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ne world has cnangea drasticalily 1n the past ei1ghteen months. the driited
o P4 dizy imd CoLarn.d 0N & nNOot one 1n the Middle East. HNaticonal
military strateqy has been turned upside down bv tne rush ot world events - tne
tall of tn= Berlin Wall and tnhne public perception ot a much reauced Soviet
threat to Eurocpe and NATO. the apparent dissolution of the Warzaw Fact, tne
near sconomlc —collapse of the Soviet Unian. and a strong reminder or now
reqronal instabilities can threaten world peace and American interests by
Ired’ s annenatian Kuwalt and the subsequent "Desert Storm". The Nationai
security Strateqy the United States states that forward presence nas been
afd Wlle Zontlnue 5 be a critical element of our detence posture 1nto the
toreseeable tuture., The current torms of torward presence are surveved in tnis
studv, and tnoughts on the future structure of forward presence inm & rapldlwv
changing waorld are otfered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

"American leadership 1in the postwar world
and our commitment to the forward defense of
our 1nterests and those of our allies have
been underwritten by the forward presence of
U.S5. mi1litary forces. We have exerted this
presence through force=s permanently stationed
abroads: through a network of bases,
taci1lities and logistics arrangements: and
through the operational presence provided by
periodic patrols. exercises and visits of
U.5. mi1litary units. Clearly, the mix of
these elements will change as our perception
of ihe threat changes, ... But our forward
presence will remain & critical part of
defense posture for the foreseeable
future,"?

National Security Strategy
of the United States (1990)

The United States (US) won the Cold War with the help of its allies after
more than four decades of persevering 1n & consistent national strategy of
containment of Soviet expansion. Forward defense through forward presence was
the cornerstone of US conventional war deterrence., second in 1mportance only to
nuclear war deterrence in the national military strategy component of that
successtul national strategy of containment.

Some pundits have suggested that the US may have lost 1ts strategic focus
with the end of the Cold War and the perception of a receding Soviet threat.
Some suggest that forward defense may be an outmoded concept. I believe that
torward presence will continue to be part of our national strategy. Although
there will be few 1f any new forms of forward presence, the current forms will
continue to have utility. Despite constraints, we will be limited only by our
creativity. Finally, I will offer some thoughts on the structure of forward

presence 1nto the next century.




ENDNOTES

T2 Ahite Adouse., Natlonal Security Strateqy of the United Stxtes
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CHAFTER 11

FRESENCE DEFINED

1

Jamewhe & J% i Armv le..lcon theéere 1s at least one definitisn and wsuallwy
an assaciated acranym +or every tornm of military activity. However. there 1z
i te togox definition for torwara presence, nor 1s it detined in tne JCZ Fug
L-02. Dicvtionary of Milltary and Assoclated Terms. The many torms forward
OresEncCE Can tane are detlned, described and often discussed at greo- lemgin in

militar, publications. but presence 15 not defined.

Ta establish & conceptual tramework for this paper. [ developed tre
+t+oilowing ge+*inition of torward presence within the context of national
Jetenset trnie visible employment of US military personnel and/or military
naterisl as a deterrent outside of the continental United States (OCGNUS: at
anv polnt along the operational continuum short of involving major US
conventional forces 1in combat.

My simplistic definition could be subject to endless scholarly debate. It
includes small unit combat operations of limited scope and duration and
peacetime contingency operations such as Desert Shield in Saudi Arabia. but 1t
excludes the subsequent combat operation designated Desert Storm. It includes
our military activities in Alaska and Hawaii. It excludes any diplomatic.
economic, soclal or psychological activities that do not have a military
component.

The term "esployment" in the definition could be criticized as denoting
action or movement which could exclude what some may term passive measures such
as storage of materiel or unmanned (1.e., automated) sites or systems.

However, thara 15 always some artrvity assoclated with these sn-called passive



"E.3.. Dalntenance, Jata collection. eotc.:, ang the term employment

"

neasure
als. eni:mo-:325 emplacement.
< wir s luatvoserslal aspect I my Jdetinition lies Ln the Lerms
"detersent’ and 'viszible.® Deterrence 1s "the prevention from acticn Dy Zar
0¢ the Zzns=3:2r .2s. Deterrence 15 a state of mind brought about by the
exi1stence of a credible threeat of unecceptable counteraction, 't Dace major
conventional forces are engaged 1in protracted combat operations, 1t 1s c.ear
tnat deterrance, by definition, has failed.

Jisibiiity 13 1nextricably linked to deterrence. WVisible to whom”™ Jo

those we wish to deter! This 1> reminiscent of the oid philosopihical question.

"I1f & tree talls deep 1n the forest and there 1s no one there to near 1t, does

1t make a sound?" In the case of forward presence, the answer 1s "no.

Target audience 1s the kev to the concept of visibility. A target audience
mavy be the world at large, the senior leadership of a specific country or
movement, the control cell of & terrorist organization or countless gther
possidilliities. Therefore, forward presence, by definition. alsoc includes
covert activities using military personnel and/or materiel, as long as the
activity 1T visihle to the targeted audience and deters that group or
individual from taking an undesired action. An 1nvisible presence 135 beth
contradictory and serves no useful deterrent purpose, which goes to the heart
ot the 1ssue. Deterrence 1s the ultimate purpose of forward presence.

The detinition may not be scholastically airtight. It 1s aonly offered to
provice a conceptual frame of reference for the study. So for the purpose of
this studv. let us accept that forward presence 1s the visible employment of US
military personnel and/or military materiel as a deterrent outside of the

continental United States (OCONUS) at any point along the operational continuum

shor . of i1nvolwving major US conventional forces 1in combat.
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CHAFTER II1

THE SHAFE OF THE FUTURE

"Today ... the intzrnational landscape :s
narx2d bv change that 13 breatn-taking 1n 1°S
character, d1menslon and pace. ne ramlllar
NOGY 1A3s OF postwar security gOiicy are o0e1ng
.00sened pyv developments that were baroel,
inadined vsears Jr even months ago. ‘et. our
10ais and 1nterests remaln coanstant. And, «s
we lock torward -- and hope +tor -- =« batter
tomorrow, we must look to those alements of
Jur past policy that have played a major roie
1N bringing us to where we are today."?

h¢)

NE 1.2 1T o« time of great change. Within the past eianteen mogtns, tn

29.3 War =nded. the ber.:n Wall crumbled, Germanv reunifiec., and a 25-led

T

Toa..ticnm *Srie 9+ European and Arab allies has gone to war with [rag wizh ¢

S+ the Jnited Nations (UNJ. Few would nave predicted these everts =3
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sittle a3 twd sears 2Q6., let alone the rapidity witn which trev developeao.
Jther zi3ni+icant cZhanges are in the offing both at home and abroad. The

gars to be con the verge of economic collapse. The Soviet "Union" mav
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11ssolve as, one atter another, Socialist Republics attempt to secede or go
their own way. As Soviet forces are withdrawn from the eastern European Warsaw
Treaty Graanization (WT0) states. where will they go” Food and housing are in
shor* supply 1n the Russian Soviet fFederative Sociaiist Republic «RSFSR) or
oreater hussla. Will & hungry populace and a dissatisfied military result 1n a
nititars Zoup® Will the apparent tallure of his domestic policies to date lead
Jorbachev to reverse his course and return the USSR to « "pre-thaw" status”

4are glastnost ‘openness) and perestrolka (restructuring;, merely excuses to

allow DHorbachev to broaden his powers until he 1s a virtual dictator®2




JESSITE 113 2C0NOMLIC and LOLltiCal wOoesS, 1% would D2 fooillsh to +oroes -

‘
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SRo1s s Sotantially Jangerous adverzare. The JESF strategic nuclear arsz ol
S0 Doviest disizions
TR wi.. TesT T osmily ali De Dased sehind the Jrals constitute « +ormidanle

ITneeatiIna. s e 3tiil wastly larager than tne NATD +$orces currently in
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veing.?  Some even argue that these new formaticns are even more strean.

and zr+2ctile. Ine Zoviets have done nothing militariiy that s -2t

Rere 13 no more insecure time 10 the lire 0t an empire . 20 &0
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1t 15 +acing tne Jevolution of 1ts power: no more dangerous time 10 The L1%5 O
Sorel1giin LIoamuniism being., after «ll. a secular religions than wnen 1% o
i72st 1ts inner +alth but retains 1ts cuter power."*

At nome, rundreds of Defense Management Feview (DMR) 1n1tiatives are under
way desplte d1re service predictions about readiness 1mpacts. Fresumably

driven -+ 2Cgonomil pressures and their percelved collapse of the Joviet tn-eat,

35 Tas alreadv moved to reduce the active duty Army strength tram Cver
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TS0.300 T to SIZ0.000. Though less dramatic than the Army reduction, the

sther Services are also being reduced significantly. Iraq’'s bloody anne:ation
ot Kuwalt and the subsequent Desert Shield and Desert Storm operaticns have
snlv delayed the process, not stopped it. How will remaining forces be
structured to meet national security requirements? Where will the forces be
stati1oned” In what strength?

Aow many divisions will there be to meet the 47 different security
obligations of the US? Some have proposed as few as seven active Army
divisions and three xctive Marine divisions.® Although more reasonable
estimates hover around a 14 to 16 division Army, 1s the division still the most
appropriate tactical building block? I support the proponents of the British
model o+ lethal. relatively self-contained brigades grouped. when necessary,

under small., tactical division headquarters.




