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Part One 

 

Security Challenges and Regional Strategy 

Projected Security Challenges  

• Large-scale, cross-border aggression. Some states will continue to threaten the 
territorial sovereignty of their neighbors. In Southwest Asia, both Iraq and Iran 
continue to pose threats to the region and to the free flow of oil from the region. 
In East Asia, North Korea still poses a highly unpredictable threat, due to the 
continued forward positioning of its offensive military capabilities on South 
Korea's border and the enormous pressures imposed by increasingly dire 
economic and humanitarian conditions. Elsewhere in the region, sovereignty 
issues and several territorial disputes remain potential sources of conflict.  
 
 

• Failed states. The US intelligence community expects that some nation-states will 
fail between now and 2015, creating instability, internal conflict, and 
humanitarian crises. As in the former Yugoslavia, and as today in countries 
ranging from Albania to the former Zaire, governments will lose their ability to 
maintain public order or provide for the needs of their people, creating the 



conditions for civil unrest, famine, massive flows of migrants across international 
borders, aggressive actions by neighboring states, and even mass killings.  
 

• Transnational Dangers. The variety of sub-state and supra-state actors that can 
affect the security environment will continue to grow in number and capability. 
Violent, religiously-motivated terrorist organizations have eclipsed more 
traditional, politically-motivated movements. The latter often refrained from mass 
casualty operations for fear of alienating their constituencies and actors who could 
advance their agendas or for lack of material and technical skill. Religious zealots 
rarely exhibit such restraint and actively seek to maximize carnage. Also of 
concern are entrenched ethnic- and nationalist-motivated terrorist organizations, 
as well as the relatively new phenomenon of ad hoc terrorist groups domestically 
and abroad. Over the next 15 years, terrorists will become even more 
sophisticated in their targeting, propaganda, and political action operations. 
Terrorist state sponsors like Iran will continue to provide vital support to a 
disparate mix of terrorist groups and movements. The illegal drug trade and other 
forms of international organized crime, including piracy and the illegal trade in 
weapons and strategic materials, will also persist, undermining the legitimacy of 
friendly governments, disrupting key regions and sea lanes, and threatening the 
safety of US citizens at home and abroad. These transnational challenges 
penetrate national borders and threaten citizens' well-being, sometimes through 
terrorist means. Finally, environmental disasters, uncontrolled flows of migrants, 
and other human emergencies will sporadically destabilize regions of the world.  
 

• Flow of potentially dangerous technologies. The proliferation of advanced 
weapons and technologies—many of which can have military uses—will continue 
despite the best efforts of the international community. Of particular concern are 
the spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and their means of 
delivery; information operations capabilities; advanced conventional and evolving 
advanced technology weapons; stealth capabilities; unmanned aerial vehicles; and 
capabilities to access or deny access to space. The spread of these technologies 
could destabilize some regions and increase the number of potential adversaries 
with significant military capabilities, devolving from nation-states, to organized 
sub-state actors, to individuals. In particular, the nexus of such lethal knowledge 
and the emergence of terrorist movements dedicated to massive casualties 
represents a new paradigm for national security. Zealotry creates the will to carry 
out mass casualty terrorist attacks; proliferation provides the means.  

Source: Secretary William Cohen, Annual Report to the President and the Congress, 
Department of Defense, Washington, February, 1999, and briefing aids for FY1999 
budget submission to Congress.  
 
US Doctrine for Fighting and Winning Major Theater Wars (MTW)  

• Mission is the most stressing requirement for the US military. To protect 
American interests around the globe, US forces must continue to be able to 



overmatch the military power of regional states with interests hostile to the United 
States. Such states are often capable of fielding sizable military forces that can 
cause serious imbalances in military power within regions important to the United 
States. Allies and friendly states often find it difficult to match the power of a 
potentially aggressive neighbor. To deter aggression, prevent coercion of allied or 
friendly governments, and defeat aggression should it occur, the Department must 
prepare US forces to confront this scale of threat far from home, in concert with 
allies and friends, but unilaterally if necessary. Toward this end, the United States 
must have jointly trained and interoperable forces that can deploy quickly from a 
posture of global engagement—across great distances to supplement forward-
stationed and forward-deployed US forces—to assist a threatened nation, rapidly 
stop an enemy invasion, and defeat an aggressor, even in an environment of NBC 
weapons threat or use.  
 

• As a global power with worldwide interests, it is imperative that the United 
States, now and for the foreseeable future, be able to deter and defeat large-scale, 
cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames, 
preferably in concert with regional allies. Maintaining this core capability is 
central to credibly deterring opportunism—that is, to avoiding a situation in which 
an aggressor in one region might be tempted to take advantage when US forces 
are heavily committed elsewhere—and to ensuring that the United States has 
sufficient military capabilities to deter or defeat aggression by an adversary that is 
larger, or under circumstances that are more difficult, than expected. This is 
particularly important in a highly dynamic and uncertain security environment. 
One can never know with certainty when or where the next major theater war will 
occur, who the next adversary will be, how an enemy will fight, who will join the 
United States in a coalition, or precisely what demands will be placed on US 
forces. Indeed, history has repeatedly shown the unpredictability of such matters. 
A force sized, equipped, and sustained for deterring and defeating aggression in 
more than one theater enhances the United States' ability to cope with the 
unpredictable and unexpected. Such a capability is the essential quality of a 
superpower and is vital to the credibility of the overall US national security 
strategy. It also supports the Department's continued engagement in shaping the 
international environment to reduce the chances that such threats will develop in 
the first place.  
 

• If the United States were to forego its ability to defeat aggression in more than 
one theater at a time, its standing as a global power, as the security partner of 
choice, and as the leader of the international community would be called into 
question. Indeed, some allies would undoubtedly read a one-war capability as a 
signal that the United States, if heavily engaged elsewhere, would no longer be 
able to help defend their interests. Such a capability could also inhibit the United 
States from responding to a crisis promptly enough, or even at all, for fear of 
committing the bulk of US forces and making itself vulnerable in other regions. 
This fact is also unlikely to escape the attention of potential adversaries. A one-
theater war capacity would risk undermining both deterrence and the credibility of 



US security commitments in key regions of the world. This, in turn, could cause 
allies and friends to adopt more divergent defense policies and postures, thereby 
weakening the web of alliances and coalitions on which the United States relies to 
protect its interests abroad.  

Source: Secretary William Cohen, Annual Report to the President and the Congress, 
Department of Defense, Washington, February, 1999, and briefing aids for FY1999 
budget submission to Congress.  
 
US Defense Objectives for Middle East and South Asia  

• The United States seeks a Middle East and South Asia region at peace, where 
access to strategic natural resources at stable prices is unhindered and free 
markets are expanding. The region cannot be stable until there is a just, lasting, 
and comprehensive peace between Arabs and Israelis and a peaceful resolution to 
India-Pakistan disputes. Nor can stability be achieved until the region's rogue 
states—Iraq, Iran, and Libya—abide by international norms and no longer 
threaten regional security. The threat or use of chemical and biological weapons 
by the region's rogue states must be deterred, further proliferation of NBC 
technologies thwarted, and terrorism successfully countered. The United States 
must continue working with regional allies and improving US force capabilities to 
ensure that US-led coalition forces have the ability to fight and win in an NBC 
environment.  
 

• Regional Defense and Activities. Since the Gulf War, the United States has 
undertaken a number of steps to enhance its military posture in the region. While 
the United States has limited forces stationed long term in the region, it does 
maintain a sufficient level of presence through rotational and temporarily 
deployed forces. An average of 15,000 US military personnel, as well as 
prepositioned critical materiel, are in the region at any time to help deter 
aggression and promote stability. These forces conduct a variety of missions, 
including deterring aggression, enforcing sanctions, ensuring free access to 
resources, and working with regional partners to improve interoperability and 
their self-defense capabilities. The close military relationships developed with 
friends throughout the Middle East and South Asia region, complemented by US 
security assistance programs, contribute to an environment that allows regional 
states to more readily and effectively support US crisis deployments. This 
contribution is integral to US deterrence efforts.  
 

• While the United States cannot impose solutions on the region's disputes, its 
unique military and political position demands that it play an active role in 
promoting regional stability and advancing the cause of peace. In conjunction 
with diplomatic efforts, the US military will continue to use military-to-military 
contacts as a means for promoting transparency, enhancing the professionalism of 
regional armed forces, and demonstrating the value of support for human rights 
and democratic values. The United States will also encourage participation by 



regional parties, where appropriate, in peace operations to help resolve 
international conflicts and promote potential regional cooperation.  

Source: Secretary William Cohen, Annual Report to the President and the Congress, 
Department of Defense, Washington, February, 1999, and briefing aids for FY1999 
budget submission to Congress.  
 

Part Two 

 

USCENTCOM Mission and Strategy 

USCENTCOM Mission  

o Promote and protect US interests  
o Ensure uninterrupted access to regional resources  
o Assist friendly states in providing for their own security and contributing 

to the collective defense  
o Deter attempts by hostile regional states to achieve geo-political gains by 

threat or use of force  
 

• "To accomplish our mission we pursue a theater strategy that concentrates on vital 
US interests. It relies on consensus at home that is best achieved by concentrating 
on vital US interests, in this case access to Arabian Gulf oil, and ensuring that we 
maintain the capability to defeat an adversary rapidly and decisively with a 
minimum of friendly casualties. We must ensure that plans and forces do not fall 
short of being able to protect US interests. Our strategy must be achievable and 
affordable. We make it so by being threat-focused, flexible and versatile in the 
combination and application of force. USCENTCOM strategy requires coalition 
building that begins with sound long-term security arrangements and security 
assistance with regional partners essential to collective security and defense. It 
demands global responsibility sharing for the defense of common interests in the 
region.  
 

• "The basis for our security relationships with regional coalition partners is a three-
tier concept of defense against aggression. Tier I, national self-defense, involves 
actions by individual nations to contribute to deterrence and defense of their 
nation. Tier II, regional collective defense, involves actions by friendly regional 
nations to support a threatened state in an attempt to preclude hostilities or restore 
stability should deterrence fail. Tier III, extra- regional coalition defense, involves 
direct action by the United States and other friendly states to deter aggression or 



defend their common interests. The primary focus of the three-tier defense 
concept is collective responsibility sharing for regional security and stability.  
 

• "This three-tier defense concept is a building-block approach to the formation of 
coalitions. It is a confidence-building measure that improves military-to-military 
relationships and interoperability and recognizes the connectivity between 
military capability and cooperation and political and economic interdependence. 
The tier concept has potential to minimize unnecessary deployments of US forces 
and buy time. Theoretically, over time, the tiers will enhance GCC stand-alone 
deterrence and defense capabilities and reduce US overseas forward presence 
requirements."  

Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98.  
USCENTCOM Five Pillar Strategy  

• Power Projection,  
• Forward Presence,  
• Comprehensive Combined Exercise Program  
• Security Assistance, and  
• Readiness to Fight  

Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98  
Strategic Pillar One: Power Projection  
This defines the ability of the US military to support rapid projection of forces from the 
US into the Central Region and posture those forces for combat operations. Within this 
context, USCENTCOM has a keen interest in the Air Force's C-17 program, the Navy's 
Fast Sealift Ships (and other elements of the Ready Reserve Force), the Army's brigade 
set of equipment afloat (currently 12 ships), and the Marine Corps' Maritime 
Prepositioning Force (MPF). Through these efforts, along with the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet (CRAF), USCENTCOM can currently fly one Army heavy brigade's personnel to 
fall in on equipment stored in Kuwait and a second brigade to link up with equipment 
arriving by sea. With the addition of the planned second brigade ashore, and a third either 
ashore or afloat, we will be able to deter/defeat any potential adversary.  
 
The afloat prepositioning program is based on the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 
concept that was so successful during Operations DESERT SHIELD, RESTORE HOPE, 
and most recently revalidated during Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR. The MPF 
consists of three Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons (MPS), each able to support a 
Marine Expeditionary Force (Forward) of approximately 15,000 personnel with supplies 
and equipment for 30 days. Other afloat prepositioning currently consists of four ships of 
Air Force stocks (primarily ammunition), and four ships containing Army port opening 
equipment and sustainment stocks (e.g., ammunition and rations). The funding for 
required new ship construction to expand this posture has been fully supported. The 
Army afloat armored brigade is scheduled to be fully fielded by 1997. The Army 
demonstrated its remarkable versatility during OVW when it offloaded equipment in 



Saudi Arabia and moved forward to Kuwait to conduct operations to deter further Iraqi 
aggression. The constitution of this heavy brigade afloat is underway with the loading of 
the interim ships from the Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF). These, like other prepositioning 
ships for the various services, will be strategically located to allow for rapid reaction to 
likely trouble spots.  
Strategic lift is the critical lifeline for the Central Command, and is essential to the 
success of our operations. At over 7,000 air miles and 8,000 sea miles, the extraordinary 
distances from the US amplify the immense difficulties of moving a force in response to 
a regional crisis or contingency. As demonstrated during recent operations in the Gulf 
region and in Somalia, strategic lift must remain a high priority.  
Because of the great distances involved and limited theater infrastructure in the AOR, the 
en route support structure provided at European strategic ports is vital to our ability to 
meet our operational commitments. Any rapid response to the Central Region entails 
flying extended distances and requires en route support to sustain the air bridge. With 
continuing base closures and force drawdowns it is critical that we maintain sufficient 
depth and capacity to sustain a protracted, high intensity operations in a major regional 
contingency in the region. Accordingly, we must retain essential bases and access rights 
as we draw down throughout the world, as well as cultivating new opportunities wherever 
possible.  
The Mobility Requirements Study (MRS) has recognized existing sealift deficiencies and 
provides a framework for correcting these shortfalls. It is essential that full funding be 
provided to meet these MRS-identified sealift needs. Specifically, more roll-on/roll-off 
ships are required, as are additional strategic sealift ships, and increased funding for 
maintenance of the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) to enable deployment readiness.  
Though these initiatives will ameliorate equipment shortfalls, manning for sealift ships 
remains questionable. The average age of merchant mariners is 55 years and increasing, 
and the number of qualified mariners to operate the RRF continues to decline. These 
factors, combined with a decreased number of US-flagged merchant ships, signal an 
erosion in America's national sealift capability that could jeopardize our future ability to 
deploy, employ, and sustain any sizable force in response to a regional contingency.  
The availability of strategic airlift is also of critical importance. Heavy use of C-141 and 
C-5 aircraft during DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM shortened their remaining 
service lives. Additionally, airlift operations in support of subsequent operations have 
further taxed remaining C-141s and C-5s. This makes procurement of the C-17 
replacement core airlifter critical to meeting future airlift requirements.  
Even with the hardware programs in place, strategic lift still requires trained personnel. 
Our ability to mobilize relies heavily on Reserve Components, especially for tanker and 
airlifter crews. The critical role played by reservists in strategic lift can be expected to 
grow even larger as active forces are drawn down.  
Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98  
Strategic Pillar Two: Forward Presence  
Forward presence of US forces visibly demonstrates our nation's commitment, facilitates 
access, enhances deterrence, and supports transition from peace to war. This second pillar 
of the USCENTCOM strategy is directly responsible for much of the deterrent effect we 
can bring to the Central Region. Our forward presence relies on the synergistic effect of 
combining naval, ground, air, and special operations forces in the region, as well as 



