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STRATEGIC AIRLIFT REQUIREMENTS AFTER
CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE (CFE)> REDUCTIONS

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

"The ability of the United Statea to deter aggreasaion,
limit conflict or wage war succeaafully dependa on our
country’as ability to rapidly deploy and suatain fighting
unitas.”(1ll] Thia atatement from the 1983 United States Air
Force (USAF) Maater Airlift Plan ias the cornerstone of our
national security astrategy. To achieve the goals of that
strategy, the U.S. haa long relied on a mixturé of CONUS-baaed
and forward deployed forcea. Inherent in thia atrategy is a
force-projection requirement which demands the capability to
mobilize, deploy, and sustain a military fighting force on a
worldwide baaia. (2]

The requirement to deploy forces, coupled with the
uncertainty of a time-frame and a location of a military
conflict, haa made it axiomatic that U.S. astrategic lift
forces have worldwide capability. Experiencea such aa Vietnam
and Grenada have forcefully demonatrated that need. (3]
However, since the end of World War II and the beginning of
the Cold War, the bulk of our global atrategies have revolved
around the Soviet Union. The Truman Doctrine, the Marahall

Plan, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),




containmant, the Carter Doctrine, and the Reagan Doctrine were
all formulated in reaponse to U.S. perceptiona of the
capabilitiea and intentiona of the Soviet Union.(4]1 And it
follows that U.S. atrategic airlift requirements have likewiae
been driven by acenarios involving conflict with the Sovieta.
A more detailed discussion will follow in Chapter 2, but for
now it ia aufficient to atate that the moat demanding of thoae
acenarioa involved a reaponae to a Soviet-Warsaw Pact threat.
That scenario, one of four poatulated in the 1981
Congressionally Mandated Mobility Study, has been the driving
force behind the improvements we’ve made and plan to make to
our airlift forcea.[S] In other words, without the apecter
Soviet-Waraaw Pact threat, one could poatulate:that our
current and future airlift forces would differ quite
aignificantly from those we have and thoae we plan for the
future.

Now, however, aa former UN ambaasador Jeane Kirkpatrick
atates, "The Cold War ia over -- nearly. The poatwar era is
finiahed -- abaclutely.'" (6] The hiatoric eventa of 1989 --
the breaching of the Berlin Wall, the collapae of communiat
regimeas in eaatern Europe, and talk of German reunification --
have lead the Buah adminiatration to conclude that the Soviet
military threat ia drastically reduced and that warning of a
Soviet attack in Europe, long aasumed to be 14 days, would
more likely be a month or more today.(7] In addition,

Director of Central Intelligence William Webater has told




Congreaa that the Soviet Threat in Europe and around the globe
haa and will continue to decrease. (8] To those ends,
President Bush, in his 1990 State of the Union address,
committed the U.S. to reduce ita central European troop
strength from 325,009 to 1395,000.(3] That troop strength and
the reaultant reductiona in equipment ia a key factor in any
atrategic airlift equation.

A significant isaue in the global diminution of the
Soviet threat is the mandate for conventional arms control
talks and the formal negotiationa on Conventional Armed Forcea
in Europe (CFE) sessiona. The general goalas of CFE are
greater stability, a reduced potential for aurpriase attack,
and a redefined Eaat-Weat balance at lower but equal levela of
equipment and capability. (1@l

It’as obvioua that any CFE reductions will impact military
atructure and baaing and therefore atrategic airlift
requirements. The gqueation of what that impact will be ia the

thruat of this paper.
BACKGROUND

Twice before in thia century, the U.S. bhaa emerged from a
great war and ruahed to demobilize ita forcea. In a asenae, we
are once again entering a poat-war era and just like the two
previous wara, we won.{11] Once again there appears to be
that urge to demobilize. After all, we’ve not had a aeriouas

confrontation with the Soviets since the 1973 Arab-lIsraeli War




which, in terma of probably of conflict, was much leaa saerious
than the 1962 Cuban Miasasile Crisis.(12]

Thua we’re at the point of having to construct a new poat-
Cold War atrategy. That takea vision, which in turn requires
aome idea of what the new world will look like. Based on the
events of 1989, that ias a near imposaibility. But there are
certain "knowna.'" Deterring nuclear attacka and defending the
U.S. homeland will atill be paramocunt. We also still have a
clear commitment to the security of Europe, the Arabian
Peninaula, and the Pacific Rim.[13] We also know that our
economic, political, military, and ideoclogical intereats are
worldwide, and if they are to be protected, wevwill have to do
ao militarily. We muat also realize that we never have and
never will want for enemiea. Finally, because we are an
“"ialand"” nation, iaolated by two immenae oceana, power
projection becomea the meansa by which we effect our national
atrategy. That places the responaibility on atrategic airlift
and sealift.[(14]

