

changing world, the Secretary of Defense in 

the spring of 1991 defined steps to be taken 

to cemralize management and strengthen the 

performance of defense imelligence 

functions. Among the 11lCIIS1Jml the 

Secretary dim:ted wete consolidation of 

Service compouent inlelligellce ~esources 

into a joint inlelligellce center (JIC) at each 

combatant command· COIISQlidation of • 
existing imdligezx:e commands, agencies, 

and elemems into a single inldligcnce .. 
command within each Service by FJSCal. Year ' 

199S; and ~eduction or elimination of no­

longer IeqUired operating 1~ and 

inlelligellce 1IDils loc:ared overseas. 

Some of the steps already taken to 

provide better inlelligellce for joint 

warfigbting aie outlined below. Others still 

under review aie addressed in C1apter m. 

Intelligence Support to 
Joint Warftghtlng 

The inlelligellce support available to 

US and other Gulf coalirioo commanders 

during DESERT STORM was probably the 

best in miliwy history. This success was 

partly due to mea51IIeS implememed long 
• 
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befoie Iraq's invasion of Kuwait and paniy 

due to innovations made on the spot. 

Despite the overall mmgenc:e success, 

some commandets at the theater and tactical 

level expressed frustration after the war over 

the lack of coordination and timeliness in 

dissemination of intelligence collected at the 

national level. In ~esponding to lessons 

.learned in the war, the Intelligence 

Community's aim was to institutionalize and 

enhance what worlted well, and fix what 

didn't. Results of this post-war effort aie 

outlined below. 

Mjljtmr Jrncl]jgms;c Boanf. A 

standing board comprised of senior Defense 

IDrelligau:e Agency (DIA) and Service 

inteiUgence officials organized the full range 

of inte1ligeDce support for DESERT 

STORM. The board was such a success that 

its stmctnre has been mained and expanded 

to include ~ from other DOD 

aDd r-m-- c · · · .._..-. Jlill!illllitty orgamzanons. 

The Milliary Intelligence Board now serves 

as a by advisory body to the Dim:tor, DIA 
. ~· . . . . and m reco••n•enomg pogu••n••mg pnonbeS 
coordinating support for military operations. 

Jqjm httdUgmg; Centers. Another 

success story from Operation DESERT 

STORM was the provisional establishment 

by US Central Command (USCENTCOM) 

of a forward-based Joint Intelligence Center. 

The CENTCOM JIC acted as the 

clearinghouse for inldligenc:e rcquiiement:s 

such as battle dama~ assesS!!!m, and 

production of unique imemgence for 



CENTCOM; and served as the collection 
I 

manager for theater-based intelligence assets. 

Created Jn an ad hoc basis during DESERT 

STORM) the nc is now being 

institutio~d for all combatant 
I 

commands. 

In the US Pacific Command, for 

example, consolidation of all general 

intclligesb production and analysis facilities 
I 

in Hawaii into a single nc resulted in a 25% 

manpov.!er savings. US European Command 

has Jtablished a similar tri-Service 

orgaruJnon to produce intelligence suppon 

for ~on planning and opezations by US 
I 

and Allied commandels in peace, crisis, and 

war _I resulting in the elimination or 

reducJn of about half the headquarters and 
I 

component-level intelligence organintions. 

US S~ace Command· and US Straregic 

c~ plan to share the large intelligence 

infrastkc:ture that was originally estahlishrrl 

to s~ the Strategic Air Command This 
' consolidation will eliminpte the need for 

~ fac:olities and imel1igence staff at 
I 

Space fommand bcadquarters. 

A DIA ass~S!!!!'nt of command 

imemtence requirements enabled the nes to 
I 

~ imel1igence capabilities .by 
I 

specifying ._.m,...; -·U.iJ.itics, • y·-:-.. on ·-r--
facllitking infnnnarion exchange among 

combJuam c:ommand and national 

~ence centers, and allowing Service 
I 

intelligence organizations to focns on their 

own bas of expenise. In ~bUshing a nC 
I 

at each combatant command, we have 
• 

improved the quality of intelligence suppon 

to the warlighter while decreasing the 

resources required to produce such suppon. 

National Mjlitary Joint Intelligence 

Center (NMJIC). Our difficulty at the stan 

of the Gulf War in cootdinating requests 

from nmltiplc consumers to multiple 

producers of inlemgence resulted in 

duplicative requirements that created costly 

and unnecessary confusion. To provide the 

needed coordination, the NMJIC was 

established in the Pentagon as the single 

fusion point for inle!Hgence in suppon of 

DESERT STORM. The NMJIC perfonned 

so well that. it is now nwmed by 

representatives of all milirary Services, the 

National Security Agency (NSA) and DIA. 

.. . , All Service curmtt inleJHgence resources in 

'the Washington DC area were consoHdated 

at the NMJIC in 1992. The NMJIC serves 
as . the focal point for suppon to the 

combatam C(I!DI!!ands and to Joint Task 

Fore~ by acting as a national clearing house 

for inlelligence requests and by coordinating 

CIA, DIA, and NSA suppon. 

Ngrignal Securitt Agency . The area 

of signals intelligence also is being affected 

by signfficam reductions of overseas field 

stations and the consolidalion of JllT!!aining 

overseas resources into regional Opelating 

facilities. The Director of NSA is working 

closely with the DIA and Setvice inlelligence 

to tailor theater signals intelligence assets 

into a reduced intelligence structure that is 
t'ocused on the combatam command ncs. .

1 
n-14 I; 

I . 

[i 

I 
I 

), 

l 
I 
I 

'I I 
:/r 

I 

i 
I 



At the national level, NSA has expanded its 

presence in the NMJIC to allow for more 

effective management of collection 

operations and better support during periods 

ofaisis. 

Offig: of MDjtmr AffW. In testimony 

after the Persian Gulf War, General 

Schwalzkopf expressed the frustration he'd 

experienced in getting ime!Ugena: products 

he wanted from the national level. In 

respoose, the DCI established an Office of 

Military Affairs wiibin the CIA. Manned by 

a geoeral or flag officer with a supporting 

staff that includes milirary officers, this office 

wmb with the CIA on a day-to-day basis to 

ensure national level inte1ligeru:e capabilities 

are better integrated with the activities of 

mi1iwy imcl1igence organizations in support 

of military opexations. 

Q;ntra! Jmamy Offjq:. Another 

DESERT STORM inte1ligeru:e shortfall was 

the jnsgffjcjency of imagay products for 

deteu ing and targeting ea:my activities over 

a broad area. In May 1992, directives issued 

by die Secretary of Defense and the DCI 

emhli•bed the Central Imagery Office 

(CIO), "to ensure that United States 

Gomwuear iDtel1igence. mapping, geodesy, 

and other needs for imagay are met 

dfectively and efficiently in a manner 

conducive to national security ... " The CIO is 

a ctedgnarcd combat support agency under 

the overall supervision of the Assistant 

Secztary of Defense for Command, Control, 

C•"M"me;carions and Intelligence. The 

n-1s 

office includes representatives from CIA and 

DIA, the .Military Services, and other 

agencies with intelligence responsibilities. 

Human Intc;lliw;nc;. Authority for 

tasking all DOD lmman intelligence 

(HUMINT) has been assigned to the DIA. 

This consolidation was accomplisbed to 

coordinate more effectively operations of 

valuable, Umited HUMINT resources and 

optimize collection capabilities. 



ACQUJsmoN 

I 
Despite the proven success of 

advanJect weapons systems first used in 

Pan.Ja and the Persian Gulf three factors -
I ' 

a vastly diffetezil securiry environment. the 

ever-ukreasing cost of advanced teChnology, 

and ~ growing need for inrcroperability to 

suppok joint and. combined operations -
I 

have led to fundarnemal changes in the way 
I 

the Services select and procure defense 

hardJare. 

Joint Requirements 
Oversight Council (JROC) 
I 
~oint application and interoperabili1 

~ now pervade the emile 
.I . . .,_, . •'--acqwsmon process. .nwowmg "'"' 

Go~ater-Nichols DOD ReorgenizariiJil Act 
I 

of 1~86, the Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staf£1 establisbed the JROC to exmrine the 
requitemms for every major Service 

I 

~ program. An important JROC 

~ is to idenrify programs for direct 

joint jl participatiiJil and joint teChnology spin­
offs . which may be applicable to other 

I 

Service programs. To provide necessary 

mn,k and e'ql"ience, the JROC is cbaimi 
I 

by the Vice Cbainnen of the Joint Chiefs of 
I • 

Staff, and its members are the Vice Chiefs of 
I • 

the Services. 

Milhmy acquisition actions (including 

majc;lr systezns, subsystezns, and components) 

that! involve fmmal management or funding 

by more • one Service during any phase 

of a system's l.ife~cle are now designated as 

joint programs. This change has 

substanriallY reduced duplication of effort; 

increased our ability to provide the best 

technology options for force planners and 

senior decision makers; and enhanced 

supportability. imeroperability, and 

wufigbting effectiveness. As Admiral David 

Jeremiah, Vice Cbajrrnm of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staf£, stated during testimony before the 

Senate .Anned Services Committee, this 

"joint perspective focuses on the contribution 

each program makes to the overall joint 

wariighting capabi1ity and how that 

capability comributcs to the execution of our 

National MiliWY Strategy." 

Program lnltlaHves 

We've already reaHzed h'"' ·diare 

rewards as a result of this major change in 

the acquisition process. Four programs are 

of panicu1ar note. The Advanced Medimn­
Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM> 
initialivc will provide the next geumtion, 

all-wcadler, all-environment. medinm range, 

air-to-air mjsc11e system for the Navy, Air 

Force, and selected NATO allies. 

I I ill . 

Our Unmanned Ael:ial Vehicle (UA V) 

program will develop a family of UAVs with i 
I 
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specific range and payload capabilities to i 
aa:onunodate a variety of needs from small , 

unit, over-the-hill reconnaissance to much 1' 

deeper, over-the-horizon surveUlance. 



The Navy's Mine Wanare Plan 

emphasizes research and development of 

systems such as the Magic Lantcm mine 

detection system, SQQ-32 sonar upgrades, 

and a shallow water mine neutralization 

system to conduct efficient, effective, and 

speedy mine counter measure (MCM) 

operations in the very shallow water and SUif 

zone environments in support of amphibious 

operations. As a ICSult of lessons learned 

from Operation DESERT STORM, an 

MCM support ship is also being planned that 

will provide better command and control, 

logistics, and personnel support of our MCM 

ships and helicopters. 

Fmally, the MILSTAR Satellite 

Cnrmumicarion System will proVU:Jc · a 

survivable, jam-ICSistant, worldwide secuiC 

communications system for command and 

ccmttol of US fmccs in futme conflicts. 

As Cold War threats have receded, 

many of the systems that WCIC being 

developed to counter those threats no longer 

c:my the priority they once had. As a result, 

we've idcmified several programs where 
~St, gchecfule, or tednrical chaJJengc3 have 

grown to unacc:cptable levels; and we've 

taken appropriate action to diminmc or 

cunail them. The following are prominent 

examples of haw we've been able to save 

billioos. 

Q Because of nuclear BmiS BgieCments, 

programs such as the B-2 Bomber and 

Trident ll SLBM have been reduced, and 

the Small ICBM, Peacekeeper Rail 
' 
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Ganison, and Short Range Attack 

Missile have been tcnninatcd 

Q The diminislwl thiCat from potential 

enemy submarines has ICSultcd in the 

tcnnination of two toipCdo programs and 

an antisubmarine surveillance system, and 

a major reduction in procmemcnt of the 

SEA WOLF anack: submarine. 

Q The Naval Advanced Tactical Figlner, 

the Navy's A-12 rrwfjnm attack aircraft, 

and the Navy's new antisubmarine patrol 

plane, the P-7, have been canceled; and 

several air-to-air · and air-to-ground 

missile programs have been ICStmctuiCd. 

When we detcnnine that capabilities 

we have now need enham e01ent, we 

carefully study the trade-offs between new 

acquisition and modifying our existing 

systems. In many instances, rcquiremenr:s to 

replace existing US weaponry in order to 

maintain a significant technological 

advamage are not as urgent as they WCIC a 

few yeau ago. As a result, we've reduced 

COilCIIJ'ICI1Cy in developuem programs and 

are Ietaining existing equipment for longer 

periods. We inciCasingly incorporate 

technological advances through upgrades 

instead of through initiation of new systems. 

Upgrade of the Navy's F-14As into F-14Bs, 

by incorporating new engines and modest 

avionics changes, is one example of this 

philosophy. 



We are procuring less and procuring 

smarter. I We are eliminating duplication of 

effort imd exploiting joint application 
I 

wheiever possible. 

DOCTRINE 

A joint force, syncbronized and 

integrated into an overall campaign plan. 
proviciJ a combatant commander wilh a 

wide Jnse of c:apabi1ities that can pose 

multiplJ and complex problems for any 

enemy.~ But this kind of orchestrated 

employment is by no means easy to 

acc:orJlish. Joint doctrine is the nzdium 

that ~ with the fundancutal issue of how 

best tolemploy the nation's mi1ilary power to 
acbieve strategic ends. Joint docttine and 

trainin~ capture our collective experience 
with ~ufare, and ensure we are ~ to 

I fight the next war - not the last one. 
I 

The .Amlcd Forces have m.ade great 

saides1 in the development of joint doctrine, 

~y since our ezperiences in 
I 

DESERT ONE and Grenada. 
I 
Service doc:aiue is now required to be 

~ with joint doctrine. A Jecent 

series jof puhlicarimls more clearly articulates 

considerations for· joint operations. The 

primel eumple is Joint Publir:arion 1, 1sUn1 
wmk of tbe us Armed Fors;es. "Jojnt 

wvdm js Team Warfare", which serves as 

the fcka.I point for further doctrinal dialogue 

and ~velopment. 

As the biggest test of joint doctrine 

since the establishment of the Air Force and 

the fonnal creation of the Joint Oliefs of 

Staff, DESERT STORM demonstrated 
beyond doubt that our emphasis on joinmess 

has yielded a more effective and efficient 
fighting force. Emerging doctrine and 

concepts were made available to General 

Schwa.IZkopf, his staff, and components 

throughout the plmning and execution of the 

campaign to liberate KuwaiL 

Of particular note during the war was 

the establishmem and use of a single Joint 

Force Air Component Cmunander - the 

1FACC- to oversee and synchronize all air 

component operations under the CINCs 

campaign pian. The effectiveness of air 

ope:tations in DESERT STORM can be 
directly amibuted to our emphasis on joint 

docaine as exemplified by the 1FACC. 

' ! 

: 0 

r· 

I' 
DESERT STORM joint air operations f ... · 

also demonstrated that we have room to I 
improve. We quickly Icamed that the r 
Services lacked an electronic means to pass 1 

the 1FACCs daily Air Tasking Orders 

(ATOs) to all the wings and squadrons I 
execming the air portion of the campaign / 

plan. To get the Oider to Naval Aviators I 
eager to attaCk the targets they we~e 

assigned by the 1FACC, a lengthy doc:ument 1 

I 
I 

had to be picked up in Riyadh every day and 

flown via naval aircraft to each of the 

carriers in the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf. 
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We've given priority to rectifying this 

inter-Service dissemination shortfall since the 

Gulf War. There are now at least nine naval 

vessels with an ATO data link capability, 

which pennits high data-rare exchanges 

between air and naval forces. Seven more 

vessels have been modified so they can be 

similarly equipped, in an emergency, in less 

than one day. This new inter-Service 

command-and-control communications 

capability will allow the Navy battle group 

commander at sea to function as the JFACC 

when required. During exercise TANDEM 

THRUST 92, in a demonstration of the 

transmission of an ATO from a ground­

based teaninal to a terminal afloat, the daily 

ATO was transmitted to the naval force 

commandc~ in under five minntes. Work 

continues to further enhmce ATO 

interoperability with all the Services. 
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TRAINING 

Training and education are 

indispensable to the effective application of 

military power. We perform in combat with 

the knowledge, skills, and attitudes we've 

attained through education, training, and 

exercises; and the abilities of our leaders rest 

in large part on the quality of these tools. 

Significant improvements have been made 

since 1989 in the areas of professional 

military education, training, and exercises. 

Our military education system is now 

organized around a flmnewoik centered on 

the tactical, operational, and straregic levels 

of war. It constitutes an integrated, "cradle­

to-grave" approach to preparing our soldiers, 

sailors, ainnen, and marines for the 

challenges of the nineties and beyond 

To foster an enhanrt'd joint perspective 

amoag all the Services, a two-phase program 

for joint education has been fully 

implmemed by iwermr:Jiate and senior level 

Service colleges. As vividly demonstrated in 

DESERT STORM, military 1eadels today 

face operational rballenges that can only be 

met by a deep appreciation of jointness. 

Knowledge of the c:apabi1itics and ljmitariOilS 

of land, sea, air, space, and special 

operations forces - including emphasis on 

organization, operations, planning systems, 

and integrated command-and-control 

communications and intelligence 

requirements - will ensure our commanders 

have a clear advamage in responding to 



cont~rary and future challenges. 
I 

Simply stated, we fight as we train; so 
I . and . ,__ .. we must tram ex= as we "'~ to 

fight./ We have demonstr.Ued, in major joint 

and combined exercises, our ability to 

contrbl air, ground, and naval forces from 

afloJ or ashore through a Joint Task Force 

c~der. 
I l'llle Army and Marine Corps have 

developed what they call the "endless 
I. " ..... ,. IS' exercse. '""' concept an 
I 

acknowledgment that joint interaCtion, 

espec)ially between complementary units, 
I 

should be a permanent condition and credo 

for I action. The two Services ~e 
established a periodic visit program· to 

purs~e and expand upon ope1ational issues 

of nbmaJ interest. Joint exercises provide 

the I proving ground for refining joint 
warfigbring, intelligeDce, c:ommand, control, 

I . . _., l . . . 
QHIIII$ilhlcab0Ds, ill&& Opttcs operat10DS 

~g comemional fon:es and between 

conJmnonal and special operations fon:es. 
I 

OCEAN VBNTU'RE 92 and TANDEM 
I 

TIIRUST 92 - conducted off the Carolina 
coJt and in Ca1ifomia and the mid-Pacific, 

~ely - saw thousands of soldiers, 

sail
l • _... • • • ......_ ors, anmen, ...... mannes traJDmg tog .. ~ 
I 

on joint wartime tasks. These large annual 

exelcises (TANDEM TIIRUST alone 

mvJlved 20,000 troops) plus others like 
I 

TEAM SPIRIT in Korea and DISPLAY 
I 

DETERMINATION in Europe, bring major 

air,/ naval, and ground units together 

regUlarly to train jointly and to contribute, 
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through lessons they leam together, to the 

development and refinement of joint 

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures. 

Large and expensive exei:Cises are 

increasingly being replaced by computer 

assisted exercises of more modest scale. 

This use of modem rilodeling and sinmJarion 

techniques enhances the training value of 

=ises for combatant commands and 

subo!dinate Joint Task Force staffs while 

driving down costs. Smaller-scale, carefully 

focused exercises are proving invaluable in 

training joint forces to meet combatant 

commanders' mission requirements. In 

recognition of the importance of this 

concept, the Joint Doctrine Training and 

Simulation Center is being establisbed to 

suppon joint exei:Cises, serve as the focal · 

point for joint doctrine development, manage 

the joint lessons leamed system, and suppon 
joint training initiatives. 

Consolidation of education and training 

between Service schools also contributes to 

joint operations, and moreover has resulted 1 

' 

in impressive savings. More than 20,000 • 

marines attend the schools of other Services 

every year. Marine artilleJymen, tankers, 

engineen, unmanned aerial vehicle crewmen, 

and military police are trained at Army 

schools. Every year, the Amly trains more 

than S,SOO marines, 13,500 airmen, 12,000 · 

sailors, and 60 Coast Guardsmen, resulting 

in an unprecedented commonalty of 

approach to basic battlefield skills and large 

savings. 
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The Army is not the only Service 

training people in other wliforms. 

Worldwide Military Command and Control 

System (WWMCCS) operators, imagery 

interpreters, and military police woiking dog 

handlers are trained by the Air Force. The 

Naval Postgtaduate School in Monterey, 

California is attended by all four Services. 