prepositioned equipment and military construction to support rapid introduction of 
additional forces should the need arise.  
Naval forces make up an integral part of our forward presence. The carrier battle group 
(CVBG) and the amphibious ready group (ARG) with its Marine Expeditionary Unit 
(MEU) have continued to be the mainstay of naval operations in the Central Region 
throughout the year. These forces provide the flexibility to rapidly bring military power 
to bear without the delays associated with obtaining approval to place US forces on 
foreign soil. Their limited footprint, strategic agility, calculated ambiguity of intent, and 
major strategic and operational deterrent capability make them invaluable. Naval 
operations this year have included enforcement of UNSCRs, support for Somalia 
operations, and Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR (OVW). Our ability to move naval 
forces in 1993 and again in 1994 from the Mediterranean Sea and the Arabian Gulf to 
positions off the coast of Somalia and Kuwait demonstrates their extraordinary utility and 
versatility.  
Providing support for UN sanctions against Iraq, operations in Somalia, and 37 joint and 
combined exercises, the CVBG has demonstrated US commitment and resolve in the 
Central Region. The ARG/MEU's immediate response to Iraq's hostile posture in October 
1994, complemented by the rapid deployment of Army forces falling in on prepositioned 
equipment in Kuwait, placed a joint combined arms team forward that effectively 
deterred Saddam from further aggression. Inclusion of attack submarines in deploying 
CVBGs provides an added dimension of strategic capability through monitoring and 
protecting SLOCs and deterring aggression with an increased presence of Tomahawk 
Land Attack Missiles (TLAMs). Providing a continuous presence in the absence of a 
deployed CVBG or ARG are the ships of Commander, US Naval Forces, Central 
Command (COMUSNAVCENT), the senior USCENTCOM component commander 
permanently assigned in the theater.  
These combatant ships actively supported UN sanctions against Iraq in 1994 by 
conducting the majority of maritime intercept boardings, which totaled 9,781 by year's 
end. Auxiliary ships of COMUSNAVCENT provide logistics support and repair services 
to all US naval forces deployed to the Arabian Gulf and the Red Sea. Forward deployed 
forces ashore remain small, but are another key element of deterrence. US Patriot missile 
batteries in the region provide a visible symbol of our commitment to stability and foster 
efforts toward a collective GCC theater missile defense. Deployed batteries provide an 
immediate capability which would enhance protection of initial US forces deploying into 
the Arabian Peninsula in the event of a crisis. Equally important, the GCC states are 
showing increased interest in establishing a collective regional air defense network of 
which the Patriots will be a key element. The capability, agility, and strategic deterrent 
value of our Patriot presence was again demonstrated during Operation VIGILANT 
WARRIOR.  
The current Air Force composite wing deployment to the region supports both peacetime 
deterrence and contingency response missions. The versatility of air power makes it a key 
component of UNSCR enforcement and USCENTCOM theater strategy, as clearly 
demonstrated by the wing's timely and capable response during OVW. The composite 
wing provides forces for combined operations to strengthen regional defense capabilities. 
It also facilitates rapid initial response during crisis as well as the command and control 
necessary for introduction of additional air forces in a contingency operation. Over the 



past year, the wing has accounted for the majority of sorties in Operation SOUTHERN 
WATCH, discussed in Chapter IV. The continued presence of this wing, including the 
close air support (CAS) capability represented by an A- 10 presence in Kuwait, is 
fundamental to our theater strategy. The wing is vital to contingency response, reducing 
lift requirements, buying time and protecting the force, and should remain in place as a 
guarantor of regional stability.  
In addition to conventional units, Special Operations Forces (SOF) play an important role 
in our forward presence. Special Operations Command Central (SOCCENT) plans for 
and employs Joint Special Operations Forces in the US Central Command area of 
responsibility. Composed of Army, Navy, and Air Force Special Operations Forces, 
SOCCENT provides a continuing special operations forward presence, conducts an 
aggressive exercise and bilateral training program, supports humanitarian assistance and 
civic action programs, provides forces to stabilize crisis situations, and, when directed, 
conducts combat operations. SOCCENT and its Joint Special Operations Forces have 
strengthened military-to-military relationships between the US and the countries of the 
Central Region and greatly enhanced individual self-defense and collective defense 
capabilities vital to theater strategy. Able to respond immediately to a wide range of 
contingencies, SOCCENT provides an operational flexibility to conduct operations 
ranging from unobtrusive, low impact measures to high visibility deterrent operations. 
During OVW, SOF forces that had been exercising as coalition support teams (CSTs) in 
Kuwait assisted the Kuwaiti Armed Forces in deploying to the Iraqi border to defend 
their nation.  
Reinforcing our forward presence in the Central Region are the more than 800 military 
personnel assigned to Security Assistance Organizations (SAOs), Technical Assistance 
Field Teams (TAFTs), and Mobile Training Teams (MTTs) stationed in the AOR. These 
elements perform the critical tasks of managing the multi-billion dollar security 
assistance programs in such countries as Egypt, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia, as well as 
providing valuable training to host-nation militaries.  
Prepositioning is a strategic imperative that reduces warning and reaction time required to 
deploy forces in accordance with plans, and permits early defense of key infrastructure. It 
minimizes risk to early- deploying forces, enhances sustainability, reduces strategic lift 
requirements, and allows for early introduction of critical armor forces. The cornerstone 
of this effort is the prepositioning of three heavy brigades of equipment ready for use in 
the AOR in a crisis.  
Current plans call for the brigade already in Kuwait to be joined by another ashore 
brigade sited elsewhere in the region and a third brigade afloat. However, in the wake of 
OVW, we recognized the need for additional ashore prepositioning to enhance our 
capability to respond during the time we are most vulnerable to enemy attack in the event 
of a Major Regional Contingency (MRC). Consequently, we are exploring possible 
locations for a third heavy brigade ashore to complement the one afloat which could be 
otherwise committed. Additional items prepositioned in the AOR include: Air Force bare 
base sets, water and fuel distribution equipment, medical equipment and supplies, and 
support vehicles.  
The total heavy ground force capability ultimately planned for the AOR will be a 
powerful deterrent, especially in a two MRC scenario where the first MRC might 
precipitate the second. In view of projected demands on strategic lift assets during near-



simultaneous MRCs, prepositioning for three heavy brigades and an enhanced division 
base is a strategic imperative. To supplement these ashore stocks, the Services have 
developed afloat prepositioning to enhance flexibility while limiting our footprint in the 
region. This afloat prepositioning is addressed in detail in the "Power Projection" section.  
A key element of our forward presence directly supporting our prepositioning efforts is 
Service-funded military construction (MILCON). The Central Region is relatively 
"infrastructure poor," compared to other theaters, with few of the military facilities 
required to support deploying air and ground forces. Service MILCON is absolutely 
essential in Southwest Asia because not all host nations there can afford to finance the 
construction of the required facilities. As such, continued  
Congressional funding of Service MILCON projects in future budgets is absolutely 
essential to USCENTCOM's ability to execute our prepositioning strategy. MILCON, 
like other forms of forward presence ashore, is considered under an overarching plan for 
our "footprint" in the AOR. This plan requires close scrutiny by the CENTCOM staff, 
coordination with the State Department and other interested agencies, and finally 
approval by USCINCCENT for any initiatives altering the level of U.S. presence in any 
host nation.  
The decision of Congress to support funding of three MILCON projects in FY95 
enhanced USCENTCOM's near-term prepositioning posture, and ongoing efforts to 
institute a responsibility sharing program with other nations could provide some long-
term relief for Service funding of MILCON and O&M requirements. However, continued 
Congressional approval for MILCON funding in the out years is the only way to ensure 
that the Services will be able to meet USCENTCOM's prepositioning requirements to 
successfully execute our regional strategy.  
Another important program to enhance our ability to sustain forces deployed to the AOR 
is Total Asset Visibility (TAV). The future integration of TAV into the USCENTCOM 
logistics infrastructure will greatly improve the theater commander's capability to 
accurately assess readiness and sustainability. With automation, the ability to research 
asset visibility through the myriad distribution, transportation, and supply data systems 
will make the logistical resource allocation process operate much more efficiently.  
Strategic Pillar Three: Comprehensive Combined Exercise Program  
Combined exercises between forces of the U.S. and other nations maintain access, 
promote interoperability, and improve readiness of the participants. They also reaffirm 
U.S. resolve and foster friendships. The valuable experience gained during combined 
exercises provides a foundation for building strong coalitions in the future and makes 
continued funding of this program vital.  
The extensive combined exercise program in Southwest Asia (SWA) reinforces the U.S. 
commitment to regional peace and stability. These exercises provide less-developed 
military organizations in the region with visible evidence of U.S. support and valuable 
exposure to modern, well-trained forces, while enhancing military-to-military 
relationships. A growing appreciation by our regional friends of the importance of these 
exercises has resulted in a dramatic increase in the total program over pre-Gulf War 
levels. The program included 54 naval, 7 SOF, 4 Army, and 5 Air Force exercises in the 
past year, as well as ULTIMATE RESOLVE 95 which was a USCENTCOM exercise.  
Of particular importance are the JCS- sponsored joint exercises, which have grown 
dramatically both in number and in complexity since 1990. One example is the 



INTRINSIC ACTION series with Kuwait, through which we signal clear U.S. 
commitment to regional security, improve our ability to rapidly deploy forces to fall in on 
prepositioned equipment sets, and demonstrate to our friends the deterrent value of 
prepositioned equipment. Another example is the BRIGHT STAR series with Egypt 
which routinely involves demanding deployments and close interaction among the 
Services as well as with host-nation and other participating forces.  
In addition to ground exercises, we executed an ambitious program of naval, air, and 
special operations exercises throughout the region in 1994. Surface, amphibious, air, 
MPF, SEAL, and EOD exercises were conducted with a variety of other naval forces, not 
only from the region, but from the United Kingdom, France, and Russia. Air Force and 
SOF exercises also played an important role, enhancing interoperability between U.S. and 
friendly forces in the region and providing valuable training for all participants.  
From a strong foundation of bilateral exercises with our friends in the region, we have 
advanced to more challenging and complex trilateral and multilateral exercises. These 
exercises, both field and command post, greatly enhance the ability of regional forces to 
operate together for mutual defense, and in coalition with us. Exercise ULTIMATE 
RESOLVE 95, hosted by the Kuwaiti Ministry of Defense, provided a valuable forum for 
frank discussions on the defense of the Arabian Peninsula. Attended by representatives of 
the GCC states, Egypt, Syria, France, Great Britain and the United States, the seminar 
spawned recommendations for further long-range exercise development.  
Exercise Related Construction (ERC) is an important element of our peacetime exercise 
program. This construction directly contributes to our strategy by providing facilities to 
support U.S. troops involved in joint and combined exercises. Last year, Air Force 
engineers constructed permanent fuel berms to contain deployable fuel bladders, 
decreasing future exercise costs and increasing the amount of safe storage of fuel for a 
major exercise series. These and other ERC projects provide irreplaceable training for 
active and reserve U.S. military engineers in deployment and construction skills.  
Central Command's Humanitarian and Civic Assistance (H/CA) program remains a 
valuable adjunct to the peacetime exercise program. These projects enable participants to 
serve some of the basic economic and social needs of developing AOR countries through 
elementary medical, dental and veterinary care or rudimentary construction of public 
facilities in rural areas. In aiding the civilian community, H/CA projects serve to bolster 
host-nation health care and social services efforts (e.g., in FY94 a Seabee- constructed 
brace/prosthetics facility in the AOR generated tremendous goodwill for the U.S. and 
Central Command among the local populace). These projects also promote U.S. security 
interests by demonstrating our commitment to the region and by enhancing operational 
readiness skills for all who participate. U.S. Central Command will continue to promote 
this highly cost-effective program, which produces big returns in improved regional 
relations for a relatively small investment.  
The total exercise program is an essential link in our regional strategy. Combined 
exercises permit engagement at each of the three tiers of our strategy, promoting 
interoperability. ERC and H/CA projects enhance our ability to forge coalitions to defend 
against regional threats.  
Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98  
Strategic Pillar Four: Security Assistance  



As the U.S. defense budget and overseas military presence decline, security assistance 
becomes an increasingly important foreign policy instrument providing critical U.S. 
access to the USCENTCOM area of responsibility. Specifically, equipment and training 
significantly enhance the legitimate Tier I defense capabilities of U.S. security partners, 
enabling them to assume a greater share of their own defense requirements. These 
improved capabilities not only increase prospects for peace through deterrence, but 
further encourage the development of viable Tier II and Tier III cooperative defense 
arrangements.  
A strong Security Assistance program supports several distinct objectives. First, it 
enhances the ability of individual countries within the USCENTCOM area of 
responsibility to defend themselves against aggression, the first tier of USCENTCOM's 
regional defense strategy. Moreover, many countries in the region prefer the use of U.S. 
Foreign Military Sales to meet their self-defense requirements. Saudi Arabia, for 
example, has recently purchased F-15s, M1A2s, M2A2s and Patriot missiles; Egypt has 
acquired F-16 aircraft and M-60 tanks and is now producing M1 tanks; Kuwait has 
bought F/A-18s, M1A2s, and M2A2s; and the United Arab Emirates have procured AH-
64 Apache helicopters. American equipment is recognized as the finest in the world. 
When coupled with training and logistic support provided under the Total Package 
Approach, judicious transfer of equipment generates effective combat power for our 
coalition partners, legitimizing their efforts to achieve a credible conventional deterrent 
capability. The transfer of excess defense articles (EDA) is another means to improve 
host-nation military and government infrastructure as our own forces draw down. Many 
countries find EDA to be an attractive option because although the equipment is provided 
"as is", there is no cost for initial acquisition to the host nation other than transportation.  
Security Assistance achieves a second objective by facilitating interoperability necessary 
for Tier II and Tier III capabilities. Any major future conflict in the USCENTCOM area 
of responsibility can be expected to involve coalition warfare. Coalition partners 
operating with common equipment, training, and doctrine can more easily achieve their 
military objectives. In a real sense, interoperability acts as a force multiplier. Security 
Assistance creates an environment for effective interoperability, making it likely that our 
security partners will be able to shoulder more of the common defense burden. 
Interoperability yields tangible benefits in providing a common logistics base, enhancing 
political and military relations, and providing common doctrine and training.  
A third objective of security assistance is to strengthen leadership, professional, and 
nation-building skills. The International Military Education and Training (IMET) 
program provides funds to allow foreign civilian leaders and military officers to attend 
U.S. professional education and training courses, yielding significant benefits at a very 
low cost. The introduction of foreign leaders to U.S. training and doctrine, along with the 
direct personal contact with U.S. military personnel, strengthens long-term military-to-
military relations. Instruction in topics such as human rights and civilian control of 
military forces directly promote responsible defense management and democratization in 
developing nations. Reflecting recent cuts in funding, only 183 students participated in 
the program in FY94, compared with an average of over 600 students per year over the 
past decade. Adequate funding for this vital program must be reinstated if we are to 
continue to positively influence the professionalism of our military partners.  



The United States has been pursuing these objectives through the provision of Security 
Assistance in the USCENTCOM region since 1950. Over these last 45 years, regional 
military sales have totaled nearly $125 billion. Since 1983, the year USCENTCOM was 
established, sales of defense goods and services have totaled nearly $80 billion. Since 
1990, USCENTCOM has accounted for an annual average of 45% of U.S. military sales 
worldwide. Sales in FY95 are estimated to reach $2.76 billion.  
In summary, security assistance programs are among the most effective means of 
achieving our national military objectives in the USCENTCOM area of responsibility, 
improving interoperability, increasing access and influence, and promoting democratic 
values. These programs prepare us for possible coalition warfare in the region while at 
the same time lessening the possibility of such an intervention. Grant aid programs 
reinvest U.S. dollars in the United States economy while enabling coalition partners to 
contribute to the collective defense. IMET builds professional military and civilian 
leadership, fosters observance of human rights and civilian control of the military, while 
enhancing military-to-military relations.  
Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98  
Strategic Pillar Five: Readiness to Fight  
This pillar stresses activities that ensure that the Central Command headquarters and 
individual Component Commands possess standard operating procedures for rapidly 
deploying during crises, conducting synchronized joint and combined operations, and 
waging high tempo warfare. To ensure readiness, we are constantly engaged in reviewing 
and refining our war and contingency plans. In addition, we conduct frequent conferences 
with Component Commanders and their staffs, as well as the individual Services, along 
with joint and combined training, and command post and other exercises to maintain 
requisite levels of readiness. Supporting these objectives are several important exercises 
in CONUS to help ensure that headquarters staffs and other units are ready to deploy and 
fight. These exercises, including ROVING SANDS, BLUE FLAG, and INTERNAL 
LOOK, combine elements of command post exercises (CPXs) and field training exercises 
(FTXs). All are conducted on a recurring basis to ensure continuity, promote exercise 
development and, most importantly, maintain peak readiness for operational deployment.  
Source: USCENTCOM, 3/98  
 

Part Three 

 

On-Going Improvements and Risks in US Force Capabilities 

Force Improvements in US Capabilities Since Desert Storm  
Increased Land Warfighting Capability  



• Increased night warfighting capability with fielding of significant upgrades in 
numbers and types of night-vision devices for ground units.  
 