The Secretary of Defenae haa liated aeven critical
requirementa for our land force structure. Three of those are
particularly germane to the diacusaion: forward defenae
through forward preaence, CONUS-based forcea to reinforce
forward-deployed units, and rapid deployment
capabilities.(15) And the U.S. Army haas committed itself to a
mix of heavy, light, and apecial operationa forcea that are

atructured to deploy combat ready. But even the moat




deployable and combat ready forcea can’

atrategic lift. ({161

Thua even though we’re entering a
great change and uncertainty, there is
we can build our military atrategy. I
departure point for this paper because
of change and ils itself perhaps one of
for change to our atrategy and thua to

requirements.

t get there without

decade and beyond of

a foundation upon which
choae CFE as the

it represents that time
the greateat drivers

our airlift

The next two chapteras will look at our airlift ayatem and

CFE. The final chapter will look at the world, our military

atrategy, and our airlift requirementa

after CFE and attempt

to draw aome conclusiona about thoae requiremehta.
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CHAPTER I1I

MILITARY AIRLIFT

Aa noted in Chapter I, the world scene has changed
dramatically in the last decade and particularly in the past
year. However, in regard to our military strategy, aas Air
Force Secretary Donald B. Rice recently obaerved, "Deterrence
will remain the core of our national military strategy.' (1]
Given that, the ability to project our nation’s military power
will remain at a premium.

When we hear the term power projection, we muat think
about our lift forcea -- both airlift and sealift. The U.S.
projects power and sustains combat forces through a mobility
program consisting of three components: airlift, sealift, and
prepcaitioning. Airlift ia the quickeat and moat £flexible,
but it is limited by capacity and airfield availability.
Sealift, on the other hand, haa a tremendous capacity with
aome flexibility, but it ia relatively alow and, it too, is
limited by facilitiea, in thia caae seaporta. Speed, of
courae, ia relative. However, when one compares sealift to
airlift, one is talking about days versus hours. 1In the early
daya of a conflict, that difference ia critical. Preposai-
tioning, the atoring of equipment and supplies in or near a
theater of expected operationa, reducea the need to move that

equipment over long diatances, but it lacks flexibility, is




timzly manner.{2] The2 relatlionzhip betwzen these conponenta

is depicted in

SEALIFT

2d DESTINATION
TRANSPORTATION

Figure 1. Mobility Interrslationahips (3]

Q0f thease three parts cf the mobility triad, airlift ia by far
the moat reaponaive, the fasateat, and the moat flexible, and
is, without a doubt, a critical national asset. Its history,
capabilitiea and resocurces, requirementa, and future will be
the aubjects of thia chapter. Definitions of two terms are
necessary first however. Intertheater, or atrategic, airlift
{s long range between theatera, for example, £from CONUS to
Eurocpe. Intratheater, or tactical, airlift 4is short range

within a theater.




HISTORY

Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Charlea Miller, who haa
written an important book on airlift history and airlift
doctrine, divides that history into six time periocds or eras:
pre-World War II, World War II, the poatwar yeara, 19955-1965,
Vietnam, and the modern era.[(4] A detailed history is not
reguired for the purposes of thia paper, however it ia
neceasary to appreciate how our airlift ayatem and doctrine
arrived at where they are today.

The pre-World War II era can best be aummed up in the
worda of Secretary of War Harry Woodring who asaid in Auguat
1937 that he saw no rationale "for buying any tranaports due
to their high price.’ (5] Aa a result of hia ahort-
aightedneasa, leas than four percent of all U.S. military
aircraft were transports on the eve of the war. Unofficial
doctrine claasified airlift aa supporting primarily air forces
and lesa important than combat forcea. That same doctrine saw
wartime airlift needa aa coming from the civil air fleet. (6]
Taken aa a whole, the U.S. entered the war with a woefully
inadequate airlift arm.

The war years asaw airlift emerge as an essential element
of airpower. Several important doctrinal changes occured:
airlift aupportas the entire military, not juat the air forces;
alrlift ias a vital element of national atrategy; centralized
control is easential; and the intertheater and intratheater

miasajiona are diatinct. (7]




The poatwar period reaulted in an airlift structure
conatrained by the hasty demobilization and the resultant
budgetary limitationa that affected all of the services,.
Howaever, the creation of the Air Force as a aeparate service,
the Berlin Airlift, and the Korean War showed the flexibility
and reaponaiveness of airlift and, with the Air Force as a
aeparate aservice, gave it an advocate. (8]

The yeara between 1955 and 1965 were extremely turbulent
onea for airlift as the nation’s military atrategy revolved
around our nuclear araenal. For inatance, when budget
reductions during the Eisenhower years forced the Air Force to
reduce 1ita atructure by aix wings, the entire cut was taken
out of the airlift force.(9] The other aide of the coin
however, saw the nation emerge from this period with one new
airlift aircraft, the C-141 Starlifter, in service, and one on
order, the C-5 Galaxy. Theae two aircraft are the foundation
of our airlift capability today.

