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Preface

By LIEUTENANT GENERAL ERVIN J. ROKKE, USAF
President, National Defense University

n light of the ever more complex challenges the world presents and in a time of tight
budgetary resources, the U.S. military needs to carefully examine the strategic envi-
ronment it faces and to assess its force structure in this light.

The Strategic Assessment applies the research expertise of the National Defense Univer-
sity, under the leadership of its interdisciplinary research arm, the Institute for National
Strategic Studies, with the generous assistance of analysts from elsewhere in the U.S. gov-
ernment and from the private sector. Offering such analyses, in both general and more
specialized areas of interest to the national security community, is one part of NDU’s edu-
cational mission. That mission, as defined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is to educate senior
military and government officials on issues related to national strategy, security policy,
resources management, and warfare in the information age.

We hope the report can be useful to all those with an interest in security policy as a
survey of the threats facing the United States in the next decade. In addition, we have
designed the discussion of force structure issues to explore new ideas and sometimes to stir
controversy with out-of-the-box thinking. We emphasize that this report is by no means a
statement of U.S. government policy nor of the views of the Defense Department or the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Rather than to state policy, our role is, by our work, to stimulate fur-
ther thinking, discussion, and research among both policymakers and policy analysts.

We wish to thank all those who contributed to the success of this project, particularly the
many analysts both inside and outside the military who reviewed drafts of the Assessment.

2
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Foreword

By HANS BINNENDIJK, Editor-in-Chief

n 1995, INSS inaugurated its Strategic Assessment with a survey of the world strategic

environment from the perspectives of U.S. interests. In 1996, we looked at the instru-

ments by which the U.S. government can influence the behavior of other governments.

This year, we examine the flashpoints which may erupt into conflict in the next decade

and, on the basis of the analysis of threat environment, some ways to structure U.S.
forces within the constraints imposed by resource availabilities and bearing in mind the ca-
pabilities that the U.S. military would like to maintain.

Structure

The Strategic Assessment is aimed at policymakers, analysts, and informed members of
the public who want a serious summary of the threats facing the United States in the next
decade. The analysis of the flashpoints does not provide novel interpretations or detailed
specialized research. Specialists on one flashpoint are unlikely to find much new material
on that issue here, although we hope they will find a succinct statement of the problems in-
volved for the United States and the scenarios that could lead to conflict.

Our aim was to establish what the threats facing the United States will be over the
next decade. We decided, therefore, to stretch the term flashpoints to include two related
phenomenon:

® We analyze problems like proliferation, terrorism, and international crime, as well
as geographic hotspots like the Persian Gulf. These problems could break out almost any-
where; the negative side of easier international travel and communication is that malefac-
tors can move across borders more easily. For instance, Middle East terrorists have blown
up buildings in Buenos Aires and London as well as Jerusalem and Riyadh. And the ap-
proach to solving these problems is often global, e.g., international agreements against the
spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons technology and material. It is therefore
useful to examine these problems on a global scale, as well as in the context of particular
geographic areas. For example, Iraqi WMD efforts are a global proliferation issue as well as
an Iraq issue.

® We analyze stresses and strains among the United States’” neighbors and major al-
lies. There are few prospects of clashes in North America or NATO; even a tense relation-
ship like that of Turkey and Greece will hopefully not lead to violent conflict. Yet the im-
portance to the United States of its North American neighbors, the European Union, and
Japan mean that Washington has to be attentive to strains in the relationships.

The last chapter in Strategic Assessment 1997 looks at some options for structuring U.S.
forces to meet the threats we describe. For each of the options, we concentrate on describ-
ing principles and pointing to some general characteristics of force structure. For each op-
tion, we have tested the underlying ideas against numerous military analysts, have thought
about how specific force numbers might accomplish the required missions, and have done
some modeling of the costs. However, we have only done rough estimates, so we do not
offer any specific numbers in this section. It is not our role, nor do we have the resources, to
game out in detail what specific forces would be needed to meet threat scenarios, nor to
prepare detailed estimates of the costs of various force options.
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Although Strategic Assessment 1997 strives to analyze how policies now and in the fu-
ture characterize the U.S. approaches towards each flashpoint, as well to set out different
models of force structure, its primary intent is not to advocate particular policies or ap-
proaches to policy. It is neither a statement nor a critique of U.S. government policy. The
views expressed in this document are those of the editors and do not represent the official
policy or position of the National Defense University, the Department of Defense, or the
U.S. Government.
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STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT

.~ ambitions of a theater peer.

Assumptions

U.S. foreign policy will continue to
emphasize promoting stability, pluralistic
political systems, and market-oriented eco-
nomic institutions.

Three revolutions have transformed
the very nature of the global security
environment:

® The Geostrategic Revolution. Rela-
tions among the major powers reflect
asymmetrical multipolarity. The U.S. pole
is much the strongest. Ideology is no
longer a divisive force. Even nationalism is
tempered by the desire to build market
economies.