• Increased survivability for M-1/M-1A1/M-1A2 tanks with improvements to anti-
armor, and development of an M-1A2 upgrade program to provide improved 
sensor and C4I/BM capabilities.  
 

• Fitting the Bradley with 108 explosive reactive armor tiles to reduce its 
vulnerability.  
 

• Providing the AH-64 with the Longbow up-grade, a day-night and relatively long-
range surveillance/targeting system, and ìfire and forgetî anti-tank missile 
capability against tanks and armor.  
 

• Planned conversion of 180-380 Bradley M-2A2s into a new Fire Support Team 
(FIST) variant with an AN/TVQ-2 ground vehicle laser designator, an AN/TAS-
4B TOW night sight, the Advanced Field Artillery Data System, and an inertial 
navigation and ring laser gyro system with a 80 meter CEP at a range of 10 
kilometers. The FIST will replace the M-981 (M-113 based) fire support team 
vehicle with a much more capable weapons system.  
 

• Improved precision navigation capability for Special Operations Force (SOF) 
helicopters (MH-60/MH-47) at extended ranges and for low-level flight in 
adverse weather.  
 

• Improvements to lethality of Tube-launched Optically-tracked Wire-guided 
(TOW) and Hellfire missiles.  
 

• Procurement of the V-22 to improve Marine Corps tactical mobility and assault 
capability, and of additional Blackhawks to improve US Army tactical mobility.  
 

• Development of new ìdigital battlefieldî concepts for deployment in the early 
2000s to integrate US Army combined arms operations and provide near real-time 
situational awareness. US Army plans to spend $1.7 on battlefield digitization 
during FY1997-FY2002.  
 

• Development of a new five year US Marine Corps program for Advanced Combat 
and Technology Demonstrations to improve force structures and weapons mixes 
for dispersed area combat, longer range engagements, urban warfare, and joint 
Navy-Marine Corps conduct of amphibious and land combat operations.1  
 

• Procurement of a new family of medium tactical vehicles.  

Increased Maritime Warfighting Capability  



• Activation of the US Fifth Fleet on July 1, 1995, under the command of Vice 
Admiral Scott Redd. The Fifth Fleet is formally based at the port of Mina Sulman 
in Bahrain, and has a headquarters facility there. It is an operational command 
reporting to US Central Command (USCENTCOM), with responsibility for an 
area of 10.5 million square miles, including the Red Sea, Arabian Sea, Gulf and 
Indian Ocean, The Fifth Fleet will include two nuclear power submarines, an 
aircraft carrier battle group, and various support ships on a rotational basis. It has 
recently averaged a strength of about 15 ships.2  
 

• Improved anti-air warfare capability with procurement of new AEGIS-equipped 
guided missile destroyers.  
 

• Extended coastal patrol and interdiction operations by SOF forces with fielding of 
new Patrol Coastal ships.  
 

• Significantly improved propulsion system of ships with conversion to gas turbine 
systems over conventional steam driven surface combatants.  
 

• Increased Tomahawk lethality with upgrades to the missile range, launchers, and 
navigation systems. A total of $25 million is provided in FY1996 to accelerated 
Block IV upgrades to the Tomahawk missile which are designed to improve 
accuracy and allow for secondary target acquisition. An average of five DDG-51ís 
equipped with the 90 cell vertical launch system (VLS) have entered the US fleet 
every year since 1994, and all deployed US submarines are to be equipped with 
cruise missiles. 3  
 

• Increased mine countermeasures capabilities with delivery of last Avenger-class 
minesweeper in 1994. US mine forces are converting from 19 poor quality 
Category B mobilization ships to 8 Category B mobilization ships and 15 active 
mine warfare ships.  
 

• Merging of the Advanced Combat Direction System (ACDS) and Ship-Self 
Defense Capability/Quick Reaction Capability (SSDS/ORCC) into one integrated 
ship defense system to provide integrated detect-control-engage capabilities. The 
result will be a cooperative engagement capability (CEC) for all major US ship 
classes and E-2Cs to combine weapons and sensor control data in real time. Initial 
operating capability is expected in 1996-1997, with eventual deployment of over 
183 systems.4  
 

• Demonstrated capability to rapidly deploy 12 prepositioning ships in the Gulf as 
of September, 1995.5  
 

• Deployment of two modern mine countermeasure vessels, the USS Ardent and 
USS Dexterous, to the Fifth Fleet in the Gulf in March, 1996.6  
 



• Development of new carrier support procedures to increase carrier aircraft sortie 
rate and sortie sustainment capabilities.7  

Increased Air Warfighting Capacity  

• Revision of air warfare doctrine to stress the immediate use of strategic and 
tactical strikes to halt the enemy advance and attack key strategic and tactical 
targets in enemy territory using advanced strike aircraft and cruise missiles. This 
means planning for air-missile campaigns that may precede the AirLand battle 
and shifting to the offensive even during the ìhalt phaseî of a conflict. 
  

• Spending $800 million to upgrade Airborne Warning and Air Control Systems 
during FY1997-FY1998.  
 

• Development and operational testing of the US Navy Cooperative Engagement 
Capability (CEC) to coordinate target data for US Navy, Army, Marine Corps, 
and Air Force joint air defense command and control, to allow each ship in a 
disperse battle group to simultaneously track and target enemy missiles, and to 
coordinate sea and land-based anti-air missiles. The first installation in a carrier 
battle group will occur in the fall of 1997. Some $300 million is requested for 
procurement of the system in FY1997. The CEC may be integrated into the 
AWACS during 1998-2001.8  
 

• Improved precision strike capability with increased number of F-15E/Block 40 F-
16s equipped with Low Altitude Navigation Targeting Infrared for Night 
(LANTIRN) upgrade completed in 1994. These platforms, combined with F-117s, 
provide nearly 400 precision laser-guided munition airframes and have 
significantly increased our night fighting capability.  
 

• The Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM) has been fielded. 
It provides F-15s, F-16s, and F-18s radar missiles with longer range over the 
AIM-7, and its launch and leave capability enhances survival on the battlefield. 
The AMRAAM gives the F-16Cs their first radar missile capability -- vastly 
increasing their lethality and survivability.  
 

• Improved anti-armor cluster munition capability with initial deliveries of the 
Sensor Fused Weapon (SFW). Each bomblet has an infrared sensor to detect tank 
engines and an accurate penetrating warhead. This weapon will give all USAF 
fighters and bombers a precision capability to kill moving or static armor 
formations. US studies have indicated that the Sensor Fused Weapon will allow 
air forces to make a major improvement in their ability to halt an armored attack 
in the Gulf region, and to halt enemy armored advances even when there is too 
little warning to deploy prepositioned land forces. A total of 400 Sensor Fused 
Weapons will be procured in FY1997.  

• Air Force is procuring the first 1,085 Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM, out 
of a planned buy of 74,000, in FY1997. These weapons will improve precision 



stand-off strike capability for the F-15E, F-16, F-22, B-52, B-1B, and B-2.  
 

• Block 50 F-16s have been modified to employ High Speed Anti-Radiation 
Missiles (HARM) to improve their capability to perform the suppression of 
enemy air defense mission and fill the gap created by retirement of F-4Gs.  
 

• Award of the Joint Air Strike Tactical (JAST) fighter development contract in 
January, 1996 for delivery in the post-2010 time-frame.  

Increased Mobility and Prepositioning  

• The US Maritime Prepositioning Force now consists of three Maritime 
Prepositioning Squadrons (MPS), each of which is able to support a Marine 
Expeditionary Force (MEF) of approximately 15,000 personnel for 30 days. There 
are three prepositioning ships with Air Force stocks (largely ammunition) and five 
Army prepositioning ships with port-opening equipment, ammunition, rations, 
and other sustainment stocks. The Army will have one brigade afloat set at sea on 
Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF) ships by the end of FY1997. The Army demonstrated 
the effectiveness of this maritime prepositioning system in October, 1994.  
 

• New prepositioned (prepo) stocks significantly reduced closure time and space 
requirements for lift to theater, providing increased firepower to the CINC sooner. 
A heavy brigade prepo set in Kuwait (AWR-5) is nearly complete. The Army 
heavy brigade set afloat prepo (AWR-3) has been fielded and met all performance 
criteria set forth in the Defense Planning Guidance. Plans are in-place for 
positioning a brigade set in Qatar, but funding is an issue.  
 

• The C-17 is being fielded, providing direct delivery of outsize cargo (C-5 loads to 
C-139 airfields) and will augment the aging C-141/C-5 fleet. The Department of 
Defense decided to procure a total of 120 planes in November, 1995.  
 

• Ready Reserve Force sealift improvements include addition of 12 additional roll-
on/roll-off vessels to augment the strategic sealift resources.  
 

• USCENTCOM has a developed a Total Asset Visibility (TAV) system to track 
theater assets of equipment and logistics throughout the theater in near real time. 
Deployment of this system should correct major problems in locating in-theater 
and reinforcing stocks and equipment experienced during the Gulf War, and allow 
more efficient use of assets.  

Command, Control, Communication, Computers, and Intelligence  

• Fielding MILSTAR satellites to provide secure, survivable communications to 
both strategic and tactical warfighting forces during all levels of conflict. 
MILSTAR follow-on program in development.  



• Procurement of 10 Joint Surveillance Target Attack Reconnaissance Systems 
aircraft, beginning with two aircraft in FY1997, to track and target the movement 
of vehicles and other platforms on the battlefield.  
 

• Improvement of the permanently installed Southwest Asia Defense Information 
Infrastructure (SWADII) and development of the rapidly deployable Tactical 
Contingency Communications Equipment - Central Area (TCCE-CA) to provide 
C4I/BM capabilities for joint operations in the Gulf area. These improvements are 
reinforced by other improvements to the Defense Satellite Communications 
System (DSCS), UHF follow-on satellite program, and MILSTAR. In addition, 
the US has developed the Joint Deployable Intelligence Support System (JDISS) 
and improved the theater capabilities of the Joint Worldwide Intelligence 
Communications System (JWICS).  
 

• Improved systems for planning and executing joint air operations with fielding of 
the Contingency Theater Automated Planning System (CTAPS). Improves 
centralized control over fixed-wing assets for maximum effectiveness and 
standardizes the format for disseminating the Air Tasking Order.  
 

• A National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) is to begin operations in 
October, 1996. The NIMA is intended to provide much more rapid exploitation 
and dissemination of imagery and to provide improved near real-time targeting 
capability. It will include the Defense Mapping Agency (DMA), Central Imagery 
Office (CIO), and National Photographic Interpretation Center (NPIC), and 
dissemination and interpretation assets from the Defense Airborne 
Reconnaissance Program and National Reconnaissance Program.  
 

• The Joint Deployable Intelligence System (JDISS) is installed at all major sites in 
Riyadh and Bahrain, allowing for secure transmission of data to coordinate the 
CINC's war plans. Combined with fielding of the Joint Worldwide Intelligence 
Communication System (JWICS), USCINCCENT could tie together national, 
theater, and tactical intelligence systems. The result is a robust, seamless 
intelligence flow using compatible systems down to the component commander 
and his forces.  
 

• Battle Damage Assessment (BDA) doctrine which standardizes terminology, 
procedures, and training have been developed to improve the operational ability to 
collect and exploit timely imagery and other intelligence information regarding 
the target, and developing an effective, common methodology for assessing 
damage. DIA and the Joint Staff have developed a concept for providing timely 
BDA during military operations. A BDA cell has been established in the National 
Military Joint Intelligence Center in the Pentagon to provide a single, fused, all-
source, national-level assessment to the supported command. Regular exercises 
test these procedures.  
 



• USCINCCENT development and coordination of new BDA procedures 
throughout the intelligence community. The development of deployable airborne 
collection platforms with enhanced capabilities and the doctrine to better integrate 
them into the BDA system has increased effectiveness. Building on joint 
intelligence doctrine, USCENTCOM has refined its theater intelligence 
architecture and developed its own USCENTCOM tactics, techniques, and 
procedures to document joint approaches to command the component intelligence 
activities and relationships.  
 

• The interoperability and efficiency of the C4I systems has been increased with the 
fielding of the Global Command and Control System (GCCS), which provides the 
commanders from all components a common picture of the battlefield.  
 

• The Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) has been upgraded to 
allow larger bandwidth connections to the theater.  
 

• Procuring new space-based infra-red system program to track missiles from 
space.  
 

• While no telephone switch infrastructure existed prior to Desert Storm, over 250 
Defense Switch Networks have now come into the theater from CONUS, Japan, 
and Germany.  
 

• Procurement of large numbers of Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio 
systems (SINCGARS) for improved tactical communications.  

Organizational Changes Have Placed Greater Emphasis on Regional 
Commands and Joint Training  

• Activation of the USACOM in October 1993. Facilitates the identification, 
structuring, joint training, and joint preparation of CONUS-based forces.  
 

• Activation of the Joint Warfighting Center in July 1993. Assists joint force 
commanders in training their forces and for development of joint doctrine.  
 

• Joint doctrine has been developed and documented for close air support, fire 
support, command and control, joint air operations, and many other mission areas. 
This doctrine has been integrated into joint training and exercises.  
 

• CINC-sponsored exercises have transitioned from global to regional scenarios. 
These exercises have increased in number and frequency, but decreased in size 
and scope.  
 

• Exercise trends include increased use of modeling and simulation, enhancing 
military relations and interoperability with allies/coalition, containerization of 



ammunition and unit equipment, exercising prepositioned equipment, and special 
forces participation.  
 

• The IMET program is being steadily strengthened to train officers from the 
Southern Gulf states in joint operations and the US now deploys more than 800 
military personnel in Security Assistance Organizations (SAOs), Technical 
Assistance Field Teams (TAFTs), and Mobile Training Teams (MTTs) in the 
USCENTCOM area. This is steadily improving Southern Gulf capability for joint 
and coalition warfare. These efforts are reinforced by the expansion of SOCCENT 
joint special operations forces which also work with Southern Gulf forces.  

Source: Adapted from material provided by the Office of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Department of Defense, and USCENTCOM.  
Major Uncertainties in US Power Projection Capabilities  

• US Army force strength: Current US Army force plans call for an end-strength of 
495,000 men and women in FY1997. The Army faces such serious funding 
constraints, however, that it may actually have to cut its personnel to levels below 
475,000 to generate funds for modernization. This would force it to hollow out 
some aspects of its planned 10 division force structure, with an inevitable impact 
on readiness and power projection capabilities. Further, the Army could be forced 
into further cuts in future years.  
 