The ten years of the Vietnam War reaffirmed many
previoualy learned leaaona, including the fact, proved at Khe
Sanh, that airlift makea a critical contribution to the in-
theater ground force employment and sustainment. 1In addition,
a new theme gained popularity -- airlift forcea muat be
organized under a single, high-level command in order to
increase reasponaiveneaa and to provide naeceasary
economiea. [(1Q]

Finally, the modern era has seen the merger of intra- and

10
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AIRLIFT CAPABILITY AMD REZSCURCES
In order to underatand the airlift aystem, it {3 £firat

negc=23ary to have some RKnowledge of ilts rescurcez and
capability.

The Alr Force’s Military Aflrlift Command (MAC) L3
reaponaible for airlift within the Department of Defense. MAC
uaes a mix of active duty Alr Fores, Air Force Reservs, Air
National Gusrd, and the Civil Res=rve air Flast (CRAF)
equipment and personnel to meet the nation’s military airlift
neads. MAC maintainsg three primary aircraft to accompliah the
alrlift mizaion: the C-5 Galaxy, the C-141 Starlifter, and
the C-139 Hercules. A new airlifter,.the C-17, is programmed
to £f1ly for the firat time in the summer of 1991. The relative
aize o0f =ach alrcraft and the payloads and ranges are ahown in

the following two figuraa.

2
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Figure 2., Military Airlift Aircraft (
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The CRAF {ia made up of U.S.
within the civil sector during peacetim=, but are
augmnent MAC in time of war or national smargency.

types in the CRAF are depicted below.

civil alrcratft that operate

conmitited to

Aircraft

CRAF Airlift Alrcraft [(14]

Figure 4,

The CRAF aircraft are committed by atagea:
Stage I -- Committed Expansion:
perform airlift when MAC can’t meet requirementu.

Commander-in-Chief (CINCMAC) haa tha authority to

Providea aircraft to

Tha MAC

activate




Thiz ataje. Airzzaft moat

Stage II -- Axlific Z
AQirlift For a3 masor 2srlif
naticonal mockbiltzatlicrn. Tha
thiz ztaye. Response tinme

Ztage III -- Mational
aircrafe in the CRAF. Thi

Secretary of Defensze after

the Prezident or Congress,

In the =vent of CRAF

movement (25 percent’ and
requirements (28 percent?
alrcraft.[15] Numbera of

vary from month to month,

Le a3t tha onload zite 20 24 hoorz.
azrgensy:  Prowidses additicnal

L emergency that doceszn’t warrant

e Secratary of Dafenze activataes

ia again 24 hours,
Emergency: Provides all of the

atage la activa

It

1t

=d by the

a natiocnal emergency is declared by

Respona= time ia 48 hours,[13S3
activation, nearly all troop
a large portion of cargo
would be met by the civil
airecraft committed to the progranm

however, Figure S represents typical

numbera.

STAGE | STAGE 1 STAGE M
CINCMAC SEC. DEFENSE PRESIDENT/CONGRESS
(COMMITTED EXPANSION) (NRUFT EMERGENCY) {NATIONAL EMERGENCY)

24 HOURS 24 HouRS 4§ HOURS

X
CARGD
CARGD (ARG
"Mt

L 49 n ) 8 1§
Figure 5. CRAF Contributions [17]

Activation of the CRAF is not only a military decisaion,

but ia alao obvicusly very political. To that end, the CRAF
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4s

understand the Jdifferent types of equipment that are reguired

those that can be

[1d

to Le airlifted. Bulk cargoes ar
zonflgured on pallets or by direct loading on alrcraft.
Cversize cargo i3 larger than the usable dimensions c¢f a

all=t {a atandard military pallest meazaureas 28 inche= by 108
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C-141. Outaize cargo will only £it on a C-S5.(181 An

important point that ashould be noted here ias that althcecugh

.

several CRAF aircraft ars comparable in ailze to the C-S,
structural limitaticns ¢z not allow them to carry outsize
zargo in combat configuration. The aignificance of the above
discussion i3 that merely atating an airlift requirement 1in
tons or numbers is inadequate, because type and/or config-
uration is equally impeortant. The example that follows

llluatrates this polint.