The Conwventional Forces 1n Europe (CFE, talks are currently deciding tne

1T 403 :toaltore Gf U3 forces tooremaln in Eurspe.  There appears to be A
MIWITT serden r@EIentment St & major US presence 1n thelr countrv, not
Ji:si@ic: T othe mosd among the youth of the Republic of Korea. Although

il
Lit
1

2T lmAat

=1 -LFR force range +rom as low as zZero US forces 1n centrai
—arcoe Oy . there 135 consensus that the ground forces will be areatiy
redquced trom the four (+) division force now assigned and that tactical air
orces will pe proporticnatelv reduced. Amid speculation that our total WNATO
conkltment of “ten divisions 1n ten days"® may be siagnificantly reduced., "1t
nas +alsar been argued ... that the centrality of NATO requirements leads not
anly to U.S. weapons and forces less suitable for interventions elsewhere but
to more enpensive forces as well,"®

what 15 the shape of the future? How does one project even five years

ahead let alone 20 to 10 years when so many significant changes are nappening

il
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The Multipolar World

"The international security environment 1is 1in
the midst of changing from & bipolar balance
to & multipolar one with polycentric
dimensions ... . If we are to maintain our
position as & world leader and protect our
interests, we must be capable of and willing
to protect our global interests. This
requires that we maintain our capability to
respond to likely reqions of conflict ... we
must maintain within our active force
structure a credible military power
projection capability with the flewibility to
respond to conflict across the spectrum of
violence throughout the globe ... we must
have unimpeded access to (these economic)
markets and to the resources needed to
support our manufacturing reguirements ... .




in the Mmiddle East, 1t wi1ll remain 1in our
interest to malntain stability for both
seconomic and political reasons since many of
our allies depend cn ithe region for the
majority of their cil supply.”t®

General A.M. Dray
comméndant of the Marine Corps
14 March 1?7990
seneral Grav, Commandant of the Marine Corps. praovided the above testimony

to the House Armed Services Committee on 14 March 1990. I[n retrospect. his

testimony was prophetic. [ wonder 1f General Gray was surprised to see Irag

iend the weight of history to his words only a few short months later? I¥
nothing else, thne current Middle East c(risis has underlined the instability of
certain regions, the importance of regional power balances and stability to
world peace and US ability and willingness to protect US interests abroad.
Although not a historian, I recognize the danger of allowing recent events
to unduly influence one’s view of the future. An in-depth logk at the
post-Desert Storm Total Army structure or that of any particular theater 1is
beyond the scope of this paper. However, I believe that the lessons learned
from Operation Desert Shield and the onqgoing Operation Desert Storm will
significantly influence the structure of the Army and of forward presence into
the 21st century. Consistent comments from a variety of senior visitors to the

U.S. Army War College (USAWC) in recent weeks have only reinforced that belief.

Contingency Corps

“Regional conflicts, with the potential to
spill over and directly involve U.S. military
forces, are the principal threat to U.S.
interests in our AOR."1?

General H. Norman Schwarzkop+f
CINC, CENTCOM
8 February 1990



Although the optimal size and mi.. of forces 1n the US-based contingency

ZOF03 ars 21320 pevond the scope of tnis paper. 1t 15 most likely that any
-uturz Coootiagenc, Iorps wiil be nighly fle:ible with respect to torce mi an:
|
te mors z=2.+-I3ntalned.  Some have even argued that as many a3 three £arps are
regulred 1o etrectively respond to regional threets,'? 4 S20.000-man actl.= 1
|
for<e with two or more highly flexible contingency corps definitely argues for |
zome tactizal building block smaller than our current division structure.t”®
in any event, most recent senior visitors to the USAWC agree the force shouid
oe relatively self-supporting.
A seir-contained contingency corps also has 1mplications for the way the
Total Army 1s structured. More combat service support forces must bte "moved"
from the reserve component (RC) 1nto the active component (AC). The current
inteqrated structure was created by General Creighton Abrams 1in the
post-Yietnam vears to ensure we never again went to war without
mobi1lizing.** Most recent senior USAWC visitors seem to tavor a tiered Total

Army structure which would allow an all-AC contingency corps to deal with

reglonal contingencies or "small wars" without mobilizing the RC.
War Reserve Stocks

War Reserve Stocks (WRS) were insufficient. The objective of 60 days of
supply was never achieved for any given commodity, to include ammunition, .
because 1* was never adequately funded. Frogram and 1tem managers do the best
they can with funds available, but WRS and authorized acquisition objectives
(AAD) are almost always at the tail end of the program procurement due to other

pricrities, especially for ammunition.?*s

10



ASz.nlng there 1s an adequate industrial mobilization base. which many
doutt. 1t 13 too slow and compler to respond to short term contingencies, \
Thers wilil z= pressure to buy the full 40 days stockage of all munitioncs and
critical xssets, especially “smart” munitions, somehow against the ne.t major
caontingency.

ihe afloat prepositioned torce (AFF), nine ships prepositioned with
common-use WRS, water, rations, FOL (petroleum, 01l and lubricants) and
ammunition, was a qreat success. 5Stationed at Dieqo Garcia in the Indian
Ucean, the AFF reached the Central Command (CENTCOM) area of responsibility
tADR) within eignt days of notification. Commanders in Chief (CINC) of Unified

Commands wi1ll want more of these despite their vulverability to a sea power.

Force Frojection

The most prolific writers on the subject of force projection are Marines.
Not surprisingly, many write that only the Marines are capable of forcible
entry on an 1nhospitable shore due to their amphibious capability.®e
Froponents of Army airborne forces will probably take issue with that point, |
but there 1s consensus that the Maritime Frepasitioned Force (MFF) was a
success.

The MPF consists of 13 specially configured roll-on-roll-off (RORO) ships
divided 1nto three Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons (MFS). Each MPS carries
the heavy equipment and 30 days of supply (DDS) for a Marine Expeditionary
Brigade (MEB). The personnel and light equipment for this 16,300 person force
of sailors and marines are alrlifted to marry up with their MFF heavy
equipment. These were the first relatively heavy forces in the CENTCOM AOR.
Granted, the 82nd Airborne Division was there first, but each MEE has about 50

tanks (M40 vice Mi), the rough equivalent of an Army armored battalion.

11



The mFF nas no organic capability Yo project 1tself on a hostile shore. [t
MUS™ rei, I AaMPN1Z1CW3 and ar aivrborneg forces to secure & port or beacn for
1izEwtac~1n] 113 fauipaent. [t 13 st1ll the most responsive "heavy' force., and

the dArmy Mas want a slice of the MFF pie 1n the future.

Strateqic Mobility

We were unable toc move the entire f(1.e.., close) originally designated
Desert Shield contingency force within 30 days using all reasonably available
alr and sealift short or mobilization, a fact that did not escape the notice of
tne press!” and the general public.

pstute observers have bemoaned the shortfall of strategic airlift for over
three decades.®*® Currently, the Secretary of Defense claims that we are 25X
short of the strategic airlift requirement of 66 million ton miles of carqo per
day (MTM/D) to support a European war.3:® Some observers feel that a maore
realistic regquirement 1s at least 83 MTM/D and probably much more,2° perhaps
as much as 130 MTM/D.2t

The strategic airlift fleet consists of only 250 C-141 and 110 C-5 aircraft
in the total force.2? Lieutenant General Bernard E. Trainor, USMC, Retired,.
estimated that moving Just one airborne division to the Middle East reguires
almost 900 C-141 sorties.? It would require S00 C-141 sorties just to lift
the 10,200 personnel and equipment, less vehicles, of a light division.2¢

Fassenger movement has not been & problem for Desert Shield or Desert
Storm. The short+all 1s in cargo. The Military Airlift Command (MAC) 1s doing
a beautiful job; there just aren’t enough assets. Congressional decisions to
delay or stretch out the C-17 cargo aircraft procurement do not bode well for

future strategic airlift capabilities.=2®



CINCs will want more strategic airlift. As usual. the question will be who
pavs.

Joctrifhariv.e approslimately Y9N of our eguipment and resupply materiel must
move Dy sea 1n any conflict, 2% although the Desert Shield estimates seem to
pe Detween Ju avd 534. The Secretarv of Defense has i1dentified a seallft
regqulrement o+ cne million short tons in a single lift and a 20% shortfall 1n
meeting that requirement. The US Merchant Marine 1s expected to carry a large
portion Ot the sustainment burden for any conflict, yet 1t has been 1n a state
of serious decline that 1s not expected to improve.?” In fact, no merchant
ship has been built i1n an American shipyard since 1987.329

The US does possess eight SL-7 fast (i.e., 37 knots) sealift ships (FSS),
however 1t takss all of them to move just one heavy division in one lift. A
$600 million appropriation for four more SL-73 last year (FY 90) went unused by
the Department of Defense. A portion of the ftunds were diverted to other
requirements, but $I73 million was still lying 1dle at the end of the fiscal
year.=2°

CINCs are going to want more FSS.

The Future

What 1s the shape of the future? The entire defense community 1s eagerly
awalting the Special Operations Forces Comand (SOFCOM) Net Assessment which
purportedly will tell us what our regional concerns should be for the next 15
to 20 years. This suggests that no one, with the possible exception of SOFCOM
within 1ts relatively limited frame of reference, has a clear view of the

future.