• US Army readiness for power projection: The US Army now plans its power 
projection capabilities around its Contingency Corps (XVIII Airborne Corps) 
which consists primarily of three light divisions (the 82nd Airborne Division, 
101st Air Assault Division, and 10th Mountain Division) and one heavy division 
(the 24 Mechanized Infantry Division). The US Army has a goal of being able to 
deploy the entire four division corps to the Gulf in 75 days by 1998, and one light 
and two heavy divisions in 30 days.9 The Army also has a Reinforcing Corps (III 
Corps), which consists of five divisions. Three of these divisions, however, are 
active divisions that require Army Reserve and National Guard Round outs, and 
two are reserve component divisions. The Army also has some separate brigades 
and additional ranger and special forces units.  

The US Army Contingency Corps consists primarily of light forces, is a relatively 
limited land component to fight a high-intensity armored battle in a major 
regional conflict, and the capability of the Reinforcing Corps to fight such an 
armored conflict without more than three to five months of prior preparation and 
deployment is uncertain. The Army also faces problems in supporting these 
forces. It is modernizing much of its equipment, but at a far slower rate than was 
planned in 1990, and many important programs have been slipped or canceled -- 
including the armored gun system. The US Army has also had to cut back on 
stock levels and munitions modernization plans. These cuts mean a significant cut 
in the technical superiority or ìedgeî the US Army can deploy in future regional 
contingencies and they have been accompanied by significant cuts in the longer 



term aspects of readiness. At the same time, it is unclear that the US Army is fully 
funded to modernize and improve its ability to rapidly deploy units from casernes 
to sea and air ports, or to conduct the kind of advanced large-scale air-missile and 
AirLand training needed to be fully ready for a contingency in the Gulf. 10  

In the near-term, the Armyís logistic preparation capability for two MRCs appears 
questionable. The Army has only 700 of the 1,945 rail cars it needs to move Force 
Package 1 -- the first US heavy division -- to a port. It also lacks the container 
handling equipment needed to load and unload rail cars, and the $13.5 million 
earmarked to support US sealift capability with the floating cranes, tugs, and 
causeway systems needed to facilitate the loading an unloading of equipment on 
to and off of large roll-on/roll-off ships has been cut from the Armyís five year 
plan. Only some of these shortfalls are addressed in the present FY1996-2001 
force plan.11  

Equally important, the Army has been forced to rely on National Guard and Army 
Reserve combat support and service support units for deployment of its 
contingency forces although these can present serious political problems in calling 
up the necessary reserves, and many proved to have C-4 or C-5 readiness during 
Desert Shield.  

• US Marine Corps capabilities for mid to high-intensity conflict: The Marine 
Corps found during the Gulf War that it lacked the heavy armor for high-intensity 
regional conflicts, lacked sufficient artillery firepower and mobility, needed 
improved air support capability, needed improved tactical airlift, and needed at 
least one additional prepositioning ship per MEB. The Marine Corps has obtained 
some additional M-1A1 tanks from the Army and has upgraded the avionics and 
precision strike capabilities of its AV-8Bs and F/A-18s. It has not, however, 
acquired the number of tanks it originally sought, may see plans to modernize its 
AAVs slip by half a decade or more, and must rely on towed 155 mm artillery 
that must be supplemented by the deployment of supporting US Army units in 
mid to high-intensity combat. It continues to experience major delays in 
modernizing its tactical lift and will not acquire an added prepositioning ship for 
each MEB. Equally important, the Gulf War demonstrated that the USMC lacked 
the sustainment capability for intensive land warfare. At present, the Marine 
Corps can only sustain about 1.5 to 2 of its three MEFs in intense combat for 
more than 30-45 days.  
 

• US Carrier strength: US commitments in other areas and declines in readiness and 
carrier strength have made it progressively hard to deploy a carrier in the Gulf, 
and two carriers in the Gulf and Mediterranean/Red Sea areas. The US Navy has 
increasing been forced to leave gaps in carrier coverage, although the US has 
compensated in part by deploying USAF fighters to Bahrain and Jordan.12  
 

• US sealift: US sealift plays a critical role in deployment to the Gulf, although 
sheer distance inevitably limits the speed of reaction. It is 8,600 sea miles and 20+ 



days sailing time from the US east coast to the Gulf through the Suez Canal and 
11,400 sea miles and 26+ days sailing time around Africa.  

There are major ongoing improvements in US sealift. The US Military Sealift 
Command now has a total of 224 ships, including 12 in the special mission 
support force, 170 in the strategic sealift force, and 42 in the naval auxiliary force. 
The core of this capability is the rapid deployment force, which includes 33 afloat 
prepositioning ship (12 Army, 4 USN, 13 USMC, and 4 USAF). The US also has 
a surge capability of eight fast sealift ship (FSS) and 22 roll on/roll off (RO-RO) 
ships in the Ready Reserve Force (RRF). 13  

The most rapidly deployable elements of US sealift include the Army 
prepositioning ships (AR-3), which include seven RO-ROs from the RRF, one 
auxiliary crane ship, three barge carriers (LASH), and one heavy prepositioning 
ship (HLPS). This force can carry about 40% of the equipment needed to deploy 
and sustain one brigade, and each RO-RO ship can either carry the equipment for 
an armored battalion (51 M-1A1 tanks) or the equipment for a mechanized 
battalion (72 M-2 Bradleys.) The total force can carry about 40% of the total 
equipment load for two armored battalions, two mechanized battalions, and the 
required transportation, engineer, supply, medical, and maintenance units. At 
present, 4 RO-ROs, 3 LASH, and 1 HLPS out of this total are deployed in the 
Indian Ocean and homeported in Diego Garcia, and the US is seeking to homeport 
the rest in Thailand. 14  

The four Navy ships include three tankers and one 500 bed hospital. The 13 
USMC ships include three squadrons, each of which support one Marine 
Expeditionary Force of about 16,000 men. They each hold about 30 M-1A1 tanks 
(being increased to 58), 109 AAVs, 30 M-198 howitzers, 289 5 ton trucks, 530 
HUMMWVs, 10 LCM-8s, and 35 causeway sections. The four USAF ships 
provide sustainment and ammunition. 15  

These capabilities meet many important requirements, but even the rapidly 
deployable elements are still underfunded. The US Army currently can only 
preposition about 40% of a full 2X2 combat brigade and combat support/combat 
service support slice. It does not have the ability to provide 30 days of sealift for 
sustainment of its 4 division contingency force. This will require funding of eight 
LMSRs to replace the present RO-ROs, two container ships, and an additional 
HLPS. The total present surge capability of the MSC is also only about 45% of 
the total requirement called for in US mobility requirements. To meet its 
requirements, the US must acquire 19 large medium-speed roll on/roll off 
(LMSR) ships during FY1995-FY2001 and two more container ships. The total 
requirement for the RRF is 36 RO-RO ships. The US had 17 before Desert Shield, 
is acquiring 12, and needs 7 more. The US is also badly underfunding the 
readiness of its RRF ships, and 45 ships were without maintenance funds in 
FY1995.  



• US airlift: The Gulf is 7,000 air miles and 24 hours flight time from the US. 
However, the US cut its total requirement for strategic airlift from 57 MTM/D to 
52 MTM/D during the Bottom Up Review. Even so, there is little probability that 
it will meet its goals. The USAFís Mobility Command has indicated that even 
with the full mobilization of the Air Reserve Command and the Civil Reserve Air 
Fleet (CRAF), it can move only 48.8 MTM/D.16 The current US fleet consists of 
104 C-5s, 199 C-141s, 12 C-17s, and 415 C-130s. The US also has an aerial 
refueling fleet of 478 KC-135s and 54 KC-10s.17 The C-141 has only about eight 
more years of useful life and the USAF must deal with the near-term implications 
of a combination of the aging of the C-141, delays in the C-17, and cost problems 
in procuring the C-17 and other lift aircraft.  

USAF plans call for procurement of 120 C-17s, but still indicate that US strategic 
and tactical airlift will be limited to less than 90% of the current requirement until 
the end of the present planning period (2020), even if the C-17 is fully funded and 
a new aircraft type is purchased to supplement the C-17. The US also has no 
attrition reserve of lift aircraft, and its current plans make no allowance for any 
peacetime or wartime attrition of USAF lift aircraft for nearly the next quarter 
century. Current plans also conceal the fact that the USAF only has enough major 
long lead spare for its strategic lift aircraft for about 45 days of high-intensity 
wartime operations. It seems likely that the US will face major lift capacity 
problems by the end of the 1990s, and may be reduced to about 80% of its present 
requirement.18  

• Firepower for light divisions: These developments are occurring at a time when 
the US Army is becoming steadily more dependent on airlift to rapidly move 
firepower. The cancellation of the US Army Armored Gun System (AGS) -- 
which was to replace the obsolete M-551 Sheridan in the 82nd Airborne Division 
-- has forced the Army to consider rapid air deployment of the Bradley as a 
substitute. While the C-17 can carry one M-1A2 Abrams, it requires at least a 
2,800 foot hard runway to do so and runway length increases with temperature 
and altitude. The Bradley weights less than half the weight of the M-1A2, and a 
C-17 can carry up to three Bradleys if equipment is taken off them to reduce their 
weight. The question is whether the TOW missiles and 25 mm chain gun on the 
Bradley can substitute for the 105 mm gun on the AGS. US light divisions may 
lack the tank-killing power and mobility they need.19  
 

• US bomber forces: Congressional efforts to procure more B-2s have delayed the 
upgrading of the US bomber force and have left questions about the ability of the 
B-2 and B-1B to meet their goals for delivery of smart weapons like the Sensor 
Fused Weapon with the lethality projected in US plans. The B-1 is now limited to 
delivery of a maximum of 84 500-pound dumb bombs. It will acquire the 
technical capability to drop Sensor Fused Weapons at the end of 1996, as well as 
combined effects munitions and mines. However, the supporting precision strike 
systems will not be deployed before 2000 at the earliest, and plans to upgrade the 
inadequate ALQ-161 electronic warfare suite on the B-1B remain uncertain.20 The 



precision conventional strike capabilities of the B-2, and operational validation of 
the very high lethality rates projected for B-2 strikes, remains theoretical and is 
not yet supported by the sophisticated targeting and C4I/BM systems necessary to 
achieve such lethality.21  
 

• US air and missile strike capabilities: Two major issues are unresolved in current 
US force plans which will have a major impact on US capabilities to conduct 
long-range air strikes. The US does not have a stable or credible plan for bomber 
modernization, and for providing the advanced munitions, targeting, and C4I/BM 
capabilities needed to operate any given mix of the B-52/B-1, and B-2 in combat. 
At the same time, the US Air Force and US Navy have canceled the A-12 and A-
X, the USN is withdrawing the A-6 from service in 1997, and the USAF is 
debating withdrawing the F-111. Even if the Joint Advanced Strike Aircraft 
(JAST) program should be funded, the US will have no plans to deliver a new 
long-range strike-attack aircraft that can be used by carrier aviation, the Marine 
Corps, and the USAF until well after the year 2010. 22  

The US is upgrading its cruise missile and stand-off strike missiles. Key new 
systems like the JSOW and SLAM-ER are on schedule, and the TLAM is being 
upgraded. The TSSAM cruise missile program has been canceled, however, and 
funds seem likely to be lacking for adequate procurement of the JSOW, SLAM-
ER, and TLAM.  

The US has partially compensated for these problems (a) by improving the 
strike/attack capabilities of existing aircraft like the AV-8B, F-15E, F-16, and 
F/A-18C/D, (b) by procuring the F/A-18E/F for US carrier forces, and (c) by 
providing a stealth strike capability for the F-22 air superiority fighter. The fact 
remains, however, that there is no coherence or stability to US plans to improve 
long-range strike capabilities, and these capabilities will improve at only a 
fraction of the rate planned in 1990. The current US force plan conceals role and 
mission debates, inter-service debates, and program uncertainties that badly need 
to be resolved.  

• US Navy and amphibious lift capabilities: The downsizing of the US Navy and 
the potential block obsolescence of some aspects of US amphibious lift create 
significant potential problems in terms of maintaining forward deployed carrier 
task forces and adequate amphibious assault capabilities. These problems have 
been increased by the long delay in modernizing Marine Corps tactical airlift, and 
the need for improved vertical lift capability to counter the improved mine 
warfare capabilities in areas like the Gulf. These problems could significantly 
affect US capabilities in a high-intensity regional conflict in the Gulf, and USN 
studies project a potential problem in amphibious lift retirements and 
modernization after 2005, although current procurement plans for the LPD-17 
class ships would provide a full capability to lift the assault echelons of 2.5 MEBs 
when these ships are fully delivered, and the USN adopted an Amphibious 
Enhancement Plan in August, 1994 that calls for interim measures to avoid a gap 



while the LPD-17 class is being procured. This plan would retain LSTs and LKAs 
in the Naval and Military Sealift Command Reserve Force previously scheduled 
to be decommissioned or sold.  
 

• US mine warfare capabilities: The funding of US mine warfare capabilities 
remains uncertain, although total US Navy future year defense plan funding of 
mine warfare programs now totals approximately $4 billion, and $104 million 
more was added in FY1996. The US Navy is currently focusing on shallow water 
assault breaching, distributed explosive technology, and remote minehunting 
systems, and has accelerated the airborne mine neutralization system. It is 
continuing to fund upgrades to mechanical sweep systems, unmanned underwater 
vehicles, remote mine hunting systems and the Quickstrike mine.23 The Navy, 
however, has sought at least $40 million more per year for mine warfare in 
FY1997 and FY1997 to speed up the deployment of mine countermeasure 
capabilities. It is seeking more funds for mine countermeasure ships, airborne 
mine hunting helicopters, divers for mine clearing, route surveys of ocean lanes 
and a mine warfare data base on underwater obstacles, new C4I/BM systems for 
mine warfare, mine tracking systems, and deployment of the Remote Minehunting 
System and Magic Lantern laser mine detection system.24  
 

• Friendly fire capabilities: The US is only making limited progress in solving its 
identification of friend or foe (IFF) or ìfriendly fireî problems. While a number of 
interesting technical options exist, the Pentagonís Joint Combat Identification 
Office (JCIDO) is just beginning to bring these to the demonstration phase, and 
equip aircraft like the A-10 and F-16 with real time data links to US and friendly 
ground troops.  
 

• Target acquisition and analysis/battle damage assessment capability (BDA): In 
spite of USCENTCOM and other US efforts to improve target acquisition and 
BDA capability, US intelligence officers and some air war planners feel that the 
Department of Defense has failed to react adequately to the lessons of the Gulf 
War in developing improved regional capabilities for targeting and battle damage 
assessment capability to support US C4I/BM capabilities and improved precision 
strike capabilities. They feel the US has failed to develop adequate regional strike 
plans against Iran and Iraq, that many target acquisition systems lag far beyond 
schedule, and that the improvements made in BDA that have been made so far are 
more bureaucratic cosmetics than real improvements.  
 

• Readiness and sustainment: In spite of Department of Defense claims that 
readiness is not declining, each of the services privately state that current funds 
are not adequate and that the cost of peacekeeping and other partially funded 
unprogrammed operations continues to force declines in training, combat and 
support unit readiness, stock levels, depot and major maintenance, and refits. 
Many air, naval, and Marine Corps units are forced to deploy much longer than is 
desirable, and this is stressing manpower as well as equipment.  