Ce+S Ce10 Cors
ouT-Si
v |:|z!° ouT-Si1280
P31
NVER-3I1ZED OVER-S128D
%

(1))

63.2K Tons 168.8 X Tons 199.84 K Tons

Figure . Distribution of Cargs (First 15 days) [19] -
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in Millions of Passenger-Miles per Day (MPM/D). Intratheater

¢

ap

Hy,

irlift capability L=z measured in Tons per Day (T/D).

w

Intertheater capabllity is measured in Millions of Ton-Miles
per Day (MTM/D>. That capability i3 a measure of aircraft
zpesd, utilizaticon rate, payload, and a standard productivity
factor. For example, for a C-S £flying an inteftheater mission
at 423 knotz with a payleoad of €8.9 tons, the m=aaured

capabllity would be (171 MTM/D (423 times 5£8.9 times 12.5

(141

houra/day utlilization rate times a productivity factor of .47
divided by cne million tons).(201 The MTM/D measurement haa
bacone one of extreme importance to airlift syatem plannerse
and analysts as we shall see in the next section. One final

point 12 the concept cf airlift operaticna shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Airlift Concept of Operaticna (211




The objective of all airlift miaaiona la the timely delivery
of personnel and materiel, thus the system must be reasponaive

to ita users.

THE REQUIREMENTS FOR AIRLIFT

Since 1974 there have been at least 17 major mobility
atudies conducted which have compared requirementa for airlift
to capability. In every one of the astudies, the overall
requirements exceeded the capabilities.[22] There is one
atudy however, that has become the astandard upon which airlift
requirements are baaed. That atudy is the Congresaionally
Mandated Mobility Study (CMMS) which was released in April
1981. The CMMS waa the reault of the Departmeht of Defenae
Authorization Act of 1981 which required the Secretary of
Defenae to determine the mix of airlift, sealift, and
prepoaitioning that would provide an acceptable military
response to contingenciea in areas of potential conflict
throughout the 1980a and into 1990.(23]1 The CMMS, prepared by
the aervicea, the Joint Chiefa of Staff, and the Department of
Defenase, concluded that the U.S. needed an intertheater
airlift capability of 66 MTM/D. (24]

The CMMS, the moat datailed atudy of airlift ever
conducted, evaluated four acenarioa in which the U.S. might
f£find i{taelf involved. 1It‘’a important to remember the time
frame during which the atudy waa conducted waa 1980. The four
acenarioa were: a Soviet-backed indigenous force attacking
Saudi Arabian oilfielda; a Soviet invagion of Iran; a
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NATO/Wargaw Pact conflict; and a two-front conflict involving
the Persian Gulf and a precautionary reinforcement in
Eurcpe. [29]

Even though the CMMS haas become the baseline for our
airlift requirements, there are several caveats to the study
that must be noted. Firet, the CMMS evaluated only the
intertheater airlift requirements, and did not conaider
requirementa for reshipment by alrlift, rail, or truck once
equipment and troops arrived in a theater of operations.

Since many areaa of the world do not have a tranaportation
infrastructure adequate to support U.S.-type mobility
requirementa, intratheater airlift will be the only meana of
moving peraocnnel and materiel. Thua the omiasalon of thia part
of the mobility miasion becomes aignificant. Secondly, tre
CMMS assumed unconstrained enroute basing and overflight
righta, unlimited petroleum, oil, and lubricanta (POL>
support, unconstrained port throughput, and finally no loss of
alrcraft due to accidenta or enemy action.[26]1 Perhapa the
ultimate caveat, however, ia that the €66 MTM/D ia not even the
actual requirement that the astudy concluded was needed. The
leaat demanding acenario actually required an 83 MTM/D airlift
effort to meet delivery datea. The 66 MTM/D ia in fact a
minimum '"goal” based, not on the requirements of the CMMS, but
on fiacal realitliea. In other worda, it ia an affordable
goal, [27]

It i1a alao important to note that aimply uaing a goal
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like &€& MTM/D docea not convay the complexity of the ailrlift
aystem. As mentioned in the previous section, the dynamica of
different types of cargo, the capabilities of each aircraft,
and regquired dellivery aequence and timea are critical to
underatanding the necda of an airlift ayatem. Alao though 66
MTM/D may seem enormous conaider the following: moving an M-1
tank from Fort Knox to Europe equatea to about .25 MTM/D or
moving four tanks equates to one million ton milea of
capability. Thuas 66 MTM/D La not an unthinkable number.[28]
Notwithatanding that argument however, the CMMS ias atill
considered the standard, and the 66 MTM/D baseline is the
raquirement the Department of Defenae and Congreaa haa used
aince 1981. The bottom line, however, ia that our current
fleet of military aircraft and the CRAF cannot meet that
requirement. The next section will discuss today’s capability

and what’a being done to add to {it.