The Navy also conductS cryptology training 

in· Pensacola, Florida. The Marine Corps 

conductS the Scout Sniper Instructor Course, 

the Computer Science School, and the 

Aviation Weapons and Tactics Instructor 

Course. The emphasis is on identifying the 

Service with the preponderance of 

requirementS in a pazticular career field or 

skill area, and achieving economics of scale 

by havmg people from all Services train 

under one Service's roof. Where no one 

Service has a monopoly, training and 

education are consolidpted under DOD. 

F.nmples include the :Defmlse Mapping 
School and the Defense lnldligmce CoUege. 

De ' .. -~ As part of the 1""tmeii1S c>:ailii!nmg ...... ort 

to reduce costs and increase effectiveness, an 
infmmation specialists - joUmalists, radio 

and television comn "'"teton - will be 

trained, starting in 1995, at the DOD 

American Forces Infozmati.on Service School 

at Fort Meade, Maryland. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 

Our drawdown to achieve the levels 

planned by 1995 requires a concurrent 

reduction in military infrastructure in the 

United States. More than 170 activities have 

been identified by the Services for 

elimination, consolidation, or realignmem. 

Congressional support for these reductions is 

essential 

The commissary functions of all 

Services have already been combined into a 

single Defense Commissary Agency. Other 

examples include the consolidation of 

airaew simulator and training development 

fac:11iries, c:ombination · of several advanced 

tactical radio developut::nt programs •... 
eHminarim of the Army Inte!Hgence Agency, 

re"'ig••••em of the Aimed Forces Medical 

lnldligmce Center and the Missile and 

Space lnldligmce Center to the Defense 

lnldligmce Agency, consolidation of 34 

sepuide Navy laboratory activities into five 

facniries, and consolidation of the Air Force's 

SyslaDS and Logistics ('.nmmands into one 

Materiel Command In •ddirinu, DOD is 

conducting a detailed review of the roles, 

missims, funding. 8Dd ID8IJ88CDleDt of the 

Defense Nuclear Agency to detenuine if 

efficiencies and reductions can be made to 

e1 iminate any duplication in capabilities that 

may exist. This DOD review, which is in 

progress, is expected to be submitted to 

Congress in May 1993. 



Another innovation to eliminate 

unnecissary duplication is the assignment of 

an eJcutive agent to oversee coDllllon 
I 

functions for several Services. This concept 
' e!iminlttes competition in comracting for the 
' 

same 'resources. The clean-up of fonner 

ooo1wned hazardous. waste sites; 

I -'-·'· ~on of common user ocean lCIIWl"""; 
I . 

and support for medical materiel. military 

posui service, and domestic disaster relief 
I • th are functions for which one or ano er 

Serviiz has been designated as the executive 

agent[ 
1substantial savings in personnel and 

other: resou=s are also being achieved 
through the reduction and reorganization of 

Servi~ staffs, The Army is reducing 

~ers functions by 23% and has 

eliminated 42 general officer billets of the 63 
I plm')'"d over the next several years. The 

N~ staff has reorgaDizcd to enhance 

coordmanon with the Joint Staff. the Unified 
ea.nb,anden and the other Service staffs, 

This f reorganization will reduce the 
. I beadquarterS by 24% and the rmmher of t1ag 

~ in the Navy by 34. A resuuCUiring 

of ~eadquaners Air Force will taU1t in a 

23~ decrease, i,nclncling eljmjnarinn of 59 

genb officer positions. A simDar 

reokanizarion effori has reduced the Marine 
Co~s Service Management Headquarters by 

' 24% and will eliminate 9 general officers. 
I 

I These reorganiurions reflect the ~ . 
of significam budget cuts as well as dramatic 

ciubges in the international strategic 

I 

landscape. They are designed to attain 

greater levels of peacetime efficiency while 

maintaining and enhancing the combat 

effectiveness required to respond to future 

regional challenges. 

Innovative stepS are also being taken to 

contrOl the spiraling costs of military and 

dependent medical care. Responsibility for 

the preparation and submission of a unified 
medical budget for all Services has been i 

consoHd•teA under the Assistant Secretary of 
1 

Defense (Health Affairs) in .order to 

standardize programs and procedures and 

conserve resources. 

In Europe, .the Amly medical materiel 

center has become a tri-Service organization, 

providing services such as spectacle 
fabrication, equipment maintenance, and 

1 

medical supply distribution and requisition 
1 

support for all military medical treatment 1 

fartliries in the European C=and's area of 
1 

' 

responsibility. 

Similady, the Army's regional medical I' 
center at Landstuhl, GemJany - a major if 

mi1irary medical treaunent facility in Europe !1 

- will soon be jointly staffed by the Army I 

and Air Force. 

The Central CODliD8lld has also moved 

significantly towards the consolidation of: 
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Service medical functions, using a single 
1 

manager for all medical logistics to eliminate 
1 

duplication by streatnlining planning and I 
purchasing. 



CONCLUSION 

Changes since the 1989 review of 

roles, missions, and functions have 

fundamentally alteted the Armed Forces of 

the United States. We are well along on our 

planned reduction and restructuring. As pan 

of the continuous process of assessment, 

adjusaneui, and reassessment, we have 

eliminated considerable duplication, 

improved jointncss, restructured pan of the 

force, and developed effective plans to 

complete our planned reshaping by 1995. 

These efforts fully comply with the 

Congressional mandate to review critically 

our roles, missions, and functions. , In so 

doing, they lif!im1 the military's strong 

commitme!ll to change. 
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Chapter Ill 

WHERE WE ARE GOING 

Confronted with a drastically different 

world situation, the Armed Forces developed 

a new miliwy strategy and began reshaping 

the force to orient it towards the dcmancll! of 

regional crisis and .conflict .. Even before the 

strategy and the force were finalizrd, 

however, they were put to the test in the 

Persian Gulf. The DESERT SHIELD and 

DESERT STORM experience CCIIIfilmed the 

direction that had been taken, and as the 

troops came home, the lessons learned and 

experience gained were used to refine our 

course. 

· As Chapter II clearly depicts, llii1Ch has 

already been done to improve the way the' 
Aimed Forces do their business, DESERT 

STORM demonstrated that., Goldwater· 

Nichola reforms have changed the SCrvice's 

warfighting roles by ensuring necessary inter­

Service combat suppon is always available. 

The the•rer commander or his subordinate 

Ioim Task Force Cmmnmdens now have the 

authority to decide how to allocate resources 

and employ the joint force. We've moved 

out with all deliberate speed to implement 

other important changes and give the 

Amr:ricm people a higher retum on their 

defense investment. 

m-1 

But the process of examining how the 

Armed Forces organize, train,. equip, and 

employ forces is continuous. Having 

developed a new National Military Strategy 

and begun reshaping the Cold War military 

to meet the cl!a!lenges of the 1990s, we 

resolved to step back and take a specific 
look at roles, missions, and functions to 

verify that they are in tune with the strategy, 

that they foster DO unnecessary duplication, 

and that they produce a joint force that 

maximizes military effectiveness per dollar 

spent on defense. Beginning last summer, a 

comprehensive, often painful, "top-to­

bottom" review was undertaken. 

The I oint Staff was directed to lead the 

stndy becmse a truly joint and collective 

effon would likely uncover options and offer 

peupecti>'es Dot visible from a single 

Service's point of view. However, the 

Services were aclively involved at every 

step, and the combatant commands also took 

part by examining their areas of interest and 

responsibility. 

Areas selected for review were those 

where two or more Services perform similar 

tasks, where restructuring might generate 

significant cost savings, and where changes 

in our strategy and force structure made a 

comprehensive review appropriate. Study 

groups were formed to look at each issue, 



each overseen by a Joint Staff general or flag 

officer I with applicable operational 

experience or expertise on the issue. The 

groupJ met over a period of several months 
I 

and p~ detailed assessments. This 
proces~ formed the basis for mucb of the 

I 
analysis and many of the xecommcndations 

pxesenbi in this chapter. 
I 

This ftmdamenra! reexamination of the 
I 

Armed Forces' organization and structure 

invol~ many serious issues touching on the 

vety ~xistcnce of major communiries within 

the c-L . . .,.,mces. Disagreements wexe to be 
I • 

expected and. mdced, occurred. But the 

Cllainbn, the Joint Cl!icfs, and the CINCs 
I . 

took yery seriously the challenge posed by · 
I Congxess to conduct a "no holds bmecl" 
I . approF that had as irs primary 

consideration not what is right for the 

~ or the Depauunent of Defense, but 
I 

what is right for America. While the study's 

IeSUl~ were discussed at length among the 

Joim I Olicfs of Staff, it was the Otajnnan 

alone, as xequiicd by Tltlc X. who n!rinuttely 
I 

decided what to recommend in this xeport. 

Significant c:bange:s axe recc .... ny:nded 

in a mnnbc:r of IIeiS. In othem, the cunent 
I 

division of labor should Iemain as it is today. 
I . 

In still others, furtbcr study is needed befme 

final ~o• '"' c:ndations can be made. 

UNIFIED COMMAND PLAN 

'. '' 

A detailed xeview of roles, missions, 

and functions necessarily involves a xeview 

of the Unified Command Plan (UCP) 

because MISSIONS axe assigned to CINCs, 

not to Services. As discussed in Chapters I 

and. ll, the UCP is what pxescribes the 

geographic and functional xesponsibilities of 

the combatant CINCs. Since it was first 

published in 1946, the UCP has been I 

updated xegularly. Under Title X, as IeVised 1 

by Goldwater-Nichols, the Olaiiman of the 

Joint Olicfs of Staff is requiied to IeView the 

UCP not less than evety two years for 

missions, responsibilitie. and force 

structure, and to xec:ommcnd such changes 

as may be necessary in a xeport through the 

Sec:Ietaiy of Defense to the President. 
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Since the end of the Cold War, we , 

ha\;e been reviewing the plan to . ensure it 

provides the most effective and ef!icient 

command-and-control IIII'I!DgCI!1en for a 

changing world. One J:eCO!IIIilf!!!dation, since 

approved by the President and dbcussed in 

Chapter n, was elimination of Strategic Air 

('ommand and eitahlishrnem of 

USS'IRATCOM as a new combatant 
command, consolidating command of all ' 

strategic nuclear forces under one CINC. 1 

This new joint Navy and Air Force command 

was a momentous UCP change and one 

which improved command and control of our 

enr:iie strategic nuclear arsenal. 



Additional changes to the UCP are 

being examined, including the possibility of 

assigning designated forces based in the 

United States to a single joint command and 

consolidating space responsibilities. 

· Joint Headquarters for 
US Based Forces 

The tmifiM command structure works 

well overseas, whele CINCs with a 

geogiaphic area of responsibility (AOR) 

effectively direct the forces assigned to them 

from the Services in acrmnplishing a wide 

range of missions. In exercising their 

combatant command authority, the overseas 

CINCs also have a major impact on the 

re•diness of assigned forces in their theaws. 

But unification has never been achieved. 

in the United States to the same degree as 

overseas. While forces based in the United 

States are assigned, by law, to one CINC, 

many are assigned to overseas CINCs and 

have ljmjtrd oppommiries to train joimly 

with the overseas-based forces they would 

join for mil itmy opeultions in crisis or war. 

This lack of an appropriase joint 

headquarters to Ovetsee Service forces based 

in the Continental Unites States (CONUS) 

has always been considered a problem, and 

the Joint Qiefs of Staff have twice tried to 

fix it. US Strike Command (USSTRICOM) 

was activated in 1961 to provide •mifiM 

control over CONUS-based Army and Air 

Force unils. Inilially, S'IRICOM was given 

m-3 

no regional responsibilities but was assigned 

fimctional responsibilities to provide a 

general reserve for reinforcetnent of other 

nnifiM commands, train assigne:d forces, 

develop joint doctrine, and plan for and 

execute contingency ope1arions as ordered. 

Later, STRICOM was given geographic 

planning responsibility for the Middle East, 

South Asia, and Africa south of the Sahara. 

· In ~~:uempting to fulfill its functional 

responsibilities as a trainer and provider of 

forces, STRICOM frequendy collided with 

the Services' authority under Tille X to 

organize, train, and equip forces. 

In 1971, STRICOM was replaced by 

US Readiness Command (USREDCOM), 

whose missian was whar STRICOM's had 

been originally: functional responsibility for 

training and providing forces, with no 

geographic area of responsibility. REDCOJI._i 

experienced some of the same SCrvice 

resistance as its predecessor in fn!fiiHng its 

as.ggned training responsibilities. 

Over time, REDCOM was given 

additional functional responsibilities, 

including a requirement to plan for and 

provide Joint Task Force headquarters and 

forces for contingency operations in areas 

not assigned to overseas CINCs. What 

began as the Rapid Deployment Joint Task 

Force (RDJTF) eventUally grew into a new 

combatant command, US Central Command 

(CENTCOM). The Goldwater-Nichols Act 

of 1986 directed that REDCOM's missions 

and functions be reviewed in light of 
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CENTC::OM's aeation. REDCOM was 

subseqJently disestablished as the result of a 

combiJanon of factors, not least of which 
I was that our strategy depended more on 
I 

forward deployment and basing than on 
I 

CONUS-based forces to contain Soviet 
I 

expansion. 
I 

Today our sumegy has changed, and 

we've ~ a level of joint matUrity that 

makes I it possible to address once more the 

need for unifiM command over designated 
I 

CONUS-based forces. As our forward 
I 

presenCe declines, it is more importanl than 
I 

ever that our forces be trained to operate 

jointl~ - not just for occasional exercises, 

but as a way of life. Our new strategy 

~ forces that are highly s!n11rx!, 

rapid!~ deliverable. and fully capable of 
I 
~ effectively as · a joint team 

imm..1iate!y upon arrival. 

~ joint headquarters would facilitate 
I 

the identification, training, pteparation, and 

rapid I response of designatrd CONUS-based 

forces cwemly under the Army's Forces 
I Cmnrnand (FORSCOM), the Navy's Atlantic 
I 

Fleeti (LANTFLT), the Ail Force's Ail 
I 

Combat Cmnrnand (ACC), and the Marine 

Co~' Marine Forces Atlantic 
I 

(MARFORLANT). • The time has come to 
I • 

merge these forces into a combatant 
I 

commmd whose principal puiPOSe will be to 

I the lnlm · · and lnlm ad' en.s1Jfe - uammg - re mess 
I of our response forces. Wrth foice packages 

_,_J.. _.. . . . tl the' ..... ...,...y accustwuou to opetatillg JOm y, 11' 

depl~ • will be expedited Overseas 

CINCs will be able to focus more on in­

theater operations and less on deployment 

and readiness concerns. 

In addition to developing joint force 

packages for overseas CINCs, this new 

combatant command could also be assigned 
certain other functional responsibilities. 

including: 

Q Undertaking principal responsibility for 

support to United Nations peacekeeping 

operations and training units . for that 

I I 

I 

I . 

II 

I 

purpose. ; 

. Q Assisting with the response to natUral ~~~ 
disasters in the United States and other 

" 
I 

requirements for military support to civil 

au1horities when requested by State i 
Governors and as directed by the . r 

Q Planning for the land defense of CONUS. 

a Improving joint tactics, teChniques, ana 
procedum. 

I 
I' 
II 

I 

I 
I 

Q Rec>. ""'"'ding and testing joint ~ 
1,. 

docl•h•e .. I 
After several approaches to 11 

constituting the requized joint headquarters ! 
were examined, the c:onclusion was that US 

At!amic Cmnrnmd (USLANTCOM) is 

particularlY well ~ to assume this new 

mission: 

Q It is an existing CONUS-based joint 

headquarters. 

Q .It already bas a component relationship I 

with FORSCOM. I.ANTFLT, ACC, and • 
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MARFORLANT. 

Cl Its Cold War mission, to defend the 

Atlantic sea lanes aDd undertake 

offensive naval operations against the 

Soviet Union, has fundamentally 

changed. While continuing to perfotm a 

vital NATO mission, it has the capacity 

to undenakc this addirloDal responsibility 

in keeping with the revised military 

strategy. 

Cl Its geographic AOR, although large, 

pteSettts only a modest warlighting 

challenge. The command can probably 

handle additional functional 
responsibilities. 

The Commmder in Clief of 

LANTCOM (CINCLANT) also has NATO 

responsibilities in bis dual role as Supreme , 

AIIicd Commander Atlantic (SACLANT). 

Given responsibility for integrating joint 

force packages, LANTCOM would be better 

able to tailor forces to mmorce our 

European pmm:e under any c:omingency 

that might arise. 

Under this leliXJI I II I eencfarion, 

LANTCOM would shift from a 

pn:cknninandy naval beadquarters to a mo~ 

balanced comhatant oommmd headquarters 

and might be Pmamc:ci to ~tl.ect moie fully 
irs new focus. Its Commander in Qlief 

would become a mminative position which 

could be filled by any Service. 
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The Atmy's FORSCOM would no 

longer requiie "specified" status as a single­

Service command ~eporting diJ:ectly to the 

President aDd SeCietary of Defense. W'tth 

this change, the tetm "specified" would be 

retired, and all forces would belong to a joint 

team. The Services would main their 

Title X responsibilities, but training and 

deploying designated CONUS-based forces 

as a joint u:am would be the mission of this 

expanded CINC. Unification of the Atmcd 

Forces, which began in 1947, would at last 

be complete. 

RECOMMENDATION: CONUS-

based forces of FORSCOM, LANTFLT, 

ACC, and MARFORLANT should be 

combined into one joint command. 
LANTCOM will be IeSpODsible for: joint 

training, force packaging, and faciljmjng 

deployments during crises; supporting UN 

pcacckccpiDg operations; and providing 
assistaDce during llii11Ual disastcis. . .. 

Space 
Since the 19S0s, the United Swes has 

developed a higbly capable and complex 

infrastruc:turc for the lannc:b and control of 

space V!'bicles and systems. 1be Amty, 

Navy, and Air Force have all bern involved 

in various aspects of the national space 

program. Air Force ICBM programs 

provided a number of the nation's cady space 

launch vehicles, while the Army actively 

developed rocket motors and anti-ballistic 

missiles and the Navy orbited geophysical 



and nayigarional satemrcs. 
I 

. This broad-based Service involvement 

in spade programs was largely a result of the 

urgency of the effon - the Soviet Union's 
I 

launching of Sputnik in 1957 during the 

height 1of the Cold War threatened long-term 

Soviet/dominance in space. In response, the 

United States brought together the 
I 

capabilities of its miliwy Services and other 

agencib and the US space program was able 

to m6ve rapidly forward in the 1950s and 

1960sj achieving clramaric advances in 

c~cations, intelligence galhering, and 
I . 

space exploration. 
I 
Although the majority of space 

functi~ns today reside widtin the Air Force, 

all thJ Services, plus US Space Command 

and 1 several Defense agencies and 

organizations, are · involved in space 
0 .1. 0 h •• ___ _,_ _ .. 

aL1:1VItleS, 'A'L'amg ~""' au.u 

-'-·ell 0 0 0 0 0 0 ucv opment, lUX{WSlllon, testmg, trnmmg, 

and I opetations. USSPACECOM, 
beadquartered in Colorado Springs, 

Colotado, is assigued combatam cxwmnand 
I 

of US forces providing waming and 
I . 

asseumc:rtt of a bomber or mjssile attack on 
I 

the United States. In addition, CINCSPACE . 

~other CINCs by emuring that space 

~ons and w_aming requimnenls are 

sllJIPC?ned. · 

CINCSPACE is also Commander of 

the North American Aerospace Defense 
C.,J.,and (NORAD), the US-Canadian 

cmvi.and that provides air defense of the 
I 

North A..,.,;nm eominent CINCSPACE 

cames out his mission through three Service 

component conunands: Air Force Space 

Command at Petersen Air Force Base, 

Colorado Springs, Colorado; Naval Space 

C()IT!TT!and at Dahlgren. Vuginia; and Amly 

Space Command at Colorado Springs, 

Colorado. 