• Theater missile defense systems: The US has invested heavily in the development 
of theater missile defense systems like the Patriot Advanced Capability 3, the 
Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), and Navy lower tier program. It 
has not, however, been able to create a stable deployment program. The wide area 
capabilities of its systems are now limited by US mishandling of negotiations with 
Russia over the ABM treaty, and initiatives to create a ìnetî of land-based surface-
to-air missile in the Southern Gulf countries have made only limited progress. 
This means that US deployment of effective ATBM capabilities may lag behind 
Iranian missile deployments, and that progress in creating an effective joint US-
Southern Gulf surface-to-air missiles/ATBM capability may be limited or 
inadequate.25  
 

• Chemical and Biological Warfare Capabilities: Development and/or deployment 
of improved detection systems, protective gear and equipment, decontamination 
gear, and vaccines/medical systems lags badly behind the goals US forces set 
after the Gulf War.26  
 

• Procurement cut-backs and delays: Secretary of Defense William Perry warned in 
January, 1996, that the US could be forced into significant additional force cuts if 
Congress did not fund the $50-60 billion for weapons modernization called for the 
FY1997-FY2001 defense program. However, the defense procurement request for 
the FY1997 budget was only $39.9 billion out of the total budget request of 
$242.6 billion. This was the lowest procurement request in real dollars since 
1990, and only 60% of the funding level at the height of the Cold War. It 
effectively deferred any effort to support the modernization of US forces until 
FY1998, and then created a FYDP which calls for real procurement spending to 
rise to $60.1 billion in FY2001, a rise of 40%. This kind of annual budgetary 
delay in badly needed modernization, and unrealistic rise in future spending, was 
called the ìrolling get wellî when US forces progressively deteriorated after 
Vietnam. Such budgeting raises severe doubts about the credibility of those 
modernization programs that are in the US FYDP, and makes a US two MRC 
strategy even less credible.27  

 

Part Four 

 

US Advantages and Disadvantages in Regional and Coalition Warfare  

US Military Advantages in Coalition Warfare  



• Decoupling of political and military responsibility: No war is ever free of 
command controversy or friction between political and military leadership. 
However, US forces fought the Gulf War with an exceptionally effective 
delegation of responsibility for military decisions to military commanders. The 
fact that this system worked was partly a matter of individual personalities, but it 
also reflected important changes in the way national command authority was 
exercised in the US in comparison with Korea and Vietnam and from the nature 
of coalition command in past wars.  
 

• Unity of command: In spite of the formal Coalition command structure, effective 
unity of command took place at the level of USCINCENT. The planning and 
operational control of all Coalition forces, regardless of service, had a high degree 
of central coordination. There was no division of command by military service, or 
separation of operations and intelligence. National forces preserved a high degree 
of autonomy because they were assigned specific functions, areas, and 
responsibilities, but Coalition commanders supported de facto unity of command -
- largely due to the support that Saudi Arabia, Britain, Egypt, and France were 
willing to give the US. The level of unity of command, and "fusion," achieved 
during the Gulf War was scarcely perfect, but it was far more functional than in 
previous military conflicts.  
 

• Creation of new air battle capabilities: Advances in aircraft, air munitions, and 
C4I/BM systems allowed the US to develop the capability to rapidly suppress 
Third World air and ground-based defense systems while simultaneously carrying 
out deep strategic and theater offensive strikes against both strategic and tactical 
targets. This gave the US the capability to initiate a major air campaign before the 
AirLand battle and before it defeated or suppressed enemy air capabilities and 
defenses.  
 

• Combined arms operations, joint operations, and the "AirLand Battle": While US 
doctrine had always placed a pro forma emphasis on combined arms operations, 
many US operations in Vietnam did not properly integrate combined arms, 
common inter-service training in joint and combined arms operations was limited, 
and air operations were not properly integrated into land operations. In the years 
that followed, the US reorganized to place far more emphasis on combined arms 
and joint operations. It greatly strengthened joint operations training and career 
rotations into joint commands. At the same time, it developed tactics that closely 
integrated air and land operations into what the US came to call the "AirLand 
battle". These tactics were critical to the success of the ground battle.  
 

• Emphasis on maneuver: The US had emphasized firepower and attrition during 
the end of the Vietnam War. In the years that followed, it converted its force 
structure to place an equal emphasis on maneuver and deception. This emphasis 
was supported by Britain and France, and was adopted by Saudi Arabia.  
 



• Emphasis on deception and strategic/tactical innovation: No country has a 
monopoly on the use of deception and strategic/tactical innovation. The Coalition, 
however, demonstrated capabilities that were far superior to those of Iraq.  
 

• "24 hour war" - Superior night, all-weather, and beyond-visual-range warfare: 
"Visibility" is always relative in combat. There is no such thing as a perfect night 
vision or all-weather combat system, or way of acquiring perfect information at 
long-ranges. US and British air and land forces, however, had far better training 
and technology for such combat than they have ever had in the past, and were the 
first forces designed to wage warfare continuously at night and in poor weather. 
Equally important, they were far more capable of taking advantage of the margin 
of extra range and tactical information provided by superior technology.  
 

• Near Real-Time Integration of C3I/BM/T/BDA: The Coalition took advantage of 
major US C3I/BM/T/BDA organization, technology, and software to integrate 
various aspects of command, control, communications, and intelligence (C3I); 
battle management (BM), targeting (T), and battle damage assessment (BDA) to 
achieve a near real-time integration and decision-making execution cycle.  
 

• Integration of space warfare: The Coalition integrated US space-based 
intelligence, communications, and command and control assets into its tactics and 
organization. This "space advantage" would have been even greater if space-based 
imagery had been better disseminated at the theater and tactical levels.  
 

• A new tempo of operations: The Coalition exploited a superiority in every aspect 
of targeting, intelligence gathering and dissemination, integration of combined 
arms, multi-service forces, and night and all-weather warfare to achieve both a 
new tempo of operations and one far superior to that of Iraq.  
 

• A new tempo of sustainability: The Coalition forces had maintainability, 
reliability, reparability, and the speed and overall mobility of logistic, service 
support, and combat support force activity that broadly matched their maneuver 
and firepower capabilities. The benefits of these new capabilities were reflected in 
such critical areas as the extraordinarily high operational availability and sortie 
rates of US aircraft, and the ability to support the movement of heliborne and 
armored forces during the long thrust into Iraq from the West.  
 

• Beyond-visual-range air combat, air defense suppression, air base attacks, and 
airborne C4I/BM: The Coalition had a decisive advantage in air combat training, 
in beyond-visual-range air combat capability, in anti-radiation missiles, in 
electronic warfare, in air base and shelter and kill capability, in stealth and 
unmanned long-range strike systems, in IFF and air control capability, and in 
airborne C4I/BM systems like the E-3 and ABCCC. These advantages allowed 
the Coalition to win early and decisive air supremacy.  
 



• Focused and effective interdiction bombing: While the Coalitionís strategic 
bombing effort had limitations, most aspects of offensive air power were highly 
successful. The interdiction effort was successful in most respects. The Coalition 
organized effectively to use its deep-strike capabilities to carry out a rapid and 
effective pattern of focused strategic bombing where planning was sufficiently 
well coupled to intelligence and meaningful strategic objectives so that such 
strikes achieved the major military objectives that the planner set. At the same 
time, targeting, force allocation, and precision kill capabilities had advanced to 
the point where interdiction bombing and strikes were far more lethal and 
strategically useful than in previous conflicts.  
 

• Expansion of the battle field: "Deep Strike": As part of its effort to offset the 
Warsaw Pact's superiority, US tactics and technology emphasized using air-strike 
and cruise-missile capabilities to extend the battlefield far beyond the immediate 
forward edge of the battle area (FEBA). The Coalition exploited the resulting mix 
of targeting capability, improved air-strike capabilities, and land-force capabilities 
in ways that played an important role in attriting Iraqi ground forces during the air 
phase of the war, and which helped the Coalition break through Iraqi defenses and 
exploit the breakthrough. This achievement is particularly striking in view of the 
fact that the US was not yet ready to employ some "deep strike" targeting 
technologies and precision strike systems designed to fight the Warsaw Pact that 
were still in development.  
 

• Technological superiority in many critical areas of weaponry: The Coalition 
scarcely had a monopoly on effective weapons, but it had a critical edge in key 
weapons like tanks, other armored fighting vehicles, artillery systems, long-range 
strike systems, attack aircraft, air-defense aircraft, surface-to-air missiles, space, 
attack helicopters, naval systems, sensors, battle management and a host of other 
areas. As has been discussed in Chapter One, this superiority went far beyond the 
technical "edge" revealed by "weapon on weapon" comparisons. Coalition forces 
exploited technology in "systems" that integrated weapons into other aspects of 
force capability and into the overall force structures of the US, Britain, France, 
and the Saudi Air Force to a far greater degree than Iraq and most military forces 
in Third World states.  
 

• Integration of precision-guided weapons into tactics and force structures: The 
Coalition exploited a decisive US technical edge in the capability of most of its 
precision-guided weapons over Iraq, had far more realistic training in using them, 
and the ability to link their employment to far superior reconnaissance and 
targeting capability.  
 

• Realistic combat training and use of technology and simulation: The US and 
Britain used training methods based on realistic joint, combined arms, armored, 
air warfare, and AirLand training, large-scale training, and adversary training. 
These efforts were far superior to previous methods and were coupled to a far 
more realistic and demanding system for ensuring the readiness of the forces 



involved. Equally important, they emphasized the need for the kinds of additional 
training that allowed US forces to adapt to the special desert warfare conditions of 
Desert Storm.  
 

• All volunteer military/higher entry and career standards: British, French, US, and 
Saudi forces were all-volunteer professional forces. They had a decisive 
advantage in professional standards, training levels, and merit-based promotion.28  
 

• Emphasis on forward leadership and delegation: Virtually all of the successful 
Coalition forces were aggressively led from the front. Iraqi forces were led from 
the rear.  
 

• Heavy reliance on NCOs and enlisted personnel: There was nothing new about 
the heavy reliance that Western forces placed on the technical skills, leadership 
quality, and initiative of non-commissioned officers (NCOs) and experienced 
enlisted personnel. This is a reliance which is common to virtually every Western 
military force, and which has given them a major advantage over Soviet and those 
Third World forces which do not give the same authority and expertise to NCOs 
and career enlisted personnel. Better educated, trained, and experienced NCOs 
and enlisted personnel were critical to the British, French, and US ability to 
exploit technology, and sustain high tempo operations.  
 

• High degree of overall readiness: Military readiness is a difficult term to define 
since it involves so many aspects of force capability. Western forces entered the 
Gulf War, however, with two great advantages. The first was far more realistic 
standards for measuring readiness and ensuring proper reporting. The second was 
adequate funding over a sustained period of time.  
 

• Clear Doctrine for Collateral Damage: The Coalition entered the Gulf War with 
explicit criteria for limiting collateral damage to Iraq's population and civilian 
facilities, and with the ability to prosecute the war within those limits. It avoided 
significant direct damage to Iraqi civilians and tailored its strikes against civil 
facilities to sharply reduce damage to civilian buildings, plants, and infrastructure. 
This proved to be an important part of shaping the political side of the battlefield.  
 

• Management of Media Relations: While the Coalition was often criticized after 
the war, for placing limits on the press and manipulating the information provided 
to the media, the fact remains that modern war is inevitably a struggle to shape 
media opinion. The Coalition showed superior capability to use the media access 
to achieve military goals.  

Weaknesses in US Capabilities for Regional Warfare  

• Accepting the true politics of war: Much of the writing on the "revolution in 
military affairs" still assumes that the US will only have to use military force 
where there is clear popular and legislative support, and tacitly assumes that any 



action by the US and/or its allies will have broad international support. There are 
two problems with this approach. The first is that the defense of strategic interests 
cannot always be tied to an act of naked aggression like Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. 
The second is that popular, legislative, and international support is always 
conditional and often volatile. Beginning a conflict or peace action is only the 
start of the political nature of war. If the enemy can exploit the political situation, 
there will be no contract between the military and society that will guarantee 
continued support.  
 

• Internal security and political warfare: The US cannot rescue any Gulf 
government from its own people. It may help support allied internal security 
forces with training and technical aid, but the US position in the Gulf is ultimately 
dependent on the popular support available to each Gulf regime, popular 
perception of that regimeís legitimacy, and the extent to which each Gulf 
government maintains a ìsocial contractî with its people that provides them with 
security, jobs, and hope for the future. Most of the Southern Gulf states -- 
excepting Bahrain, Oman, and the poorer sheikdoms of the UAE -- have the oil 
and gas wealth to maintain relatively high current standards of income, and the 
wealthier Gulf states have the financial ability to help the poorer states. The 
question is whether the Southern Gulf states will make effective use of their 
wealth and be able to meet the expectations of their minorities and youth (over 
40% of the population of the Southern Gulf is under 15). If Gulf governments do 
not deal with these problems, the US will be no more able to help them against 
their people than it was able to help the Shah.  
 

• Islamic extremism: The US is not equipped to deal with the challenge of Islamic 
extremism. It can address the technical aspects of counter-terrorism and security 
operations, but it cannot deal with the cultural, political and religious aspects of 
the Islamic revival, or deal at a political level with its violent and extremist 
elements. Iran, Iraq, or other regional threats are almost certain to attempt to 
exploit the secular, Western, Christian, and pro-Israeli character of the US and to 
attempt to discredit the Islamic character of the Southern Gulf states. Iran is 
certain to exploit the Shiíite issue as well, and Iraq to exploit its Arab identity. If 
the US lacks regional allies which are seen as having Islamic legitimacy, there is 
little the US can do to deal with the resulting politico-military problems.  
 

• Low-intensity realism: Low-intensity wars are almost invariably fought in 
confused political circumstances against people, not things. Such wars are highly 
political and focus on killing rather than on destroying weapons and facilities. 
Western preparation for using the revolution in military affairs in peace-keeping 
and low-intensity conflict sometimes tacitly denies this political reality, while 
policy makers often commit military forces on the basis of expectations of success 
without fully assessing the risks. While it may be argued that the West has learned 
from Somalia, it is not clear what or how. The current peacekeeping effort in 
Bosnia, for example, still presents similar risks, and a characterization of Serbian, 
Croatian, and Muslim forces during the crisis has scarcely been a model that can 



support a countervailing strategy.  
 

• Taking casualties: Rightly or wrongly, many potential threat nations believe that 
the US and other Western states face the same problem as Israel: They cannot 
take serious casualties in any war other than an existential threat. While such 
expectations may be exaggerated, efforts to exploit this weakness and produce the 
kind of retreat the US made from Beirut and Somalia can be taken for granted, 
and Western success in any future major regional contingency may be dependent 
on relatively quick, decisive, and low-casualty success.  
 

• Inflicting casualties: The West must increasingly plan to fight at least low and 
mid-intensity conflicts in ways that both limit enemy casualties and show that the 
West is actively attempting to do so. At the same time, the "revolution in military 
affairs" has often avoided coming to grips with the prospect of extending combat 
with enemy forces where manpower is the principal target and killing people, as 
distinguished from things, dominates the tactical situation. The assumption is 
often tacitly made that the US will not engage in such fighting -- an assumption 
that has already help lead to the US defeat in Somalia.  
 

• Collateral damage: Western states will operate under growing and even more 
severe constraints regarding inflicting damage on enemy civilians and civilian 
facilities.  
 

• Urban and Built-Up Area Warfare: Western military forces have never fully come 
to grips with the issue of urban warfare in NATO, assuming that it would either 
exploit largely evacuated urban/ areas or could largely bypass these areas. The 
reluctance to fight in populated areas was at least a passing factor shaping the 
nature of conflict termination during the Gulf War. Western forces are not trained 
or equipped to deal with sustained urban warfare in populated areas in regional 
combat -- particularly when the fighting may affect large civilian populations on 
friendly soil.  
 

• Mountain Warfare and Warfare in Rough Terrain: Many of the systems and 
tactics that the Coalition exploited in the Gulf War were only possible because of 
the relatively flat terrain and open nature of that terrain. They would be much less 
decisive if better cover was available.  
 

• Hostage taking and terrorism: Western governments still tend to sharply overreact 
to hostage taking, often making deals or concessions for political or humanitarian 
reasons, when long experience has shown that hostages deals almost inevitably 
fail. Similarly, the West still has uncertain military capabilities to deal with 
terrorism and unconventional warfare.  
 