To & great extent. the National Security Strategy describes the snape o+

the tuture, tne ends to which ouwr national means - economic. political,
T0Ci0-oi.InalIdioal, and military powsr - willl be applied. "We have alwavs
soudnt to 2rotsct the safety ot the nation., 1ts citizens., and 1ts way of life.
wWE have .zl Tontribdtad 1o oan international environment o¥f peace, sreedom, and
progress within which our democracy - and other free nations - can

tlourish, 2@

Tne National Security Strateqy also cites tne four continuing military

components ot America’ s arand strategy: deterrence, strong alliances, forward
detense., and torce projeciion. Thils strategy pronouncement further dictates we
will achieve "forward defense through forward presence," ! a cornersione of
conventlional war deterrence.

Regi1onal contlict, not general war, seems to be the greaiest threat on tne
norizon. Authorities generally agree that US security interests and the US
econamy are best served by a strong and growing internationai econamy. 32
Regional stapiiity and world peace are requlired for the growth of that
international economy. If the US 1s to enhance regional stability through 1ts
47 current security agreements, it seems intuitively obvious that some forms of
forward presence will be required.

Mo matter how well the economy fares, 1t seems clear that we are embarking

n at least a decade of austere defense budgets. If proportionately larger

(ul}

ot that budget are allocated., as I suspect, for more strateqic lift
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and/or prepositioning, the AC forces must be smaller, more flexible, and
perhaps. reorganized around & smaller tactical base than the division. Qur
forward presence must be the most cost-effective we can devise, and. to a great
evtent, that effectiveness will be & function of the effectiveness of our

psychological operations.
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CHAPTER IV

A SURVEY OF FORWARD FRESENCE

'"There will be & requirement for a variety
of forces to include amphibious forces, land-
and sea-based prepositioned forces. and
alrmobile and airborne forces. The challenge
will be to determine the correct mix based on
need and affordability."?

Deterrences 1s the primary purpose of forward presence. Yet, Just as there
are poiltical, sconomic., social, psychological and military elements of
national power., there are political. economic, social., and psychological
dimensions to every military activity. While I will show that deterrence 1s
either the primary or underliying purpose ot all forms of forward presence, 1t
15 not always the highest priority. In many instances. there are other, higher
priorities even though the purpose of deterrence 1s ultimately served.

Yisibility 1s the common thread that runs through all forms of forward
presence. How do we achieve that visibility? In the past, visibility has been
too often serendipitous. The US would take the action(s) deemed appropriate
and awalt (or perhaps predicated upon) the response of the media and,
subsequently, world opinion. Our efforts in the future must be more focused by
emphasizing an often neglected component of all types of operations,
psychological operations.

Fsychological operations are "planned operations to convey selected

information and indicators to foreign audiences to influence their emotions,
motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the behavior of foreign
governments, organizations, groups and individuals. The purpose of

psychological operations is to induce or reinforce attitudes and behavior

favorable to the originator’s objectives."?




Wwhii2 =ne concept of psvchological operations has a dec:idedly military

flavor, 1° 1: part It the larger fabric of perception management. Fercept:oan

nahalem=~7 L: J2+1°ed as 'actlons to convey ana/or deny selected 1nformatlon
anc 1ndilat.r3 T2 rar=1gn audiences 1o influence thelr =moticns. MCT1vE3 ang

bect .
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“¥azlolngs and to intelligence svstems and leaders at all ilevels %3

LNYIUEnNTS Sf+illal =2stimates, ultimately resultina i1n foreign behavicrs and
JtTiZia. acltions *ravorable to the originators objectives. In varicus wavs,
percestion nanagement combines truth projection. operations securitv. C2ver anc

12.2ptlaon, and psivohological operations.”® Effective perception management
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T1Za: for v131D:il1ty and the subsequent effectiveness ot forward or

P

1tialily, 1 surveved the current forms of forward presence and attemptes
to group them dJoctrinallv. [ turther subdivided the doctrinal grcupings into
two orcad Categories of deterrence, direct and 1ndirect., although they couid be
MOr2 accuratelv cnaracterized as "more direct” and “"less direct." The 1ndirect
category contains those forms of forward presence 1n which purposes other than
Jeterrence2 are the nighest priority.

Based upon my earlier assessment of the future, each form of forward

presence 1z evaliuated for 1ts future utility using the criteria of visibility,

gst-e+fectiveness, and credibility. Visibility, as discussed earlier, 15 the
abi1lity to send a message(s) to a target audience(s). Credibility 1s the
believability of that message, and cost-effectiveness 1s, as always, "bang ftor

the buck."
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Indirect Deterrence Forms

Nation Building

Matlon Duliling ENJUMPpasses & Oroad range ot often over iapping misslaons,
FUNCTL1INS and adtivsin1es thal contribute Lo thne strendtnéenlng Jt Lhe talrilc ot
« host nation HN-L. ARy torm Gt rorward presence that contributes to tne KN
infrastructure. acIsotance or legitimacy 15 nation buiriding and -—oncurrentiv
Jenerates qocd wii. for the US and enhances acceptabilizy of a 3 military
cresence.

Nat1an buiiding 1ncludes such activities a= civil affairs (CA,, support to
JS and foreign civii authorities, fore1an 1internal detense (FID), and security

sistance.

['1)

a

Civil Affairs (CA)

Civll affalrs are "those phases of the activities of a commander which
embraces the relationship between the military forces and civil authorities and
people 1n a friendly country or area or occupied country or area when U.S5.)
Military forFedS oF@ BFRBERAL.'Y  In the case of an occupying force, LA would
also 1nclude mi1li1tary government such as the US military government 1in Japan
following World War II.

The utility of CA was demonstrated i1n Fanama followinqg Operation Just
Cause. C(A elements were instrumental 1in reestablishing civilian control of the
country. Fresuming a successful outcome to Operation Desert Storm, & similiar
effort 1s anticipated 1n Kuwait. If our view of the future holds true. we can

e.pect more reqional conflicts and more requirements for CA.
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CA 15 visidle *to the ciwvillan populace and. Sust as importantly, to tre
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asverament. It <ontributes to the leaitimacy of the HN government 2t a mi~ina.

co5t. MGzl LA as3sts oare 1n the Reserve Component RC). althouan S0FLOM 1

ui

attenctiny v burld a slightiy lavager Al CA structure.)

Counternarcotics

Uzctrinally, Countermarcctics 1s support .o U5 civil authorities as a
seazetone ZJntingency Jperation within the comtext of low 1ntensitv caontiiz:
LIy the "politicali-military confrontation between comtending states or
Jroups pelow conventional war and above the routine, peacetul competition amoni
states. "Military forces may be 1nvolved in a varliety of actlons taken to
detect, disrupt, interdict., and destroy 1llicit drugs and the 1ntrastructure

tpersgnnel, materiel, and distribution systems) of 1llicit drug trafficking
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de3. S0UTHCOM forces are actively engaged in counternarcotics with an
emphasls on the Andean region of South America. The total counternarcotic
e¥tort 1s a mix of activities which i1ncludes training of HN military and
Zivilian (police) forces under security assistance cases which contributes to
toreign 1nternal defense which I will address below.

Counternarcotics efforts are visible to the HN government and to the arug
tratfickers, With appropriate FSYOF, the effort will be visible to tne HN
populace to good effect. There will be a continuing need for this type of
cooperation 1nto the foreseeable future, and the effort 1s relatively
cost-eftective, There 1s a direct training benefit aor value for the US forces
involved, and the flow of drugds 1nto the US 1is reduced. This appears to be
another "win-win" form of forward presence with no significant disadvantages

+or the future as long as there are no military casualties.
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Foreign Internal Defense (FID)

Sare1gn tnternal detvense FIDY 1s the "participation by Zilwilian and
Miiltar, 33encies of a government in any ot the action programs taken by
ancther az.=rament to tree and protect 1ts scciety from subvercicon,
iawiessness, and insurgency."® Althougn FID as LIC doctrine encompasses a
wlder range ot activities than my narrcw definition of forward presence, 1t
does 1ncludes a number of proqrams that are forms of forward presence tound 1n
Jtner catsgories. Lounternarcotics programs and secv *y assistance programs
are put two examples. In fact, I can 1dentify no form o+ forward presence that
15 unique to FID (1.e.. without application *o other program cateqories).

The “nation building" benefits of FID programs are HN government and
societal stability. The visible employment ot US personnel and materiel 1in
these efforts sends a strong signal of US support and commitment to the HN ana
t2 any potential disruptors of that stability. These programs promise to be

particularly effective in the future as we shift to & more north-south focus.

Security Assistance

Security assistance 1s "groups of progqrams authorized by the Foreian
Assistar e Act of 1961, as amended, and the Arms Export Control Act of 1976, as
amended., or other related statutes by which the U.S. provides defense articles,
military training, and other defense-related services by grant, loan, credit,
or cash sales in furtherance of national policies and objectives."”

Security assistance includes a much broader array of programs, but the
Department of Defense administers the Military Assistance Frogram (MAF),

International Military Educational and Training Frogram (IMETF), and Foreign

ra
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Miiitary Zales (FM3'.,  some of the manitestatlons of this security assistance
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tstance and Advisorv Groups (MAAL), moblle training teans
sMTT o, wml milrtery c1vic actiaonz (MCAN.

Tne worsdwil= Fr 37 security assistance bill was approsimately 11.9 biliion
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3 & continuing trend of fewer security assistance dollars
2aln v2ar, 0wt tneose dollars spent 1n the poorer third world countries have a
much grester impact tnan doliars spent elsewhere.