Even with the Cold War over, our 

national sccmily depends on a robust space 1: 

capability. But we can no longer afford to ! 

allow multiple organizations to be involved li, 

in similar, independent space roles and 1
' 

functions. I! . 
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A I1llSl1bu of improvementS arc li 
underway to streamline space organization ,, 

and systemS and cljminarc •mnec:essary 

overlap. CINCSPACE recently consolidated 

selected SPACECOM, NORAD, and Air 
Force Space Command (AFSPACECOM) 

staff functions, and combined their 

operations centciS. National system program 

offices, the Strategic Defense . Initiative 

Organization (SDIO) and the Defense 

Advanced Research Projects Agency 

(DARPA), are wcnldng on a program to 

exchange infO!TT!ariou on various technology 

developments. The newest national space 

sarcJiite system will consnHdarc two existing 

systemS, pconnitting the closure of six ground 

stations and consolidation of operations at 

1: 

~ 

one site. Other near-tenn consolidations 

include combining existing space surveillance 

and space defense operations centers into a 1 . 

single control center at SPACECOM. 



Organizationally, the Joint Cllcfs of 

Staff agreed in 1991 to "dual hal" 

CINCSPACE as Commander, 

AFSPACECOM, which led to a ~duction in 

personnel and a apport costs. However, it ia 
time for an even bolder change to be 

evaluated: 8Sllignmmt of the space misaion 

to SlRATCOM and. eliminariiJD of 

SPACECOM. Aa thia concept ia studied, 

several imponam iasuea must be addieaaed. 

Under thia propoaal. at= appropriate 
conaultation wilh the Canadi 3"", the 

Commander of AFSPACECOM would 

assume command of NORAD in Colorado 

Springs. AFSPACECOM would also 

operate all space systems under 

CINCSlRATs command Small Am1y and 

Navy componems would be asaigned to 

CINCS1RAT and would be rep~aented in· 

space program offices to ensure space 

systems were developed to suppon all 

Services' needs. Personnel from all Services 

would also be assigned to a Joint Space 

Pl!l!)!!ing Staff wilbin SlRATCOM. Under 

thia plan, the Air Force would be zeaponsible 

for development of future milimly space 

systems. Such an organization would ensure 
Service-unique requiremenls for, and uses of, 

space were p1operly repmented and that 

Services and CINCa had trained personnel 
wilh the knowledge to fully exploit the 

capabilities of space systems. 

Other changes would jnclnde 

designating the Air Force as the lead Service 

to coordinare with NASA on LANDSAT 
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remote earth sensing operations, and 

conaolidating DOD's functions at NASA into 

a single organiv!tion under AFSPACECOM. 

To sttemline miliwy satellile 

comnmnicari01JS operation&, all operational 

IespODSibilities for the Defense Satellile 

CClT!'IIT!!JI!icariona System (DSCS) will 

transfer from the Defense InfoJJDation 

System& Agency to the Air Force. 

Responsibi1itie for the Navy's Fleet Satellite 

Comm•micari011S (FLTSATCOM) system 

will also transfer to the Air Force. Both 

DSCS and FLTSATCOM will~ under 

the combatant command of CINCS1RAT. 

Under this proposed ammgemem, 

requirements for space systemS would 

conrinne to be submitted by the .. CINCs, 

Services, or agencies to the · JROC for 

validation. Day-tCH!ay n.quireuems for 

operational space system suppon would be 

submitted to CINCS1RAT. 

Such a coasolidarion would conaenre 

~sources and eliminate a substantia11111111ber 

of positions. In addition' it could improve 
warfighting suppon from space, allowing an 

in operational effec:tivmesa, 

efficiency, md ~ while 
' maintaining joint Service expertise and joint 

operational focus. 

RECOMMENDATION: A review 

will be conducted to detennine if the space 

mission should be assigned to S1RATCOM, 

and if USSPACECOM should be eliminated 

' . 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATlON 

I 
Most equipment purchased and 

~d by the Department of Defense 

~ maintenance throughout its useful 

life. The requiied maintenance may be as 

simple I as a routine oil change. The most 

complf work involving overlwlls; . the 

complete ~build. of pans, assemblies or 
I . 

subassemblies for weapons systemS and !heir 

c~nentS; and other jobs beyond the 

technibai abiliry of individual units is the 

~ility of each Service's depot 
. I n.- . mamtenance system. ""'~"'t mamtenance is a 
.L .•• -a~ftw ' • vast ~......_, emp.oymg about 130,000 

civiiiab and 2,000 military perscmncl at 30 

major facilities. The Services c:olledively 

spend about $13 billion a year to tebui1d. 
~fit, land majmajn over 700,000 di1feient 

majori items of equipment. 

Four sepa&ate systemS have been sized 

and okanized to meet four Services' needs in 
I 

a global war, each largdy inc!rpem!c:nt of 

other~ Services' capabilisiea. Wuh the shift in . 

strategic focus to regioDal coDf1icts of 

shortk expected duration. and the 
I ~anying reduction in the size of our 

~ forces, the collective DOD depot 
• I • 

mamtenance system can be ~duced and 
resui~. Significant savings are possible 

I 
by e'

1

iminaring excess capacity, and duplicate 

capability and investmentS. 

·~ . u 

In September 1992, the Otaiiman of 

the Joint Clliefs of Staff chartered a special 

group, consisting of ~tired senior officers 

from each Service and a senior 

representative from industry, to study the 

depot m"intmance system and iden!ify the 

best way to scale down excess capacity and 

reduce costs without degrading the abiliry to 

meet cun'Cnt or future peacetime and 

wartime needs. 

The study concluded that: 

Q The current DOD depot management 

stru~ has not substanriaUy ~duced 

capabilities or capacity. There is 

cwxendy 2S to 50 'JO more depot 

capacity than will be needed in the 

future, 

. . Q Urmecessaxy cmplication exists 

throughout the individual Service depots, 1 

espec:ially when viewed across Sexvice 

boundaries. 
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Q Clo~ of seven or eight of the lhirry 

mi1itaxy depots is the first step in 

~cing excess capacity and 

substantially ~cing long·teml costs. 

Q The most effective way to close depots is 

through the overall DOD effort to close 

or consolidate excess mi1iraxy bases and 

faciliDes, a process overseen by the Base 
1 

Rfoa!ignment and Clos~ (BRAC) 

Commission. 

l 

l • 
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aosun:: of depots involves substantial 

upfront expenses, but if the study proposals 

are implemented, savings of $400M to 

$600M per year are achievable when all eight 

depots are closed. 

The study group also identified tluee 

options for consolidating management of 

depot maintenance: designation of a Service 

euc:utive agent for each major commodity, 

consolidalion of all depot maintenance 

activities under a single Defense 

Management Agency, or creation of a Ioint 

Depot Maintenance C=and to oversee 

and administer all depot-level maintenance. 

It was the study group's view that a Ioint 

Depot Maintenance C=md, with the full 

authority to organize curmu depots as 

approved by the Ioint Cliefs of Staff, would 

produce the g~earest opportunities for ·, 

eflicieru:y and matching depot capacity with 

fullue requimments. 

The Chairman of the Ioint Cliefa of 

Staff forwarded this rerommencfation to the 

Secretary of Defense. As a result. the 

Services were dim:ted to p1epare inlegrated 
8""S 9 QY411S ~ teC*HiiiifflgmODS outlining .... _,_ ~_._, 

for depot closures and mmageuent 

coasolidariaas in time for the BRAC 

Commission's deliberations which will occur 

early in 1993. · Still under review is the 
' ....d • 1. group s reo iiJJ!I! anon to create a omt 

Depot Maintenance Command. 

The concept contained within the smdy 

group's JeCOIIU"r:rwiation could have broader 

applicaripns. Cuacntly, there are a number 
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of combat suppon agencies, such as the 

Defense lnfomwion Systems Agency and 

Defense Nuclear Agency, that are subject to 

the direction and control of civilian officials 

within the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

but main, under Title X, a principal task of 

providing operational suppon to the 

warfigbring CINCs. 

A case em be made that some of these 

combat suppon agencies, which are so vital 

to our warfighting needs, would work more 

effectively and ef!icientiy as joint commands 

supervised by the Cbainnan of the Ioint 

Cliefa of Staff and the Ioint Staff. For 

example, the Defense lnfomwion Systems 

Agency could become a Ioint Information 

Systems C=md This concept will be 

explored in more depth in the next repon to 

Cong~ess on combat suppon agencies due in 

1993. 

RECOMMENDATION: Consider 

estabHsldng a Ioint Depot Maintenance 

CO!D!!1md to reduce and restructure depot­

level maintenance by 2.5-SO%. Examine 

closing 7 or 8 of the 30 mililaJy depots 

which could achieve savings of $400M to 

$600M per year after these depots are 

closed. Services retw wend depot closures 

and consoHdarions to the Base RcaligiUIIeilt 

and Cosme Commission. 



,AMERICA'S AIR POWER 

I 
Aviation bas been an imponant pan of 

Amenbas rniliwy c:apabili.ties almost from 

the rAomem the Wright Brothers first 

achicvb manned flight. Inidally employed 

as a~ instrument in World War I, by 

that ~ar's end in 1918 aircraft were aheady 
I aged. being Used both to support troops eng m 

battle and to attack enemy targets in rear 

areas. 

Between the wars, innovative thinkers 

in uie Army began developing more 

advJced theories on the use of the aiiplane 

to anJa enemy strategic and tactical targets. 
I • f . The Marine Cozps tefmed 1ts use o m 
I ""-'-~' comb'--"' . powet, and the ............ .. .... BJr· 

grourid team was bom. Meanwhile, in the 

Navyl a group of officers was ugning that 

naval! aviation and carriem should supplant 
the battleship as the Navy's ptimary offalsive 

arm. I As a result of these and othet efforts, 

by the time Pearl Harbor was attaclted in 

Deckm 1941, America had two f<m:eS · 

built I around the aUplane - the Army Air 

Co~ and Navy-Marine Colps aviation. 

I Both proved mspemahle to victory in 

World War II. The Army Air Cozps assured 

our 
1
retum to Europe and assisted in the 
I • 

breakout from the Nounandy beaches. In 
I . 

the Pacific, the Navy's fast anack earners 
I and . ined Marin helped win the war at sea JO e 

Co~s aviation and Army Air Cozps units in 

su~rting the arduous island-hopping 
I camPaign from ground air bases. By w11's 

• 

end, the effectiveness of strategic bombing 

and the advent bf the atomic bomb made air 

powet a front runnel in the nuclear age. 

After the war, the Navy invested in 

longet-range aircraft and larget aircraft 

carriers to provide world-wide range and 

nuclear capability from the sea. With the 

proven success of strategic and tactical air 

powet and the development of the 

inte~eontinental-range bomber, the Air Force 

was established by Congress and took its 

place alongside the other Services in fulfilling 

the vital role of global strategic deterrence. 

. 'II 
I, 
I ,, 

~ 
I 

II 

1 

! ; 
Shaped and broadened by dtamatic 

1 

teChnological advances, the importanCe of 

aviation expanded as the helicoptet came of 

age. The American rniliwy first used the 

helicopter in Korea, both to get the wounded 

safely to treatment and to move small 
numhen of troops. Later, during the war in 

Vietnam, the Army and Marines significamly 

enhana::cf their combat tlexibility as gunships 

and troop-carrYing be1icopters ~ 
integrated into aiimobile units of up io 
division size. 

During the Cold War, our 

teetmological superiority and the 

demonstrated quality of America's air powet, 

both land and sea based. contributed 

immeasurably to effective nuclear detetrence. 

And had we been forced to defend against a 

conventional anack by llUI"IlCrically superior 

Warsaw Pact fort:es, our air power would 

have been key to the outCOIDC. 
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The Services adapted aviation 
technology to their quite different 

wariighting domains, and in the process gave 

their fighting units the lethality, mobiliry, and 

sustainability necessary for the evolving 

rwure of the modem battlefield Today, the 

fact that all have aiiplanes and helicopters 

causes some to argue that America has "Four 

Air Forces," implying we have three mOie 

than we need. In fact, America has only one 

air force, the United States Air Force whose 

role is ptompt and sustained offensive and 

defensive air operations. The other Services 

have aviation llmiS essential to their specific 

roles IIDd fuDctions but wbicl1 also work 

jointly to project America's air power. 

W"J.tb its global IeaCh IIDd global power, 

the· Air Force brings speed, range, and 

precise lethality to any planning equatimi. ·, 
Our Navy IIDd Marine Corps air bring power 

from the sea, providing Ieady. visible, lethal, 

sustainable, IIDd responsive ptesence 

worldwide, unconstrained by the politics of 

access ashore. The aviation elements of 

Amry IIDd Marine Corps forces me an 

integral part of the •ID!!!atc:bed mobility and 

lethality that figured so prominemly in the 

success of our ground operations during 

Operation DESERT STORM IIDd that 

chmcterize America's modem ground 

maneuver forces. America's air power 

makes the prospect of c:ontlict a sobering 

consideration for any who would consider 

opposing us. 
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So while some argue that we have four 

air forces, in reality each is different, playing 

a unique but complementary role. Together, 

the aviation elements of the four Services 
constitute "America's Air Power." It is a 

potem combination, proven over IIDd over in 

combat. It has been developed over the 

years through the cooperation and the far­

ranging vision of the Departmem of Defense, 

the Services, and the Congress of the United 

States. By creating the US Air Force, 

codifying Marine Cotps Tactical Air in law, 

and supporting cazrier aviation and Army 

helicopter programs, Congress bestowed on 

America's fighting men and women a force 

that has paid for i!self repeatedly. Any 

American who has ever faced an armed 

enemy is grateful for the robust capability we 

possess. 

America's air power offers the nation 

tn:mendous flexibility in peace, during crises, 

IIDd in war. However, in this period of 

c:bmging tbrears IIDd declining resources, the 

aviation force structure that was planned in 

years past mnst be reevaluated Recognizing 

that the aapisition plan for major aviation 

programs requires more resources than will 

likdy be available, a review was conducted 

to detennine if some air missions could be 

reduced or deleted; if existing aircraft, such 

as strategic bombers, could also perfonn 

other assigmnents; and if certain missions. 

performed by more than one Service, could 

be combined. 



~ America's air power has made a 

1IJa8Difcent com:ribution to our nation's 

security, we recognize that it will be smaller 

in the I future. The Services, in reducing the 

typeS 
1

and numbers of aircraft, will emphasize 

only those programs which contribute the 
I 

most to satisfying the national mandate for a 
.. _...:) figbtin .......,.lVeg force in the air at a 

•• I 
nmmnnm burden to the American taxpayer. 

:r.th I the necessary reductions in aircraft 

mvenrory' there are now also opportunities 
to~ reductions in support systemS. such 
as training, majntenance, and testing. 

!The following recommendations on 

shapjng America's air power for the future 

reflect the rea!iries of a new security 
• I 

envu:omnent, exploit oppommiries offered by 
I . 

advBf1Cing tedmology, and preserve required 

capa)>iliries. These recommendations cover 

broad areas of direct wariighring concern, 

su~ as C.CIIdintutal air defense, close_ air 

suppon, and airborne cxmnnand and comrol. 
I 

They also address supporting c:apab'J.iries 

ch
i • su 
1 

as fligttt training and inventory 

l'ement. 

Continental Air Defense 

The air defense of the North American 

Continent is the responsibility of the North 

American Aerospace Defense Command 

(NORAD), a US-Can•di•n military 

organization whose mission is to control 

sovereign airspace, provide warning, and 

respond as required to enemy air or missile 

attack. 

A dedicated force of more than 180 

aircraft in twelve Air National Guard 

squadrons currently perfonns this NORAD 

missim These F-1S and F-16 inwceptor 

aircraft operate from 14 bases nationwide. 

The mission emerged during the Cold 

Wtsr, and the force was sized to inten:ept the 

Soviet Union's long-range bomber force if it 

, ~ I 

II ! ~ . 
' 

~ . 

, macked from over the North Pole. Over the 

past sevetal decades, the interceptor force 

has majntained a 24-hour-a-day vigil, which 

it contim1es to this day, supemly defending 

America against any potential threat from 

euemy aircraft. Now that the threat has 

largely disappeared. we simply no longer 
1 

need such a large, dedicated continental air 

defense force. 
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Significant savings in manpower and 

operating costs can be acbieved by 

eliminating or sharply reducing dedicated air 

defense forces and taking a new approach to 

the mission. Already, appw,imately 30 

squadrons of general purpose fighters are 

leaving the Air Force due to the decreasing 

threat. In light of the US-Soviet agreetnent 



to take long-range str.uegic bombers off alen 

and the reductions called for in the START I 

and n treaties, it is now possible to go 

further. General pwpose and training forces 

from the Active and Reserve components of 

the Services can absom today's cwttinental 
air defense mission, pedlaps in its entirety. 

Flying from app.rminwely 60 air bases in the 

continental US (CONUS) and Alaska, 

intercept-capable aircraft can cover 

NORAD's 14 alen sites spread throughout 

the United States. This will provide an 

ample force for the day-to-day air 

sovereignty mission. 

As part of the next budget 
deliberations, we will detenuine how best to 

impiemem this recommendation. The actual 

s . resulting from this initiative will avmgs . ,, 
depend on the disposition of atrected units ' 

and bases. Options range from inactivating 

units dedicated to cnrttinemal air defr:nse to 

reassigning them to another part of the Air 

Force. 

'Ibis rec• .. • n • •end•rion em 1114'assel a 
major change in the way we pedorm the 

important mission of providing for the 

nation's defense and air sovereignty. It 

recognizes and n:sponds to changes in the 

thftlat in a ~ tha! exploits aisting 

capabilities, yet reduces costs. 

RECOMMENDATION: :Eliminate 

or sbatply Ieduce the force dedicated to this 

mjqjcm Assign to existing Air Force, Navy, 

and Marine COipS geucral pUipOSe and 

training squadrons. 
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Theater Air Interdiction 

The US relies on land- and sea-based 

attack aircraft, long-range bombers, auise 

missiles, and surface-to-swface missiles to 

conduct interdiction. Theater air interdiction 

(T AI) describes offensive aerial actions 

intended to attack enemy forces deep within 

their own territory befon: they can engage 
our forces. This section will addftlss the 

attack aircraft and bomber ponions of our 

T AI force. Attack aircraft 8ft: multi-mission 

and. contribute high sonie rates and tactical 

agility to T AI as well as other mission Bft:as. 

Cwning from both land and sea, they 

cwnplicate an enemy's air defense planning. 

Long-range bombers offer large payload and 

global reach. Both types of aircraft can cany 

a wide variety of weapons. Our forces are 

deliberately strucmred to overwhelm an 

adversary from all clliections, day and night, 

ezr· g ..a--:.:.- ·" .... ory while ''"'m'"'"'g ..... ,,, ~YC. YD.o4 

our own losses. Responsive, effective air 

interdiction is a "must have" for America and 

its allies. 

A munber of factors can improve the 

effectiveness ofT AI. 

0 First, deploying forces forward 

substamially ftlduces the cost of theater 

air interdiction. 

0 Second, "stealth" aircraft 8ft: essetttial to 

destroy critical, highly defended targets 

early in a conflict. An adequate force 

with stealth capabilities allows a smaller 

munber of aircraft to attain a much 



higher probability of mission success, 

wJ fewer losses. 

0 nuk advanced preciSlon guided 
nmiunons (PGMs) have a dramatic 

imJlaa on interdiction effectivenesS. The 

muber of aircraft requiied to achieve 

mJsion objectives increases maxkedly 

w~ adequate PGM inventories are not 

~-
0 FJany. bombers with upgraded 

coiwentional systems offer advantages 

snit capabilities that could reduce attack 

aJcrm requiremems in cenain conflict 
I . 

scenanos. 
I There are a mm!ln of observations 

that !have been made concerning the 

composition of the theater air inteniicrlon 

forceJ I . 
0 Strategic bombers, previously dedicated 

tJ Cold Waz nuclear missims, are now 

~ to suppon theater air 
~cti . I on operanons. 

0 The long-range bomber force should be 

c)q,able of delivering advanced 
I . anal . . _.,.;~ . . convent! pteaslon·&...-.. IJllm!DOJ)$ 
I 

(PGMs). 
I 

0 ~embers can be especially effective in 
the eady days· of a shon-notice conflict 
I Wbeie deployment of CONUS-based 

kack aircraft has yet to occur. In such 

~. bombers can reduce aircraft 
I • In . ch iequiteme~US. ope:attons su as 
I 

DESERT SHIELD/STORM. where 

kqWIIC buildup of attack aircraft 

occurred prior to the conunencement of 

hostilities, bombers may not be as critical 

to the T AI effon. 