@ The Information Technology Revolu-
tion. New technologies continue to provide
previously unimagined access to an ever-
expanding array of information. This ac-
cess has supported the trend toward more
open societies.
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Executive Summary

Thumbnail Sketch

The United States faces a new threat environment of unprecedented complexrty and unpredrctabrlrty In addi-
tion to considering regional contingencies and pperatrons other than war, defense planners will also have to meet
the new challenge posed by the rise of potentral theater-peer competrtors, such as chma and possrbly Russia.”

Thrs broader set of threats challenges the U.S. military. to accomphsh a broader set of tasks, including:
. Estabhshrng how best to incorporate RMA technology and concepts, especrally to thwart military

3 . Mamtamrng the capability to defeat ovenNhelmmeg a rogue regrme ln a major regronal confhct while
. successfully deterrmg and preparing to defeat a second such regime. :
. Provrdrng a sufficient “on call” capability for peace operatlons

. Three heuristic force-structure models for the next decade S M

~« The Recapltallzatron Force Model emphasrzes contmurty of the already excellent force but with

“some reductrons in force structure to finance the recaprtahzatrun of equrpment as it becomes obsolete.

¢ The Accelerated Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) Force Model qurckly rntegrates system-of-

: systems technologies and radrcally changes the force structure to take full advantage of the new capabilities.

"¢ The Full Spectrum Force Model responds most directly to the emerging. strategrc envrronment by

etammg most of the current force while experimenting wrth RMA technologres and creating an “on call” capa-
rhty to deal wrth operatrons other than war, requrnng a higher budget than the other two forces. .

® The Governmental Revolution.
Reversing the pattern of more than four
decades, the sphere of state control is
steadily shrinking. In most developed
countries, power is devolving to regional
and local governments, and to the private
sector. This too has reinforced the trend
towards pluralist societies.

The Strategic
Environment

Owing to these three revolutions, the
present security environment is far more
complex than in earlier eras. It is no longer
possible to identify one specific canonical
threat. Defense planners now, therefore,
confront a broad array of threats that arise
from a wide variety of different sources:

Xi
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® Threats from potential theater-peer
competitors, who cannot challenge U.S.
interests globally but are potentially capable
of military challenges in areas close to their
borders (hence the term, “theater peer”).

® Threats of major regional conflict.
While the main rogue regimes—North
Korea, Iraq, and Iran—all face internal dif-
ficulties, each remains capable of challeng-
ing U.S. interests.

® Threats emanating from troubled
states and transnational problems such as
terrorism.

The Major Powers

The short period of great-power coop-
eration may be coming to an end. While ties
among the United States, Europe, and Japan
are growing stronger, despite some strains,
the other great powers, Russia and China,
are increasingly suspicious of longer-term
U.S. intentions. They also feel they are not
being treated as great powers, and both are
concerned about their peripheries:

® Russia—about the near abroad,
populated by 25 million ethnic Russians.

® China—about areas it regards as
part of its sovereign territory: Taiwan,
Hong Kong, and the Spratly Archipelago
in the South China Sea.

The Relations Among the Major Powers

RUSSIA

EUROPEAN
UNION

UNITED | STATES

 JAPAN

The thicker the line, the closer the ties.
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Both are well aware of residual mili-
tary deficiencies; both are focused on
domestic priorities; both wish to avoid
conflict for fear of jeopardizing economic
development. Therefore, rather than
opposing the United States directly during
the next decade, China and Russia are
more likely to mount a lJow-intensity strate-
gic competition with the United States
designed to reduce or offset U.S. influence
in the regions they regard as their special
spheres of influence.

Each, however, has growing nationalist
movements, so the possibility of conflict,
however unlikely, cannot be discounted. If
conflict erupts, it is likely to involve specific
issues related to sovereignty and to be lim-
ited in scope, scale, and duration.

For the next decade at least, neither
China nor Russia will be a global-peer
competitor of the United States capable of
mounting broad strategic challenges. How-
ever, either one could become a theater
peer with the U.S., possibly presenting
graver problems than could a regional
power. Both China and Russia are: nuclear
powers with ICBMs, space powers with
access to overhead imagery and global
communications, nations of enormous size
with considerable strategic depth, and
important leaders of international institu-
tions, well positioned to block UN actions
against their interests.

The challenge for Washington, which
has become the stabilizer of relations
among the major powers, is to:

@ Persuade Russia and China that fol-
lowing a policy of cooperative participa-
tion in the international community is the
course that best serves their interests, and
that the United States does not present a
challenge to their fundamental interests or
sovereignty.

® Dissuade China and Russia from
settling disputes by force by maintaining a
U.S. military capability that will discour-
age them from investing the resources to
become future opponents, a force that is at
once highly capable but not threatening.

Significant Regional
Contingencies

Although the United States would be
vitally concerned about a new Arab / Israeli
conflict or a nuclear war between India and
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Pakistan, the regional conflicts most likely
to involve the U.S. military directly remain
those in Korea and the Persian Gulf. The
threats:

® North Korea might invade South
Korea out of desperation.