These programs will continue to have a direct and significant 1mpact on

rriendiy third world HNs and reap agreat benefits for the US out of all

proporticn to our 1nvestment,

Military Assistance Program (MAF)

MaF 1s "that portion of the US security assistance authorized by the
Foreiagn Assistance Act of 1761. as amended, which provides defense articles and
services to reciplents on a nonreimbursable (grant) basis."® The worldwide
Fy 39 MAF was approximately 466.3 million dollars with almost 777 of that total

301ing to American (Central and South) Republics.®*© Although the lion’s share

went to El Salvador, there were 16 other beneficiaries of this "grant aid."

International Military Education and Training Program (IMETP)

IMETF 1s "formal or informal instruction provided to foreign military
students, units, and forces on a nonreimbursable (grant) basis by offices or
2mployees o+ the United States, contract technicians, and contractors.
Instruction may i1nclude correspondence courses; technical, educatianal, or

informaticnal publicationss and media of &ll kinds."1?



Emplavment o+ US military +orces OCONUS to enscute IMETF 135 a very
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efractive form of forward presenca. Mobile ftraining teams dizcussed 1z

SMe way Ot aZIImoilshing this. wAnather 1s U5 mMilitary Services Funded Forelgn
Training ('Tralnlng which 135 provided to foreilan nationals 1n US military

Serwvice scnoois and 1nstallations under authority other than the Fore:ian

Assistance Act of 1961."1'2) when 1t i1s conducted on OCONUS installations.

Foreign Military Sales (FMS)

FM5 15 "that portion o+ U.5. security assistance authorized by the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended., and the Arms Esport Control Act of 197s. as
amended. This assistance differs from the MAF and IMETF in that the recipient
provides reimbursement for defense articles and services transferred."*?®

In F7 89, approximately 10.9 billion dollars worth of Defense materiel,
training and other services were sold to "friendly" nations.'* Less than ‘wo
biilion dollars of that went to Europe and Canada. Most of it reinforced our

shi+t 1n focus to north-south.

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG)

The MAAG 1s "a Joint service qroup, normally under the military command of
a commander of a unified command and representing the Secretary of Defense,
which primarily administers the US military assistance planning and programming
1n the host country."3®

Often, the MAALG is the most visible US military element in the
administration of security assistance programs. The most significant exception

to this 1s 1n the realm of military civic actions which are discussed below.




Mobile Training Teams (MTT)

A MTT 13 "a team consisting of one or more US personnel drawn from Service

i

resources and sent on temporary duty to & foreiagn nation to qive 1nstruction.
The miszsicn o+ the team 1s to provide, by training i1nstructor personnel. a
mi1litary Service of the foreign nation with a self-training capability 1n a
garticular skill."te

Such & team recently handed over responsibility for a successful program to
the Bolivian government to train 1ts own military and civilian police
counternarcotics forces. mMuch less glamorous but just as necessary to nation
buirlding, I bave perscnally dispatched maintenance training teams to Fortugal

and to Eaypt. On any given day, each TRADCC technical school will have at

o

east one MTT deployed to a foreign country.

Military civic action (MCA)

Military civic action (MCA) 1s "the use of preponderantly indigenous forces
on projects useful to the local population at all levels in such fields as
education, training, public works, agriculture, transportation, communications,
health, sanitation, and others contributing to economic and social development,
which would also serve to improve the standing of the military forces with the
population. <(US forces may at times advise or engage in military civic actions
1N overseas areas.)"”

MCA 15 tremendously effective in poorer third world countries where even
small 1nvestments of US dollars, materiel, and manpower reap great results in
improving the human condition and enhancing the image of the US. "Not since

the formal recognition of MCA (Military Civic Action) as a tool in U.S.

rJ
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Mmilitars ztratedqy -0 vears ago has there been such an opportunity +or using

ACm oMa. 0@ The most intluential tool 1n accomplishinmg tne smift in facus

from =237 west to nortn-south.  Specitically, De Fauw sees mCA as & major

11
C
]
L
pi
C
-+
-
—
[e)
-

contrigutian in since 1t addresses 1tself to 1mproving ecsonamic
and 300100l03ic4l conditions, 1n etfect, preempting two major causes of
dissatistaction otrten leading to 1nsurgency or LIC.

The At+rica Civic mction (ACA) program has been a great success desplte very
rew Jollars 1nvested $13,630,000 for a&ll of 1989 through 1%839). Fraimarily. 1t
has been & security assistance program (MAF) with the Corps of Engineers
providing technical advice and assistance. The ACA "recognizes that the United
States has x major 1nterest in promoting political stability in Atrica and that
pavertyv 1s a cnlet cause ot African political instability. and seesks to
encourage military participation in social and economic development."*®

““itnhougn mcdestly funded, the ACA program has made solid contributions to

1ts objeciives. Infrastructure that saves lives. promotes economic and social

i

development and provides enhanced foreign exchange to the governments 1s in
place and operating. ... Because of its emphasis on nation-building projects
and development, 1t successfully addresses some of the major preconditions tor
insurgency and low intensity conflict development and may be viewed as playing
an indirect role by reducing their likelihood."3°

Reserve Component (RC) forces have played a major role in the success of
the programs in Latin America. "During Fuertes Caminos “88, the task force
constructed three school houses, basketball courts and soccer fields, and
painted and cleaned a church." Medical Readiness Training Exercises (MEDRETS)
in 1787 included "providing medical assistance to 8,000 Hondurans. treating

8,000 animals and performing some 5,000 tooth extractions."2?




Althougn most nations find the road building and repalr the most valuable.
the boli.ian Fareign Minister recentlv informed CINC, SOUTHCOM, that the
medicTal 413 Iragrams contributed the most to nis country™s welfare. SOUTHCOM

-

plans ror 1771 include 127 exercises, 48 new clinics, 87 new schools, 80
ciiometers or naw roxds, and seven new water wells.

The training value of these exercises for RC units conducting them 1n
austere znvironments 1s tremendous. The host nation (HN) gains in
intrastructure and quality of life. Tremendous gcod will is generated by tne
employment of US torces 1n these programs. The level of effort and dedication

and the attendant benetfits are evident (1.e., visible) thrcoughout the region.

cvervone wins, and the cost 1s negligible.

Humanitarian Activities

In a perfect world, humanitarian programs would be pursued solely because
they benefit humanity. I would like to believe that the US and most of 1its
allies pursue those proarams because we really do wish to help alleviate
suffering in the world. Fragmatically, there are some significant benefits or
positive by-products of employing US military forces in humanitarian efforts.

In terms of world opinion, humanitarian programs are highly visible yet
non-threatening. A force can showcase its ability to rapidly deploy and
rapidly attack a problem without anyone feeling militarily threatened. Natural
disasters provide an excepotional opportunity to demonstrate one’s capability
for quick reaction. Through effective FSYOF or perception management, everyone
can see what a strong., qood and responsive friend the US can be. Yet, subtly
there 15 the message that we can apply those same skills to the employment of

combat power as easily as aid. Is it not better to be a friend?




ror all o2f tnese reasons, I consider the humanitarian activitiec described

nellw *0 pe indirect +orms of deterrence.

Humanitarilan assistance/disaster relief.

Humanltarlan asslstance 1s the "aszsisfance provided by DOD forces, as
Jirected ov approprilate authority, 1n the afttermath of natural or man-made
d1sasters to help reduce conditions that present a serious threat to lite and
property."2®2  Disaster relief 135 part of LIC doctrine and. as such. 15
consldered & peacetime contingency operation.

Decpite propaganda to the contrary. much of the world still sees the US as
the "gecod guys." We want to help. We want to be liked, sometimes too much.
we will continue to help whenever anyone will let us whether 1t°s 1in the
attermath of earthquakes 1in northern Italy or another Chernoybl. Even 1f our
motives are more complicated than that, why not take advantage of the good
press” Compared to the cost of & military operation, the cost of disaster

rejiiet 15 negligible, and there 1s a training benefit to be derived from every

si1tuation.

Noncombatant evacuation operations (NED).

NED "relocate threatened civilian noncombatants from locations 1n & foreign
or host nation."3%® Although these are normally U.S. civilians, host nation
or third nation civilians could also be evacuated.

NEOQ presents another opportunity for US farces to exercise strateqic
deployment and operational skills. The Marines”™ recent NEO 1in Liberia 1s an

eicellent example. If we are to assume the future holds more regional



contlicts, 1t 15 1nevitabie that U3 citizZens wlil be threatened and that wNEC
wlii D2 Dart of 2ur ftature.

“I2oare argniv 21zible operations.  Conducted witn sk1ll oand stvle. they
ar2 1ndicators ot other, more ominous, cCapabiiities of the forces involved.
Therefore. ~T. mave an lndirect deterrent value that can be successfully

explolted tnrough #3Y0F and perception management.

Search and rescue (SAR).

search and rescue 13 "the use of aircraft, surface craft, submarines,
speclalized rescue teams and equipment to search for and rescue personnel 1in
distress on land or at sea." Combat SAR differs only 1n that 1t occurs only
juring wartime or contingency operations."?2¢

Although even one human life is precious, the payoff for 5AR 1s not as
great as NEO or disaster relief. The most common operations are those
conducted at sea for missing airmen or ships. The cperations are also highly
visible and, relative to the number of victims usually involved., quite costly.
There are opportunities for FSYOF and perception management exploitation of the

efforts of the US forces in these operations.