0 Basing makes a critical difference. 

Sufl'iciem IIUIIIbers of land· and sea­

based bomber and attack aircraft need to 

be forward-deployed or rapidly 

deployable to provide a quick response 

to shon-notice crises. 

0 Stealth reduces aircraft losses. As these 

high 1echnology aircraft are procured. a 

smaller total number of bombers and 

attack aircraft are required. Stealth also 

increases the likelihood of destroying 

critical tazgets during the early days of 1 

conflict when enemy air defenses are ! 

intact. 

· ·; 0 PGMs reduce losses, and their 

~m~ar!cable accuracy drives down the 

!!IJ!Ilber of airciaft requiied to achieve 

damage ob~ during inteldiction 

ope:ations. 

Theater air interdiction should continue 

to be cmied out using a mix of bombers and 

attack aircraft and modemizjng cunent 

systems or replacing them as necessary. The 

capability and survivability of attack aircraft 
should be improved through upgrades to ~ 
sensors and weapons delivery systems. The I ' 
bomber force should be modified to give it a :' 

m-14 

more effective conventional capability for the i. 

air interdiction task. All manned aircraft • 
I 

would also bet1efit &om more PGMs. In the . 

determination of total aircraft required for 
I' 

I. 



theater air interdiction, it is necessary to 

consider the comributions of both bombers 

and attack aircraft. 

RECOMMENDATION: Snfficiem 

munbers of land- and sea- based bombers 

and attack aircraft need to be forward­

deployed or rapidly deployable to provide 

quick response to short-notice crises. 

Strategic bombers, pte\'iously dedicated to 

Cold W 11: nucleu missions, are now 

available to support T AI. Therefore, in the 

deteuninarion of total aircraft required for 

T AI. it is necessary to consider the 

comributions of both bombers and attack 

airaaft. 

aose Air Support· 

Pedlaps no aspect of roles and missinris 

has spawned more debate sillce the Key 

West Agr=n...m than the question of close 

air support (CAS). Cose air support, 

accontiDg to the defini•ioa agreed to among 

the Services at Key West, is "Air aclion 

against hostile targets which are in close 

pmDnity to frieDdly forces and which 

require detailed integration of each air 

forces." 
• 

The most recem review of close air 

suppon reached mmy of the same 

conclusions as the 1989 O.airman's repon 

on roles and mjuions. Of primary 

importance is the need to keep the issue of 

Mm provides CAS sepatate from which type 
' 
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of aircraft will perfonn tile function. 

As this review proceeded. it also 

became cle81: tbat close air supp.nt must be 

the bn•iness of all the Anned Forces - all of 

America's aviation elemems can and must be 

prepared to suppon troops on the ground. 

With these thoughts in mind, and with the 

intention of clarifying responsibilitic and 

endirig UllpiOductive controversy, several 

changes are proposed. 

When the Key West Agreement was 

signed. attack bclicopters didn't exist; the 

CAS definil:ion therefore applied only to 

fixed-wing aircraft, and it has always been so 

construed. Today's highly capable attack 

bc1icopte:Es can provide timely and accurate 

tire suppon to ground troops engaged in 

banle, as tbey did in DESERT STORM. 

While this robust capabili1y in fact adds 

to tbe close air auppon figbr, it has DeYU 

been recogrrizrd in tbe CAS definition and is 

theiefwe not emJ:w!ded in Servi= doctrine. 

By vpc!aring the definition of CAS in a way 
tbat captwes all modem capabilities, a 

fQU!Idarion for necessary doctrinal changes 

can be established Basic joint publications 

will be changed to reflect this expanded 

definition and appropriate cbmges in Service 

doctrine will follow . 

These doctrinal adjustmentS will ensure 

that CAS is available to ground commanders 

when needed, while allowing the theater 

cammander the tlexibility to employ the best 

platfonn for the miaion the•trr-wide. The 



integration of fixed-wing aircraft and 

hell~ for CAS will allow commanders 
I 

at all levels to take advantage of the 

c!istiricuy diffeient. but complementary, 
I 

capabilities of each type of plalfoun. Each 
I 

Service will be assigned a primary fmtction 
I 

for <!:AS, but will specialize in the type for 
I 

whic:h it is CUIICIItly structDrCd. To effect 

this biumse, n:.cuu 111 end Service functions be 

rewbcd as follows: 
I 

Q Air Force - Primary: Provide fixed-

~ CAS to the AI=! and other forces 

k dircctcd. Collarcral: Provide fixed· 

~ing CAS to amphibious operations. 
I . 

Q Navy - Primary: Provide fixed-wing 
I 
CAS for the conduct of naval nnnpaigns 
land amphibious opaarions. Collatcral: 
I Provide fixed • ..,;.,., CAS for other land· · · 
I . ~...., ' 

l
opcranons. 

Q Marine Colpl - Primary: Provide fixed­
and rowy-wing CAS for the conduct of 

naval campaigDs and amphihi!JIIS 

opcrarions. Collaleral: Provide fixed­

and rowy-wing CAS for other land 

opctarions. 

Q AI=! - Piimarr- Provide rowy-wing 

CAS for laDd opcrarions. Collatcral: 
Provide rowy-wing CAS to naval 

campaigns and amphibious opetations. 

To get the most out of CAS-capable 

fiXed- . aircraft and hclic CAS I wmg optcrS. 

prDccdurcs at the tactical lcvd need to be 
~. Existing. proccdurcs for 

~ , and controlling CAS arc 

I 

prcciominamlY Service-specialized. The 

command and control systemS and associated 1 

terminology also vuy greatly across Service 

and CINC lines. Tbcsc procedural I 

diffm:nccs, spread throughout the command 
and control system. magnify doctrinal 
differcllccs and . contribute to 

misundetstalldi about Service 1 

commitmcms to, and effectiveness of, CAS. 

It is csscmial that CAS capable aircraft 

. be fully incorpora!ed into joint opetarions. 

To cnsme llllifounity of execution. a 

stamlardizcd. joint procedural and control ; 

system is being developed. An executive I 
agent will be designated to create a 

ccnua1izcd training program for all officer' 

and cn1is1ed specialists charged by Service 

doctrine with integration of all file support, 

including CAS. naval gunfile. and artillery. ; 

With these changes in . doctrine, 1 

pux:edums and training, CAS issueS will n, 
longer center annmd which Service sumds to · I I 

gaiD or lose the most, or the doctrinal 

imp!icarions of changes to traditiooal roles! 
. . and .o:..--: Only . It mJSS'!!!!ll, ......... ons. one ~ , 

really coums, and that is how to cnsum thai 

Amerir.an uoops, locked in combat with uJ 
. enemy. get all tbe fire support they need. ~ ' 

RECOMMENDATION: lncld 
~ . 

attaCk hdicoptcrS as CAS assets and rcaligi.1 . 

and clarify functions and doctrine to indud~ 
rr , 

CAS as a primarY mission area for &II' 
Services. !; 
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Marine Corps Tactical Air 

Marine fixed-wing combat aircraft ate 

an integral element of the MAG'IF and 

perform four tasks: offensive air support, 

anti-air watfate, electronic watfate, and 

reconnaissance - all of which have as their 

primary purpose the support and protection 

of Marines on the ground, whether 

independently or as part of a joint force. 

Marines train and fight as a combined atms 

air-ground team and rely heavily on the 

support these aircraft provide. In an 

expeditionaty ope1ation, once airiiclds ate 

established ashore, most of the Marines' 

supporting firepower is provided by Marine 

Air. This "aiibome Bitillery" provides 

critical firepower to tbe ground commander, 

giving him a powerful force mnlriplier in 

combat operations. 

Support of Marines and other forces 

ashcne is often only available from carrier· 

based air power. Marine aircraft are carrier­

capable and share with Navy aircraft a 

common procuremem system and common 
majntenmce training. Additionally, Marine 

fixed-wing combat aircraft have been 

designed to allow them to operate from 

austere expedilionary sites in situations 

where Air F~ units lack the requiied base 

infrastructure, where adeqUate sea-based 

support is 1.lii&VIIilable, or where the 

combination of Navy and Marine combat air 

can increase the sortie rate for aircraft 

suppw tiug ground forces. 

Like other elements of "America's Air 

Power," Marine aviation is restructuring to 

meet the needs of the future. The fixed-wing 

aircraft inventory will drop from nine types 

of aircraft to four, simplifying maintenance 

and support. The number of F/A-18 

squadrons is being reduced, and the nwnber 

of AV-8Bs is being reduced by a quarter. 

These changes alone will result in significant 

savings in force structure, equipment, and 

ope1ating costs. 

Beyond reducing manpower and 

equipmeut, greater. emphasis will be placed 

on joint and combined operations and on 

funher developing capabilities required in the 

complex operating environment of the 

''littoral" or coastal regions. While the 

- -' Marine COipS will retain its unique capability 
I 
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to operate from the sea and from austere 

sites ashcne, and will continue to provide the 

primaJy aviation combat element of irs 

combined arms team, Marine COipS 

squadrons will deploy more frequently 

aboard Navy ships. Navy squadrons will 

shaJpen their focus on littoral warfate and 

tailor their force structure more toward 

power projection and the support of forces 

ashore. 

The Marine CoipS bas always been at 

the forefront in integrating ground and air 

elements into an effective fighting force. The 

unique structure of the Marine CoipS is an 

essenrial element of the National Military 

Strategy. 



RECOMMENDATION: Marine 

Corps bcal aircraft are an integral pan of 

the Mabe air-ground team and should not 

be ~d. Marine Corps aircraft will be 
I 

reduced from nine to four aircraft types and 

depl~y I more frequently aboard aircraft 
CmteiS. 

FOght Training 

During the Cold War, America's 

nariorult security requirements led to the 
I ----• • . . development of sevca111 orgamzauons to tram 

flight Jrews for the four militaiy Services and 

the cdast Guard. While some reduction of 

these I training organizations has already 

~. signifinmt capacity still exists 
I 

beyond what is needed for the years ahead. 
I 
' Reductions in excess capacity can be . 

~ when training is combined or 
I 

consolidated, which is practical wbcn 

ServU:b can use the same type of aircraft in 

~ phases of training. Such 
I 

coasolidalion reduces costs through use of 
comnk maintenanc:e and training fac=tliries, 

and ~ement organizations. 1hc advent 

of nJ. ttaining aircraft and helicopters to be 

used by all Services, together with planned 

reduchons in pilot ttaining ~. 
I 

means we now have an oppmt:unlty to 
I 

consol.idate our flight ttaining programs 
I 

further. 

I 

. ! 1 
I 

' ' 

Cwiendy the Aimy, Navy, and Air 

Force each operate their own initial or 

undergiatiuate flight training program using 

12 bases and various types of aircraft. 

Because of commonality inbeient in certain 

portions of lhis training, some consolidation 

has already taken place. Two Services 

(Navy and Air Force) provide all fixed-wing 

aircraft pilot and navigator training, and two 

Services (Aimy and Navy) provide all 

helicopter training. Two training bases, one 

Navy and one Air Force, were closed in 

1992. I · 
Flight training is divided into two 

major phases, an introductory or primary 

pbase that teaches basic skills and an 

advanced phase that integrates these skills . 

and introduces the student pilot to mililary 

·: flying teclmiques. For the primary pbase, 

training goals are similar for all Services. To 

take advamage of lhis COI1IIDOIIll1it of 

purpose, all Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, 

and Coast Guard flight students will begin 

training using a common fixed-wing ttaining 

: ' 

aircraft that is being joimly developed. At a 1 , 
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specified point, pilots will be selected for 1 

Service advanced training in one of four 

specific follow-on specialties or "traCks": 

Navy Fighter/Attack. Air Force 

Fighter/Bomber, Navy and Air Force 

Tanker/franspon/Maritime Patrol, or 

Helicopter. While the 1991 Joint 1 

Interservice Training Review Organization 

(ITRO) tepart provided analysis that 

helicopter training consolidation would not 

i 
' 

L 



provide cost savings, a workable alternative 

may be to provide a common helicopter for 

basic helicopter training for all services. 

Continued study is warranted for both 

consolidation of helicopter training and 

development of a common training 

helicopter. 

This initiative will reduce costs by 

combining fli.gln training at the minimum 

number of installations and by reducing the 

types of aircraft flown. Training advantages 

and cost reductions will be gained when all 

activities are collocated, while still affording 

the Services a means for seleaing students 

for advanced flying tracks and teaching 

Setvice-uniquc skills such as shipboatd 

landings. 

The objective is to have this training 

consolidation plan fully implemented by the 

yar 2000. Neat·teun objectives are as 

fullows: 

0 A joint Service team will meet in early 

1993 to plan this transition and determine 

both costs and savings. This team will 

also oversee the development of training 

cuuicula to suppon consolidation. 

tl Beginning in 1993, fli.gln instructors from 

the Services will be exchanged to provide 

first-hand experience and identify factors 

that may impact training consolidation. 

A limited student exchange will follow 

after training cunicula have been 

developed and implemented. 
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CJ Tankerffransport/Maritime Patrol 

training consolidation is expected to 

begin in 1994 at Reese Air Force Base, 

Texas after transition planning is 

completed by the Joint Service teatn. 

Evemually, Navy students seleCted for 

Maritime Patrol training will complete 

their entire undergraduate training at one 

location. 

CJ By the end of 1994, the Navy and Air 

Force will have developed joint primary 

training squadrons at two locations. If it 

is cost effective, Navy, Marine Corps, 

and Coast Guatd helicopter training will 

be moved from Pensacola to Fon 

Rucker. 

W'IIh these steps, quality fli.gln crews 

will be trained at reduced cost. Funher 

illitiatives, beyond those outlined above, may 

also be possible. 

Since cunicula of the two existing test 

pilot schools are similar, the Services will 

also explore the possibility of joint test pilot 

training at a single location. Costs to 

operate this progratn might be reduced 

through collocation of training assets and 

consolidation of seleCted patts of ~e 

academic and flying programs. 

By altering the traditional approach to 

those portions of fliglu training where the 

Services share similar goals, and by 

undertaking sensible changes in this area, the 

high quality of "America's Air Power" will be 

sustained at reduced cost to the American 



taxpayer. 
I 

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate 
I 

Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast 

Gu~.l initial ~-wing training, and 
transltlon such tralDlllg to a common primary 

tramin~ aiJcraft. Consolidate follow-on 

flight bm;ng into four training pipelines. 

(Navy I Fighter/Attaclt. Air F~ 
FigbteJ/Bomber, Navy and Air Force 

Tanker/Transport/Maritime Patrol, or 

He~r). Detmnine if it saves money to 
I 

move Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guani 

helic~r training from Pensacola, Florida to 
I 

Fon Rucker, Alabama 

Aircraft Requirements and 
I 

!Inventory Management 

:All together, the Services have moie · 

than 1 24,000 iixed-wing aircraft and 

helicopterS of various types in their 
• I . mvmtones. Over the years, aircraft 
mvenbes grno with expanding force 

suudure and increased budgets in resposue 

to ti tbrell from a Soviet mi1ita1y mac:bine 

bent I on both quantiWive and qualitative 
advantage. Eadl Service defined irs aircraft 

I 

r:equitements and calcnlared inventory using 
• I tbodol · ItS own me ogy, teiDIIIlOlogy, and 

I • 

philosophy. Now; confronted with a much 

dUfeb world, Service requirements for 
• I • • _,_.,. well JIIliii!IIY m'ss'on ............ as as suppon 

~ for backup, attrition, testing, and 
I 

~g are inconsistcm. outdated, and in 

need of revision. 

Two examples show why a new system 

is needed to better measure existing 

inventories against the requirements of our 

new milirary strategy. In procuring F-16 

aircraft during the 1980s, the Air Fore~ 

d~loped irs requirements based on an 

expanding force stru~ and included 
-estimates for attrition loSKs over the F-16's 

entire life cycle. By basing production on 

these ~s. the Air Force was able to 

lower the average ·~r unit" cost for the 

F-16, both for itself and for potential foreign 
1 

buya:s. How~ver. with force stru~ I 
[i coming down and. with attrition rates low~r 

than predicted. the Air Force finds itself with 

more F-16s than irs force stru~ requires. 

Congress has contributed to this excess by 

continuing to fund F-16 production in re~ 

I' 

I· 

i 

. ; defrme budgets 81 rates beyond that which 
wu requ=ted. Opaations and maintenance 

1 

funds are based on a squadron's authorized 
aircraft. The Air Force maintains aircraft 

above a squadron's authorized level on the 

flight line as "attrition reserve" aiJcraft. 
Attrition reserve is a Cllegory that is not j 

related to expected attrition and one which I' 

noae of the other Services ~. Keeping this fl 

large reserve of aircraft undercuts the 

logistics system because, when an F-16 

breaks down, it is easier to simply substitute i1 

another aircraft than to procure spare pans , 

and do repairs at th~ squadron or wing l~v~l. 
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Another example is the An:ny's 

AH-1/AH-64 program, where "ground 

maintenan~" aircraft ~ kept in the active 

inventory even though these aircraft ~ 

incapable of flying. The total number of 

flyable aircraft, therefo~:e, is less than 

pen:eived. 

An assessment wu conducted to 

determine cost savings achievable through 

thC use of updated DOD temlinology and 

inventnry definitions, The conclusion wu 

that with conunon definitions among the 

Selvices for support and backup categories 

of aircraft, we could mOJ:e cleariy define 

primary aircraft requiJ:emems and CDSUJ:e that 

funds wCJ:e not spent on maintenance or 

modification of •I!!Deceasary aircraft. 

The Services ~ committed to 

developing such standani temlinology and 

inventory definitions. To Ibis end, an 

implemHn••ion plan will be developed, and 

the C'""""DD methodologies will be used in 

upcoming budget, fcm:e structure, and 

acquisition managanem activities. 

Adopting a standardized airc:raft 

inventory system cmies wid! it several 

problems. Flllt, we may discover that on­

hand quamities of ~ aircraft types 

exceed currem- requjrements, fOJdng us to 

place aircraft in storage and/or ~e 

ongoing production. Storage and 

reclamation programs could require 

additional manpower and operating funds. 

Ceasing production of particular aircraft hu 

impUCB'ims for the health of the defense 
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industrial bue and for America's ability to 

compete in fo~:eign marltets. Second, 

changes in inventory could require moJ:e 

~:epair parts at unit level and change the way 

each ~·s maintenance structuJ:e is 

organized 

Despite these cautions, standardizing 

DOD aircraft tetminology and inventory 

definitions is a ~sary step that will enable 

the Services to mo~:e accurately meUUJ:e 

existing inventories against requirements. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

inventOry tetminology should be 

standardized. Common definitions among 

Selvices for all categories of aircraft will 

USUJ:e consiatent rationale for requirements 

and CDSUJ:e proc:urcment and maimenan.;e 

funds ~ only spent on ~sary aircraft. 

This standardized approach will provide 

consistency in the mnnber of airframes 

procumi. 



CONSOLIDATING COMMON 

I AIRCRAFT 
I 

I 
Throughout the Cold War period, the 

Sc . I based "de · rvu:es pure a W1 vanety of a.iJ:craft 

desi~ to meet their requirements. In 
some cases the same, or very sjmj!ar, aircraft 

I 
~purchased by more than one Service 

I because of an establisbcd ...,,;......,...,t for the 
I" ·-.---· 

capability that aircraft type could provide. 
I 

We have carefully eumined these 
I 

aircraft common to more than one Service 

looJWig for ways to consolidale ope1arions, 
I maintenance, and uaining to save funds or 

do bl¥wss more efficiently while preserving 

each Service's ability to perfonn its required 

flmcti6ns. The results of these studies and 
I recc" ""'endarions for coa!!Oiidarion of 
I _,_.._ 

~ ............ are presented in the section 

that follows. 
I 

Airborne Command 
and Control 

llbe a:&rbome command and conuo1 
fleet of our strlllegic onclear forces bas long 

been lone of the most visible symbols of the 

Cold' War. These aircraft, with their battle 
I staffs and sophisticated ct'mmnnicarinns 

.I (c equipment. were or years regarded as part 
I 

of the ultimate "doomsday machine" whose 

pmnky mission was to initiate the launch of 
I a retaliatory DUclear strike. At the height of 
I 

the Cold War, the Air Force operated a fleet 
I 

of 39 airborne command post (ABNCP) 

EC-135 aircraft, specially-configured for 

control of the bomber and interContinental 

ballistic missile legs of the strlllegiC triad. 