• Sudden attack: One of the key lessons that future threats are likely to draw from 
Desert Storm is the potential advantage of sudden and decisive action, and the 
potential value of exploiting the problems in the power projection capabilities of 



the US and other Western military forces. US strength may often deter war, but 
when deterrence fails, it is important to understand that threat powers are likely to 
escalate suddenly and stress surprise. It is equally important to understand that 
threat nations actively exploit reporting on shifts in US defense spending and 
force levels, and will focus on the problems in Western power projection 
capabilities revealed in budget documents, legislative debates and the media.  
 

• Extended deterrence and battles of intimidation: At present, the US is better 
prepared for war-fighting than it is in defining a clear structure of regional 
deterrence based on exploiting the weaknesses of threat nations, and reassuring 
and strengthening allies. Many crises and regional issues, however, are decided by 
"no intensity" conflict. They are the product of whether one nation can intimidate 
another, often to win limited victories that do not threaten the survival or ruling 
elite in neighboring states. The current Iranian build-up in the Gulf seems to have 
this focus. So do some aspects of North Korea's manipulation of its nuclear threat, 
(or threat of acquiring nuclear capability), and the Chinese build-up of capabilities 
that may affect decisions on control of the South China Sea. The problem the US 
faces in countering such pressures and in extending deterrence to a regional level 
is one that it is only beginning to address.  
 

• Weapons of mass destruction: The Coalition emerged from Desert Storm claiming 
a victory over Iraq in destroying its weapons of mass destruction that it never 
achieved. It had firmly identified only two of 21 major Iraqi nuclear facilities 
before the war, struck only 8 by the time the war ended, did not properly 
characterize the functions of more than half the facilities it struck, and never 
completed effective BDA. Coalition strikes on Iraqi chemical facilities left 
150,000 munitions intact -- most of which suffered far more from design defects 
than Coalition attacks. Iraq's biological warfare capabilities seemed to have been 
evacuated, and remain largely intact. The Coalition "Scud Hunt" failed and never 
produced a confirmed kill. Future wars are certain to present far more serious and 
time urgent threats, and involve far more developed planning to try to exploit 
possession of such weapons.  
 

• Ecological and environmental warfare; Water and infrastructure warfare: The 
burning oil fields and oil spills of the Gulf War did not materially affect the 
ecology of Kuwait and the Gulf. They did, however, set a precedent for 
environmental warfare that may be more important in the future. There is often 
only a narrow line between military actions that affect the environment, and 
actions that affect key aspects of human survival like attacks on water facilities 
and power facilities that affect key human services and attacks on fuel facilities. 
Weapons of mass destruction are not the only way of achieving large-scale 
damage or high civilian casualties.  
 

• Limits of UN/cooperative/Coalition warfare: While coalition warfare offers many 
potential advantages, it also confronts the West with the practical problem of 
understanding the strengths and weaknesses of potential and actual allied nations 



and forces, and integrating them into the "revolution in military affairs". Britain, 
France, and the US deployed to Saudi Arabia in Desert Storm under conditions 
where it took several months to realistically assess Saudi forces and begin efforts 
to develop more interoperable war-fighting capabilities. The fact that Egypt and 
Syria were reluctant to execute an offensive into Kuwait came as a surprise to 
USCINCENT, although this should scarcely have been a surprise in the case of 
Syria.  
 

• Extended conflict and occupation warfare: Not all wars can be quickly terminated, 
and many forms of warfare -- particularly those involving peace-keeping and 
peace-enforcement -- require prolonged military occupations. Western states, and 
certainly the US, are increasingly reluctant to engage in extended conflict at any 
level of warfare, and have shown little interest in prolonged military occupations 
and in dealing with the politico-military aftermath of conflict and peacekeeping 
exercises.  

 

Part Five 

 

New US Concepts for Regional and Coalition Warfare 

New Operational Concepts for Theater Warfare  
TYPES OF OPERATIONAL CONCEPTS: Joint Vision 2010 provides the conceptual 
framework within which U.S. forces will develop new technologies and leverage 
resulting technological opportunities and new doctrine to achieve new levels of 
effectiveness in joint operations. By defining new operational concepts—dominant 
maneuver, precision engagement, full dimensional protection, and focused logistics—
Joint Vision 2010 provides the Services, joint organizations, and DoD combat support 
agencies a common direction as they seek to develop the new capabilities, battlefield 
operational concepts and doctrine, and organizational configurations that will enable and 
shape the future joint forces necessary to meet the full range of critical challenges.  
The development of operational concepts falls into two broad categories. The first 
involves development of specific battlefield operational concepts that integrate 
surveillance and reconnaissance activities, intelligence assessment, command and control 
measures, and mission preparation and execution activities to accomplish a critical 
operational task. The second involves the development of new organizational 
arrangements that seek to leverage new technologies and redefine how U.S. forces will 
conduct successful operations across the conflict spectrum.  
 



End-to-End Battlefield Operational Concepts  
A battlefield operational concept links together a series of functions that must be 
accomplished in order to carry out a critical operational task, such as locating and 
destroying mobile transporter-erector launchers (TELs) that could be used to launch 
theater ballistic missiles against U.S./coalition forces and other critical targets in the 
friendly rear area.  
 
To achieve the capabilities needed to implement these concepts, the Department employs 
a system-of-systems approach that links surveillance and reconnaissance, intelligence 
assessment, command and control, mission preparation, and mission execution. The three 
battlefield operational concepts discussed later in this chapter are representative of these 
same functional elements and describe an end-to-end operational concept. This end-to-
end approach leverages new technologies to accomplish the critical tasks that must be 
carried out to implement the U.S. defense strategy. Promising new battlefield operational 
concepts are often tested and refined during the conduct of advanced concept technology 
demonstrations (ACTDs) and joint warrior interoperability demonstrations. Advanced 
warfighting experiments (AWEs) aid in their timely transition to the warfighter.  
 
New Organizational and Employment Concepts  
 
As new operational concepts and advanced technologies are proven, they will lead to 
innovative changes to the organization and employment of forces. For example, efforts to 
achieve information superiority are providing more timely, accurate, and reliable 
intelligence support. This information dominance allows a shift in focus from merely 
concentrating forces for attrition warfare to obtaining desired effects from dispersed, 
synergistic forces at a critical place and time to achieve a tactical or strategic objective. 
The Army's Force XXI Operations, the Navy Operational Concept, the Air Force's Air 
Expeditionary Force concept, and the Marine Corps' capstone concept of Operational 
Maneuver from the Sea, and its tactical enabler, Ship-to-Objective Maneuver, can deliver 
crippling blows against enemy centers of gravity.  
 
Time Critical Targeting to Destroy Theater Ballistic Missile Transporter-Erector 
Launchers  
 
THREAT AND MISSION: The mobile theater ballistic missile (TBM) demonstrated its 
political and operational impact during the Gulf War. Theater ballistic missiles carrying 
chemical or biological weapons represent one of the most significant challenges facing 
the United States in future conflicts. Coordinated joint missile defense that integrates 
active defenses, passive protection measures, and offensive attack operations is required 
to successfully defeat this increasingly dangerous threat. The most efficient method of 
dealing with the theater missile threat is to destroy enemy missiles and their launchers 
prior to launch. Since most regional powers have hundreds of missiles, but only several 
tens of launch platforms, the value of attacking the enemy's launch platforms, including 



TELs used to support mobile operations, is very high, even if a TEL has already launched 
its missile.  
 
Mobile missile TELs represent one of the most demanding time critical targets on the 
modern battlefield. TELs are highly mobile, relatively autonomous, and produce a low 
discriminating signature prior to launch. It is very difficult to locate and identify TELs 
while they are hidden or moving into launch positions, but intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance (ISR) systems have a reasonably good chance of detecting TELs on the 
battlefield just after launch. This window of opportunity, where the TELs are stationary, 
may exist for only three to five minutes. Therefore, success requires an end-to-end 
battlefield operational concept that permits the warfighter to move rapidly from detection 
and identification, through appropriate battle management at a command and control 
center to the assignment of an appropriate attack system, and finally successful 
engagement and attack.  
 
A NEW BATTLEFIELD OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: The essential elements of the 
end-to-end operational concept for destroying mobile TELs are depicted in the 
accompanying graphic. The keys to time critical targeting of theater ballistic missile 
TELs include timely detection and discrimination, automatic target recognition coupled 
with moving target indicator tracking, and the transfer of data in near real-time to key 
command and control elements that can quickly task lethal attack operations.  
 
The Air Force has developed a Rapid Targeting System (RTS), a system of systems 
containing the functional elements of ISR, command assessment and mission preparation, 
and mission execution to enable the suppression of mobile TBM TELs. The Rapid 
Targeting System can find targets, facilitate planning and task attack systems, engage and 
destroy the TELs, assess the effectiveness of attacks, and report these results to key 
command elements.  
 
Rapidly collecting and evaluating ISR information, predicting potential enemy courses of 
action, and transmitting only relevant data to the warfighter is referred to as intelligence 
preparation of the battlespace (IPB). With regard to the theater missile threat, IPB is the 
most critical function required in the near-term to underwrite the end-to-end battlefield 
operational concept for destroying TBM TELs.  
 
ISR systems include not only surveillance and reconnaissance assets, but also systems 
that can focus and thereby improve their effectiveness for IPB. Examples of systems that 
are a part of the RTS include:  

• Generic Area Limitation Environment, a computer-based terrain delimiter tool 
that eliminates much of the terrain as unsuitable for mobile TEL setup or launch 
and provides a focus for U.S. surveillance systems and sensors.  

• The Integrated Battlespace Intelligence Server, which receives multiple data bases 
from other collection systems and filters out information that is not relevant to 
time critical targeting.  



• Theater-level surveillance and reconnaissance systems like the Joint Surveillance 
and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) and the U-2 aircraft.  

• The TPQ-37 Firefinder counter battery radar, used successfully against threat 
mobile rocket launcher system in the Precision/Rapid Counter-Multiple Rocket 
Launcher ACTD discussed in the 1997 Emerging Operational Concept Report.  

• Predator unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) that are focused against specific areas 
of the battlespace based on extensive theater missile defense-oriented IPB.  

• Air- and ground-delivered remote sensors placed in likely missile launch areas 
identified via IPB that can detect the movement of TELs and missile launches.  

• Special Operations Forces observer teams, which transmit near real-time data to 
intelligence centers, command and control elements, and weapons delivery 
platforms through satellite communications and airborne relays. Following 
assessment of ISR information in the intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance cell at the Air Operation Center, targets are nominated to the 
battle staff. Approved tasking of appropriate attack aircraft then flows via the 
Rapid Targeting Dissemination System to squadron operations facilities, a control 
platform, and in some cases, directly to attack platforms, such as F-15Es. Aiding 
in this process are command, control, communications, and computers (C4) 
systems designed to ensure the timely flow of information. They include:  

• A high speed tactical data link, Link-16, that transmits the tasking message, target 
imagery, and threat updates to the attack platform in real time.  

• The Combat Intelligence System (CIS), a component of the Contingency Theater 
Automated Planning System, which provides core capability for automating the 
receipt, correlation, and dissemination of intelligence information to systems 
directly supporting combat planning and execution of air operations at both the 
component and unit levels.  

• The Combat Integration Capability, which performs integration of space-based 
and terrestrial sensors with intelligence data to provide near real-time target 
identification of both air and ground targets. Using Link 16 to quickly flash 
targeting and warning information across an entire theater, it simultaneously 
employs a number of software based decision aids to recommend offensive and 
defensive actions against a specified time-critical target.  

• The Time Critical Targeting Aid, a workstation that makes the JSTARS moving 
target indicator/ synthetic aperture radar (SAR) ground picture available in the Air 
Operations Center/Control and Reporting Center. It does this by using the Army's 
Ground Station Module capability to receive data from the JSTARS aircraft and 
network connections to assimilate CIS and Link 16 data. These inputs, along with 
available SAR imagery and maps, are displayed together with radar data so that 
target behavior can be immediately discerned.  

Complying with theater specific rules of engagement, the attack aircraft locates 
the target, in some cases assisted by JSTARS controllers, attacks using precision-
guided munitions, and reports real-time assessment data through airborne 
command and control channels to the battle staff, completing the mission 
execution and initial battle damage assessment phase. An example of the Air 
Force's capability to execute the rapid transmission of information required in this 



end-to-end task against mobile TBM threats is currently fielded in the Bosnian 
area of operations. The Gold Strike Rapid Targeting System transmits near Real 
Time Information in the Cockpit to an F-15E in flight, enabling rapid tasking of 
strike assets against detected threats. Time critical targeting will continue to be 
validated and tested in Air Force and joint exercises, including Roving Sands and 
the Global  

Engagement exercise series. Future development of time critical targeting will 
explore automation of IPB information for graphic display on operator consoles 
and interface with decision aids that cue battle managers to find and identify 
entities, task assets, attack and kill targets, and utilize near-real time battlefield 
assessment data. IPB will form the basis of Dynamic Battle Management (DBM), 
an approach that will ensure the dissemination of the right information to the right 
command and control node and shooter at the right time. The DBM environment 
will evolve to include:  

• Shared information, improved decision support, superior connectivity, and a 
common operating picture among key joint nodes in a theater.  

• Execution authority and engagement control by the command and control node 
that best meets the commander's need. A common operating environment based 
on agreed data and communications standards will make DBM possible.  

In addition, an improved ISR systems capability will be developed for data 
collection, processing and dissemination, target acquisition, and identification and 
tracking, relying on systems like the Integrated Battlespace Intelligence Server, 
Unmanned Ground Sensors, and Unmanned Ground Measurement Intelligent 
Sensors. Finally, time critical targeting will include boost phase intercept by an 
Airborne Laser, which will dramatically reduce the load in terminal defense 
systems protecting critical assets. It will also increase the capability of critical 
active defense systems through early cuing on incoming TBMs. Early 
sensing/cuing will aid battle management/command, control, communications, 
computers, and intelligence (BM/C4I) by enabling commanders to more easily 
prioritize targets, deconflict events, and allocate task resources.  

PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, AND BUDGETING: The near-term development plan 
for the improved TBM attack operations system of systems will provide the new 
capabilities needed to achieve the desired level of rapid targeting capability against TBM 
TELs. It is important to note that this architecture, although built specifically for 
attacking mobile missile TELs and the entire theater missile target set, also enhances air 
and space power employment across the board by improving real-time management of 
combat power.  
 
Joint Mine Countermeasures  
THREAT AND MISSION: Many future crises will likely occur in environments where 
mines on land and at sea serve as serious obstacles to U.S. military operations. Mines are 
inexpensive weapons, available worldwide. Often emplaced along with other pre-placed 



obstacles, mines in combination with other obstacles restrict maneuver, disrupt operating 
tempo, deny flexibility, and increase friendly casualties at sea, during amphibious 
landings, in airborne forced entry, and in ground operations.  
 
The Joint Countermine Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration (JCM ACTD), 
will evaluate the capability of U.S. forces to conduct integrated mine countermeasures 
operations from deep water, through the shallow water, very shallow water, and the surf 
zone onto land. Some of the major objectives of the JCM ACTD are to integrate new 
mine countermeasure systems into a JCM-tailored digital command, control, 
communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) 
architecture, and to develop a tactical software application that provides a JCM common 
operational picture. New systems that prove effective in this demonstration will be 
integrated with already fielded Army, Navy, and Marine Corps C4ISR and countermine 
capabilities to develop an overall JCM system-of-systems.  
 
The operational sponsor for the JCM ACTD is the United States Atlantic Command 
(USACOM). The USACOM staff will assess the military utility of the new systems in 
achieving joint employment objectives under varied conditions while leveraging 
previously scheduled joint and Service field training exercises.  
 