Direct Deterrence Forms

Forward based forces and aircraft and naval unit visits are probably the
best kr~wn and understood forms of forward presence. These forms offer a clear
example of deterrence, & highly visible employment of military personnel and
materiel directly to the point or region to be "influenced." In &ll cases, an
activity 1n this category represents a visible commitment, strengthens

alliances and directly contributes to deterrence.
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The Jdirect dsterrence forms ot forward presence include a wide array of
DEAISTIME CINTLINAEncy Iperations, counterferrorism operations. Space conftrol
“Ifi.lTuEI, vIvwar 1 Daesed or forward deploved torces and preposiftioned forces.
#shiie 2227 2+ tnese fits witnin my conceptual framework of forward presence,
trE LLST LD o or sl inclusive,

Feacetime Contingency Operations

"Feacetime contingency cperations are politically sensitive military
activities narmally characterized by short-term, rapid projection or emplovmen:t
of forz=s 1n conditions short of war."25  These operations constitute a
categorv ot row Intensity Conflict (LIC) which 1includes shows aof force and
demonsirations., noncombatant evacuation operations (NEQ!, rescue and recovery
pperations, strikes and raids, peacemaking, unconventional warfare, disaster
relief, securitv assistance surges, and support to US civil authorities. LIC
ranges from a point on the operational continuum just above "routine, peaceful
competition among states" to a peint just short of conventional war, a very
broxd range of activity.

NEO. disaster relief, and support to US civil authorities have already been
di1scussed as 1ndirect deterrent forms of forward presence, and unconventional
warfare talls outside my definition of forward presence. The remaining types
of peacetime contingency operations are valid forms of forward presence and
bhear some scrutiny due to their direct deterrent value.

The key distinction between peacetime and wartime contingency operations 1§
that 1n peacetime the military efforts complement political and informational
efforts and objectives instead of purely military objectives. Feacetime
contingency operations are characterized by tailored forces, short duration

operations, joint/combined scope and, normally, rapid projection of forces.
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2C2LLAR C3ntingenc, Dperations., by their vsery deftinition and nature, wiil
Serve Us wei. a3 a form of forward presence in the future. These operatiocns

Ar2 ISngusted a3 reogquirea’ DY Jur polltical leaders as world events uanfold.

ut

we can. in Btract, pick and chose cur targets. Feacetime contingency
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opportunity to demonstrate to a "target audience" our
miiitary prowess short of war, our support for our friends, our wrath for our
2nemles, and our commitment to alliances in relatively short., economiz bursts.

fhe underiying deterrent value of these operations 1s that potentiail
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aries must recogniz2 that we can and will project military power.

Shows of force and demonstrations

“Forces deploved abroad lend credibility to a nation’s promises and
commitments, 1ncrease 1ts regional influence, and demonstrate its resolve to
use military force as an instrument of national power. ... These operations can
influence another government or political-military organization to respect U.S.
interests or to enforce 1international law."2?* Doctrinally, shows of force
and demonstrations include all forward deployments of forces., combined training
exercises, alrcraft and ship visits, and the introduction or build-up of

mi1litary forces in a region.

Forward deployaent of forces and
Introduction or build-up of military forces in a region

The definitional line between forward deployment of forces and the
introduction or buildup of forces 1s easily blurred. One could successfully
argque that Desert Shield be categorized as either form of peacetime contingency
operation. The objectives are the same. Ground forcea, air forces, naval

forces or some combination may be employed. Each has 1ts advantages.
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lLazswell ablyv argued that presence 15 still a viable naval mizsion and wiil
Zontinue to be 3c0.29  "Gunboat diplomacy”, though wielded more subtlv than 1n
Teddv Foosevelt’ s day, continues to have a role. In fact, Lasswell makes a

3000 caszs tor the Mavy to be the arm of choice 1n a time of constralned
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Tralning exercises

seint and/or combined ground forces training exercises such as REFORGER 1n
Europe and BRIGHT 5TAR 1n Eqypt present ewxcellent opportunities to strengthen
alliances and to exercise and demonstrate our collective security capabilities
10 many regions of the world. The "deterrent" value of these eiercises 13 much
greater 1n regions where there 15 no permanent US presence of any sianificant
size such as Central Africa or Southwest Asia.

Jnfortunately, such exercises are expensive and likely to be less frequent
during &4 period of austere defense budgets. Exercises in densely populated,
industrialized nations (i1.e., REFORGER) are also less popular 1n the HN than
they were five years ago or even last year before the Rerlin Wall came tumbling

down.
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L8S3 J13101Ll.%..  Tnev presant a Jreater FSY0F onallenge to target the

2P0 I5clate aadlence. Lertain Specilallled naval operations such oas Cfresdon e
Mavil=tllin 2 2r2l3es are desiqgned to send a wvery specitlc message - the fimits
S Ines I TllIolal waters.,

Alrcraftt and ship visits

A orelatively recent ecample occurred in 1986. "The World War [I. newly
rerurbilshed U.5.3. Missouri paid highly publicized port calls in Turkey to
commemorate 1ts visit in 1946 and to underscore 40 years of J.S5.-Turkish

friendsnip."2® {QOther., perhaps less well publicized, events occur almost

aircratt and ship visits are merely variations of the gunbcat diplomacy
theme. “Naval forces can be used more subtly to support foreidgn poiicy
inltiatives -- to underscore threats, warnings, promises, or commitments --
than can land-based units, and they can uo SO witnout inalterably tying the
Fresident’s hand." Referring back to Blechman and Kaplan’s study of 215
1ncidents, 'positive outcomes were particularly frequent when land-based combat
atrcraft were involved in an incident. This would suggest ... that the Air

Force might be used more frequently in political-military operations than has

been the case 1n the past."3°
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Rescue and recovery operations
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The nrincipal d1++srence between this arnd NED 13 that NEC nornaily 10.o0lv
+ Ccoperative AN wnile rescue and recovery normallyv (but not alwayss 1nvolves a
nostile country., The differences are 1nconseguentiai. The i1mportant point 13
that exch permits the demcnstration of & capabilityv tc rapidiv insert
sidn1+icant, 1f not overwhelming, combat power, accomplish & mission. and
withdraw. & capability that should bolster our fri1ends and prove a ban2 to any

potential adversaries.

Feacemaking operations

Feacemaking operations are 1ntended "to stop a violent conflict and to
force a return to political and diplomatic methods."3*2 One of the rare US
peacemaking operations occurred 1n 1988, Operation Golden Fheasant, when & US
composite brigade intervened i1n Honduras at the request of the Honduran
government.

Feacemaking may be construed as & form of intervention, but
"interdependence" that marks our future infers a certain amount of
intervention. Intervention 1n general and specifically peacemaking are rather
more likely 1n the future than less likely. The key 1s once more the rapid

projectinon ot power, quick, effective mission execution, and 2 speedy
p

withdrawal or hand-o+f to a peacekeeping torce.
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Strikes and raids

A 3T71lRE LI 'an atteck which 1s intended to in+¥lict dalede 20, zeile, or
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I23Tray an oRlective.’ A raid 1s

i | Ty

an operation, usuaiiy SMarl 10 3I..2.
1INVl ing « swith pernetration of hostile territorv to secure tnfarmatlon,
zonfuse the anemv, or to destroy h1s 1nstallations. It ends witn a plarrea
withdrawal upon completion of the assigned mission."3%

Operation Just Cause (Fanama, 1789) could be argued as an esampie of thi

type atr activity. Special purpose forces, general purpose forces or =z
combinaticn of both, as 1n Just Cause, may be used.
Such operxticns can be as visible as desired, and forces can bes txilored to

the ocjective and the circumstances. r-ue cost-effrectiveness.

Security assistance surges

Doctrinally, a security assistance surge 1s still security assistance whicn
I agdressed as one of the less direct forms of forward presence. A surge 15
essentialiy an acceleration of assistance when an ally 1s 1n 1mminent danger or

need. FM 100-20,/AFF 1-20 i1llustrates this point with two historical e.amples,

Chad 1n the early 1980s and Israel 1n 1973. A much more current example was
just effected 1n El Salvador where six UH-1M gunships and three a-27 aircraft
were delivered 1n January 1991, less than 40 days from the time the requirement

was 1dentified.




While the airlit+t to [sr«el was probably the most dramatic and ‘he most
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clear - tne US supportsz 1ts friende regardlass of
fe U3 can be & dood friend and a tad enemy.  The visibility and

taoe level oFf support can also be "tailored"” for 1 surge.

Feacekeepirng operations (FKQ)

Feacekeeping 1s not defined in JC5 Fub 1-92, but FM 100-20.aFF 7-70

descripes 1t as "military operations conducted with the consent of the

i

belliigerent parties to a conflict to maintaln &« negotiated truce and to
faciiltate a diplomatic resolution.®3* Feacekeeping operations (FKO) may
include such operations as withdrawal and disengagement, cease-fire,
prisoner-of-war (FOW) exchange, arms control, and demilitarization and
demobilization.

The detinition used by the International Feace Academy better capturec the
international or UN flavor 64 FKO. “Feacekeeping 1s the prevention.
containment. moderation and termination of hostilities between or within
states, through the medium of a peaceful third party intervention organized and
directed internationally, using multinational forces of soldiers, police and
civilians to restore and maintaln peace."S=

Colonel David J. Lofgren, AWC "90, makes a strong case for the 1ncreasing
importance of FKO in a decentralized, multipolar world and for the US
assumption of a greater role, even a leadership role, i1n UN peacekeeping.™®
Although he stops short of proposing US special units for peacekeeping during a
period of constrained defense resources. Lofgren does support contingency plans

and tailored forces fur those contingencies within the context of UN

-



responsibility. Lotgren even sees this as a means to Qain international
support .and tnerepv legitimacy) for other US operations (1.2.. forms of

ar 3400 a3 counterterrarism and counternarcotics.