The Navy had a similar fleet of specially· 

modified C-130 aircraft to relay lllllllCh 

commands to our fleet of ballistic missile 

submarines. These C-130s were commonly 

known as "TACAMO" aircraft, short for 

"'&ke Charge J,1ld Move Qut." 

Over the past two years, the Air Force 

has more than halved its ABNCP force 

structure. Currently, only 11 EC-135s 

support the command. control, and 

communications needs of the Commander in 

Cllief of Strategic Command 

(CINCSTRAT). The Navy's C-130 

TACAMO fleet has been retired. replaced by 

16 modem E-6As. 

'I' 
' . 

.. 
' A review of possible further force 

structure reductions in this area concluded 

that a total consolidation of Air Force and 

Navy functions is possible and appropriate. i 

The Navy's E-6A bas been chosen as the 

cc • "" wm aixframe due to its extended service 
life, ability to accommodate a battle staff, 

and capacity to handle the COtniJIIIJiicarns . 
upgrades required to ptoVide Cl't"Mand and 

control of all three legs of the strategic triad. , 

Funds required for modification of the E-6A 

will be provided by retiring the Air Force's 

EC-135 and canceling progranuned 

upgrades. The engineering phase of this i 

modification program is currently underway. : · 
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This new joint-Service ABNCP will 

have all the capabilities of two aimames for 

the price of one. Current plans call for a 

joint battle staff to augment the Navy 

TACAMO crews on STRATCOM missions. 

This manning scheme promotes efficiency in 

airaew training while preserving the 

essential jointncss of the command, contrOl, 

and communicatinus element supporting 

CINCSTRA T and componem commanders. 

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate 
the Navy and Air Force aircraft and 

functions into the Navy's E-6A program. 

The Air Force EC-135 program will be 

eliminared and CIIJcellarion of hs planned 

upgrades will fund transition into the E-6A. 

Combat Search and Rescue 
(CSAR) 

rmding and resming downed flisbt 
crews or other forces napped bmirvt eoany 

lines is a task of the grearest importmlce. 

Our CSAR capability has improved 
substantially over the past ae1IClll dtcades as 

helicopters becmne 11101e capable and the 

Anned Forces began to use this newly­

acquired vettical lift capabjlity to rescue 

downed airaews wheJe emaction by other 

means was not possible. 

rust employed during the Korean War, 

beli.copter n:scue operations ~ in 

capability and complexity in VIetnam. Land­

and sea-based helicopters, esconed by 

fighters and other suppon aircraft, n:covered 

.. 

downed ain:n:ws throughout the combar 

zone, in many cases snatching them away 

from certain capture. The imponance of 

CSAR operations justified the formation of 

d«<icated units trained and equipped for the 

task. Despite the success of this approach. 
after the war ended, dedicated CSAR writs 

wen: absorbed by other tasks and vinually 

disappeared from the military force stiUCtun:. 

CSAR tasks wen: then taken up as a 

collareral timction by the individual Services. 

The Air Force modemized its Air Rescue 

Service forces, but loolced to its special 

operations aviation assets for CSAR. The 

Navy employed hs ami-submarine warfare 

be1icopter and cmier-based assets to 

conduct both peacetime and combar searcb 

and n:scue. The Army and Marine Corps 

' relied on 1beir existing aviation forces to 

m-23 

ped'onn CSAR, as did the DCWly·t'olmed 

Special Operations Command (SOCOM), 

which has speci.Uy modified helicopleiS and 

fiDel-wing aircraft capable of coven or 

longer-range CSAR operations. 

Combat search and n:scue proc:ednres 

have not kept up wtth joint opeaali"'llll 

doctrine as each Service indepeudently 

developed its CSAR program. During the 

Persian Gulf war a CSAR capabil.iry was 

pieced together ' to meet battlefield 

n:quimnems. 

The n:medy for these shortfalls is to 

develop and train joint CSAR forces using 

the highly capable equipment the Services 

have today or an: prograuii!lcd to buy. 



CSAR c:apabi1ities will be created on the 

basis of each Service's sttucture, with land­

based land sea-based elements organized, 

traineJ and equipped to work individually or 
I with'' d . together, in accordance JOmt octnne, 

emplo~ standardized joint tactics, 

te~, and procedures. These forces 

will ~ tied together in wartime by a Joint 

Resc:ub Center that will conuol and 

coorcnhate the forces needed to meet the 

joint fbrce commander's CSAR needs. 
I 
t;mpletnentation has already begun. A 

series I of joint CSAR tactical exercises was 

recently completed at Naval Air Station 

FalloJ. Nevada. Lessons leamed from these 
I •• 

exercises and from other recent JOUit 

exmdses will yield impoitan1 standaldi.zed 
I . 

procedures for all CSAR forces. To further 

~e procedures. future CSAR exercisea 
I 

will be developed by the Joint Staff and 

inco~rated into our exCICise program. The 

new I joindy trained CSAR forces will 
emphasize joim c:apabi1ities postured to 

provk c:ritical lifesaving service to our 

... ,L sail · and --"--so~... ors, anmen, .._.._, -
I....__ . 

IIDY"'r•~~W~.,, liiJ)'tDDe· 

RECOMMENDATION: All four 

Services retain responsibility for CSAR 

~ons. CSAR forces will be equipped 
to ~ individually or together employing 

standardized joint doctrine, tactics, 

te~. and procedures. 

Operational Support Aircraft 

Cutrently about 500 aircraft, operated 

I 

I ' 
I 

by ~atedfour Se~= thenal Csoasppot Gnu~·:,: I 
dedic: to ~r--o u ~ .... , ~~ 

(OSA)- the uanspon of miliWy personnel li .. 

and high-priority cargo. Over the past few r 
years, the Services have saved money in this ~ 
area by conducting joint aircrew aaining and ~ 
consolidating unil-level and depot 

maintenance. However, the size of this 

aircraft fleet and the overlap in suppon ~ 
functions compelled us to look for ways to 

achieve further cost-savings in the areas of 

operations, training, and logistic suppon. 

The aircraft involved in troop and 

cargo transpon and VIP movemc:nt include 
C-9s, C-12s, C-20s, C-2ls, C-23s, C-26s, 

C-137s, P-180s, and others. Eacll Service 

has its own fleet, for a total of 500 OSA 

aircraft overall, including the Reserve 

compcmenu. These aircraft· are 

preeimrlnam!Y CONUS-based and 

ttadi1ioDally have been under the operational 
control of the iDdividual Services. 

The cumm inventory, built to suppon 
a global war, exceeds what is required for 

our regionally t'Tiented strategy. The current 

excess is c:ompollllded by the fact that 

~ 
r 
fr 

Congress continues to require the Servi~ 
to purchase OSA aircraft neither requested 

or needed. In the last two years alone, .
1

: 

Congress "added on" funds to the Defense. 

Appropriations Bill for some 15 C-12s, 4 . 

C-20s, 10 C-2ls, 10 C-23s, 19 C-26s, and · 

12 P-180s not requested by DOD. 
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Several altemati.ve operations and 

management sc.hemea weze proposed for 

operating these ain:raft. Among them weze: 

contracting out the entire missicm to civilian 

contractors; consolidating the OSA fleet 

under a single c:ommand which would 

dctemdne scJuxbding and assume operations 

rcaponsibility; and conso1idaring all assets 

Wider a single Service which would asmme 

proc:uJemeDt, logistic, and suppon 

responsibilities. 

Funher study is necessary to determine 

which altemative · will provide the best 

balance of efficiency and effectiveness. In 

the interim, US'IRANSCOM is improving its 

capabilliy to sc:bedule intrazheater airlift in 

suppon of wanime taslrings. The Joint Staff, 

the Services, and TRANSCOM will continue 

to examine this issue and make appropriate 

adjustmems as circumstances wammt. 

RECOMMENDATION: OSA 

aircraft aze in excess of wanime needs and 

should be · reduc:ecl TRANSCOM will 

develop the capabilliy to c:oontiDare ltld 
sc:bedule intratbearer airlift. 

AHack Helicopters 

The rapid evolution of the attack 

helicoptir as in integral element of the 

fon:es engapd in ground maneuver warfare 

was underscored during the Persian Gulf 

War. The omnipresent attack helicopter, 

advancing just above coalition ground 

fon:es, was one of the classic images of 

DESERT STORM. 

The successful integration of the attack 

helicopter into modem ground operations 

can be attributed to two factors. Fust, 

tremendous technological advances have 

been made in modem helicopter weapons 

systems such as the APACHE (AH-64) and 

COBRA (AH-1). Second, the introduction 

of these advanced weapons into our ain:raft 

inventories was accompanied by a revolution 

in banlefield tactics. The ground battlefield 

has becmne a three-dimensional battlespace 

where the attack helicopter's advanced 

features give the ground commander 

unpzecedented banlefield vision, mobility, 
and striking power. 

Both the .Amry and the Marine Coips 

. . . opezate attack helicopters as an ozganic 
I 
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elcmem of their ground maneuver wufaze. 

Today, there aze 736 AH-64 APACHEs and 

875 AH-1 COBRAs in the .Amry, and 124 

AH-lW COBRAs in the Marine CoiJ!S. The 

.Amry is phasing out its older COBRAs as 

new APACHEs come off the assembly line, 

and plaDS a future inventoiy of 811 

APACHEs and 412 COBRAs. The Marine 

Coips will retain the · COBRA for the 

foresmble future and has invested heavily in 

upgrading its aizframe and avionics in order 

to keep the COBRA's capabilities as near 

state-of-the-an as possible until the next 

generation of attack helicopter is produced. 

The Amiy and Marine Coips aze planning to 

develop and procure a common aiiframe to 

fulfill their future requirements. 



A:fter an extensive xeview of force 

structuk and functional altematives, it was 

found 1to be inadvisable and impractical to 
I Se · vide this have one rvtcc attempt to pro 

o~ combar capability for the other. The 

deman~ for constant and integrated training 

Ill the b level in peacetime - in order to be 
I 

victorious in battle - precludes alremative 

appro~. However, the Services can, 
I 

should, and will consolidate aircrew and 

initial b.unenancc skill training, as described 
I 

elsewhexe in this xeport. 

~nally, the Chief of Naval 

~. the C!l!I!T!'Iandant of the Marine 

Co~, and the 01icf of Staff of the Army 

have !been asked to xeview the emw:ging 

requUemen1 for axmed helicopters aboard 

Navy! ships. Their xeview will examine their 

Services' exis1ing force structures, training 

flow) and logistics infrasttuctures to 

deterhune the most effective, efficient and 
____ L __ , .._,_ -
~ way to meet u~ ~~ 

I 

xequi,xement. 

RECOMMENDATION: Army and 

MariDe Corps comimle to operate attaCk 
~. Consolidate some aituew and 

· I • • De·-• and mauttenance tnnmng. v~:aop procure 
comln.m ailflames to fulfill future 

I 

xequixemems. 

General Support Helicopters 

Commensuratr: with advances 1!1 

rotary-wing teclmology, the helicopter has 

grown in importance as an integral part of 

military organizations. Its functional utility 

·r 

and versatility allow our military forces to 

accomplish a wide variety of essential 

missions, such as air assault operations, anti­
submarine warfaxe, eiectronic warfaxe and 

jamming, field artillery aerial observlllion, 

xeconnaissancc, · command and control, 

medical evacuadons, and logistics. Although 

dassjfied as support helicopters, these are 
bigbly specialized airiiames th8l axe an I . 

I 
integral part of ground maneuver warfaxe. 1 

Other pera1 support helicopterS axe used 

for non-Service specific tasks, such as test 

range support. transportarion, courier 

service, aDd logistic support. The Army 

opexatr:s the largest npmber, but all Services 

have general support helicopterS. 

Ways wem examintd to achieve further 

tffidencic::s in opezalions, training, and 
majnrmance while pmserving essential 

capabilities. 

To this end, the Services will move 

toward consolidating maimenancc training, 

simulator training, aDd majntenancc 

infrastructure. In additiou, overlapping 

multi-5ervice administrative suppqrt 

functions in the same geographic xegions will 

be closely suutinized. A good example of 

an axea where consolidlllion may be possible 

is in the Washington DC area w~ the ·~ 
Services ,.,.,.,., VIP helicopter i 

vy-- I' 
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drtacbments. As pan of this effort, a review 

will be conducted to consider if the Reserve 

components or civilian contractors should 

assume some or all of this responsibiliry. 

These planned consolidations will 

preserve the capabilities we require from 

• general support helicopters while achieving 

cost savings. 

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate 

maintenance training, simulator training, and 

maintenance infrastructure. Study 

consolidation of overlapping Se:vice support 

functions within certain geographic areas. 

Tactical Airlift/Tankers •• C·130s 

The imponw of C-130 tactical airlift 

and tanker support to the Anned Forces and 

!heir operations has not ctimjnjsbrd in the · 
. . .,___ cwzem secunry cuvnuu .. eur r1um 

Operation DESERT STORM to Operations 

PROVIDE COMFORT, PROVIDE 

REI JEF, and RESTORE HOPE, American 

C-130s have been and will cominue to be 

called on in war and for bnmanimian relief 

arcnmd the wodd. 

While configurations and traditional 

Savice-tpeeific approaches to functional 

requirements ~ evolved over 30 yean, 

~ are two basic types of C-130s -

bawports (some with special capabilities) 

and air-to-air refueling tankers. 

To meet tactical airlift and tanker 

support requirements, the Air Force 

cwemly operates appmcimately 600 

C-130s, the Marine CoipS 68, the Navy 17, 

and the Coast Guard 26. Air Force C-130s 

deploy worldwide for tactical airlift, 

humanitarian airlift, aeromedical evacuation, 

special operations, refueling, and other 

functions and tasks. The primary job of 

Marine Corps KC-130 tankers, as pan of the. 

Marine Air-Ground team, is to refuel Navy 

and Marine tactical fixed-wing aircraft. They 

also have a secondary task of refueling 

Special Operations Forces (SOF) and CSAR 

helicopters. Navy C-130s provide fleet 

service and support to the National 

Aeronautic and Space Administration 

(NASA). The Coast Guard uses C-130s for 

command-and-control comnumications, 
search and rescue operations, law 

enfora:ment, ice operations, and airborne 

,· early warning. These C-130s are all heavily 

m-21 

taslced 

In MViewing the C-130 force structure, 

the objective was to preserve its capability to 

perform its basic tasks while determining if 

efficiencies could be achieved by combining 

operations, management, and support under 

one Service. A DOD C-130 SystemS 

Requirements Woddng Group had already 

clliected that the Air Force remain the sole 

aaprisinon agent for all DOD/USCG C-130 

aircraft and retain responsibiliry for all depot­

level maintenance for CONUS-based 

C-130s. The review showed that 

consolidating all C-130s under one Se:vice 

would not be cost effective, would degrade 

efficimcy, and would greatly complicate 



management and suppon of these heavily 

utilized! assets. As a result, consolidation is 
I 

not recOmmended. 
I 

RECOMMENDATION: 
I S . Consolidaring C-130s under one cm.cc 

would I dcaeasc operational effcc!ivcness, 

complicate management and suppon. and 
I would not save money. 

Jammer Aircraft 

The employment of active el.ccttonic 

counJnncasures against enemy radar and 

c~-and-conuol systemS. commonly 

re~ to as "ja!T!!!!ing," has taken on much 

sreaJ importanCe as air defense systemS 
I 

have be:cm:oe more sophisticated. This fact 

was abp1y demonstrated during the Persian 

Gulf bruct when Navy, Marine Cozps and. 
I . 

Air Force "jammers" scvcrely degraded 

Iraq'sl air defenses. In DESERT STORM. 
the availability of jw nmn aircraft was a 

~ile for a strike package to pxoceed 
I • • .......:..._ 

to the target - no JB!IQ • ers, no m ........... 

The imut was an c:xc:eptionally low level of 

coalition aircraft losses dcspire Iraq's modem 

and kaborate air defense nctWmk. As air 

~ technologies proliferate, this 

~ for advanced el.ccttonic 
I • . . 
~ te suppon m opcranons JS 

,,_,1 . uagy to mcrease. 

I The responsibility for providing this 

capability is shared by Naval aviation and the 

Air ~orce. The Navy and Marine Cozps 
I operate 133 EA-6Bs and the Air Force 

• I I I 

operates 40 EF-111As. With no plans for a 

totally new jWIIIlli:I aiiframc until well into 
the next century, the capabilities of both the 

EA-6 and the EF-111 must be continuously 

upgraded to keep pace with the evolving air 

defense threat. 

Differences in the basic capabilities of 

the EA-6 and the EF-111 arc signific:am 

The EA-6 is optimized for all weather 

operations in close suppon of camcr air 

wings and Marine Air-Ground Task Forces. 

It can also operate from expeditionary 

airfields ashore. Its performance 
characteristics arc compatible with the Navy 

and Marine Corps tactical combat aircraft it 

cscons. In contraSt, the EF-111 is a decp­

peocuazmg. high-speed. 1ong-1oirer aiiframc 

wish all-wcadler terrain-following capability 

; that is ck:signcd for "stand-off' jamming. 
The siw1ar but specialized capabilities of 

EA-6s and EF-llls give milirary 
commanders a range of options in combat, 

crmp\icatc any eucmy's air defense planning, 

8lld teduce aircraft amiDon. 

I 

I 

I 

I l 

1 r 

II 

i 

i ' 

If, for example, only EA-6Bs were in 

the inventory, Air Force bombers would be 

restricted in the way they could be employed ' 

to attaCk eucmy targets as part of a "strike 
1 

. 

package." Similarly, if the EF-lll were the I 

only jwmncr aircraft in the inventory, Naval 

carrier power projection capabilities and the 

ability to suppon certain long range Ak 
Force bomber missions with essential jammer 

protection would be unacceptably degraded. 
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Several alternatives to the ptesent 

operational ammgcmems were examined, 

wilh specific emphasis on combat 

capabilities, cost savings, mission 

responsibilities, ability to operate wilh other 

systems, peacetime training capabilities, 

ain:rew training, maintenance training, and 

all levels of aircraft maimenmce. 

The EA-6 and the EF-111 both derive 

great "economies of scale" from the fact that 

tbey shm many components and support 

aDd training procedures wilh the fleets of 

A-6s and F-1lls managed by the Navy and 

Air Fon:e, respectively. Where possible, 

efliciency will be improved by consolidating 

operations, baaing, training, and logistics 

suppon. All jw 1 u 1 e1 aircraft will soon be 

based at only three locations: Naval Air 

Station Whidbey Wand, Washington; Marine 

CoJps Air Station CleEry Point, North 

Carolina; and Cannon Air Fon:e Base, New 

Mexico. 

The fe8S1bility of consolidating the 

cwtently programmed system upgrades to 

both aircraft wu also mamined Because of 

tbe e:mnsive eagineering modificariODS that 

would be JeqDired. dumgiDg the EF-111 

S}'llml to the upgraded EA-6 system would 

add more than $1 billion to current program 

costs. Replacing Air Fon:e EF-111s wilh 

new EA-6s wu also examined Acquisition 

costs for additional EA-6 aiiframes to 

completely replace EF-1lls would exceed 

$2billion 

. " 
I 
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These critical combat support assets 

provide our air components added flexibility, 

survivability, and effectiveness - 'l''''iries 
that will become more important than ever as 

overall force levels are reduced. Our plan is 

to retain both fleets of aircraft, modified as 

necessary to keep pace wilh technological 

advances in the defr.nsive systems of 

potential adversaries worldwide. 

RECOMMENDATION: The similar 

but specialirnt capabilities of all 

Navy/Marine CoipS EA-6B and Air Force 

EF-111 aircmft give miliwy commanders 

options in combat to reduce aircraft attrition. 