The JCM ACTD consists of a two-phased demonstration. Demonstration I, centered on 
Joint Task Force Exercise (JTFEX) 97-3, was concluded in September 1997. A JTFEX is 
a joint field training exercise that evaluates and certifies the readiness of sea, air, and land 
forces to deploy and carry out assigned tasks. JTFEX 97-3 focused on enhancing near-
shore mine clearing capabilities, with an emphasis on detection and neutralization of 
mines and obstacles during the conduct of amphibious operations. The second phase of 
demonstrations will emphasize the use of technologies to perform surveillance and 
reconnaissance and demonstrate the integration of various technologies to continuously 
carry out an effective transition of countermine operations from the sea to the land. 
Following completion of the second demonstration, the most effective ACTD hardware, 
software, and documentation will be transferred to the operating forces of several 
Services for further refinement and the development of appropriate tactical and 
operational concepts.  
 
BATTLEFIELD OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: In JTFEX 97-3, a joint task force 
conducted forced entry missions into a simulated area of operations that included an 
airborne assault objective on an airfield at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and an amphibious 
assault on the beaches of Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. This scripted scenario 
specifically focused on a series of intelligence collection and other mission execution 
functions in accordance with the Joint Countermine end-to-end operational concept. 
During the 1997 demonstration, clandestine intelligence surveillance and reconnaissance 
operations against the Camp Lejeune and Fort Bragg operating areas were demonstrated 
using a littoral remote sensing software application that linked national assets and 
experimental processing/exploitation techniques, including:  



• The coastal battlefield reconnaissance and analysis system (COBRA) carried by a 
UAV which uses passive multispectral video and a ground processing station to 
automatically detect minefields, to manually detect obstacles and fortifications, 
and to display their locations in near real time from the surf zone inland.  

• An adaptation of the Magic Lantern system which uses gated lidar imaging to 
rapidly detect, classify, and localize mines and obstacles in the surf zone and craft 
landing zone.  

• A new airborne standoff minefield detection system carried by a UAV that 
employs electro-optical sensors linked to a ground control station to detect and 
identify the boundaries of anti-tank minefields in near real time to assist maneuver 
planning.  

• Close-in man-portable mine detectors with advanced infrared thermal imaging 
and ground penetrating radar to detect reliably metallic and nonmetallic mines.  

These new, integrated mine detection systems facilitated planning and helped determine 
the pace and timing of the assaults, as well as the specific countermine forces necessary 
to support the operation. Demonstration of supporting communication links and the 
development of a common tactical picture received particular emphasis in the pre-assault 
phase. Mine and countermine communication links and information processing and 
display systems received and assimilated data from sensor and collector systems, 
processed and displayed the data, and transmitted relevant information to commanders 
and operational forces.  
 
Prior to and during the amphibious and airborne assaults, priority operations included 
mine and obstacle neutralization in shallow water through the beach zone and the 
marking of mines and obstacles or areas clear of mines and obstacles. Several new 
systems designed to breach or clear minefields and obstacles were used, including:  

• The joint amphibious mine clearance system, which used remote-controlled 
tractors employing mechanical, explosive, and electromagnetic countermine 
systems to rapidly and reliably breach, clear, and mark mines and obstacles from 
the high water mark through the craft landing zone.  
 

• The Explosive Neutralization Advanced Technology Demonstration, using air-
cushioned landing craft as the host platform and employing an autonomous craft 
control system and a new fire control system to improve the accuracy and 
placement of explosive line charges and surf zone arrays to breach amphibious 
assault lanes through very shallow water/surf zone minefields.  
 

• The Power Blade, combining a remote-controlled tractor with a commercial 
blade-type system. This approach demonstrated a rapid and highly reliable mine 
and heavy obstacle breaching and clearing capability from the six-foot depth in 
the surf zone to across the beach.  
 

• An off-route smart mine clearance system operating on land, employing acoustic 
and seismic activation systems and offboard infrared decoys from an armored 



personnel carrier to replicate the critical signatures of target vehicles and cause a 
launch and subsequent destruction of smart mine munitions.  

Neutralization of mines and obstacles, both at sea and on land, was undertaken only to 
the extent necessary to successfully carry out the mission. Operations occurred in several 
areas at the same time, as will occur in an actual assault. Effective and rapid mine and 
obstacle clearance was a key factor in facilitating the rapid buildup of combat power 
ashore and the subsequent successful breakout from the amphibious landing area.  
The commander of the amphibious forces employed a tailored C4I system to leverage the 
individual capabilities of new and existing systems to display a common operational 
picture. The Joint Countermine Operational Simulation system was used by the 
commander's staff for course of action analysis and to visualize and brief the assault plan 
prior to the assaults.  
 
PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, AND BUDGETING: In FY 1998, milestones for the 
JCM ACTD include demonstrating the ability to conduct seamless operations from deep 
water, through the beach to land objectives.  
 
Naval Fire Support—The Ring of Fire Concept  
THREAT AND MISSION: With Joint Vision 2010 and the Marine Corps concept of 
Operational Maneuver from the Sea emphasizing a need for joint fires in the littoral 
battlespace, the Navy is exploring new battlefield operational concepts to provide 
effective naval fire support to joint forces ashore. One concept being examined is the 
Navy's Ring of Fire, designed to provide flexible and distributed firepower from naval 
forces for offshore support of operations on land.  
 
OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: The Ring of Fire end-to-end battlefield operational 
concept will use a series of Land Attack Weapons System (LAWS) to link together a 
group of naval platforms within range of a given objective area ashore to provide a 
seamless integration among the available weapons launchers. As a platform checks into 
the ring, its ordnance inventory is entered into the LAWS data base containing the overall 
force inventory. It is made available for apportionment to different mission areas in 
accordance with the operational commander's guidance. When either a scheduled fire 
support mission or short notice fire mission is tasked, the joint task force (JTF) 
commander can use his LAWS to automatically designate a platform and the type of 
ordnance to be used to complete the mission.  
 
The designated platform receives the mission and its land attack weapon system provides 
the solution to shoot the specified ordnance at the proper time. Data on target location can 
come from a number of sources. For example, forward observers in the field using a 
hand-held computer configured to digitally pass preformatted messages through a radio 
can quickly and accurately call for fires. Other theater sensors like UAVs or JSTARS 
could provide surveillance and reconnaissance locating data on enemy formations 
directly to commanders at sea.  
 



The Ring of Fire concept will rely upon a digital means via the land attack weapons 
system to assign fire missions, eliminating many of the errors and difficulties associated 
with voice tasking and reducing the time from a request for fire support to ordnance on 
target. Success will depend upon the development of accurate targeting information and 
the capability to transmit this information rapidly to operational commanders and fire 
support units at sea. To enable rapid, reliable multiple tasking, weapons systems and fire 
control systems must be internetted to permit the timely flow of accurate surveillance 
information, requests for fire, and command and control direction among units. With the 
development of long-range munitions, multimission ships interconnected via LAWS will 
not be restricted to operating in small fire support areas that leave them vulnerable to 
attack and limit their availability to perform other operational tasks. Consequently, a ship 
may be assigned during any given period to more than one warfare or component 
commander for operational use and the ordnance of that ship may also be used for more 
than one operational task. Some ordnance may be apportioned for direct support missions 
to be delivered relatively close to friendly forces, while others may be made available to 
the theater commander to shape the battle by destroying targets deeper in the enemy rear 
area. Automating some of the decision making at the Engagement Integration Center 
expedites the process of passing fire missions from the sensor through command 
assessment and assignment to the shooter.  
 
With this concept, a ship that is located in the amphibious operating area to provide force 
protection can concentrate on protecting itself and other assigned forces. A ship that is 
entering the amphibious operating area and the Ring of Fire can be designated to execute 
a fire support mission by firing allocated weapons. Central to the execution of this 
battlefield operational concept is the development of the Land Attack Weapons System 
that conducts naval fire support in what has been described as a network-centric approach 
to warfare. By dynamically allocating the firepower from several ships rather than 
allocating ships and aircraft to different missions, the force's collective firepower can be 
better integrated to achieve specific target objectives.  
 
The Ring of Fire battlefield operational concept was demonstrated in Fleet Battle 
Experiment (FBE) Bravo in September 1997. This was the second in a series of 
experiments designed to examine emerging systems and technologies using innovative 
operational concepts in support of Joint Vision 2010 and Forward . . . From the Sea, the 
naval operational concept. FBE Bravo investigated precision fires with a major focus on 
the Ring of Fire. LAWS was installed aboard JTF command ship (USS Coronado), in the 
Supporting Arms Coordination Center (SACC) carried on USS Peleliu, and in a fire 
support ship, USS Russell. The LAWS unit aboard the command ship was the master unit 
that received all requests for shore fire support.  
 
During FBE Bravo, surveillance and targeting was conducted by the Forward 
Observer/Forward Air Controller (FOFAC), who determined target coordinates and using 
a hand-held computer, passed digital targeting information directly to the JTF command 
ship via satellite. The master LAWS aboard the command ship paired the target with a 
specific platform or weapon and transmitted the mission order to a LAWS-equipped fire 
support ship to execute the fire support mission. The Army's Advanced Field Artillery 



Tactical Data System was also integrated into the local area network and was used to 
relay target information from the FOFAC to LAWS.  
 
FBE Bravo successfully demonstrated that the Ring of Fire concept using LAWS was 
scaleable to the tactical situation, could apply a distributed arsenal of weapons to targets, 
and could respond to high rates of digital calls for fire. The Navy is currently evaluating 
the results of the two Ring of Fire demonstrations to identify its implications to future 
littoral warfighting.  
 
New Marine Corps Concept for Military Operations On Urban Terrain  
THREAT AND MISSION: Conducting military operations in an urban environment 
poses many challenges. Built-up areas create a very rugged urban terrain that seriously 
limits observation distances, engagement ranges, weapons effectiveness, and mobility, 
thereby forcing extremely close combat.  
 
Command and control is extremely difficult because leaders cannot easily observe the 
battlespace and radio communication is subject to interference caused by man-made 
structures. The presence of large numbers of civilians requires special measures to 
prevent noncombatant casualties. Nevertheless, in the coming years, land forces will 
almost certainly be called upon to carry out various types of military operations, 
including humanitarian assistance operations, peace operations, and high-intensity 
combat. These operations may occur simultaneously in adjacent neighborhoods. 
Overcoming these challenges will require new and innovative ways for conducting 
military operations in urban terrain.  
 
OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: Historically, military operations on urban terrain have 
been attrition-style operations, relying upon overwhelming firepower to pulverize the 
area and destroy an enemy. Fierce and continuous close combat resulted in great material 
destruction and high casualties among combatants and noncombatants alike. This level of 
destruction is not acceptable in a wide range of situations. Alternative capabilities are 
needed that permit the penetration of urban areas in order to execute a discrete set of 
limited operations with minimal collateral damage. To meet this challenge, the Marine 
Corps is developing and testing new battlefield operational concepts that apply close 
coordination of dispersed small units employing maneuver warfare principles in urban 
environments.  
 
In maneuver warfare, strength is applied against the enemy's weaknesses, using rapid 
tempo to shatter the enemy's cohesion, organization, command, and psychological 
balance. In urban environments, Marines plan to take advantage of the peculiarities of the 
surroundings to develop and maintain superior operating tempo, creating a cascading 
effect that overwhelms the enemy.  
 
Enhanced automated awareness on the urban battlefield based on a variety of new 
reconnaissance sensors will allow Marines in a built-up area to gather information despite 
the presence of terrain-masking features that obscure their fields of view. This capability 
will allow an individual Marine or a unit to collect and accurately assess information 



regarding the terrain and the presence of friendly, enemy, and noncombatant personnel. 
Much of the volume of a major city is interior—the space found inside structures above 
or under the ground. Land forces need the capability to gather surveillance information 
through walls and to detect the presence and shape of tunnels and sewers. Surveillance 
and reconnaissance systems, including specifically designed UAVs carrying electro-
optical and infrared sensors, and reconnaissance patrols with tailored radars, infrared and 
optical devices will collect information and disseminate it to commanders.  
 
The resulting information must be rapidly fused into a common tactical picture available 
to all operating units in near real-time. Although all combat units will probably be 
involved in urban battle, it is likely to be conducted primarily by dispersed teams or 
squads of dismounted infantry in coordinated operations. Information must flow to these 
basic tactical units. Accordingly, the focus of information systems in urban operations is 
on enabling lateral coordination and opportunistic decision making at the small unit level.  
Command and control systems for military operations on urban terrain must be capable 
of representing the three-dimensional nature of urban terrain. Associated communications 
devices must provide reliable communications paths between and through structures, 
streets, and subterranean features like sewers or subway tunnels. Computer-generated 
map products need to be developed to provide a graphic representation of the terrain. 
These products must be quickly updated to reflect changes caused by combat action. 
Command and control systems must provide for the retrieval, exchange, storage, display, 
and manipulation of the large quantities of data required for such representations.  
Mobility and countermobility capabilities must be developed that can allow U.S. forces to 
gain control of movement throughout the multiple dimensions of urban terrain. For 
surface movement, Marines will readily create avenues of approach through structures 
and along rubble-strewn streets. Below the surface, Marines will exploit the many forms 
of subterranean architecture which exist in modern cities—subways, sewers, and other 
underground pathways. Above the surface, Marines will move through and across the 
upper stories of buildings, crossing streets and alleys high above the ground, often 
without the aid of aircraft. The most complex mobility challenge Marines will face will 
be to provide vertical mobility, conducted between the sub-surface, surface, and above-
surface zones.  
 
In an urban environment, Marines plan to apply measured firepower which will deny the 
enemy the protection he will seek from urban structures, while reducing the risk of injury 
to nearby noncombatants and infrastructure. Marines will possess the ability to 
successfully engage enemy forces located within buildings or rubble, and they will 
conduct engagements between the street level and the subways. Nonlethal weapons will 
be used to help clear structures shared by enemy troops and noncombatants. The overall 
fire support system must be able to coordinate the use of a wide range of weapons, 
including munitions with variable penetration and explosive characteristics, and direct 
lethal and nonlethal fires against different targets located very near one another.  
In urban combat, Marines will use force protection measures to reduce the risk of 
casualties while facilitating rapid maneuver. Individual and collective protection might 
serve to lower the incidence of casualties. Protective measures will include special 
medical capabilities. Land forces may be exposed to a wide variety of infectious diseases 



in tomorrow's urban environment which might be avoided by the use of antibiotic body-
covering ointments or personal air filtration systems.  
 
Maneuver warfare is based on rapid tempo. Such tempo is tied closely to logistics, which 
sets the bounds for what is operationally possible. In future urban operations, the logistics 
system must be adapted to the characteristics of the environment to enhance tempo. The 
two most distinctive features of urban operations—built-up terrain and the presence of a 
large number of noncombatants—will both impact logistics. Sustainability efforts must 
provide for supply, maintenance, transportation, health services, engineering, and 
services under the special conditions of future military operations in urban terrain. In 
some cases, the urban environment itself might be subject to exploitation for purposes of 
logistics support. Relevant supplies might be available within the contested area, either 
for use by Marine units or to provide for the needs of noncombatants or enemy prisoners 
of war. Indigenous facilities and infrastructure (hospitals, vehicle maintenance depots, 
and communications systems), as well as heavy equipment and civilian vehicles, could 
serve the needs of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force. Subject to security considerations 
and the laws of armed conflict, local residents with special expertise might be able to 
provide some assistance.  
Conducting effective military operations on urban terrain will require highly flexible 
concepts, which, in turn, will require highly flexible organizational arrangements. All 
units must be capable of readily disassembling into a number of independently 
functioning component parts and then reassembling again, without losing momentum. 
Most importantly, commanders must be able to rapidly change the organization and 
capabilities of any unit to gain maximum tactical advantage as the situation develops. As 
operations progress, the force must be able to change shape as special assets shift from 
one unit to another. In this way, leaders will smoothly adjust the focus of effort to 
maintain pressure against critical enemy vulnerabilities, while bypassing and isolating the 
enemy's positions of strength.  
 