[14]
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whiiz tne US has contributed personnel to only two UN peacekeeping efforts.
we have participated in at least five unilateral or multinational peacekeeping
etforts. An example of the fuzzy definitional lines of LIC doctrine 13 the
1¥87 1nvasion of Lrenada which Lotgren successfully argues was a PKO. [ arguenq
eariler that Grenada was a good example ot & rescue operation. Fferhaps 1t was
ooth. In any event, there are valid arguments for US participation 1in and
pernaps leadership of UN {and perhaps other then UN) FKO.

FKO are highly visible and relatively economical i1n that operaticnal costs
are normally shared among &« multinational force. The forces projected are a
credible deterrent to disruption of the peace. There 1s considerable evidence
and argument that FKO will become even more necessary in the future. FKO

satisfies the criteria for consideration as a future form of forward presence.

Military-to-military contacts

Military-to-military contacts between US and friendly or allied forces
occur on a daily basis and may be our most underrated form of forward
presence. Any contact between military personnel, official, semi-official or
soclal, qualifies as a military-to-military contact. Most of us regard these
contacts as merely part of doing business in & larger context such as NATO and
overlook the potential of these contacts.

William L. Carwile successfully arques that the WESTCOM Expanded Relations
Frogram (ERF)., an organized, focused application of military-to-military

contacts, 1s an effective model of forward presence in an economy of force AOR
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with =s1igniricant potential tor the tuture.3”7 The ERF has grown to routinized
interactions petwesn WESTCOM and 1nore than 70 countries that incliude ztaff

nC25. Seminars, and small staff
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ame ot these contacts have grown i1nto other forms of forward
Sreseniz s.000 as reciprocal individual and small unit training (1.e.. iezz tnan
Dattalion s1Ze! and major Joint and combined tralning enerclses such as the
annual Tiger Balm t51ngapore and New Zealand) and Cobra Gold (Thailand)
2MErT1Ses.

while Carwile described the Army program 1n the Facific., the principles can
pe applisd by all services. Carwile arqued that the progqram etfectively
maintained the Army’s influence (credibility) and visibility 1in an economy of
torce theater, an extremely cost effective form of forward presence. Since the
entire OCONUS world will become, 1n eftect, an economy of force theater during

a per10d of austere defense budgets, the value of such a program 1n the future

cannot be overemphasized.

Counterterrorism (CT)

Counterterrorism 1s "offensive measures taken to prevent, deter, and
respond to terrorism.">® The US bombing raid on Libya may argquably be our
best known and most effective counterterrorism effort. It was rapid; 1t was
proportionate; it displayed US combat power, precisely applied, to the world at
large and specifically to the terrorist world:; and thus 1t was cost-effective.
In the multipolar, decentralized world of the future, regional contlict 1is
more likely than general war, and terrorism 1s mare likely than regional

conflict and will certainly accompany regional conflict. Terrorism is a fact

1n our future. We should accept, plan for, and welcome the opportunities to




preciseiv apply military power "to prevent, deter, and respond to terrorisam" 1in
the future.

Caunterterrorism satisfies all of the criteria for consideration as &
tuture rorm of forward presence, visibility, credibility, and
zost-efrectiveness.  The quality of our intelligence will determine how

atfectively we can use 1t.

Space Control Forces

Since the days of the Soviet Sputnik and Fresident John F. Kennedy's
1dentification of space as a vital US interest, there followed an amazing 30
years of a space race to occupy what has been termed the "ultimate high
ground."” To date, the principal players in space have been the US and the
USSR, but other nations are gaining fast. A commercial European consortium 1s
already offering to place satellites in orbit for anyone with the right price.

Both the US and the USSR have systems or forces deployed in space. US
systems consist of communications, reconnaissance, surveillance, target
acquisition, weather, environmental mapping, and navigation/positioning. In
addition to all of these, the USSR has an offensive anti-satellite capability.
Space is becoming quite crowded and just as important to the next war as the
air, sea and land components.

That we have significant space capabilities is just &s important to our
friends and allies as it is to our potential adversaries. It is important for
deterrence that potential adversaries be aware that certain capabilities
ex1st. It 15 no longer classified that satellites can read license plates on
automobiles from an altitude of 22,000 feet or by extension that a CINC can see

deep into a potential adversary's rear area.3® The open discussion of the
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Space Defense Initiative (SDI/ was enough to send the Soviets scurrying to the
arms contral negctiating table.

The moartance attached to space by DOD was highlighted by the creation ot
the U.3. Space Command (USSFACECOM). a unified command, which has already
published 1tH doctrine FOF 4pace control forees.*® The details of
USSFACELOMF Z2-1 space control doctrine are less critical to this study than the
fact that space control forces are recognized as terrestial force enhancers and
that they will only become more critical in the future.

Space control forces are terribly expensive, but their information
acquisition and handling capabilities are worth the price. The systems 1in use
represent a proven., credible capability. They are also readily "visible" to
anvy agency with even a rudimentary scientific capability.

Space will only grow 1in importance 1in the coming century. The military
systems we piace there will be just as effective a forward presence as the

ground. sea and air forces we forward base.

Forward Based Forces

"Hence the location of forces abroad can
sometimes support & nation’s policies more
directly and effectively than can a force of
equal capability which is kept at home, even
when provisions are made to move the latter
force quickly and effectively when needed.
The key is that when the force is not located
in the region of concern, the deploying
nation has greater flexibility in identifying
those events requiring force, and thus its
commitments are perceived as somewhat less
certain,"*?
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The strength and structure of US forward based forces will probably be the
most hotlv Jdebated detense 1ssue 1n the 19903, eclipsing even the debate of the
stractars of the fotal Armv. That the Department of Defense (DOD) will be
requlrzd tg reduce torces and facilities 1s not at 1ssue, only how much and how
zoon.

As ot the end of FY89, DOD operated 304 OCONUS military installations. The
Army was operating 212 installations in Germany alone.*2 The reported 70
September 1937 combined US presence (military, civilians, and dependents) 1in
NATD was a staqgering 763,717 slightly more than 73% of which (577,097 was 1in
West Germany (1including West Rerliini .=

51gnificant reductions have been proposed for Europe and elsewhere. As I
mentioned earlier, some have suggested that all US forces will leave central
Europe by 1995. I do not share that view. Fossibly lacking & consensus., there
1s st1ll strong support for a continuing NATO and a continuing US presence 1in
NATO. **

The greatest commitment the US can make to a collective security
arrangement 1s the deployment of permanently based forces to the region to be
defended. The very permanence of the facilities lends credibility as well as
visibility to the forces and to the nation’s commitment. Once so emplaced,
forward based forces are not easily withdrawn, nor can they be blooded without
the possibility of invoking the full wrath or commitment of the nation to that
regian. For these reasons, military, political and psychological, I believe
that we will continue to have US forces in every AOR that we now have forces
based, only 1n reduced strength.

Forward based forces may not be the most cost-effective form of forward
presence, but 1t is effective. Was it not effective in maintaining over 40

years of peace in central Europe? Has it not maintained the (somewhat uneasy

41



at times: pezace on the Xorean peninsula +for more than 20 years”™ [oes anv cther

torm at +orward presence have tne credibility or convey the depth of commltment
3f sorwart omz=ad ororces” L othank met. Tre Zoi* 15 high, out its Effedlivenesc

Forward -ased rorces will be necessary into the next century. In +act. as
the 31zZe 2t tne deployed tforces decrease, wWe may See an Lhcrease in the scope
ot their employment - greater numbers of smaller forces to help stabilize a

decentrailzed world.

Frepositioned Forces

Frepositioning, a critical element of US NATO strateqy for three decades,
will continue to be an 1mportant element of military strateqy with even broader
application well into the next century. Although it has some significant
d1sadvantages, prepositioning, both land- and sea-based, may be the second maost
zost-=frfective element of military strategy 1n an uncertain future.

fraditionally, prepositioning 1s portrayed as the third leg of the
strategic mobility triad complementing strategic airlift and strateqic
sealift. However, prepositioning 1s not an exciting subject. The Army’s FY 91
budget estimate only mentions the word twice, once in a fiqure depicting the
"Mob1lity Triad" and once in a sentence in which prepositioning is not even the
subject.*® More space is devoted to the Army’s support of other Service
programs such as the C-17 and the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF). Even the

Army’s pronouncement of strategic imperatives devotes more space to the airlift

and seali1ft component shortfalls than to prepositioning.*s



To cope witn these critical strateqic mobility shortfalls, the US developen
& land-based prepusitioning strategy for Eurcpe and a sea-based prepositiconing

strategvy +or other worldwilde contingenclec,

Land-based prepositioning

The concept of prepositioning in support of NATO was the subject of at
least four early RAND studies, 1958, 1967, 1964, and 1766.%47 A4lthough the
specitics of these reports may be somewhat dated, the general observations and
conclusions about shortfalls in strategic airlift and sealift and the viability
2f prepositioning are as valid today as they were then. There was and 1s no
way to provide the "ten divisions in ten days" committed to NATO without
prepositioning.