THE FUTURE

It haes becoma axiomatic that after a decade of neglect,
things began to look up for airlift in the 808 aa a reault of
the Reagan buildup. The laat decade saw the C-141 atretched
and made air refuelable to appreciably increaae ita
capability, saw the rewinging of the C-SA, and saw the
procurement of an additional %@ aircraft, the C-SB. That

equated to a quantum leap for airlift capablility. Aa a

comparison, at the time of the CMMS in 1981, our airlift




capabllity atood at approximately 3@ MTM/D. (291 Today, thanka
to the stridea made in the 80a, that capability atands at 48
MTM/D -- 32.6 MTM/D consists of military aircraft capability
and 1S.4 MTM/D f:om the CRAF.[30]1 VYet that figure,
representing a 69 percent increase in capability in nine
years, atill falla far short of the 66 MTM/D goal aset by the
CMMS.

That shortage is further exacerbated by several other
factors. Both the C-141 and the C-S5S need relatively long,
paved runways (5,000 to 6,000 feet) for safe operation. This
limits the number of usable airfields throughout the world.
Additionally, as diacusaed previocualy, only the C-S can carry
outalze cargo, and deapite the fact that the U.5. Army haa
been developing lighter (in terma of equipment and number of
troopa) forcea, any major conflict will require movement of a
jgr=at deal of auch cargo. For example, 40 percent of an
armored diviaion’s equipment is ocutsize, as ias 43 percent of
that of a mechanized division. Finally, the intratheater
airlifter, the C-130, haa a relatively limited range and cargo
capacity and no proviaiona for inflight refueling.(31]

It’s alao aignificant to note tﬂat neither MAC nor CRAF
aircraft currently carry any defenaive equipment and are thuas
vulnerable to any type of threat to aircraft. The CMMS 66
MTM/D haa no attrition reaerve,.[32] That meana graphically
that a C-141 moving 20 tona of needed equipment S000 milea

acrosa an ocean that is ahot down two miles £from itas
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deatinaticn has delivered zero ton miles. (33)
The Departiment of Defense anawer to both the shortfall in
capacity and to the above conatraintas is the C-17, a new

ft=r currently under development by the McDonnell Douglaas

[

irl

[Ty

Corporation. Although approximately the same size as a C-141
(see Figure 2), the C-17 will have twice the payload, one half
the crew, and operate at the same cost per £flying hour.
Additicnally, the C-17 will carry outsize cargo and can
operate into runways as short as 3,000 feet, opening up
approximately 6,400 more airfields worldwide. [34]

The Alr Force wants to procure 210 of the new airlifters
by the =nd of the century. With that number, the C-17 fleet
would provide 27.36 MTM/D of capacity and bring the airlift
fleet up to the CMMS goal.1335)

The main atumbling block for the C-17 program ia ita
coat. Projected at $178 million per alrcraft, the total
program cost ia close to $37 billion. The big question is
whether we can expect Congresa to fund a new program requiring
that amocunt of money in theae timea of reduced defenae
spending. [36]

In reality, there are four directiona the C-17 program
could take: procurement of all 210 aircraft as planned,
procurement of all 210 aircraft atretched into the next
century, a reduced buy, or cancellation. Optiona three and
four have the effect of negating any chance ~f ever meeting

the 66 MTM/D goal. 1f the buy is stretched out, the




retirement of both C-141 and C-130 aircraft will aleso cauae
total capacity to fall short of the goal. And as the

following table shows, our airlift aircraft are aging.(37]

TYPE NUMBER AVERAGE AGE (1352)
C-141 267 27 Years
C-5SA 77 21 Yearsa
2-SB p=1" S Yeara
C-120 (All Models) 575 28 Yeara

Alternativea have been suggeated and inveatigated cover
the paat aeveral yeara, Thoae alternativea have lncluded
procurement of off-the-shelf commercial aircraft such as the
Boaing 747 or the McDonnell Douglaa DC-10. The attractiveneas
of theage alrcraft ia the currently operating production line,
which offers significant initial procurement savings.

However, neither of theae aircraft provides the military
utility of either the C-S or the C-17, aince they cannot
structurally accommodate the Army’s heavy equipment.
Additionally, the height of their cargo doora requirea apecial
onlcad and cffload equipment, increaaing miasaion complexity

and timea. Coupled with longer runway requirementa (7,000

feet minimum), adding theae ailrcraft to the airlift fleet
would aeverely limit areaa of operation. (371

Thua, if the U.S. is going to meet the airlift goal set
in 1981 and have an aircraft that offers flexibility we’ve
never had for both the overall airlift ayatem or for the

theater commander, it’s necessary that the C-17 procurement
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CHAPTER 3

CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE (CFE)