® Iran and Iraq continue to harbor
aggressive designs. The Persian Gulf states
cannot defend themselves against an Iraqi
attack, nor could they defeat an Iranian sea-
denial attack against the Straits of Hormuz.

® In any conflict, it is likely that U.S.
forces would face the risk of nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical attack. Iran, Iraq, and
North Korea all might view such weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) as their first
choice rather than as weapons of last resort.

Nonetheless, the “two nearly simulta-
neous Major Regional Contingencies” con-
cept is a less useful primary planning sce-
nario in 1997 than it was in 1993. The scope
and scale of the threat is diminishing:

® On the Korean peninsula, North
Korea appears near economic collapse.
Although it can wreak great destruction,
Pyongyang’s weapons are obsolete and a
lack of training degrades the capabilities of
its forces.

@® In the Middle East, Desert Storm
and the embargo have taken their toll on
Iraq. Although Iran’s WMD capabilities
and sea-denial capabilities are growing, its
economic difficulties and diplomatic isola-
tion hinder its acquisition of weapons for
ground attack.

To deter simultaneous conflict the U.S.
could:

® When and where possible, engage
North Korea, Iran, and Iraq diplomatically
from a position of strategic/military
strength.

® Maintain deterrence by substantial
regional deployments and by demonstrat-
ing the ability and willingness to reinforce
them.

® Prepare to use a broad mix of
strategic assets and information warfare.

® Change war aims to include ending
the tenure of certain regimes if they should
attack.

® Develop cooperation with regional
friends and allies and draw on their mili-
tary strength.
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Troubled States

Certain states are unable to manage
the challenge of ethnic, tribal, and reli-
gious competition. The result is internal
unrest and human rights violations, rang-
ing from the breakdown of law and order
to refugee flows and genocide. Many more
such conflicts can be expected during the
next decade.

Even though few such situations pose
direct threats to vital U.S. interests, the fact
that they violate fundamental U.S. values
means that U.S. forces will be expected to
intervene in a variety of conflict and near-
conflict scenarios to make or keep the peace
and to provide relief.

Such operations can be carried out
with capabilities developed for other pur-
poses once minor modifications are made,
though at some cost to overall combat
readiness. The issues for the United States
are to determine how to respond most ef-
fectively and how much of its overall force
can be safely allocated to such activities.

Transnational Problems

Security threats associated with terror-
ism, massive refugee flows, the environ-
ment, drugs, and international crime are
likely to increase owing to porous interna-
tional borders and the inability of govern-
ments to deal with such problems.

Although international civilian coop-
eration is the principal approach to dealing
with such transnational problems as drugs
and crime, the military has a major role to
play in combating terrorism. Terrorist at-
tacks on U.S. military forces may increase,
particularly in the Middle East.

Military Missions

The need for flexibility. The U.S. military
must plan for a broad array of missions
rather than for one major mission. Some
lower-priority missions may have to be
scrubbed because of limited resources.

The need for agility. Agility does not
mean that each element of the force can
perform all missions, through many units
would have multiple missions. In some
cases, agility may require a higher degree

Xiii
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of specialization, so that the overall force
has maximum agility. Agility will require
organizational and culutural changes
rather than equipment changes.

First: Dealing with Theater
Peers

Conflict with a theater peer would dif-
fer significantly from conflict with a rogue
state such as Iran, Iraq, or North Korea. The
theater peer would possess a nuclear op-
tion for use against U.S. territory; it could
also cause great harm by either nuclear or
conventional means to U.S. allies and
friends near its borders. Its power, location,
and large territory would make it difficult
to totally defeat. To deal militarily with a
theater peer, the U.S. would have to thwart
its ambition by deterrence, both nuclear
and conventional —that is, by maintaining
an adequate forward presence in concert
with regional allies.

The U.S. would also have to prepare to
conduct limited operations on the periph-
ery of the theater peer. Those operations
would be:

'a,,n“d‘ Vthé'impact‘ conflict would have on the
akﬂq:;jhpoint.\ The flashpoints we judge most
im:o hreats, involving theater peers, regional
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@ Designed to raise the political and
economic costs of military operations to an
unacceptably high level, not to achieve
total victory.

@ Carefully controlled to avoid esca-
lation to nuclear warfare.

® Managed to maintain of superiority
in information warfare capabilities.

The key is to prepare for such an even-
tuality without creating a self-fulfilling pro-
phecy. This will require skillful diplomacy
as well as a degree of strategic restraint.

Second: Responding to
Regional Contingencies

The United States must be prepared to
defend and liberate territory by using
heavy ground-maneuver units under risk
of nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons attack. It must also be prepared
to operate in concert with ad hoc coalitions,
in which some participants are there more
for political effect while others bring sub-
stantial military assets.

The U.S. must also be prepared to en-
force sanctions and embargoes.