Both aircraft should be retained and 

upgraded . .Coaso!idaring. into one airframe 

would reduce effectiveness and. require .. 
additional aircmft procorement. 

Electronic Surveillance Aircraft 

Throughout the Cold War, the 

maintenance of robust signals intelligence 

(SIGINT) programs to help us understand 

the intem of m adversary as menacing as the 

Soviet Union wu of paramount importance. 

This was especially true bec1mse Soviet 

doctrine called for a massive, shon-notice 

invasion of Western Europe. Being able to 

detect preparations for such an artack well 

before it oc:cmred dominated much of 

our intelligence-gathering hardware 

development. As a result, a capable fleet of 

surveillance aircraft wu developed and 

purcbased Over time, as these aircmft were 

mgrated into the SeMces, their llllique 



capabilities were found to be applicable to 

many J,es of crises and conflicts. 
I 

"(Me the end of the Cold War has 

reduced the need for systems targeted 

specifiJauy against Russia, it has actually 
I 

intensified the need for the kinds of 

infonnbon these aircraft can provide. The 

~mcerJm nature of future military threats 

means I that our leaders will have to be fully 

infonned about the intentions of potential 

adverJancs. The regional focus of our 

Natimk Military Strategy has placed even 
I 

greater emphasis on intelligence-gathering . 
.,..,__ I . . . B . Iraq and , = current SltuatlODS m osma, , 

I 

other :regions of ethnic, religious, and social 

tensi~ underscore the need for these types I . 
of~. 

I 
Providing this information to senior 
I 

decision-makers is the job of a small group 

of~ speciaUzed aircraft and their crews. 
'Ibesi UDique airframes are the EP-3E 

I 

ARIES operated by the Navy and the 

RC-lJ5 RIVET JOINT operated by the Air 
I 

Force. There are currently 12 EP-3Es and 
I 

14 RC-135s in the inventory. The EP-3Es 

are tlomet,ased at Naval Air Station Agana, 

~ and Naval Air Station Rota, Spain. 

The IRC-135s are homebased at Offut Air 

Force Base, Nebraska. Both Services have 
I • 

numerous forward operating bases and 

deplbyment sites aro1md the world 

This force structure is barely sufficient 

to handle current peacetime requiiemems. 
I 

During Operation DESERT STORM, lll1 
I 

EP-3E and,RC-135 aircraft were committed 

to the war. As a result, other theater CINCs 

had only limitM electronic surveillance 

aircraft to cover their areas of interest. H 

another conflict had broken out, we would 

not have bad sufficient assets to suppon our 

forces. 

The distinctions between the EP-3E 

and the RC-135 are significant, yet their 

capabilities are complementary. The RC-135 

is principally a strategic SIGINT asset with 

the capability to collect signals valuable to 

national mmgence agencies. The RC-135 

flies at higher altinldes than the EP-3E, 

enabling it to collect cenain signals at greater 

range. It eat1 also be refueled while airborne, 

which gives it greater endurance. 

The EP-3E is princip'llly a tactical 

.. , SIGINT asset configured to evaluate the 

' battlefield electronic warfare threat, provide 

real-time threat warning, and conduct long-

1

, 
range radar targeting and analysis. The 

EP-3E eat1 operate from shoner nmways 1 

1
'1, 
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than the RC-135, with less ground suppon 

equip•• k\1lt and fewer personnel. Together, 

the two platfonns provide mililary 

cnmmanden and civilian leaders with 

unmatched airborne electronic surveillance 

flmtrility and capability. 

including 

consolidating all RC-135 and EP-3E . 

airi'rames under one Service, were examined. 1 
· 

It was found that consolidation would i 
actually cost more because each Service is 

able to draw on infrastructureS already in 

place to suppon the Navy's large P-3 fleet 

I 
.L 



and the Air Fon:e's sizable KC-135 flecL 

These infrastructures make the operation and 

maintenance of these 26 aiiframes only a 
small fraction of the overall fleet costs. 

Efforts will continue to sueamline both 

programs when: it makes sense to do so. 

For example, it is recommended that 

electronic warfare traming and equipment 
maintenance be consoHdatrcf when: feasible, 

pending the completion of a Ieview by the 

DOD-sponsored AiJbome Reconnaissance 
Suppon Program Steering Group. It is also 

amicipatrcf that a DOD group will 
1e0u•mend a CCHiiii+ml e1ecttonic 

surveillance platform be developed and 

deployed early in the oat centwy. 

RECOMMENDATION: Navy 

EP-3E and Air Fon:e RC-135 aircraft are 
fully committed and should be retained. 
Infrasttuc:ture is a1Jeady in place to support 

the Navy P-3 and Air Pon:e KC-135 fleets, 

of which the EP-3E and RC-135 are a small 

pan. 

Shaping Aviation for the 90s 

We are jusdy proud of America's air 

power. When called upon, our aviation 

elemeuts with their varied and 

complementary capahi1itjes have performed 

brilliantly. To mtain these strengths, 

America's aviation elements nmst continue to 

be shaped to face the challenges of the 90s. 
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This section has laid out some initial 

observations on how this msttuc:ruring 

should proceed. In some cases, significant 

changes in roles, missions, and functions 

have been =ded. In others, further 

Ieview is IeqUired. To truly have an impact 

on resource allocation, these 

m:ommendations nmst be factOJ:ed into 

CWient and future progi&IIiiXklriC decisions. 

All BJ:eas of aviation will continue to be 

examined for •mnecessary duplication and 

potential cost savings. It is mcognized that 

theie remain a m!JI!ber of contentious issues 

that nmst be acldJessed - that what has been 

provided hen: is only the beginning of the 

p1ocess. Recognizing that the acquisition 

plan for major aviation programs IeqUiies 

lliOie resources than will likely be available, a ... 
Ieview nmst be conductrcf to ensme they are 
brought imo balance with the ~educed thJ:eat 

and UmUr:d resources. 

In the montbs and years ahead. we will 

contime to ask ourselves the lwd questions 

about our aviation inventoiy, suppon 

infrastruc:ture, traming, and assignment of 

roles, mi•sicms, and flmctions. This will 

ensme that the aviation elements of the foUl 

Services remain a potent foice in the futu~e. 



fORWARD PRESENCE 

smbe the end of World War II, the 

day-to-d~y presence of US forces in regions 
! 

vital to l:JS national interests bas been key to 

averting I crises and preventing war. 

American forces around the world 

demonsirare our t"iiii 11in:aent, lend 

cieclibruiy to our alliances, enhance regional 
I 

stability! and provide a crisis-response 

capabilliy while promoting US influence and 

access. I In addition to forces stationed 

overseas and afloat, forward presence 

incl~ periodic and rotational deployments, 

access land storage agreements, combined 
. .-m.v and humanitarian exerases. ---J 

assiswb, port visits, and military-to-

rniiitaJ contaCtS. 

I • odd...,.,_,_ Continued engagement D1 w .......... ~ 

throu~ forward presence pomains essential 

to Mvmcis global i.ntemtS. Forward 

presenbe is the totality of US insawo:uts of 

power1 and jnflnence employed overseas 
(both permanently and tetiipOlarily) to 

protect national. interests, provide access, 
pronulte values, shape evems in the best 

intete~ of the Uuited States, and provide the 

Ieacli~ edge of America's ability to respond 

to fas~ lxeaking crises in a region. Forward 

presJce sftengthens collective engagement 

throub which the United States works with 
I • • 

its allies and friends to protect us secuntY 

in~ts, while reducing the burdens of 

demise spending and l.IIUlCCCSSaty amiS 

comJetition. Addirionally, the presence of a 

highly capable military force with a full range 

of combat power serves as a stabilizing 

factor in many regions. 

We must also bear in mind that 

instability still exists throughout the world -

witness cunent evettts in the Balkans, parts 

of the fotmer Soviet Union, and Somalia -

and our forward-based forces have been and 

remain a key underpinning to regional and 

world stability. During the Cold War, we 

executed a stra!Cgy of containtncnt with 

large numbers of forward stationed forces 

~ : 
jll ' 

and a permanent presence of rotationally 

deployed forces in fixed patterns. In the new 
security environment. we have shifted to a 

stra!Cgy of cooperative engagement with 

smaller levels of forward stationed forces, · [i 

flesible deployment patterns. and using the i! 
·: t-·H- of us ........... mri...: deployed overseas .._..., -r--- I 

to participate in forward presence operations 

that demOIISIIlde our engagement in the 

world. 

Forward presence operations include 

operational training and deployments. 

security as,jstance, peacekeePing operations. 

combating drugs and tem>rism, humanitarian 
assistance, and protecting US citi71l11!1 abroad 

through noncombatant evacuation 

ope1ations. All of this contributeS to 

regional stability, which supports US 

interests and promotes US values abroad. 

The challenge now is to meet forward 

presence goals with a smaller presence that,~ 
1 

still sufficieml.y flaible and adaptive to 

satisfy enduring national security objectives. 
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An analysis of requiremcitts IeVeais 

four major factors that may affect our 

forward presence posture. First, the changed 

strategic landscape pemlils a c:lramatic but 

cazefully managed reduction in forward 

stationing, worldwide. Second, fiscal 

realiriec mean fewer resources will be 

available for defense. lbird, post-Cold War 

geopolitical chaDges require a IJlCIIe regional 

flmlVard presence capability. Fourth, the US 

Aimed Forces have l]ecome a truly joim 

force and can complement one another in 

peace, crisis, and war. 

These four factors led to a conclusion 

that further reductions in forward statioued 

forces can be made, but that the cwteut rate 

of reduction should be maimained We have 

already embarked on a plan to reduce to the 

Bue Force levels by 199!5. Going any faster 

would adversely affect the cobcsion and 

readiness of the overall force stlUCtllre. 

After 199!5, if tbe simarion wmauts, further 

reductions in forward-staticmed forces could 

be considered. 

h forward stariomng is reduced, the 

nature of our milialry-to-militaty contacts 

will also change. The European theater has 

the poteutial to be one of the most unstable 

areas in tbe world. h the 1iblihood of . 
using unilatenl militaty force declines in this 

decade and beyond, our influence will be 

euned through c:mting multinational 

amngements. In Europe, a place where US 

interests will contimJe to be focused, we 

have the most successful ammce ever 
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devised. This alliance will continue to be the 

mechanism through which peace and stability 

are maintained, but only if we remain a pan 
of the alliance, and only if we maintain a 

credible militaty presence within it. Even 

during times of peace, forward presence 

enables the United States to influence the 

emerging demoaaric process in Eastern 

Europe and the fotmer Soviet Union in ways 

that would not be possible from a CONUS­

based posture. 

In the Pacific region, the key to our 

forward presence has been and will remain a 

networlt of largely bilateral security alliances 

wid! Japan, the Republic of Korea, Australia. 
the PbilippiDes, and Thailand - and 

cooperation with other friendly nations. 

Fot example, Japan continues to be 

America's key Pacific ally and the 

comemone of US fOIWard-deployed defense 

sttalegy in the Asia-Pacific region.. Our 

relationship wid! Japan affords US forces 

geosaategi.:ally aucial naval, air, and 

giOWid bases on the periphery of the Asian 

land mass. Despite the breakup of the Soviet 

UDicm, our presence there remains a vital 

aspect of our forward deployed posture. 

Given the great distances associated with the 

Pacific theatet, forces maintained in Japan 

could deal with a wide range of local and 

regional contingencies. 

It should also be ·remembered that 

stationing forces in Japan is actnally far less .. 
expensive than keeping !hem in the United 

States. The Japanese provide some .7.5% of 



the cost for our forces and an average of 
I 

over $3 billion in host nation suppon 
I • 

annually, more than any of our other allies. 
I 

While we maintain our long-standing 
I . 

overseas cOIIUIIlttiiCnts, the nature of our 

forwa.Jt presence operations can change 
I 

si~y. In addition to forward 

stationed and rotationally deployed forces, 
I 

smaller ll!!:tempormxmrarily deployed forces, either 

~oint r~r ~gle Service, will take on 

mcreasmg mtpOrtance. These units will 

parti~ate in small unit training, personnel 
I 

exchanges, security assistance, seminars and 
I 

conferences, medical support, humanitarian 
I 

~ce.~g~mmce.~~ 

relief I preparedness, and inlelligence 

exchailges. These programs promote access 
and booperation overseas wirh a small 
• I • 
mvestment m resources. 

ks mentioned in Olapter II, a new 
I • be' _, __ , 

concept IS mg ucYCloped to allow us to 

cond~ct forwanl presence operations at 
I 

about the same pace but at lower cost. 

ForwbJ presence operations will be 

c~cted by deploying geogtaphlcally and 
.. I tail--' ' ' fi Tail--' .. mJSS!O!! uu;;u .)Otnt Orces. u•Q> JOIDt 

I 

force packages will be employed whenever 
possible, some• imes in lieu of independent 

~-Service fatwanl deploymentS, to 

complement existing in-theater capabil..i1:ies 
I 

and ~ist CINCs in achieving their regional 

goJ and objectives. Joint Task Forces 
I 

(JTFs) will become the common organization 

for ~ forwanl presence operations, 

impiovmg ~e abilBy to transition to joim 

command structures in response to regional 

crises. These JTFs will be built as adaptive 

joint force packages made up of both forces 

scheduled to deploy during a given period 

and designated units in CONUS and 

overseas. These packages could contain a 

mix of air, land, special operations, space, 

and matitime forces tailored to meet the 

supponed CINCs geography and mission 

requirements. With new and planned 

upgrades aboard Navy ships, JTF 

commanders will also have the flexibility to 

be based afloat or ashore. 

RECOMMENDATION: Forward 

stationing is a key unde:pinning of US 

diplomacy. It contributes to conflict 

prevention and leDds credibility to amances. 
As the global security environment changes, 

' additional reduction in forwanl stationed 

forces may be appropriate. However, 'as 

forwanl statioaing decreases, forwanl 

presence operations will increase in 

importance. CODtimle to develop concept of 

Adaptive Joint Force Packages. 
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CONTINGENCY AND 

EXPEDmONARY FORCES 

The capability to respond to regional 

crises is one of the key demands of our 

National Military Strategy. US forces must 

be prepared for difCelmces in temin, 

climate, and the l1l1tUie of the threat, as well 

as for differing levels of suppon from host 

nations and other allies. 

Both Amry and Marine Corps forces 

possess the abi1iry to respond to crises 

involving land combat. As outlined in 

Tttle X and amplifi...t in DOD Directives, the 

Amry's primaty responsibility is "to organize, 

train, and equip fon:ea for the conduct of 

ptwnpt and sustained combat opezations on 

land - specifically, fon:ea to defeat enemy 
land forces and to seize, oc:eapy, and defend 

land areas." 'Ibe Marine Ccnps' primary 
respce•W..1ity is to be orgmized, uaiDed, and 

equipped "to provide Fleet Marine Forces of 

combined IUDS, together with supponing air 

components, for senice with the fleet in the 

seizwe or defellse of advanced naval bases 

and for the conduct of land operations as 
may be essential to the prosecution of a 

naval campaign " 

The ~ of Amry and Marine 

Corps capabilities provides alternatives to 

the Presidc:nt and the Secretaty of Defense 
during a crisis. However, it leads to a 

question of why two Services have similar 

responsihi1iries for certain land operations. 

The answer lies in the unique, yet 
' 

complementaty capabilities of these two 

Services' capabilities that span both 

deployment and employment characteristics. 

The role of Amry forces is to defeat 

enemy land forces and occupy tenitory. 

Amry contingency forces are organized and 

equipped for a full range of crises that 

require prompt and sustained land operations 

or presence. They include the following: 

CJ Airborne forces capable of responding to 

a crisis within hours to show US resolve 

and to stabilize the situation. 

CJ Light infantry forces speciiically designed 

for rapid air deployment to provide 

sustained force in various types of terrain 

where maneuver and mobility are 

restricted. 

' CJ Air assanlt forces structured to hit hard 
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and fast, using lift helicopters for rapid 

mobility over any temlin and attack 

helicopters to defeat even heavily 

atmored targets. 

CJ Armored and ,.man;,M infaatty forces 

capable of defeating the full range of 

enemy capabilities, including other heavy 

annored forces. Because their heavier 

equipment must be deployed by sealift, 

these fon:ea take longer to deploy in 

response to a crisis. 

In some situations, Army contingency 

forces can sezve as the enabling force for 

additional contingency or expeditionary 

forces by establishing a secure lodgment and 

then transirioning into a sustained land 



operation. A recent example of the Army in 

an eJ,ling role occurred in DESERT 
I 

SHIELD, when elements of the 82nd 

Aiibon\e Division were inserted in the first 
I 

days to secure lodgments at the pons of 
I 
~ and AI Jubail in Saudi Arabia. 

These lodgments were then handed off to 
I 

other Aimy and Marine Coips elements to 

de 1 
I . . 

ve op mto maJOr bases of operation. 

I 
Marine Corps expeditionacy forces are 
.I d and · orgamzc equipped for a full range of 

. L.... . cnses u= reqwre operations from the sea. 

Marin~ forces are capable of seizing and 
I 

defending 1""-- . "-' 
1 

...._......- m u.uu•... areas, 
enablirig the imroduction of follow-on 

fon:esl They can deploy in two ways: 

Q As Marine .-.A;,.;...,...., fon:es "--· I . ~~J • Y>WJ can 
~Navy amphibious shipping for aises 

~ forcible · entty by amphibious 
I 

asSault, conduct "show of fon:e" 
I • operations coupled with the threat of US 

• I . 
~on, liDd conduct operations 
without sustained logistical support or 

h I . '-"--· ost natton ........ uucture. 

I 
0 ~ Maritime Plepositioning Forces, 

which are Marine forces that have 
I • 

eqwpment IIDd supplies staged aboard 
I 

forward deployed Maritime 

~sitioning Squadron ships, they can 

bci airlifted to a crisis area, link-up with 
... l,_ . j eqwpmenr, liDd perform a variety of 

missions. 

With the focus on regional crises and 

the increased uncertainties of the post-Cold 

War era, a mix of forces with distinct but 

complementarY capabilities is essential. 

Situations will often demand that the two 

Services operate together. An example is the 

iniria1 establishment of a lodgment area by 

the Marines, followed by a build-up of Aimy 

fon:es, or vice versa. Once Aimy forces 

expand the lodgment and begin sustained 

land operations, Marine forces can become 

the CINC's strategic reserve, threaten the 

enemy with an amphibious assault from 

another direction, or continue to fight on 

land - as they did during DESERT STORM. 

'l'beie are several advantages in having 

similar, compleowmtaty capabilities among 

the two Services. It allows the combatant 

' c(I!T!TT!ander to tailor a miliwy response to 

any contingency, regan:lless of geographic 

location. At the national command level.' It 
adds to the options available to senior 

decision-makers in a crisis, especially one 

that occurs UDeXpc:ctedly. 

In 1990, during Operation SHARP 

EDGE, Marines operating from Navy 

amphibious ships helped evacoale US 1 

citizens during a major upheaval in Liberia. 
The situation in Liberia steadily deteriorated 

over a period of days, permitting a 

Amphibious Ready Group to arrive on the 

scene and remain offshore for several months 

while contim•ing to monitor and evaluate 

events. Had the crisis erupted more quickly, 

Aimy airborne forces might have been more ' 
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appropriate. Another example, discussed in 

Chapter I, was the Somalian crisis. In 

1anuary 1991, an amphibious force quickly 

shifted to assist in the evacuation of US 

embassy and other persoDDel. Again, had the 

situation ~ mo~e rapid action, Army 

forces could have been used. 

The comprehensive review that 

produced the Base Force in ~esponse to a 

changing wodd yielded significant reductions 

in our contingency and expeditionary forces. 

Acc:oniingly, a m1mher of Army heavy and 

liglu divisions and Marine Co~:ps personnel 

we~e removed from the force sttucture. But 

our capabilities-based strategy demands the 

unique and c:omplememazy capabilities 

provided by the Army and Marine CoipS. In 

fact, with its emphasis on rapid IespoDSe to 

~egiooal crises, the National Military 

Straregy puts a premium on these forces. 