The Conventional Armed Forces in Europe negotiations, or
CFE aa they’re commonly called, actually are a part of a
continuing arma control negotiation proceas that began with
the Helsinki Final, which was aigned in 1975, and the
Stockholm Agreement, signed in 1986. These two accords
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) provided
for advanced notification and obaervation of large-scale
exerciaea conducted by either of the treaty organizationa.
Their purpoae was to reduce tenaiona and apprehenaion. The
CFE negotiationa, which began in March 1989 and to date have
included a seriea of aix sesasiona, involve the 16 membera of
NATO and the 7 membera of the WTO. CFE negotiationa, in turn,
are held under the much larger umbrella of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and the Talks on
Confidence-and-Security-Building Meaaurea (CSBMa). Theae 35-
member organizationa include not only the NATO and WTO
membera, but alao the neutral and ndn-allgned atatesa. (1]

The purposa of thia chapter is not to presaent a detailed
chronology or analysis of CFE, but rather to discuas what CFE
means in terma of force atructure, European stability, and a
deaire on the part of both NATO and the WTO to reduce the

level of conventional forces and the potential for conflict.
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GOALS OF CFE

The general goals of CFE are to build greater atability
in Europe, to reduce the potential for surprise attack, and to
redefine the NATO-WTO balance at reduced, but equal levela.[2]
Even with the uncertaintieas about the future of NATO, the WTO,
and the Soviet Union today, the general feeling among the
Weatern alliea ia that CFE repreaenta a unique opportunity to
reduce the real threat in Europe and to encourage the Soviet
Union to restructure its military forces and redefine its
political aima.(3] 1In other worda, CFE provides a path to
eatabliah a new order politically and militarily in a Europe
that has existed in roughly its present form since the end of
World War II. At the Malta Summit in December 1989, Preaident
Buah and Soviet leader (now Preaident) Mikhail Gorbachev
agreed to signing a CFE treaty by the end of 1991, although
recent eventa in Eaatern Europe could accelerate that pace
conaiderably. Baased on the proposed date the reductiona would
be completed in 1993 for NATO and in 1997 for the WTQ, which

takea into account the greater reductiona required by the WTO.

Force Talliaa

The CFE reductions will center around what are termed
Treaty Limited Items (TLI). The TLIs and the proposed levels
to which they will be reduced are as followa:

Tanks NATO 20,000
WwTO 20,000
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Artillery NATO 16,500

WTO 24,000
Armored Combat Vehilcles NATO 28,000

wWTO 28,000
Aircraft NATO 5,700

WTO 4,700
Helicopters NATO 1,900

wWTO 1,900
Troopa NATO 225,000 (30,000 of

theae outaide Central

Europe)

wTO 195,000

The reductions are very asymmetric which strongly favor the
U.5. and NATO, however the end result is relative parity in
numbera, but not neceasarily in capability. And differencea
remain in the definitiona of tanka, armored combat vehicles,
and aircraft, and in the numbera and aizea of artillery
piecea. However, theae are not conaidered inaurmountable

obastacles. (4]

IMPLICATIONS OF CFE

Some of the implications of a CFE treaty are obviousa
while aome are more esoteric. Chief among the former are that
CFE promisea to enhance military aecurity and atability in
Europe by reducing forcea to levels adequate for deterrence
and defenae but inadequate for offensive cperationa without
reinforcement and buildup.(S] One not-ao-obviocua implication
ia the difference in withdrawal distances. Under the terms of
CFE the Soviet Union will withdraw and/or destroy the TLIa

from Europe to eaat of the Ural Mountaina, and the U.S. will
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do the aame to CONUS. The dichotomy ia that the Soviet forces
remain 609 kilometers (by land) from Central Europe while the
U.S. forcea have moved 6000 kilometers (by sea or air) from
Central Europe. That theme will be expanded upon in the next
chapter.

The end result and the moat important implication is a
aignificant reduction in terma of forcea by both the U.S. and
the Soviet Union in Europe, hopefully raising the threshold of
war. However, as Colonel Ralph Hallenbach writes in On

Diasarmament, *"“atability and aecurity will ultimately depend on

more than the military dimension of the East-West situation.
In the final analyaia, both alliances muat alao reach out
politically, economically, commercially, and aécially in waysa
that will cement the potential for new, and much more
cooperative relationahipa. Only then will laating security

and atability be asaured.' (6]
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CHAPTER 4

AIRLIFT REQUIREMENTS AFTER CFE

Aa I atated in Chapter I, I chose to look at strategic
airlift requirements in the context of CFE because those
negotiationa asignal a significant change in U.S. national
military atrategy. No one would argue that we’ve lived tn a
bipolar world since the end of World War II, but aa Jea.
Kirkpatrick haa avowed, that era ia finished and ao ia the
theme that has unified the U.S. and its allies during that
period, containment of the Soviet Union.(1] That fact,
coupled with CFE, and the atunning geopolitlcai changea in
Eaatern Europe, have apparently leasened the importance of the
U.S. role in Europe. Thus, it would seem to logically follow
that U.S. atrategic airlift requirementa could be reduced. My
theasis i1a that airlift requirementa are as atringent as ever.
What we‘re really seeing is a ahift, aa Marine Corpa
Commandant General Alfred Gray puta it, "from a bipolar
balance to a multipolar one with polycentric dimenaiona." (2]
Or as Secretary of the Air Force Donald B. Rice asserts, "The
recent ‘outbreak of peace’ atems from a relaxation of
artificially imposed totalitarian systema. The potential
exiata for a bubbling up of fermented diacontent.'{3]

The remainder of this paper will diacuas the reaaoning

behind my argument that we cannot afford to reduce our
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capability to project power and rapidly deploy our forcea to

any apot on the globe.