Third: Dealing with Troubled
States and Transnational
Problems

While the main U.S. role in peace op-
erations will be to provide support forces,
the U.S. should maintain an on-call ground
force capability —that is, be able to deploy
forces upon short notice without additional
training.

The U.S. military will be called upon
to work with law enforcement. In troubled
states, it may have to augment local law
enforcement temporarily and help rebuild
it. In the United States, it will be called
upon to assist civilian authorities in coun-
tering terrorism and drug trafficking, as
well as in managing mass migrant flows.

Force Structure
Options

Three models of forces capable of
conducting the military missions of the
next decade are presented below as
heuristic devices, not as prescriptions or
recommendations.
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® The Recapitalization Force Model
promises little disruption, but may miss
opportunities for more effective forces in
the future.

® The Accelerated RMA Force Model
promises dramatic leaps in force efficiency,
but would be risky and disruptive.

® The Full Spectrum Force Model
promises broad capabilities and low risks,
but would be more expensive.

The Recapitalization Force
Model

This model emphasizes continuity, on
the grounds that today’s force is very good
and that changing its character is difficult.
At the same time, the military will face a
serious resource problem: as existing sys-
tems wear out, large sums will be needed
for new weapons. The focus of the Recapi-
talization Force Model is on recapitalizing,
that is, modernizing at a moderate rate. On
the assumption that the defense budget
will not rise significantly, generating the
resources for recapitalization may necessi-
tate some reduction in force size and some
sacrifice of readiness.

Advantages

+ Minimizes the disruption of change.

+ Provides the margin to fund recapi-
talization while remaining within likely re-
source constraints.

Disadvantages

— Potential opponents know its
strengths and weaknesses and may try to
counter it with asymmetrical responses.

— Reduced readiness for high intensity
conflict.

—U.S. may miss the opportunity pro-
vided by the present lack of of a global
peer to experiment with information-age
technologies.

The Accelerated RMA Force
Model

This model assumes a concerted effort
to accelerate the integration of system-of-
systems technologies into a force structure
altered to take full advantage of those tech-
nologies. Such a force would fight differ-
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ently than today’s, using concurrent—as
opposed to sequential —operations and
nodal —rather than attrition or maneu-
ver —warfare.

The Accelerated RMA Model is consis-
tent with large force reductions. The pur-
pose is not to save money but rather to
speed the transition to a force organized
and operated differently from today’s. The
force would be smaller and many of the
required changes would involve structure
and doctrine rather than equipment. Over-
all, it could cost less than the Recapitaliza-
tion Force.

Advantages

+ Great potency for future combat.

+ Small footprint makes it well-suited
to an environment with WMD, precision-
guided missiles, and terrorists.

+ Less expensive.

Disadvantages

— Systems integration is a high-risk
approach, especially if a major crisis
erupts.

— Reserve components would have to
provide foot soldiers for most operations
other than war.

— Radically different approach to for-
ward presence might confuse allies and
mislead potential adversaries.

The Full Spectrum Force
Model

This model calls for maintaining
nearly all the present robust force while
simultaneously pursuing a modest RMA
option. The aim is to slowly integrate sys-
tem-of-systems technologies as they prove
viable but to avoid the risks associated
with rapid organizational change. The Full
Spectrum Model assumes that adequate
budgetary resources would be made avail-
able for both purposes.

Advantages

+ Provides a broad range of capabili-
ties in the short run and advanced capabili-
ties in the longer run.

XV
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+ Best design for conducting opera-
tions other than war while simultaneously
introducing new technology to deal with a
theater peer later on.

+ Most consistent with the challenges
of the emerging strategic environment.

Disadvantages

— Modernizes more slowly than the
Accelerated RMA Force.

— Relatively greater cost than other
options.
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Conclusion

In light of the broad array of potential
flashpoints, the United States will need to
maintain a broad array of military capabili-
ties in the decade ahead. Regardless of the
force model adopted, U.S. armed forces
will need simultaneously to pursue the
prospects of a revolution in military affairs,
maintain the fighting strength needed to
defeat regional foes, and conduct numer-
ous peace operations.



CHAPTER ONE

Context

ur analysis is based on several

assumptions about the context

in which US. force structure

planning will be done. The key

assumptions are about the char-
acter of the emerging world system, the
goals the U.S. will pursue, the resources
the US. will commit to international af-
fairs and defense, and the state of the U.S.
military today.

The Emerging World
System

As detailed in the introductory chap-
ters to the 1995 and 1996 editions of Strategic
Assessment, the world is changing quickly.
It is undergoing three changes so sweeping
that they may deserve to be called revolu-
tions. A common characteristic of all three
revolutions is that they make the world a
more diverse place.