The bulk of the prepositioned materiel 1in Europe is stored in prepositioned
materiel configured to unit sets (FOMCUS). Technically, "FOMCUS 1s MTOE
(Modiftied Tables of Eguipment) and other equipment and supplies stored in unit
sets, which are prepositioned in a potential combat theater to reduce response
time 1in the event of deployment." The 1tems found in FOMCUS are normally "key
wartime materiel, ERC A (Equipment Readiness Code A) items, and weight
intensive i1tems." The specific items in POMCUS are based on the M+10
(Mobilization plus ten days) Essential Force and approved by the Chief of Staff
of the Army,"+® The POMCUS assets are actually part of the War Reserve
Materiel Requirement (WRMR) portion of the budget and specifically authorized
in the annual Defense Guidance which dictates what portion of the WRMR will be

prepositioned.**




The +tirst two divisions of egquipment were placed 1n FOMCUS 1n 17a1
frolizwing tne Berlin cris1s5.%° Frior to redistributions to support Desart
ChoT LI Lu L . we Lad Ule mqguallienl JOF sii Qiv1S10nS. AN armored cavalrw
~2g1m=nt, mMooilizZation Day (M-Days shortfall. and supporting combat service
support Jiit: 1o zpecllal FOMCUS sites 1n Europe. The "...800¢.000 pisces of
equipment vaiued at $6 billiion..."%* were maintained and constantly
modernized by the +our battalions and 17 companies of the Combat Equipment
oroup. Europe (CEGE).

Most "Cold War" scenari10s envisioned flying the units” soldiers and light
and.or speclal equipment +rom CONUS. marrying them up with their heavy
equipment on the ground, and moving them out to their general deployment
positions (GDF) along the Inter-German Border (IGR). FOMCUS "...combines tne
key elements ot rapid strategic reinforcement/force readiness, CONUS
transportation, intertheater movement, theater reception facilities, an
intratheater transportation system, and...meet time-phased force deployment
regulirements. " S2

The strategic li1ft advantages to prepositioning and FOMCUS are obvious.
According to National Security Council estimates, & single mechanized division
weighs 1n at 100,000 short tons, a very conservative estimate.®® Since that
same mechanized division can be expected to consume about 1,000 short tons of
supplies and ammunition per day in combat, every such division prepositioned
frees strategic lift to deliver 100 days of supply or follow-on forces.

As 1ts detractors are quick to point out, the disadvantages of
prepositioning are just as obvious: a care-taker force and expensive facilities
are required; large. fixed sites are vulnerable to sabotage and "preemptive" or
garly conventional, nuclear and chemical attack; and such sites represent a
relatively inflexible position, & long-term commitment both politically and

militarily. I see some of these "disadvantages" as "strengths.'
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The current validity of land-based grepositioning which had 1ts genesis
three Jecades ago could be debated here endlesslv. Ferhaps the most compelling
argument ror the zonceot 1s that in 19290 the Marine Corps campleted the
2:8cuticn or a land-based prepositioning strategy in central Norway 1n support
gt a 176l biiav=ral agreement between Norway and the US.3* The supplies and
gguipment taor a1 tully equipped, modern Marine Expeditionary Brigade (4th MER)
are now 1n place to help defend NATO s north flank. Apparently, decision
makers were convinced that. 1n_this case. the benefits outweighed the costs.

It 1s ai1fficult to 1magqine & more visible, physical evidence of our
commitment to an alliance 1n & given theater than forward-based forces backed
by a strong rOMCUS such as we have i1n NATO. Would cur commitment., our national
resolve, tuo support that alliance be perceived by our allies and our potential
adversaries to be as strong if there were no FOMCUS even 1f we had sufficient
strategic 11+t capability? I think not.

The US made & significant political, economic, and military investment 1n
NATO, and the FOMCUS 1in Central Europe and Norway are tangible proof of that
commitment. <(Although my discussion has focused on the large, existing FOMCUS
investment 1n NATO, it is not unreasaonable to speculate that i+ the US made a
similar commitment to Southwest Asia (SWA) a HN may absorb all or part of the

facilities and\or materiel costs associated with that commitment.)

Sea-based prepositioning

Sea-based prepositioning, or maritime prepositioning as the Navy prefers to
term 1t, had 1ts genesis in the mid-19460s. Considering our preoccupation with
the Vietnam conflict, 1t 1is understandable that no serious feasibility study of

maritime prepositioning was conducted until 1979.%S Yet, us early as 1974, &




USAWC student thesis proposed « Seamoblle Alr Cavalry tor strateqic torce
pralectign i the L7809, M8

The 32a 0a3ed CONCEAT Was proven workablie by the Near Term Frepositicning
SOrce cNIrF: Wnwon was stationed at Dieqo Garcia in the Indian Ocean in the
m13-19g0s.  me3xvy egulpment and suppiles to support Alr Force and Army 2lements
as well as a Marine Amphilolous Brigade (MAE) were loaded (sea-based’ on
Miiltary Sealirt Command (MSC) ships of the NTFF.

fhe 1nitial success ot the NTFF concept has evolved into today' s force ot
thirteen snips dJistributed among three Maritime Frepositioning Squadrons (MF5.,
2aCh ot which carries aii of the supplies and equipment neceszary to field a
15,300-person force of marines and sailors for approximately 70 days.®7 CEach
MFS carries appro;imately 57 fanks and 109 assault amphibious tracked vehicles
tamtracs: w8

The emplovment scenario for the sea-based prepositioned +torce 1s
essentiallv the same as for land-based. The personnel and aircraft for the MEER
are alr landed and/or flown 1n to a secure site and married up with the
materiel. The principal differences between MFS and POMCUS are 1ntuitively
obvious. The MFS force is lighter, mobile, and applicable to a wide range of
contingencies. MFS allows us to tailor a conventional response to the threat
or provocation i1n an infinite number of scenarios. It 1s not necessary to
compare and contrast MFS and FOMCUS to select & "winner", both are needed now
and both will become even more critical in an uncertain future.

Sea-based prepositioning may have reached its economic, operational, and
tactical limits based on its very nature. MFS forces are still relatively
light (e.g.. one armored battalion has more tanks than an MFS MAR): they are
now manned by Marines whose numbers are limited; ships are expensive to

acquire, man and operate; and any expansion of their capabilities would
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probablv iead t3 more depate on roies and missions of the Marine Corps and the
Armv. The Armyv leadershlp may want a plece of the MFS action.

FrECISITIANING May not be the "big gun” ot strateqic deterrence, but 1t
joes pia, 2 31d01*lCant role. Assets generated by the Army “build-down” and
the end of -2 Col3 wWar may have created some unlgue gpportunities tor

land-based and sea-based prepositioning 1n the future.

ENDNGOTES
L Gray, "Defense Folicy," p. 22.
2 Jo5 Fub 1-02, p. 291.
: ibid., p. 275,
h Ibid.. p. 6&7.

S U.S. Department of the Army and U.S. Department of the Ai1r Force, Fiela

Manuwal 10G-20/A1r Force Famphlet 7-20, pp. 1-1 and S-15 (hereafter referread tg
as Fh 100-20/AFF T-2Q).

¢ JCS Fub 1-02, p. 130.

z Ibid., p. T27.
o "International Relationships," Defense 90, pp.44-4é.

i 4CS Fub 1-02, p. 228.

10 “International Relationships," Defense 90, p. 45.
11 JC3 Fub 1-02, p. 190.

12 Ibid., p. Z835.

13 Ibid.. p. 150.

1s “International Relationships," Defense 90, p. 44.
1S JCS5 Fub 1-02, p. 228.

1e Ibid., p. Z23é6.

t2 Ibid., p. 228.

47




ENDNOTES

L8 I2hn W. De rauw. ‘Understanding Civic Acticon,' 1n Winning ine
Fesior Tma croavagye Implications o¥ Military Civic Action. ed. Jonn w. De FaLw

ol I T 1T M il o - oe ia

1? <2t o, Butts, "The Atrica Civic Action Frogram.”' 1n Winning the

The St stazgic Implications of Military Civic Action. =d. John W. De Fauw

2
and DESrdé me wul, D. 23,

20 <ent H. Butts, "The Africa Civic Action Frogram,' 1n Winning itne
Feace: The oStrategic Implicat:ons of Military Civic Action. ed. John w. De Fauw
and Deorge A. LuZ, pp. 9o lé.

21 Wavman D. Robertson and George A. lus, "Reserve Components’ rfols
1n Civic and Humaniltarian Assistance,” 1n Winning the Feace: The Strateqic
implications of Military Civic Action, ed. John W. De Fauw and George A. Luz,

5. 35.

22 The Joint Stat+, Joint FPub 5-Q5, p. 1.

2= FM 100-20/AFF 7-20, p. 5-7.

2a JCS Fub 1-02, p. 724 and 7S.

2s FH 100-20/AFF Z-20, p. S-1.

2e Ibi1d.. p. 5-6.

27 Barry M. Blechman and Stephan S Kaplan, Force Without War, p.
527

20 James A Lasswell, LTC, Is Fresence Still a Viable Naval Mission?,
p.25.

2@ Alan Flatt, "NATO s Southern Flank," in Global Security: A Review

0f Strateqic and Economic Issues, ed. Barry M. Blechman and Edward N. Luttwak,
p. 187.

3o Blechman and Kaplan, Force Without War, pp. 529-530.

31 © 100-20/AFF 3-20, p. 3-9.

32 io1d., p. S5-11,

s Ibid., p. 251 and 301.

4 FM _100-20/AFF %-20, p. 4-1.

33 International Feace Academy, Feacekeepers Handbook. p. 22. as

cited by David J. Lofgren, COL, Feacekeeping and the Army: Where Are We” p. I.