Review of requiiemenls is a ~uous 
pux:us, however, and may in the futu~e 

produce additional areas of personnel and 

c:ost savings in camingeDcy and 

expeditionary forces, to jnc:b'de the 

possibility of further reductions in the Army's 

ligbt infanay forces. 

RECOMMENDATION: The 

capabilities of the contingency and 

expeditionary forces in the Army and Marine 

CoipS provide decision makets wtth valuable 

altematives and should be retained. The 

possibility of further deCieases in the Army's 

liglu infantry will be studied as force 

strw:ture is reduced. 
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TANKS AND MLRS FOR THE 

MARINE CORPS 

The Army and the Marine Co~:ps both 

employ tanks and Multiple Launch Rocket 

Systems (MLRS) as integral parts of ~ir 

doctrine for tactical operations. Both 

Services cunmttl.y have tanks in their force 

sttuctuies, but only the Army currently has 

MI.RS - a system which saw its first combat 

service in DESERT STORM. The Marines 

have programmed to buy MLRS beginning in 

1994. 

The Marine Co~:ps is struetuied to 

iiuegrare armor and artillery Wlits into its 

maneuver elemettiS. Both ale inextricably 

linked with the Marine infanttyman. This 

wJJiledion is ~eflected in the Marines Co~:ps' 

Ciedo that "every Marine is a rifleman first" 

Armor and artillery ale not separate units 

that simply support the infanta) when 

necessary. 

Tanks 
In the Base Force, the Army has tanks 

in eight Active component heavy (annoied 

and mechmizrd infantry) divisions and in 

two annoied cavalry ~egiments and two 

separate brigades. In the Reserve 

components, the Army has tanks in five 

heavy divisions, two cadre divisions, me 

separate heavy brigades, six round-out and 

round-up brigades, and one annoied cavalry 

Iegiment 

.. 



lfe ~ Corps Base Force armor 

structure consiStS of three tank battalions -
I. 

two a~ve and one reserve -- to support the 

capability to employ two Marine 

Expediti
l. 
onary Forces (MEFs) forward and 

outfit j three Maritime Preposirioning 

SquaclrOns. This small tank force permits the 

Marine'c . I orps to fulfill us role in the National 

MilitaiY Strategy. The Aimy conducts tank 

skills ~g for both the Services. 

MLRS 

~ght active Aimy heavy divisions each 

have one MLRS banety with Dine launcheis. 
".u:.:L_, MLRS ~...... are located in corps 

artille~f battalions. Marine Corps MLRS 
capabqny is programmed around a total of 

42 IauDcbets. MLRS systems are idenrinll 
I 

for both Services and individual' • • • for I ' . tranung 
both iould be combined at Army schools. 

'fl!e Marines will rely on Ml.RS to 

provllf general support field artillery to the 

~ Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF). 

In 1989, the Marine Corps selected MLRS 
t I • 0 augment tts general support artillery 

I 

capabi;lity. In maJring that decision, the 
....;n • .!.. .......... .7 force structure was realigned 

I 
Subs~nt force planning decisions required 
addititnal artillery. reductions. The Marine 
Corps

1 

gave up all self-propelled general 

support cannon artilleiy and retained the 
• I 

reqWiement for an MLRS battalion -- a 
dec' .I based · ts1on , m part, on the promise of 

.J...... . proJe........ savmgs in personnel and 
• I 

that Ml.RS is essential to offset its 45% 

reduction in ca11non artillery, the loss of self­

propelled capability, and reductions in 

tactical aviation traditionally depended on to 

make up for shortfalls in artillery. 

Acknowledging that armor and MLRS 

are necessary capabilities for enabling forces 

operating from the sea, the question of 

whether the Army can provide those 

capabilities to the Marines Corps was 

studied. Certainly, the Aimy possesses the 

tanks, MLRS launchers, and requisite crews 

to petform the mission. But the tougher 

question is whether separating tanks and 

MLRS from the MAGTF would have an 

unacceptable impact on the Marines' ability 

to fight as a cohesive team, and whether 

having to provide part of its structure to 

·; support the Marine Corps would leave the 

Aimy short of its warfigbting requirements. 

A mnge of alternatives was eMmincd, 

from having the Aimy provide all tank ~d 
MLRS support to the Marine Corps to 

majmaining the cwrem program. It was 

concluded that severing armor from the 

organic structure of the Marines would 

mBJ!aodly reduce unit cohesion and 

wariighting capability and achieve negligible 

cost savings. The Marine Corps' unique role 

as an enabling force from the sea demands a 

force structure with enough armor to 

conduct its amphibious mission. Also 

examined was the related issue of how many 

tank battalions the Marine Corps should 

. 'I I I 
I . , 

' 1: ' . I 
' . 

i 
I 

retain. There was consensus that the Marine . 1 mamrce. The Marine Corps has argued 
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Corps must retain enough tank battalions to 

suppon amphibious operations and outfit 

three Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons. 

A diffezent conclusion was reaclted on 

MLRS. In keeping with the adage that "the 

artiUety is never in the reserve," there are 

advantageS in a~~signing the Anny 

responsibilliy for all MLRS suppon. 

Because MLRS units are nOimally positioned 

in the rear and typically fire across maneuver 

unit boundaries, the impact on Marine unit 

cohesiveness for warlighting would not be as 

severe as losing aunor. Adopting mis course 

of action would result in significant savings 

- preliminary estimales indicate on the order 

of $300 million over a six year period 

But eliminating the Marine Corps' 

organic general suppon anillczy is a major 

step that warrants an in-depth cost and · ' 

effectiveness analysis before being 

impleme.tl1ed. This study nmst also examine 

the impact on the Anny if it is required to 

provide MLRS for the Marines, and whether 

tactical air and naval gunfire can provide 

snfficient fire suppon for Marines fighting 

ashore. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Corps will retain enough tank battalions to 

suppon amphlbious operations and to outfit 

three Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons. 

The Anny will provide any additional tank 

suppon required. There appears to be 

advantages in having the Anny provide 

MLRS suppon for Marine Corps operations, 

however, an in-depth cost and operational 
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effectiveness analysis is required before 

implementing this recommendation. 

THEATER AIR DEFENSE 

Theater Air Defense (TAD) is a 

mission that includes "all defensive measures 
designed to destroy anacking enemy aircraft 

or missiles." TAD includes ground-, sea-, 

air-, and space-based systems with anti­

aircraft and/or anti-missile capabilities. Since 

1948, the Air Force has had the function "to 

develop, in coordination with the other 

Services, doctrine, procedures, and 

equipment for air defense from land areas." 

Likewise, the Navy provides sea-based air 

defense and the sea-based means for . 

coordinating control of defense against air 

attack. All the Services have functions "to 

organize, train, equip and provide forces for 

appropriate air and missile defense 

operations in accordance with joint 

doctrine." All four Services cmrently 

operate TAD systems. The Army, Navy, and 

Air Force develop and acquire their own 

systems. Marine Corps systems are 

developed by the Amly and the Navy. 

During the Cold War, we developed 

robust ground-based theater air defenses to 

counter the significant threal to our ground 

forces posed by Warsaw Pact air forces and 

missiles. With that threal now gone, we 

have undertaken an evalUalion of how much 

and what kind of theater air defense 

capabilliy we need for the future. 



Generally, we divide the TAD 
. I • high, envJIOmnent mto rnrAinm, and low 

I 

altitude threats. There will continue to be a 

threat ~m aircraft operating at high altitude 

(above 10,000 feet). However, the robust 

capabili~ of our air forces leads us to believe 
I 

that future ground-based systems need not 

focus J this threat. With our current air 
I 

forces and ground-based TAD assets we 
I • 

also possess a significant capability to 

counter I any threat from manned aircraft 

operating at low and medium altitude. 

I 
In lthe near term, the primary threat will 

be ~ tactical ballistic missiles. In the 

longer term, cruise miwles will also become 

a threatl We expect potential adversaries to 

direct ttieir ballistic and cruise missile attacks 

primatil~ against certain critical, high-value 

targetS, I . such as . maneuver fcm:e 
concentrat1011S, command and control 

facilirie~ pons and _,....,_,cis I' . G&LJ.IQ • 

Tf suppon the new ~egionally-oriented 
strate~, we must be able to mpidly 

concentrate mobile forces for decisive action. 

Forces !must be able to conduct aggressive 

maneuver and offensive operations. Air and 

missile ~attacks against fcm:es on land and at 

sea wif Iemain of some, but considerably 

less, concern. J\nned with chemic:N or 

biologibal warheads, enemy cruise or ballistic 
. sil I be 'gnifi ltuS es can a 51 cam threat to 

maneu~er forces and operations. 
I 

Advanced technologies a~e being 
I. I aggJ:esSlve y pursued to counter theater 

ballistib missiles as pan of the GP ALS 

(Global Protection Against Limited Strikes) 

progratn. The Amly is developing the High 

Altitude Theater Missile Defense system, 

modemizing the PA1RIOT missile 

(PA1RIOT-3) system, and developing the 

CORPS AIR DEFENSE (CORPS SAM) 

system to provide improved defense against 

theater ballistic missiles at long, medium, and 

shon-ranges, IeSpectively. The Air Force 

and SDIO a~e jointly developing a 

deployable airborne laser prototype to 

engage and destroy theater ballistic missiles 

in the boost phase. The Navy is developing 

a variety of sea based systems, most notably 

the sophisticated AEGIS system which 

incoipOrates netting of sensors with sea, air, 

and land forces. Emphasis is being placed on 

deployable and mpidly ~e-locatable advanced 

. . theater missile defenses. These, along with 
I 

space based systems, will provide protection 

of our deployed fcm:es, as well as our friends 

and allies, from ballistic missile attack. 

Several steps have been taken to 

improve coordination between the Services 

as we procure new systems. Under the 

SDIO's leadersbip, a management structu~e 

was Cieated to integrate acquisition effons. 

The Joint Requirements Oversight Council 

(JROC) validated the Theater Missile 

Defense Mission Need Statement in 1991, 

and has ~eviewed or will ~eview key TAD 

systems. The Joint Air Defense 

Operations/Joint Engagement Zone progratn 

office is wotking to integrate fighters and 

surface-to-air missiles in a mo~e effective 

! I 
I 

I 
' 

r: 
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I 
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way. 

Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM 

demonstrated the capability and the 

integration of our modem theater air 

defenses. Each Service brought unique and 

complementary capabilities to the battlef"teld. 

Aircraft provided the first and prime line of 

defense against enemy ain:raft, while ground 

systems engaged the ballistic missile threat 

and were also prepared to counter enemy 

fixed-wing ain:raft, helicop!erS, and c:ruise 

missiles. 

During this review of Service roles, 

missions, and functions, several options were 

examined for the theater air defense function, 

ranging from full consolidation of the 
function into a single Service to maintaining 

the cwmtt functions. 

The Air Force believed it should be 

respoDSible for the entire TAD function, but 

the joint woddng group concluded that fun 

integration of ground-based TAD assets into 

Army maueuver forces was key to providing 

for their protection. Furthemlore, ma!dng 

changes in TAD roles and missions did not 

·significantly improve efficiency or the abiliry 

to address the emaging missile threat to 

critic:al assets. Finally, there would be 

substantial near-teun costs and personnel 

disruption associated with transfeiring TAD 

systems or functions between Services and 

no long-term savings were idemified. 

Therefore, the conclusion reached was that 

the cwmtt functions, with each Service 

providing TAD assets, gives the best 
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protection to our forces. A change in 

functions would severely disrupt the current 

structure, provide little benefit, and spend 

taxpayer dollars unnecessarily. 

Coordination and cooperation on TAD 

system development will be increased across 

Service lines. As one current example, the 

Amty and Navy, with SDIO funding, are 

developing a cooperative engagement 

capability between the Army's PATRIOT 

and the Navy's AEGIS air defense systems. 

This will enable one system to communicate 

and coordinate its response to any 

threatening aircraft or missile with the other 

system. 

It is also recognized that we must 

continue to review the total TAD area to 

ensure that all cwmtt systems and those in 

development complement each other without 

providing unneeded duplication. Toward 

this end, we plan to conduct a Joint Mission 

Area Analysis, beaded by the Joint Staff, to 

review the TAD mi••im Results of diis 
analysis will de•el!lline if further Jdinements 

are required in roles, missions, and functions 

associated with TAD. 

RECOMMENDATION: A review of 

Theater Air Defense is needed to ensure we 

have the appropriate mix and quantities of air 

and missile defense systems. The Joint Staff 

will head a Joint Mission Area Analysis to 

comprehensively review TAD requirements, 

capabilities, and deficiencies. 



r 
I 

TRAINING, AND TEST AND 
I 

EV~LUATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

I 
The Department of Defense owns and 

I · f . . d operates an extensive may o trammg, an 

test Jm evaluation ranges and facilities 

spread /throughout the United States. These 

were developed and sized over the past 
I 

several decades in response to 

Cold I War requiremen1S and a 

moderilizatioll/acquisition pace driven by the 

need io retain technological superiority. 
I 

Each Service approached training, and test 

and e~aluation from its unique perspective 
I 

and developed its own infrastructUieS, 

1~ to DOD-wide overlaps and 
I 

Iedundancy. 
I 

The end of the Cold War has provided 

the ~ and opportunity t~ reevalua1e 

our I weapons test and evaluation 
infrastructwe and to examine the potential of 
_,__j_,_~n I' '-'- . . --'·· 
......... u ......... ymJQDg vanons ranges m u•ug 

to c:relue f'actlities to suppon joint training 

exeraks. La1e in 1990, a foDDal process 
was bl,gun to integrate test and evaluation 

I 
proc:edmes and ranges. This process, called 

I 

PROJECI' RELIANCE, bas already JeSUlted 
. I 

in savings and consolidations throughout the 

~ Department's test and evaluarion 
I • • 

infrastructwe. 
I 

To better other technology reseiUCb, 

efforcl were begun to develop more efficient 

ties bbtween operational field commanders' 

warfiJtlting requirements, ~ Services, and 

the technology research com11nmity 
• 

(including DARPA and the Strategic Defense 

Initiative). This initiative better relates test 

and evaluation planning with evolving 

research and development. E8pecially 

exciting in this area is the potential to take 

full advamage of cutting-edge computer 

modeling technology advances which enable 

very realistic substitutes for some testing. 

Despite far ranging PROJECT 

RELIANCE agieements, there is still much 

room for irmovation, consolidation, and 

savings. The dilemma is that DOD test and 

evaluation famliries are valuable national 

resources, Wliikely to be replaced once 

eliminated Therefore, a deliberate IeView 

must be conducted of the test and evaluation 

fa"liries as part of our comminnent to a 

defense-wide reduction of unneeded 

. . . infrastructwe. 
I 

As part of a c:nnriming effort to 

streamline test and evaluation range 

infrastructwe, an executive agent would be 

designated to oversee the management BP9 
integration of activities currently conducted 

by the many independent test and evaluarion 

ranges. This integration of existing facilities 

would provide a combination of land, sea, 

and air ranges to fulfill test and evaluation 

requirements. 

As an example, in the Southwestern 

United States, all four Services have training, 

and test and evaluation ranges that provide a 

land, airspace, sea area, and offshore 

supersonic operating domain that could 

accommodate a major portion of our joint 
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test and evaluation needs. In addition, with 

proper electronic linking, this integrated 

facility could be used to support joint 

training =ises to augment training 

conducted on the Service training ranges. 

The Services would retain their 

responsibilities for range mairnenance and 

site operations. The executive agent, as 

single mana8"l for the test and evaluation 

ranges, would be responsible for central 

scheduling of joint operations, validating 

range modernization needs, and developing 

advanced data processing to inlcractively tie 

the ranges together. This step would expand 

the availability and quality of joint weapon 

system testing and would also provide 

improved joint training oppommiries. This 

combination of operationally-oriented 

rnanagcmem and advanced tecbnology 

would create an 1!!!Diatched, world-class 

inflasaucture to meet training, and test and 

evaluation needs well into the next oemury. 
Equally important, it would provide the 

oppwtunity to divest ourselves of 

•lfti'!Cl'eSsary infrastructure - duplicative 
jobs, ranges, and installations. As a result, 

we see the p«~ei!l ial for a test and evaluation 

infrastructure that is modem; meets our 

needs; promotes joint systems development, 

testing, imd training; and reduces long-term 

costs. 

Another proposal being reviewed is for 

the Amry to have testing responsibility for 

surface-to-air missiles, the Air Force to test 

air-to-surface missiles, and the Navy to 
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execute the air-to-air missile test program. In 

the Services, the guiding philosophy is to 

cooperate, eliminate, and consolidate. By 

the mid- to late-90s, the Services will have 

eliminated 4900 personnel involved in test 

and evaluation and will have saved over $1 

billion. They aze also cooperating on nearly 

so technology efforts that support testing 

and evaluation. 

RECOMMENDATION: Designate· 

an Executive Agent to streamline test and 

evaluation infrastructure. Using advanced 

data processing, electronically link test and 

evaluation, and training ranges, in broad 

geographic areas such as the Southwest US, 

to enhance joint testing needs and support 

joint training requirements. 



C,ONSTRUCTION ENGINEERS 

~ the past 45 years, each Service 

develoPed a robust contingency consttuction 

engmebmg capability sized and shaped to 

idel . b prov consttucnon support to com at 

forces I and maintain bases and facilities 
around the world. 

I 
€onstruction Engineers provide 
I 

constrUction skills and base operating 

sezviJs under combat conditions. In 
I 

peacetime, these unifonned engineers, 

70% df whom are in the Reserves, augment 

base I maintenance personnel in areas 
technii:ally beyond day-to-day, base-level 

I 

capabilities. Often they are a key part of 

~ assistance operations such as 

receni disaster relief operations in Florida, 
I 

Hawaii, and Guam. 
I 
The option of having a single Service 
I 

provide all wartime consttuction units was 
I 

consideted. However, consolidation was 

re~ because of the uniquely tailored 

s~rt Amly, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 

Corp~ consttuction engin=ls provide to 

combltt units of their Services. 
I 
However, consttuction engirw:ring 
I 

manning is already being reduced as the 

force sttucture is cut back. Aimy engineer 

units are being reduced by 34%; Air Force 
I 

units lby 39%; Marine Corps units by 20%; 

and Navy units by 11%. Further engineer 

unit ~odifications will occur as requirements 
I 

are refined. 

The Services are also committed to 

eliminating redundant entry-level and 

advanced consttuction skill training by 

reducing to a minimum the number of 

training sites. This initiative is discussed in 

greater detail in the section on training 

consolidation contained elsewhere in this 

report. 

The functional review also considered a 

wide range of management altematives for 

consnHdating engineering functions above 

the base level. These Service functions 

extend from headquarters, through regional 

offices, to the installation level for planning, 

technical sezvices, and work performance. 

There are policy and progranunatic 

diffi::rences between the Services in the 

resource levels dedicated to installation 

- ·; support, the mixture of contract versus in­

house operations, militaiy manpower use, 

and financing and budgeting methods. 
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We plan to evalwue cODSolidation of 

broad iNztal!ation support responsibilities, 

curmttly provided by technical support units, 

both geographically and functionally. in 

programs such as environmental services, 

contract administration, engineering design, 

faciliry standaids, technical guidance, l 
processes and founs, civil engineering R&D, /' 

and automated management systems. ~ 

RECOMMENDATION: I 
Consolidation of individual Service engineer 

units is not recommended because it would 

not save money and would provide no 

advantages. Reductions already underway 



decrease construction engineers in the Amty 

by 34%, Air Force by 39%, Marines by 20%, 

and Navy by 11%. 

OPERATING TEMPO (OPTEMPO) 

Well-trained mi1iraiy units fight 

effectively and win. This nation's soldiers, 

sB;ilors, ainnen, and marines nmst go into 

combat believing in · themselves, their 

equipmem, and their units. Their lives and 

the success of the mission depend on proper 
prq~aration. OPTEMPO is the tem1 used to 

describe those training and ~eadiness 

programs that contribute to that preparation. 

OPTEMPO is specified in temlS of average 

flying hours per aircrew per month, average 

days UDderway at sea per ship or submarine 

per quarter-year, or average operating mileS , 
per combat vehicle per year. It includes the 

maintena~ and support of specific 

equipment as well as the operating CleW. 