Geostrategic revolution. Most apparent
to analysts of international affairs are the
geostrategic changes, which are explored
in detail in the chapters on flashpoints.
With regard to relations among the major
powers—which have historically been the
main element in world politics—the long
superpower confrontation during the Cold

War is being replaced by a world of asym-
metrical multipolarity in which one power
(the U.S.) is much the strongest. The other
major powers are, nevertheless, important
actors, with considerable influence in their
own regions. The world has not become
unipolar, as some imagined in the first mo-
ments after the Cold War. Now, relations
among some major powers are cooler, and
differences of perspective are becoming
more pronounced. The hopes for a new
strategic partnership between the U.S. and
Russia have faded. Russia feels isolated
and bitter about what it sees as others tak-
ing advantage of its temporary difficulties;
the West needs to avoid creating a Ver-
sailles syndrome in Moscow. China is feel-
ing more powerful because of its spectacu-
lar economic growth; sometimes it acts
like a normal player in international affairs
and sometimes it acts like the stereotype of
the Middle Kingdom—not well informed
about other states and assuming that it has
a natural right to what it wants.

Another aspect of the global geostrate-
gic scene has been the triumph of the idea of
market democracy. While not always prac-
ticed, it is regarded nearly everywhere out-
side China as the best way to run society.
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From this perspective, the world can be
divided into three categories of states:

M states successful at implementing the goal of
market democracy

M states in transition from authoritarianism
toward market democracy, but at risk of be-
coming frozen with politicized economies
and partially free political systems

B troubled states that are falling further be-
hind the rest of the world while in many

cases struggling with ethnic and religious -

extremism, if not secessionist crises

Some troubled or transitional states
may be tempted to assert their interests, or
to divert attention from domestic problems,
by external aggression aimed at increasing
regional influence. The proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, particularly
nuclear weapons, could make especially
dangerous major regional conflicts with
such rogue regimes. At the same time, con-
flicts within troubled states are likely to be
more frequent, and in some cases, those
states will fail—their governments will
cease to function effectively, and civil soci-
ety will degenerate into near chaos.

Perhaps the most novel feature of the
geostrategic scene has been growing
transnational problems, that is, those
which do not stem from the action of gov-
ernments. International crime, terrorism,
violent ethnic slaughter, sudden mass mi-
grations, and environmental threats are
not susceptible to the tradi-
tional tools of statecraft de-

Internet Hosts
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signed for relations among
sovereign governments.
Information  revolution.
Information technology has
been improving at the rate of
a factor of ten every four to
seven years, an unprece-
dented rate of change. Com-
puters, faxes, fiber optic ca-
bles, and satellites speed the
flow of information across
frontiers, reinforcing the po-
litical trend toward increas-
ingly open societies. No one
can foretell all the ways in
which information technolo-
gies will change traditional
venues of national power,
but certain themes are begin-

Source: Internet Domain Survey.
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ning to emerge. One is that access to infor-
mation technology has become a prerequi-
site for economic growth, at least in devel-
oped countries. Another is that the ubiquity
of global communication is creating new
avenues for the interests, cultures, and val-
ues of the United States to travel overseas,
and vice versa. A third is that the greater
availability of information from many alter-
native channels undermines the ability of
totalitarian governments to control what
people hear and provides avenues for dissi-
dents to make their voices heard. Yet a
fourth is that the extension of rapid commu-
nication and computer technological ad-
vances to the battlefield may make informa-
tion-based warfare possible within a decade
or two.

Revolution in government. After decades
of increasing state involvement in many
areas of society in most countries, central
governments have been on the retreat re-
cently. Their power is weakening or de-
volving: whether in Russia, the United
States, the European Union or China, cen-
tral governments are ceding more author-
ity to regional and local governments.
Central governments are becoming more
susceptible to pressure from a better in-
formed public. They are also shedding
functions, partly to reduce expenditures
and contain budget deficits. Governments
are also privatizing state enterprises, in the
expectation that this will boost growth.

The power of international business
has increased relative to that of govern-
ments. However, this shift may not dimin-
ish the ability of governments to mobilize
resources to support perceived vital na-
tional interests, for instance, during
wartime.

A phenomenon related to the decline
of central governments has been less con-
cern about domestic issues, especially the
economy. In many countries, the argument
is heard that only a strong economic base
can provide the foundation for an active
international role.
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Internet Host by Type, July 1996
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900
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We devote much
of this report to ana-
lyzing the implications
of this world situation
for the challenges and
missions facing the
U.S. military. We use
as the basis for our
analysis the frame-
work set forth in our
last two reports. We
argue that this interna-

tional situation dic-
Networks tates that the military
ggg Others should prepare for the
following tasks:

©® Hedging against
the emergence of a peer

Educational
2,115

tary 4,432

Government 361

Organizations
327

SOuRce: Internet Domain Survey.

competitor  equipped
with the new informa-
tion technologies. This
requires investing in the future, through re-
search and development and procurement.
The percentage of the defense budget dedi-
cated to this investment fell from 45 percent
in FY 1986 to 29 percent in FY 1996. Revers-
ing this trend will not be cheap.