Army Force XXI Operations  
THREAT AND MISSION: The Army has a long history of developing innovative 
approaches to future warfighting challenges. Prior to World War II, General George C. 
Marshall began the Louisiana Maneuvers to explore new concepts for the employment of 
large forces in combat. As the strategic environment changed in the early 1990s, the 
Army revived the Louisiana Maneuvers as a means to keep ahead of the rapid pace of 
change. This effort has evolved into the Army Battle Lab program helps identify concepts 
and requirements for new doctrine, training, leader development, organizations, materiel, 
and soldier systems.  
 
The future Army, Force XXI and its follow-on Army After Next, must be designed with 
organizations and capabilities that will allow it to be rapidly tailored, strategically 
deployable, and effectively employable in joint and multinational operations. Current 
developmental efforts include digitized heavy forces capable of rapidly processing and 
acting on tactical information to enable effective operations in a variety of environments. 
Future work on digitized light forces will build on this base. Innovative approaches to 
challenges, such as military operations in urban terrain being developed in concert with 



the Marine Corps, are being explored in Force XXI operations and will help achieve the 
necessary capabilities for the Army After Next to meet critical warfighting challenges in 
the 21st century.  
 
OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: The land forces required to meet future security challenges 
must be able to respond across the spectrum of possible military operations. The Army's 
concept of operations for Army XXI incorporates the full life cycle of modern military 
operations, from initial receipt of mission through return to home station. This conceptual 
framework serves to identify both the enduring characteristics of Force XXI operations, 
the many tasks armies have always performed in war and other military operations, as 
well as to identify areas where new technologies and new concepts can be combined for 
truly revolutionary increases in overall capabilities. The concept describes six operational 
capabilities that Army XXI will develop to meet the challenges of the 21st century.  

• Project the Force. Force XXI will be a power projection Army. No matter where 
future conflicts or military operations take place, a portion of the force will be 
required to deploy to the theater. Future adversaries may not permit U.S. forces 
the luxury of a long period to build-up forces before combat operations begin. 
Army XXI must have modularity that establishes a means to provide 
interchangeable, expandable, and tailored force elements that can enable rapid and 
effective response to the changing situations and local conditions.  

• Mission planning and rehearsal will be conducted simultaneously with the build-
up of decisive forces, as automated systems and simulations, capable of operating 
from ships and aircraft, provide the capability to plan, coordinate, and war game 
possible courses of action while forces are en route. The result will be a cohesive 
joint team trained and ready for effective execution immediately upon arrival in 
theater. Streamlined logistics, characterized by Total Asset Visibility and Split-
Based operations, which provides supplies direct from the source to the division 
in the field, will support early operations upon arrival in theater, thus eliminating 
the need to build large logistical concentrations before decisive operations can 
begin.  
 

• Protect the Force. The Force XXI approach to force protection will be a holistic 
one, incorporating organizational, materiel, and procedural solutions to the 
challenge of protecting soldiers, their information, and their equipment across the 
full range of operating environments. Solutions to the many challenges of force 
protection are being developed through both experimentation and the application 
of practical experience in contingency operations. Army digital capabilities 
enhance these solutions. Common situational awareness enables early and 
accurate Intelligence Preparation of the Battlespace to determine the likely threats 
and likely methods of attack. Situational awareness obtained by linking various 
force elements together in a digital information network also facilitates greater 
dispersion of vulnerable assets, thereby increasing enemy targeting difficulties.  
 

• Gain Information Dominance. Dominating information operations means creating 
a disparity between what friendly forces know about the battlespace and 



operations within it and what the enemy knows. If that disparity is great enough, 
friendly soldiers and leaders at each echelon are making informed decisions while 
the enemy is guessing. To achieve information dominance, Army XXI must have 
improved sensors to deny enemy forces the ability to hide behind terrain features 
or take advantage of adverse weather conditions. The force must also be capable 
of accurately passing information at high speed from sensors to shooters, and to 
the command and control centers that synchronize the broad scope of operations. 
Army XXI will possess this capability through the infusion of digital upgrades to 
current systems and the rapid fielding of new digital information networks at all 
echelons.  
 

• Shape the Battlespace. The goal of shaping the battlespace is best described as 
setting the conditions for success by eliminating the enemy's capability to fight in 
a coherent manner before committing forces to decisive operations. Force XXI 
will go well beyond the traditional preparatory fires or deep engagement of 
targets. Vastly improved capabilities of long-range missiles with smart 
submunitions, precision weapons delivered throughout the battlespace, and attack 
helicopters capable of operations deep within enemy forces, integrated with an air 
campaign, are critical to shaping the battlespace.  
 

• Decisive Operations. Decisive operations in war are military operations that 
present the enemy with no hope of victory. In smaller-scale contingencies, 
accomplishing military objectives rapidly with minimum expenditure of scarce 
resources are decisive. Decisive operations will require the precise and rapid 
application of military force, in synchronized operations across the spectrum of 
possible conflict. Such simultaneous operations require great precision, enabled 
by C4 digitization that provides soldiers and commanders at each echelon the 
information required to make better battlefield decisions at a pace greater than the 
enemy's ability to respond. Striking the enemy at multiple critical points 
simultaneously will destroy essential forces and functions, offering the enemy no 
effective response. Force XXI operations must be fully integrated as the land 
force commander draws from a suite of complementary capabilities of the 
Services, allies, partners, and other government and nongovernment 
organizations.  
 

• Sustain the Force. Sustainment remains an ongoing effort throughout the entire 
range of Force XXI operations and seeks to seize the initiative, dictate the tempo, 
and maintain that tempo over time through improved logistics. Force XXI 
sustainment is a combined arms effort, not just the responsibility of the 
logistician. New organizational arrangements aimed at developing lighter forces 
should strive to reduce logistics requirements. Anticipatory logistics enabled by 
digitization are key to sustainment. Capabilities like Total Asset Visibility (TAV), 
implemented in advanced warfighting experiments and refined during operations 
in Somalia, Macedonia, and Haiti, increase the efficiency and timeliness of 
logistics operations. Common situational awareness together with TAV to enable 
logisticians to make informed decisions, allowing Army elements to execute 



proactive logistics. The total effect of the Army XXI improvements in logistics 
management and logistical information technology will be to enable military 
operations without the burden of traditional logistical stockpiles.  

THE WAY AHEAD  
The Force XXI operational concept is an evolving concept, the result of the continuous 
integration of experimentation, experience, and conceptual thought. This concept 
represents a way point along the path to Army XXI, the Army of the 21st century. Further 
developmental work is ongoing to create the capabilities to execute these concepts. 
Central to the developmental effort was the brigade-level AWE, Task Force XXI, at the 
National Training Center, California, in March 1997 and the division-level AWE, 
Division XXI, at Fort Hood, Texas, in November 1997. Along with other AWEs, these 
experiments will allow the Army, in concert with the other Services, to refine concepts 
and produce a clearer conceptual framework for full spectrum dominance.  
 
US Air Force Air Expeditionary Forces  
THREAT AND MISSION: The Air Force is currently implementing the Air 
Expeditionary Force (AEF) concept to provide a light, rapidly deployable, and highly 
capable force for the nation in peacetime, crisis, and war. The primary AEF mission is to 
provide regional commanders in chief (CINCs) and joint force commanders with air and 
space forces which can carry out wide ranging airpower options and to meet specific 
theater needs across the full spectrum of military response options. Humanitarian relief in 
Africa, disaster relief in South America, augmentation of forces in Southwest Asia, and 
the conduct of timely attacks to halt invading forces on the opening day of a major theater 
war are a few examples of the varied missions AEFs are designed to undertake. Across 
the spectrum of possible military operations, a rapid response may deter conflict or make 
the difference between a quick, efficient victory and a protracted, costly engagement. 
Furthermore, the regular deployment of Air Expeditionary Forces in individual theaters 
helps strengthen mutually beneficial cooperative defense relationships and improves the 
ability of the United States to remain globally engaged.  
 
OPERATIONAL CONCEPT: The key to U.S. global dominance is the ability to project 
power quickly any place in the world. This global response can be executed with rapid 
projection of an AEF that can deploy or reposition to a crisis within 48 hours. With 
focused and agile combat logistics, these forces can demonstrate U.S. resolve through 
mere physical presence or the conduct of specific operations. The reduced footprint of an 
expeditionary force reduces the vulnerability of U.S. forces in potentially hostile 
regions—especially those containing terrorist forces.  
 
Air Expeditionary Forces can be tailored to match the requirements of the situation. For 
example, in a humanitarian relief AEF, airlift and special operations aircraft would 
predominate, while in a force projection AEF a tailored mix of air superiority aircraft, 
precision strike platforms, and assets to suppress enemy air defenses would likely be 
employed. In a major theater war, a force enhancement AEF can respond as a flexible 
deterrent option at the outset of a serious crisis, as a precursor to execution of an 
operational plan by a much larger force. In some cases, a contingent of long-range 



bombers, originating from the continental United States or from a number of forward-
deployed sites, could be added to a force enhancement AEF to promote the capability to 
conduct precise attacks on a range of targets in the early stages of a conflict.  
In all cases, the various types of AEF will make use of air and space-based assets that 
provide C4ISR to maintain the requisite situational awareness and connectivity while 
forward deployed. The AEF commander will be able to use modern global 
communications to reach back to home station or anywhere else in the world for required 
support that would have previously been forward deployed. This reach-back capability 
distinguishes the modern day AEF from past rapid deployment force packages.  
Global connectivity and internetted computer systems will enable AEFs to operate with 
lean sustainment logistics and a minimum forward-deployed footprint of materiel and 
personnel, supported by time-definite delivery of spare parts and other critical supplies. 
Commanders will also be able to track people, inventory, munitions, and spare parts 
efficiently, permitting optimum use of scarce long-range and theater mobility assets. 
This, in turn, will reduce the timeline for employment and the potential for casualties. 
Effective use of reach-back and modern information processing will also provide the 
basis for dynamic battlespace assessment, timely operational planning, and mission 
execution in near real-time. Intelligence analysts and assorted data bases, as well as back-
up planners and modern campaign and mission planning tools, will all be available to the 
AEF through the reach-back method.  
 
One key role of AEFs will be to enhance deterrence in crisis. Force enhancement AEFs 
will include intelligence and reconnaissance assets that help the CINC or joint task force 
commander achieve superior real-time awareness of the theater. In addition to its own 
intelligence, analysis, and targeting assets, such an AEF will be directly linked to 
surveillance, intelligence assessment, and command and control systems to find, fix, 
track, and target adversary forces. This dominant battlespace knowledge capability, when 
combined with a force capable of prompt and decisive air strikes, will serve as a credible 
deterrent by denying would-be aggressors the prospect of success. Building on the 
dominant battlespace knowledge associated with a force enhancement AEF, a force 
projection AEF can be structured to carry out devastating attacks against an aggressor.  
The rapid, precise application of U.S. airpower, leveraged by space assets, can rapidly 
halt an initial enemy offensive, thereby denying an enemy any fait accompli for political 
bargaining, and possibly delivering a serious psychological blow to the adversary. By 
conducting focused, precision attacks on command and control infrastructure, a force 
projection AEF can also hold at risk the enemy's ability to control its fielded forces, as 
well as the internal security forces that stabilize its regime. Assuming the adversary 
government is authoritarian, the impact of threatening the regime may result in 
concessions that reduce the effectiveness of enemy forces. This strategy was pivotal in 
Bosnia, where NATO air strikes helped convince Bosnian Serb leaders to remove heavy 
weaponry from the Sarajevo exclusion zone.  
 
During 1996 and 1997, the United States deployed six AEFs to different bases in 
Southwest Asia to support the United Nations sanctions against Iraq. These deployments 
demonstrated the flexibility and effectiveness of first generation AEFs.  
 



Part Six 
 

US Counterproliferation Policy and Programs 

US Counterproliferation Policy  

• Dissuasion to convince non-weapons of mass destruction states that their security 
interests are best served through not acquiring weapons of mass destruction.  

• Denial to curtail access to technology and materials for weapons of mass 
destruction through export controls and other tools,  

• Arms control efforts to reinforce the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Biological 
and Chemical Weapons Conventions, nuclear free zones, conventional arms 
treaties that stabilize arms races, confidence and security building measures, and 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty clarification efforts to allow US deployment of 
advanced theater ballistic missile defenses.  

• Region-wide arms control agreements backed by intelligence sharing and ruthless, 
intrusive challenge inspection without regard for the niceties of sovereignty.  

• International pressure to punish violators with trade sanctions to publicize and 
expose companies and countries that assist proliferators, and to share intelligence 
to heighten awareness of the proliferation problem.  

• Defusing potentially dangerous situations by undertaking actions to reduce the 
threat from weapons of mass destruction already in the hands of selected countries 
-- such as agreements to destroy, inspect, convert, monitor, or even reverse their 
capabilities.  

• Military capabilities to be prepared to seize, disable, or destroy weapons of mass 
destruction in time of conflict.  

• Improve tracking and detection of sales, technology transfer, research efforts, 
extremist groups.  

• Defensive capabilities, both active (theater missile defenses) and passive 
(protective gear and vaccines) that will mitigate or neutralize the effects of 
weapons of mass destruction and enable US forces to fight effectively even on a 
contaminated battlefield.  

• Declared and convincing counterstrike options ranging from conventional strikes 
devastating a user nationís economy, political structure and military forces to the 
use of nuclear weapons against the population centers of user nations and groups.  

Key Force Improvements Affecting Counterproliferation Policy  

• Detection and characterization of biological and chemical agents. This initiative is 
intended to accelerate the fielding of stand-off and point detection and 
characterization systems by up to six years. It also addresses the integration of 
sensors into existing and planned carrier platforms, emphasizing man-portability 
and compatibility with UAVs.  



• Detection, characterization, and defeat of hard, underground targets. The US is 
seeking new sensors, enhanced lethality, and penetrating weapons to increase the 
probability of defeating the target while minimizing the risk of collateral damage.  

• Detection, localization and neutralization of weapons of mass destruction inside 
and outside the US. The US is seeking to identify and evaluate systems, force 
structures, and operational plans to protect key military facilities and logistic 
nodes, and conduct joint exercises to improve the capability to respond to 
potential biological and chemical threats.  

• Development and deployment of addition passive defense capabilities for US 
forces, including development and production of biological agent vaccines. This 
program will develop and field improved protective suits, shelters, filter systems, 
and equipment two to five years faster than previously planned. It also restores 
funding to the development of improved decontamination methods.  

• Support for weapons of mass destruction related armed control measures include 
strengthening the NNPT, CTB, and BWC. They include establishing a COCOM 
successor regime, and improving controls on exports and technology by 
strengthening the MTCR, Nuclear Suppliers Group and Australia Group.  

• Missile defense capabilities, with primary emphasis on theater ballistic missile 
defenses. This activity involves improvements in active and passive defenses, 
attack operations, and improvements in BM/C4I as well as the deployment of 
theater missile defenses. The primary focus, however, is on anti-ballistic missile 
defenses, and in the near term, this involves the development of the Patriot 
Advanced Capability Level-3 (PAC-3/ERINT), Navy area theater missile defense 
(Aegis), and theater high altitude area defense (THAAD).  

• Publicized counterstrike options. Options ranging from a convincing declared 
capability to conduct precision mass air and missile strikes with conventional 
weapons that can devastate user states to use of nuclear weapons escalating to the 
destruction of population centers.  

• New force tailored to dealing with terrorist and unconventional threats. New 
intelligence and tracking systems dedicated to the prevention of mass terrorism, 
and tailored special forces to detect and attack terrorist groups and deal with 
unconventional uses of weapons of mass destruction.  
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