Thus, all activities associated wirh 

OPTEMPO com:ribate directly to the 

~earliness of units. 

The Services have aggressively pursued 

the use of new technology to ~educe 

OPTEMPO costs. Ooe example is the 

Navy's use of Battle Force In-port Simulator 

Training, where senior naval decision-makers 

can simulate moving ships and aircraft to 

train rather than involving the actual ships or 

expending the ammunirlon necessary to 

refine these skills at sea. Similarly, the Almy 

and thfi Air Force have inaeasingly used 
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simulations for major exercises such as 

REFORGER. 'Instead of deploying 114,000 

ttoops and their equipment to Europe as was 

done in REFORGER 88, for REFORGER 

92 sophisticated simulations wem used and 

only 26,000 ttoops wem actually moved. 

This saved an estimated $16 million in 

transport costs and $23 million in 

mimbursement costs for manuever damage 

to European roadways, fOiestS, and fields. 

The cost of introducing new weapons 

systems is also being ~educed by increasing 

the use of sjmnlators to improve the skills of 

our people befom they enter the cockpit, 

taDk, or get their ship underway. Rather 

than ttoops spending mOie time in the field 

training on these new systems, simulators . 

provide operators a portion of the training 

they need to develop their skills. For some 

of our ttoops, simulators provided the only 

exposme to new weapons systems prior to 

DESERT STORM. 

h forces aue Ieduced, the overall 

agpgate cost of operations and 

maimeni!11Ce will be ~educed. Momover, our 

new concepts for couducting forward 

presence opetations, described earlier in this 

chapter, will have the added effect of 

Ieducing certain OPTEMPO rates. But 

because them will be fewer units forward­

based near likely trouble-spots, and because 

msource-intensive missions such as 

humanitarian assistance will likely incmase, 

OPTEMPO rates may inCiease for many 

units. 



However, there is a limit to cutting 

back dn field training. To maintain peak 
I · fte with readiness, our troops must tram o n 
I • allie Th other Services and with our s. e new 
I • " miJ.irarY strategy puts a prenuum on .orces 

that arb ready to respond to regional crises 
I • aliti" and can be rapidly integrated mto a co on 

force. I we remember all too well how, after 

the Vietnam War ended, we severely cut 

OPTEMPo resulting in reduced readiness 

levels Juw the "hollow" miliwy forces of the 

1970s.l We are detemlined not to allow~ 
to happen again as our force structure JS 

drawn 1down. 

JPTEMPO is critical to readiness and 

~capability. To cite one example, our 

aviatois worked hard for nearly a decade and 

a half :to increase OPTEMPO from Us low 

point following the VJ.etnam War. Because 
I • 

operational aircraft fly more sorties per 

monuJ aircrews have achieved a higher state 

of ~. In the opening days of 
I •• 

DESERT SHIElD, this higher trammg 

reat!inc\ss allowed us to have our first fighters 

in ~ in Saudi Arabia just 34 hours after 
I In additi" rece~ the order to deploy. on, 
I . . two carrier battle groups already operabDg m 
I 

the ~ of the Gulf, as well as the naval 

forces be I oint Task Force Middle East, were 

fully Jady for combat operations. In large 
I • • . measure it was peacetime trammg 
I 

OPTEMPO that provided the combat skills 

to derJat rapidly and effectively one of the 

world'~ largest and best equipped militaries 

while ~ telatively few US or coalition 

casualties. 

Higher OPTEMPO also translates into 

safer operations. For example, during the 

1980s the ability of the Air Force's Tactical 

Air Command to sustain a higher training 

OPTEMPO led to a far lower mishap rate 

that saved the equivalent of 300 aircraft and 

2SO lives. Navy tactical aviation experienced 

similar safety improvements, where an 11% 

increase in fligttt hours resulted in a 45% 

decrease in aircraft mishaps. 

With a smaller structure, all of 

America's Aimed Forces must be ready to 

respond on short notice. Maintaining 

·adequate OPTEMPO will enable these men 

and women to defend America's interests 

wherever in the world they are sent. 

.. . . RECOMMENDATION: OPTEMPO 
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'cannot be reduced. The amount of waming 

time available before committing forces to 

combat is generally small; therefore, the need 

for a high state of readiness is increased. In 

addition, as forward stationing is reduced, 

forward deployments become more 

important in supporting US foreign policy. 

. ' I 



• 

IN mAL SKILLS TRAINING 

Initial skills training in the military is 

the responsibility of Air Force Air Training 

Command, Naval Education and Training 

Command, Army Training and Doctrine 

Command, and Marine Co~ps Combat 

Development Command 

Current Senrice training establishments 

reflect Cold War training requirements -

they are big, expensive, and overlapping. 

Each Service trains BDmJal!y a large number 

of personnel in a wide amry of specialties 

and skills. As a result, there are a mtmber of 

duplications in training performed at more 

than 100 military bases. 

Steps bave already been taken in some 

areas to eliminate redundam training. The 
Imaservice T ' ' Review Or.....,;,.a>ion rauung .. --
(11RO), a voluntaiy, Service-chaired group, 

cmremly reviews proposed training 

CUISC)IidatiODS and collocatious for potential 

cost savings. During the past twenty years, 

rillO studies have resulted in training course 

coasoHdariOIIS and collocatiODS wbich bave 

saved over $300 mmjou One example is the 

CODSOiidation of much of DOD's intelligence 

instruction at Goodfellow Air Force Base, 

Texas and at ~ DOD Mapping School at 

Fort Belvoir, VIrginia. rillO also was of 

major assistance following the closure 

decision on two of the Air Force's six large 

tedmical training cemers; Chanute Air Force 

Base, Dlinois; and Lowry Air Force Base, 

Colorado; in detennining whele to move 
' 
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training courses affected by the closure. 

The Services will also be conducting a 

comprehensive review, with 1 oint Staff 

suppon, of all military skill training, specialty 

by specialty, to identify potential training 

areas for funher course collocations and/or 

consolidations. The review will begin bY 
establishing firm training and facility 

standards and by identifying ways to use the 

best of the current infrastructure. An 

aggressive, phased JeView schedule will be 

developed along with solid ground rules for 

the review's conduct. 

. While the review will concentrate on 

initial skill training, it will cover all militaiy 

skills. It is expected that the review will 

result in significant cost savings. Most 

imponamly, the resulting training efficiencies 

will enable the Armed Forces to train more 

effectively, producing an even better and 

more capable fighting force. 

RECOMMENDATION: Some 

training is already being cousolidated. 

Services are conducting a compzehensive 

review of all miliwy initial skills training to 
identify additional areas for consolidation. 



CHAPLAIN AND LEGAL CORPS 

I 

1 Chaplain Corps 

Each SeiVice (except the Marine 

CorpJ) is responsible for recruiting and 

~g its own chaplains. The functions of 
I 

chaplains in each SeiVice differ and are 
I 

unique to the communities they serve. 

Accor\mgly, each SeiVice has taken a 
... ,...,_J_ 
w.u~i" approach to these tasks. The Almy 

and the Navy direct their pastoral care 

~Y to the soldiers, sailors, and marines 

assi~ to operating forces. The Air Force 
I • 

concentrates more on conmiWilty structure 

and rahwy pastoral care. 
I 

While the chap! a in corps takes up only I . 

a small pan of the overall defense budget, it 

will tJ reduced as the overall force structure 
I 

comes down over the next few years. 

Aumobect active duty end strength .for 
I 

cbaplains in FY 1997 is forecast at 2,155, a 
I 

reduct~-on of 565 or about 209& from today. 
I 

A DI1!Dher of •ltemari:ves for 
I 

consolidating the chaplain corps were 

~ but because the chaplaincy iS in 

place ~ worldng well, there is no need to 

fix it. I There would be insignificant cost 

savings from othl!r alternatives, and they 

would I have a negative effect on the 

provision of quality ministry to the men and 

womeJ of the Armed Forces. 

Legal Corps 

The Amly, Navy, Air Force, and 

Marine Corps all have uniformed judge 

advocates who provide a wide range of legal 

seiVices to !heir SeiVice. They work for the 

commander or head of activity under the 

technical supervision of the Judge Advocate 

General concerned or the Staff Judge 

Advocate to the Ctwnmandant of the Marine 

Corps. The DOD General Counsel, who is 

by law the chief counsel for the Department 

of Defense, renders opinions that are binding ' 

on all lawyers in DOD, including judge 

advocates. Day-to-day legal seiVices are 

rendered to commandet:s, military members, 

and their families by judge advocate 

organjzaticms that are pan of the SeiVice 

force structure. Although they serve in joint 

' commautk and DOD-level positions, judge 

advocates are primarily dedicated to seiVing 

their parent Service. 

Eight areas of law are basic to all four 

SeiVices: crimiDal law, administrative law, 

litigation, intr:marionallaw, acquisition law, 

labor law, claims, and legal assistance. 

While these areas of law practiced by judge 

advocates within each SeiVice are similar, 

the actual practice of law varies significantly 

from SeiVice to SeiVice. Moreover, while 

judge advocates have common legal skills, 

they seiVe first as officers of their particular 

SeiVices, subject to the same performance 

standards, regulations, policies, and 

procedures as all other officers of their 

SeiVice. Their practice of law is predicated 
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upon, and intertwined with, the unique force 

structure, operational context, and policy 

decisions of their Service. 

Each Mi1irary Department maintains a 

school for training its judge advocates and 

civilian attorneys in Service-unique and 

common areas of law. Many of the courses 

are open to attorneys from all the Aimed 

Forces and other Federal 8FIJCies. &listed 

legal personnel are trained and assigned 

within the Service personnel system, with 

oversight by the Judge Advocates General. 

The Services have taken steps to increase 

tfficiency and reduce costs through several 

cooperative efforts. These efforts are 

centered around professional development 

training, both at the officer and enlisted 

levels. 

A range of alternatives was examined 

to consnl idate or cemralize legal services 

within DOD in order to eJ,iminate 
duplli:ation, improve qualily, or reduce costs. 

Options jnclncled cemralized training of all 

court reporters, consoHdaring claims 

functions, and combining all headquarters­

level judge advocate fimcti0111. Some of 

these options had already been considemi, 

and rejected, during the Defense 

Management Review pnK:ess as not cost 

effective. OtlWs would require significant 

statutory revisions and would disrupt the 

current statutory scbeme envisioned by 

Congress. After careful analysis, it was 

decided to maintain the present DOD legal 

service system while conrirn,ing to 

investigate additional opponunities for 

cooperation among the Services, with a 

patticular emphasis on consolidating legal 

training wherever possible. 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not 

· consolidate the C!aplain and Legal Corps. 
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No savings are achieved. 

INTEWGENCE 

Despite the efforts described in 

Chapter n to strengthen performance of 
intelligence functions and centralize 

management in response to the changing 

world situation, the existing intelligence 

structure largely reflects a focus on the Cold 

War Soviet threat. Therefore, the DIA is 

(".mtinning to assess the intelligence 

resources available at combatant commands, 

Services, Joim Task Fon:es, and national and 

departmental levels to improve the utility and 

cost effectiveDess of intelligence products. 

Future operational requirements 

demand that intelligence systemS 

interoperabilli be the first order of business. 

Several specific steps are being taken to 

improve the support the IDtelligence 

Community provides to the country. 

The success of the Joint IDtelligence 

Center concept was well proven during the 

Gulf War and stimulated the development of 

a nc to support each of the combatant 

commanders. However, as future crises or 

contingencies develop, the intelligence 



system must be able to surge to provide 
I 

planning and operations support to the 

c~ders in the field. Although the ITF 
I de . . llig comman r can rece1ve mte ence support 
I 

from lthe combatant CINC's nc, such an 

organization doesn't provide the commander 
I 

the ability to rapidly integrate intelligence 

infmJarion from the battlefield with 

inf~ from national and Service 

~= units. This capability is 
neces~ary to assist timely df>ci•iou-making 

durin~ combat and other contingency 
I, 

OJ'Cjons. 

Therefore, during future ITF 

deplo~, imelligence support units will 

be diawn from the supporting nc and 

assi~ to the JTF commander to provide a 

fully I ojlerarional imelligence support 

organization. This unit will be able to 

exchabge information with all nes, the 

NariJ.J Military Joint lntelUgence Center, 
I 

and all Department of Defense agencies. In 

his cJpacity as senior unifOIJDed milirary 

~ officer in DOD, the Director of 

DIA b conducting a study to determine the 
I and . ' fo this proper structure orgamzanon r 

. 1~, . 
new j~gence support umL 

Another area reviewed was the milirary 

~ence produmon infrasttucture. The 

ServiJs each maintain distinct intelligence 

produ I. . . th cnon orgamzanons to support e 

intelligence requirements of the Service and 
I • • and component orgamzanons to support 

ServiJ intelligence-related systems 
I 

acquisition.. Analysis of mmgence is 

'I I 
~ ! 
' 

conducted at six Service-level intelligence 
1 

production centers, two of which are in the 

Washington, DC area. In addition, there are 

five intelligence production centers, located 

around the United States, that focus on 

analysis. of scientific and technical 

infonnation. DIA also has significant general 

milirary intelligence capabilities and is 

charged with providing specific intelligence 

products for the Secretary of Defense, the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 

combatant commanders. DIA also manages 

the Service science and technology 

intelligence production centers. 

Consolidation of some or all of these 

intelligence production centers under a joint 

intelligence organization would reduce 

infrasttucture and overhead and could result 

·: in substantial savings. A DIA study, which is 

nearly complete, will offer several options 

for such a consolidation. 
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The collection of intelligence and 

production of intelligence products is a 

complex effort that has evolved as various 

threats have been identified and new 

technologies have been exploited to provide 

needed infonnation. WJ.th the change in our 

securiry focus and in the nature of threats 

facing the United States, it is possible for the 

Intelligence Community to consolidate 

intelligence functions at the depanment level, 

while preserving separate Setvice intelligence 

branches to fulfill IeqUirements unique to a 

particular Service. Traditional or artificial 

. boundaries among Services and intelligence 

I 

·'· 

I I 

I 



• 

organizations must not interfere with the 

ultimate mission of providing high quality, 

timely intelligence to operational forces, 

force pl81Ulers, and defense policy makers. 

The maximum capability for the least cost 

must be vigorously pursued and unnecessary 

duplication rooted out. 

RECOMMENDATION: Further 
consolidation of intemgence production 

centers under a JOint intelligence 

organization might reduce infrastructure and 

overltead. A nearly-complete DIA study will 

offer several options for additional 

consolidations. 
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RESERVE FORCE STRUCTURE 

The Reserve force structure is an 

essential part of our total force policy and of 

the Base Force. National Guard and Reserve 

forces were critical to the success of 

Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM, just 

as they have been invaluable in other military 

operations before and since. As we reduce 

the active force structure, DOD has been 

worldng with the Congress to also reduce 

the Reserve force structure in a balanced 

way. The goal is to eliminate reserve 

elements, prima"lY Army, which are no 

longer required to face threats that have 

disappeared - threats that led to the 

signiticam build-up in the 1980s in our 

Reserve forces. 

Last year, Congress directed the 

Secrewy of Defense to conduct an 

independent review of the Active component 

and Reserve component (AC/RC) mix of 

forces and submit a repon assessing 

alternatives to the cunem and progranuued 

ACIRC mix to meet the defense 

requirements of the 1990s. 

'Ibis study was conducted by tlJe 
RAND Co!pOl"ation, a Federally-Funded 

Research and Development Center (FFRDC) 

independent of the Military Departments, 

with suppon provided by other FFRDCs. 1n 

its review, RAND assessed the existing total 

force policy, including the methodology used 

to detemrlne how force reductions should be 

. distributed within and among Active and 



Reserve CO!DpOIIents. The study also 

exanimed several possible mixes of Active 
I 

and Reserve forces, asswning a range of 

~ levels and declining budgets. 
I 

F'mally, the review considered possible 
I Activ revisions in the missions assigned to e 
I 

and Reserve units, training practices, and the 

or~ structure of Active and 
I 

Reserve components. 
I . 
'DOD receiVed the RAND Repon on 

De~ber 1, 1992 and is evaluating its 

~ and reconu n..,dations. Based on 

this ~valuation, the Cbainnan of the Joint 
I 

Chiefs of Staff and Secretary of Defense will 
I 

identify the mix of Active and Reserve forces 
I fu -~~~· . . needed to caay out ture ~-r m•sSUIN. 
I 

DOD's analysis of the RAND repon 

will I be forwarded to Congress by 
February 1S, 1993. 

I 

~ review of the RAND 
Repo~ foUDd it to be a thoughtful treatment 

of ttle ongoing debate regarding the 

~ structure and mix of active and 

~ military forces for the post Cold War 
I 

era. The repon acknowledges the careful 
prepar\mon that went into consttuction of 

the Bk Force and irs plan to use reserve 

forces I in aisis response operations, 
I f . _,_., .... and parti~arly in the l!l'ea5 0 strategiC oww.• 

combat service suppon forces. 
I 

The repon identifies and assesses a 
~ of innovative and potentially useful 

initiatJes to improve training and, hence, 

incre~ the readiness and early deployability 

of res~e ground combat forces. Careful 

• 

consideration will be given to proposed 

initiatives as · the ongoing analysis and 

evaluation of force reductions are examined. 

As we look for additional ways to save 

taxpayer dollars, a review of National Guard 

and Reserve headquarters and staffs should 

be conducted to identify any unnecessary 

duplication. Care must be taken to preserve 

. the Reserve components' ability to fulfill their 

essential role in the Total Force policy and 

their other statutory obligations including the 

Guard's unique links to the state govemors. 

RECOMMENDATION: Evaluate 

the RAND AC/R.C study. As part of the 

ongoing review, detennine the proper active 

and reserve force mix. A study of National 

Guard and Reserve headquarters and staffs 

should be conducted to identify any 
. ,· unnecessary duplication. 

CONCLUSION 

As America's national security needs 

have changed, so has America's miliwy. We 

have undertaken the largest restructuring in 
the last four decectes while in the midst of the 

greatest force reductions since the end of 

World Warn. 

With the guiding premise of doing 

what is right for America. we have addressed 

head-on the tough issues facing the Services. 

We have reponed on the nwnerous changes 

already accomplished in the past three years. 

We have conducted an across-the-board 
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examination of those areas where further 

change held the promise of inaeased 

efficiency or economy. These have been 

thorough, frank, and sometimes painful 

appraisals, and they have yielded concrete 

results. 

We should also point out that 1his 

repon represents but a single frame of a 

conrim•ing movie. The changes featured 

here, the studies we are undertaking, and the 

directions in which we are moving are not 

the final steps in 1his process. We will 

continue to adapt our thinking, our 

processes, and our forces to stay on the 

leading edge of operational exc:ellcnce and 

responsible fiscal stewardship. 

This repon represents the cnlminarion 

of a period of intensive review that was 
undenaken to streamline the way we do 

business on a day to day basis. It documents 

a fund.amemal recognition within the Aimed 

Forces of the United States that roles, 

miasions, and functions are not cast in stone, 

but continue to evolve as ciiCWDSWices 
warrant. Although many measures were 

used to evaluate whether to accept or reject 

a change, in the final analysis the decision 

was based on two criteria. Fust, was i! 

smart? And second, did change increase the 
• 
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productivity, efficiency, and capability of our 

men and women in the Armed Forces? 

The recommendations presented 

represent decisions on each issue, but these 

are not all the changes that will take place. 

During the upcoming budget deliberations, 

priorities will be .established and decisions 

made that will affect all of the Services. The 

inherent shortcomings in conducting a 

review of one's own organization are also 

reoo~ Therefure, ~ md 

organizations are enoouraged to come 

forward wi!h ideas and suggestions that 

might result in additional eflicienc:ies or 

economies in our Aimed Forces. These 
ideas must include real practical savings that 

do not detract from the readiness and . 

capabilities that the American public 

demands from the military forces. 

We have a superb military organization 

that has served our country well both at 

home and abroad. Although change is 

inevitable and necessary, we must guard 

against precipitoua m-0!!!1l!eDdarions for 

changes that lack thorough and thoughtful 

analysis. We simply must provide the proper 

training, equipmeut, and suppon to all of the 

men and women in the Aimed Forces, whom 

we ask, on a daily basis, to go in harm's way. 