@ Preparing for major regional conflict
(MRC). The risk of an MRC in either the
Persian Gulf or the Korean peninsula re-
mains acute, although the adversaries in
both areas are weakening. A high degree
of readiness, force enhancements, strong
overseas presence (both to deter and to
serve as forward staging areas), and in-
creased preparation for coalition warfare
have made the U.S. position stronger. In
this environment, a strategy of preparing
for two nearly simultaneous MRCs is less
important than in the past.

® Countering proliferation.  Despite
positive developments (such as inspec-
tions in Iraq and the North Korea agree-
ment), at least twenty countries—many
hostile to the U.S. —are still seeking to pro-
duce nuclear, biological, or chemical
weapons and the means to deliver them.

® Developing cost-effective responses to
transnational threats, that is, undertaking
constabulary operations that back up local
police forces, and addressing environmen-
tal problems without diverting military as-
sets from their primary missions.

1997

@ Engaging selectively in peace opera-
tions for failed states. The selectivity
should be both geographic and topical.
Geographically, the U.S. will engage more
readily in areas of vital national interest or
of historic commitment. Topically, the U.S.
will concentrate on humanitarian relief
and conflict containment, rather than na-
tion building or seeking to end age-old
ethnic tensions.

We would add that overseas presence
can be an important means to shape the
strategic environment. The overseas pres-
ence of combat-credible forces enhances
deterrence, which is as important a func-
tion of the military as the capability to fight
and win. Presence also facilitates peacetime
engagement with other nations’ military
forces, which can be important for promot-
ing democratic ideals abroad, improving
relations with former adversaries, and re-
ducing tensions with potential adversaries.

Limited Resources
for Foreign Affairs
and Defense

In FY 1987-96, there was a sharp de-
cline in national defense funding, that is,
in the 050 account in the federal budget,
which includes nearly all the DOD budget
as well as defense-related expenditures by
other agencies, mostly the Department of
Energy. In FY 1997 dollars, the 050 account
budget authority declined from $386 bil-
lion in 1987 to $254 billion in 1996, a 34
percent reduction. The largest reduction
($65 billion out of the total reduction of
$145 billion) was in procurement, which
fell by 60 percent. At present, the services
are operating with the large equipment
stock bought during the 1980s buildup. In
FY 1996, the Army bought no new tanks
and the Navy bought only four ships. Ob-
viously, this is not a sustainable long-term
procurement level, if current forces levels
are to be sustained. As discussed in the
chapter below on force structure, the five-
year plans include an eventual upturn in
procurement, which will place further
pressure on the budget.

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES 3

CONTEXT



STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT

National Security Budget Authority, in Percent of GDP

8 —

0 e
87 88 89

90 91

92

93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01t 02

4

Source: FY 1997 Budget and Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1997.

Nore: All data refer to fiscal years.

The FY 1996 national defense budget
shrank in real terms by 3 percent, contrary
to the widespread impression that it grew
because of the $7 billion added by Con-
gress to the Clinton administration re-
quest. For FY 1997, the Clinton administra-
tion proposed a further four percent cut.
However, Congress added $11 billion,
which made the FY 1997 national defense
budget essentially the same in real terms
as in FY 1996.

The international affairs budget also
dropped sharply in FY 1987-96. In real
terms, the international affairs budget (the
150 account) fell 34 percent, the same per-
centage as the reduction in the national de-
fense budget. In constant FY 1997 dollars,
the reduction was from $25 billion to $16
billion over that time. However, the reduc-
tion was heavily concentrated in aid and
foreign information, especially in military
aid. In FY 1997 dollars, the budget for the
conduct of foreign affairs (account 153,
which is a component of account 150),
which is essentially the State Department
operating expenses, went from $3.5 billion
in FY 1987 to $4.2 billion in FY 1996. But
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the burden of work grew as the number of
countries rose and as the world became a
more complex place. For FY 1997, the Clin-
ton administration proposed a slight in-
crease in international affairs spending,
but the funding Congress approved meant
a slight decrease.

The congressional concurrent resolu-
tion on the FY 1997 budget and the FY
1997 Clinton administration budget both
forecast spending through FY 2002.

Both plans call for national defense
budget authority to be marginally reduced
in real terms by FY 2001 from the FY 1997
level. The Clinton administration budget
provides detailed breakdown of its spend-
ing plans by category. Under those plans,
further reductions in research and devel-
opment ($7 billion), personnel ($5 billion)
and operations and maintenance ($4 bil-
lion) are programmed in order to pay for
increased procurement ($14 billion). De-
spite the increase, procurement will re-
main significantly below the steady-state
replacement rate, that is, the average age
of major systems will continue to increase.
In other words, it may be difficult to sus-
tain the planned force levels with the re-
sources programmed for defense.