EUROPE

In addition to CFE, several other factors figure
prominently in U.S. military strategy for Europe. First is
that the newly non-communiat governmenta of Eaatern Europe
have asked the Soviet military to leave their countriesa. (4]
The impact for the U.S. ia that CFE will mandate 195,000
troopa in Central Europe, leaving a U.S. Army with two
divisions and two armored cavalry regimentas (as opposed to
today’as four and five reapectively). And the Soviet military
withdrawal will create a de facto buffer zone between the
Soviet Union and U.S. forcea. Additionally, because of the

Soviet withdrawal and the CFE limitationa, the CIA hasa

concluded that warning time of a £ull-agale Soviet attack haa
increased from 14 days to a month or more.(5S] This logic
would seem to dictate a significant lowering of airlift
requirementa. There are, however, additional factora that
mnuat be conaidered to give a true picture of the European
equation.

The aecond element isa that the Soviet Union haa by no
means become a pacifist state. It continues to modernize its
forcea, emphasizing quality over quantity.(6] Tha military
remaina a potent threat, with the world’a largeaat aray, a

growing navy, scon to commissaion ita firat real aircraft
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carrier, an expanding intelligence aervice aimed at the U.S.,
and deployment of a new mobile nuclear misaile.(7] And aa
previoualy mentioned, that threat terminates only 600
kilometera from Central Europe.

The third and fourth key elementa go together under the
axiom that "power abhora a vacuum.'" (8] Firat i{s that with the
decline of the Soviet hegemony, we’re already seeing a
reaurfacing of irredentiam in Eastern Europe that threatens
any stability.(9] Second is the reunification of Germany.
Many Europeana fear a reunited Germany, aa doea a Soviet Union
that haa twice in this century aeen German invaaiona that have
killed milliona of ita citizena. Therefore, it may be
neceassary that a atrong U.S. presence, acting aa what Harry
Summera calla "an honeat broker," will remain in Europe to
allay the concerna of Europeansa and the Sovieta and to act as
a atabilizing force while Eaatern Europe seeka to restructure
after decades of domination.[10] That presence will also
serve as a "tripwire" for the rapid deployment of U.S. forces
from CONUS should conflict occur.

The £inal element of the equation ias NATO itaelf. Even
though NATO won the Cold War in Europe, the alliance has not
outlived its usefulnesas, nor has U.S. membership. A U.S.
withdrawal from NATO would leave the Soviets as the strongeat
force in Europe. But it’s also true that an American military
presenca in Europe without a NATO framework ia probably

unacceptable. (11]
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Theretore, it aeema probable that the U.S. will remain in
Europe at CFE atrength limits with enough Army infrastructure
to build up to six or seven divisions in two to three
weeka.[12] According to General H.T. Johnaon, Commander-in-
Chief of USTRANSCOM, that structure, i.e. forward presence
rather than forward deployment might involve more airlift than

ia required today.(13]

THE THIRD WORLD

Deapite the multitude of changea in the world, one fact
remains -- the "factors which have caused conflict since the
beginning of recorded hiatory did not change in 1989.

Economic problema, religious and ethnic atrife, territorial
disputes and ideological differences atill remain.”(14] In
fact, even as the Soviet threat haa aeemingly abated, we’ve
aeen the use of chemical weapona in the Iran-Iraq war, the
proliferation of high technology weapona throughout the Third
World, increasea in terroriam, and the increaased flow of and
diaputea over narcotica. 1It’s highly probable that the future
will be characterized not by major warfare, but by low
intensity conflicta that have great potential to involve U.S.
intereats.[(15] And as hiatory has demonatrated, amall or
Third World nationa, such as Vietnam or Afghaniastan, can fight
superpowera or other Third World nationa with equal
effectivenaas.