36 Lofgren, Feacekeeping and the Army, p.47.

48



ZNDNOT

i

ut

Arlivam L. Carwile. 070 Tows d Toiward Frecence: The J.i. 4rn,
NeITar- lznhand £ panded Reilatisns Frogram., op. v L.
T 1-o0. pa 4
A Artngr 7. Estrada. CCL. Space Support for the ZINC, p. ..
a0 Zepartment or Detense, .3, Gpace Command, USSFACECUOM Fampnist

-1l ‘herearter reterreg to as USSFACECOMF Z2-11.

[

1 Blechman and Kaplan. Force wWithout War. p./.

=4 [

42 Detense 90, pp. 21-32.

Rl Je General Accounting Office. Military Fresence: U.S. Fersgnrzel

il

.n NATZD Europe. p. Z7.

“e Callaghan, "Do We Sti1ll Need NATO?", p.31. and Dick Chanev,
"Cheney on NATO," Defense Issues, Vol. 3, No. 25.. and Owens, "Force Flanning

in an Era of Uncertainty." p. 17.
s U.5. Department of the Army, Office of the Assistant Secretarv o~
tne Armv for Financial Management., Army budget COf+ice. The Army Budget: Fry 1991

inkel

Budqget Estimates., March 1990, p. 22.

hd U.S. Department of the Army, "Strategic Roles.," Army Focus. #Marcnh

70, 5. .

4
a7

.7 Rainey, Considerations, 196%, and Donald M. Fort, Frepositioning

45 a Means for Incresasing Army Rapid Response Capability, 1964, and kichard E.
Fainey, Mobiiitty -- Mirlaift, Sealift, and Frepositioning. 1766.

a0 J.5. Department of the Army, Army Requlation 710-1, paragraphs
5-42b, 6-42a(l), and é-42a (hereafter referred to as AR 710-1).

“® U.S. Department of the Army, Army Requlation 11-11.

o Clement E. Wehner, "FOMCUS: Airlift s Mobility Fartner," Airlitt,
3pring 1986, p. 1S,

21 “Combat Equipment Group., U.S. Army Europe,” 1990 Ordnance
Yearbook. Although this article was submitted and accepted for publication,
the yearbook was not published i1n 1990 due to financial difficulties. The
article will probably be published i1n & future edition of Ordnance.

32 AR _710-1, para. 6-42b.
b Edgar Frina, "Conflict Spotlights Sealift, Shipbuilding

Deficiencies," Seapower, October 1990, p. 4é.

ne Wells, "Maritime Frepositioning,"” p. 126.

49




eNDNOTES

=3 Thid., p. 127,

e james L. [ozier, et al.., 22amabile Air Cavairy, thesis, June
1y 74,

s7 sere J. Tenuta, "Deployment or Maritime Frepositioned Shipe.”
TRANSLOD, Feoruaary l70e. p. L.

=8 welli=z, "Maritime Frepositioning.” p. 1235.




CHAFTER V

CONCLUSIONS

m5 we hI.E2 1ATS a4 More decentralized, multipolar world, 1t becomes
increasingly clear that rorward presence 1s the key to the four continuing
military components af America’s grand strategy: deterrence, straong ailiances,
torward Jdefense and torce projection. Each ot the current forms of forward

esence surveved can be useful through the 1970s and into the following

=

D
Zentury, and 2ach can contribute to one or more of the military strateagy
components.

I+ there are any quiding principles to be followed 1n the use of the
sar1ous forms of forward presence in an uncertain future, those principles are
tocus and balance. fFfocus on the objective and the target audience. and apply a
balanced solution. FSYOF or perception management must be thoroughly
integrated 1nto each activity to ensure the targeted audience receives the
intended message and that every effort generates the maximum benefit.

Humanitarian activities and peacetime contingency operations are generally
short term or event driven forms of forward presence. Each of these operations
has a role to play. The US will continue to support humanitarian operations
because 1t 15 a genuinely caring nation. Feacetime contingencies will continue
to b2 a necessary part of the CINCs™ repertoire of regional plans.

The challenge for the US military strategist is to develop a balanced, long
term program using the longer term activities such as natian building,
peacekeeping, military-to-military contacts, counterterrorism, space control
forces, forward based forces, and prepositioning. Nation building activities

combined with military-to-military contacts accommodate the shift from an




east-west to a north-south tocus and offer the greatest potential for
strengthened alilances with our current and future third world friends and
allies.

lluonrarterrorlsm and peacekeeping operations should build an international
constituency 10 the future, while space forces have & "universal" application.
rorward bDased and prepositioned forces have been associated more with our
2ast-west tocus 1n the past., but 1t 1s now time to balance gur torces with our

commitments 1n the current OCONUS AORs.

Just as tfood for thought, consider the following alternative forward

presence scenarios 1n some relatively well-known AORs.

NATO

Several senior leaders visiting the U.S. Army War College have suggested
that & likely post-CFE US force structure 1s a two-division corps. As &
minimum, two heavy divisions and numerous smaller elements would be withdrawn
trom Europe. Consider a possible alternative,

Consider a force of two Armored Cavalry Regiments (ACR), & skeletal corps
headquarters, a tailored corps support command (COSCOM) and & FOMCUS containing
materiel for two to four heavy divisions, another ACR, the remainder of the
COSCOM. corps artillery, special troops and Air Force support equipment. Would
this not accomplish all of our political, military and economic objectives 1in
NATO?

(1> The active force is small (i.e., less than the size of one
division), lethal, task organized by design and doctrine (i.e., with organic

artillery), and as "visible" as we want it to be. (Similarly organized

w
o




separate heavy origades (armor or mechanized’) could be substituted for the
ACRS.

e The force 1s capable of only limited offensive operations without
support .nuanthreatening’, yet 1t can defend, and, most importantly, delay 1f
necessary wnlli2 tne remalnder of the corps 1s airlanded on 1ts eguipment.

7 The U.53. military presence or protile 1s drastically reauced.

-
[

ne FUMCUS 1s reduced from current levels, but not drastically.

4

\Ss7  The detense burden 1s shifted onto the European alliance partners
who may even be persuaded to pay a larger proportion of our much reduced
de+ense costs 1n Europe (1.e., host nation support’.

t6:  The FOMCUS 1s tangible evidence of our commitment to support the
alliance without flaunting American military power. It can even be tailored
‘i1.8.. reduced or increased) to the perception of the threat or desired

perception of commiltment.

Southwest Asia

several opportunities await us in Southwest Asia. Assuming that the
Kuwaltl government 1is restored along with something close to normal relations
in the region, what level of continuing US presence would be tolerated in that
region and where? Consider a separate armored brigade and a FOMCUS with the
materiel for two heavy divisions and associated combat support and combat
service support elements. Would such a force be both sufficient and
politically acceptable?

(1) PBased on the European FOMCUS model, one combat equipment company

can support stored materiel for approximately & brigade (+) with only about 20

US personnel and the remainder of the unit comprised of local nationals. Thas

(4]
(2]




resuits 1n a lower U5 profile and an employment opportunity 1n whatever reaion

d, the FOMCUZ would pe tanglble svidence of ocur resolve
to maintaln stabllity 1n the region as well as access to valuable rescurces +or

- - ~ R
W3 oand QulIr o allie

ih

0 [+ round to be poiitically acceptable and advantageous, ane ar
mor= 21l-ricn nations may underwrite most 14 not all capital espenditurez far
tacilities amad operatinns as "host nation support costs.”

t43  Dr. Vogelahr, a Columbia University professor of Theoloagy. and an
old Middle East "nand” with 7 years experience 1in the reqion, has opined that
there may not be as much Arab resistance to & continued US presence as many
nave predicted. True, during the holy days in June cf each year, any "infidel"
torces “might” be required to malntaln an extra-low profile, but reasonable
prudence and caution would aliow a relatively compact, disciplined force to
remain indetinitely.?

vJ) A separate armor brigade 1s & relatively compact, lethal,
self-contained force capable nf only limited offensive operations without
support but very capable to wefend, delay, and more importantly in this
scenario, detend FOMCUS sites 1if necessary. (As in the NATO scenarie, an ACR

could be substituted.)

NATO Southern Flank

[+ Saudi Arabia i1s deemed ‘oo politically sensitive or Kuwait too unstable
or too close to the Iraq border, there are other options. Consider for a
moment the implications of an armor brigade and FOMCUS site(s) in Turkey

astride the Iraq pipeline or within striking distance of the borders of Iraaq,




lrar and tme U53R.  What of our existing facilities and more solid relaticn:z in

Zman T Zgvpt may even consider becomling & partner 1n such a venture.

Korea

we couid apply tne above NATO scenario equally well to Korea and perhtaps
zvern Japan. An ACR (or armor brigade), proportionately scaled air forces and an
appropriately sized FOMCUS could satisfy our objectives there for the same
reasons. A FOMCUS-only or FOMCUS plus Alr Force approach might be appropriate
for Japan 1t 1t were to become a military partner i1nstead of & dependent.

Anvthing 1s possible.

Frescription for the Future

There 1s no single military instrument that will satisfy every threat,
contingency or strategic objective. A balanced mix of forces and strategies 1is
required to meet the future, and all of the necessary tools are available
today. The creative military strategist who can strike the proper balance of
nation building and alliance strengthening instruments of military power will

contribute i1mmeasureably to the stability of the future.

ENDNOTES

t Vogelahr lecture/seminar at the Interchurch Center, New York, NY, 9
Octaober 1990.

(4]
(4]
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