For international affairs, the FY 1997
Clinton administration budget programs a
five-year reduction of 6 percent in real
terms. The congressional concurrent reso-
lution on the FY 1997 budget calls for a
much more substantial cut, primarily be-
cause of a greater reduction in aid ac-
counts. However, neither Congress nor the
administration are proposing cuts as steep
as they had envisioned in 1996, when the
five year program called for cuts of at least
40 percent. Nevertheless, any of these
plans for reduction will be a challenge to
absorb. The risk is that funding will cover
only the most pressing needs, while short-
changing preventive diplomacy that can
have high returns in the mid- and Jong-
run. It will be difficult to maintain much of
a foreign aid program, especially if contri-
butions to multilateral institutions and aid
to Israel and Egypt are sustained at any-
thing like current levels. It is likely that the
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US. will remain in arrears to the UN
throughout the rest of this decade. At the
same time, the reduced international af-
fairs spending will not have much effect
on the overall deficit. Spending on interna-
tional affairs is one percent of the overall
government budget.

The five-year spending programs
would continue the reduction in the share
of national income spent on national de-
fense and international affairs. From FY
1987 to FY 1996, defense and foreign af-
fairs spending fell from 6.9 percent of GDP
to 3.7 percent. The administration pro-
posal would reduce that to 3.0 percent in
FY 2002. Of that, defense spending would
be 2.8 percent of GDP—its lowest level
since the 1930s.

Both the Clinton and congressional
plans would mean tight resource con-
straints for national security. And the situ-
ation could get worse, because of the pres-
sure for balancing the budget. Both
political parties want the budget balanced.
The Republicans want a large tax cut. The
Democrats want to protect spending on
programs like health, education and the
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environment. In 1996, the economic cli-
mate looked good for achieving that com-
bination of goals, with low interest rates
holding down the cost of servicing the na-
tional debts, while rapid economic growth
raised revenue and kept low the cost of
programs like unemployment insurance
and welfare. As a result, the FY 1996 bud-
get deficit was only 1.5 percent of GDF, or
$109 billion.

However, it will be difficult to shrink
the deficit further for several reasons.
Economists anticipate that the U.S. econ-
omy will grow more slowly over the long
run than it did in 1993-9, which will limit
revenue growth and create pressures for
more spending. Pressures could build for
more tax reduction or for higher spending
on social programs. And the cost of entitle-
ment programs such as Medicare and So-
cial Security will increase as the baby
boom generation begins to retire. Perhaps
savings will be made, e.g., through
changes in the way benefits are increased
as the consumer price index rises. Besides
the entitlement programs, defense spend-
ing is one of the few large items available
to cut. Therefore, it could well be reduced
below the current agreed level. A prudent
national security planner would include
among his scenarios one in which budgets
are reduced appreciably more than
presently planned small cuts. The fact that,
during the FY 1997 budget debate, the
president and Congress agreed relatively
easily on a forecast level of defense spend-
ing for 2002 does not by any means assure
that those resources will actually be made
available when 2002 arrives.

Ambitious Goals
Require Creative
Use of U.S. Power

At the most general level, there is lit-
tle disagreement about the aims for U.S.
government policy. The Constitution de-
scribes its purpose as being to provide for
the common defense, promote the general
welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty
and establish justice, as well as to form a
more perfect union and ensure domestic
tranquility. In more modern language,
those first objectives might be phrased as:

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES 5
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B defending the homeland
M promoting prosperity

B encouraging and sustaining democracy, hu-
man rights, and free markets

A broad political consensus exists in
the US. that such aims can be accom-
plished only if the U.S. maintains a leader-
ship role in world affairs. A small group
would sharply reduce U.S. international en-
gagement in order to focus on domestic is-
sues. But the vast majority of the electorate,
and nearly all elected leaders and opinion
makers, reject that approach as dangerously
short-sighted.

The consensus in favor of an active
leadership role in world affairs for goals as
broad as promoting market democracy
worldwide seems hard to reconcile with
the trend toward strict limits on resources
for foreign affairs and defense. The ambi-
tious goals of U.S. foreign policy seem to
fit poorly with spending capped at levels
far below those that have prevailed at any
time since the U.S. became a world leader
during World War II.
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One way to reconcile the limited re-
sources and the ambitious goals would be
to concentrate on only a few areas of the
world. For instance, the U.S. could adopt a
policy of concentrating on the Western
Hemisphere, a direction which some be-
lieved inherent in the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Or the
US. could emphasize its historic alliance
in the North Atlantic region, to which the
US. is tied through a myriad of institu-
tions such as NATO, the OECD, and the
G7. Or an argument could be made that
the U.S. should concentrate on the fast-
growing economies of East Asia. These
proposals may sound attractive to a geo-
strategist, but none is acceptable to the
American people. As part of the desire to
be number one on a global scale, Ameri-
cans insist that their government remain
active nearly everywhere in the globe—
certainly in the Western Hemisphere, in
the North Atlantic, in East Asia, and in the
Middle East.