In the pasat the flow and uae of high technology weapons
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have beaen controlled by a few nationa, mainly becauae few
Third World countries had the expertise to either maintain or
operate the weapona. That gave the industrialized nationas,
i.e. the auppliera, a tremendoua amount of influence, becauae
they could either cut off the flow of weapons .nd apare parts
or fail to maintain the equipment. Today that’a changing as
two trenda become evident. Eaatern European countries are
eager to sell their no longer needed Soviet equipment for much
needed caah, and the Third World countriea are increasingly
able to operate and maintain high technology weapona
themaelvea. [16]

Thua any future Third World conflicta are likely to
become protracted, and the longer they continué, the more
likely the U.S. will become involved as our own interesatsa
become threatened. For example, all ocne haa to do ias conaider
oil. The U.S. currently importa about half of it’a oil from
the Persian Gulf. With our own economically recoverable
reserves expected to be exhausted in leas then 50 years, that
dependence will increase. Any conflict in that area would
almoat certainly affect the flow of 911 and aignal the
likelihood of U.S. military intorvenéion.[17l

In that type of conflict, the rapid deployment capability
of airlift is crucial. An excellent example is the 1973 Arab-
Israeli War. Although the first ahip carried almoat aa much
equipment as the total airlift had carried in the previous 19

deys, it didn’t arrive until five days after the war was
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An additisnal conatraint to o any fyture 2onflict in Thes
Third World will be baaing. Az tha following figurs shows,
the general trend haa2 bsen our loss of bissges and/or baaing

righta ovarazaa.
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Figure 10. Overaeas Baaing (21]

COLLECTIVE SECURITY

Any diacuasion of U.S. intereata around the world haa to

conaider one of the building blocks of our national security

policy -- our alliancea. The U.S. is currently party to seven

formal allianceas and also to aeveral other defenae agreamentasa
and laesa formal arrangemaents.(22] In addition to NATO,
sevaral of these alliances involve nations in areas of the
world that have potential for conflict, such aa the
Philippinea, Korea, Southeeat Aaia, and Latin America. Our
commitmentas to these nations anq the rapid responae required
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will place airlift at a premium. An example ia JUST CAUSE.

JUST CAUSE

It’a difficult to quantify the requirements for airlift
in any conflict, and it’as not the purpoae of thia paper to do
ao, however, the U.S. intervention in Panama in December 1989
is a good case in point for airlift demand. First of all it’s
important to note aeveral facts: we had aecure basea in
Panama, we had 12,200 troops already in place, the Panamanian
Defense Force waa smaller than the Washington D.C. Police
Department, and by air, Panama ia closer toc Miami that Miami
is to New York City.[23] Yet, aa Secretary Rice teatified to
Congreaa, D-Day required fully 25 percent of our total airlift
force to accomplish the mission. That didn’t include aircraft
on alert, in maintenance, or being prepared for follow-on
miasiona. The need for airlift was s0 great, that MAC had to
cancel over 170 training misaiona in the nine-day period
following D-Day. In addition, the requirement for formation
lead-qualified ajircrewa and the need to augment aircrews due
to the flying times involved, cut aharply into the available
crew force. Altogether, S50 to 55 percent of the atrategic
airlift force waa committed during the two days prior to and
the two daya after D-Day.[24]

If one projects such an operationa to a country in the
Middle East, for example, negates the in-country troop
strength and the secure bases, and multiplies the flying

distancea fiva-fold, one can appreciate why airlift is
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critical today and will be in the future,

CONCLUSION

Airlift will continue to be the "“Backbone of Deterrence™
for the United States into the foreseeable future. 1It’s
capability for rapid force projection over long distances will
be critical to U.S. intereats overaeas and ultimately to our
way of life in the U.S,

While Europe may no longer be the pre-eminent factor in
the threat equation, the U.S. needa to maintain a atrong
presence there in the intereats of astability and deterrence.
That preaence will require a atrong airlift force. 1In other
areas of the world, aa modern, high technology weapona
proliferate and old tenaiona and animoasitiea surface, regional
conflictas will be more difficult to contain and, aa Preaident
Buah told the UN, "may well threaten world peace as never
before.” [25] Aa Sun Tzu wrote centuriea ago: "There has
never been a protracted war from which a country haas
benefited.” (26] The U.S. muat have the capability to reach,
hit hard, and end any conflict quickly. The beat fighting
forces in the world can’t achieve their mission unleas they
can get to where they’re needed when they’re needed. Only the
apeed and flexibility of airlift gives ua that capabiliity.(27)]

The eventa of the paat year have brought great change,
though not necesaarily peace and security. When viewad in the

context of the CMMS, the changes have caused three of the four
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acenarioa to be invalidated. 1It’a aignificant that the focusa
of our astrategy has ahifted from Europe to the Third World.
But it‘’s alao important to remember that even the least
critical acenario in the CMMS actually required 83 MTM/D to
get the job done. So if our nation wants to maintain a strong
deterrent military that haa the capability to protect not only
the U.S. but alao our intereata and our alliea and to be able
to influence and control events worldwide, we cannot afford to

reduce the airlift force that gives us that capability.
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