_Another way to reconcile the limited
resources with these ambitious goals
would be to work through multilateral in-
stitutions more than at present. Again, this
is not acceptable to the American people.
To be sure, the immediate aftermath of the
Cold War saw a burst of enthusiasm for
the United Nations and other international
institutions. But these hopes were soon
tempered by the realization that interna-
tional organizations are often poorly run,
and that many states, including the U.S,,
are reluctant to provide them the clout and
the resources to implement the lofty goals
they proclaimed. Based on the experiences
in Somalia and the former Yugoslavia, the
perception in the U.S. is that the UN is
often not an effective security organiza-
tion. Indeed, the perception is that the
NATO alliance works well only when
there is a strong U.S. leadership role.

In short, the American people remain
committed to a global presence and to U.S.
leadership, while insisting that the ambi-
tious U.S. goals be accomplished with only
limited resources. Implicitly, the U.S. pub-
lic believes the world situation is benign.
In other words, because there is no enemy,
the U.S. need not spend much on defense
and even less on civilian activities abroad.
It is true that the U.S. no longer faces a
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peer competitor who challenges its very
existence. (Russia and China have nuclear
weapons that could inflict unacceptable
damage on the U.S., but neither has suffi-
cient national power to be a peer to the
U.S. nor to challenge the U.S. in every the-
ater around the globe.) Nearly all major
nations have cut back on their militaries;
despite the defense drawdown, the U.S.
spends as much on its military as the next
ten highest spending countries combined.

Nevertheless, we disagree with the
contention that the world situation is be-
nign. We argue instead that, compared to
the Cold War, the threats are not as high
but they are broader. Moreover, they re-
quire a greater degree of understanding
and more creative diplomacy than when
the threat was simpler. To paraphrase ex-
CIA director James Woolsey, the Cold War
dragon has been slain, but now we are in a
forest teeming with poisonous snakes.
Furthermore, we are concerned that major
threats far surpassing those from an Iraq
or North Korea could develop in ten or
twenty years, especially if other major
powers conclude that reduced resources
will make the U.S. unable to defend its in-
terests against the challenge they could
mount in their region.

If our view of the world situation is
correct, there will be tensions between the
ambitious U.S. goals and the limited re-
sources devoted to defense and foreign af-
fairs. That tension creates the risk that by
trying to do too much, the U.S. may ac-
complished less than if its efforts were
more focused. We find that a higher de-
gree of risk exists than we are comfortable
with, but that is what we will have to live
with unless the U.S. political climate
changes in a way that we do not expect.

The best response to the tension be-
tween goals and resources is to focus on
ways to improve efficiency, that is, to do
more with the same resources. It is incum-
bent on the defense and foreign policy com-
munity to reinvent how to do business to
take advantage of new opportunities and to
phase down or out that which has become
less important or less effective. A variety of
means to diversify and leverage the instru-
ments of U.S. power were analyzed in the
1996 Strategic Assessment, including:

1997

® New ways of applying instruments.
An important example is the Partnership
for Peace (PFP), part of the reorientation
of NATO away from defending Germany
against Soviet attack toward being a vehi-
cle for enhancing stability in eastern Eu-
rope. Another example was the enhanced
use of the Exchange Stabilization Fund to
lend $20 billion to Mexico when that
country experienced a financial crisis in
early 1995. A third example is greater use
in international relations of some U.S.
agencies which in the past were only pe-
ripherally involved in foreign affairs, such
as the FBI, especially for response to
transnational problems.

® Phasing down use of some instru-
ments that were central during the Cold
War. For instance, with the end of the ide-
ological struggle with the Soviets, the U.S.
does not need to place as much impor-
tance on the battle for hearts and minds,

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES 7
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so it can reduce its spending on activities
like direct radio broadcasting. Another ex-
ample is that the U.S. is reducing stock-
piles of nuclear weapons and eliminating
chemical weapons.

® Working with the private sector. As
US. firms operate more on a world scale
and as the private sector grows in previ-
ously state-dominated societies, the U.S.
government has increasing opportunities to
makes its influence felt through the private
sector. For instance, non-governmental or-
ganizations (NGOs) provide much of the
support for the humanitarian side of peace
operations in Haiti and Bosnia, relieving
the military of a responsibility for which it
is ill suited and which required much atten-
tion in the past, e.g., in Vietnam. The perva-
siveness of American popular culture and
the strength of American high-technology
industries add to U.S. power. However,
they cannot be the basis for US. global
leadership on vital security issues such as
the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

® Mobilizing assistance from others.
The U.S. has become more active than ever
at getting others to share responsibilities.
A prominent example is the Korean Penin-
sula Energy Development Organization
(KEDO). The U.S. provided the leadership
for reaching the agreement under which
North Korea is dismantling its dangerous
nuclear program in return for a nuclear

8
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power station, but nearly all the financing
is coming from other countries. Another
case is the closer coordination with inter-
national financial institutions, such as the
consultation with the International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) on assembling a $51 bil-
lion package for Mexico after its early 1995
financial crisis; the U.S. contributed $20
billion, the IMF $18 billion, and central
banks and commercial banks $13 billion.

® Coordinating among instruments.
The need for coordination has become
more acute because, in the post-Cold War
era, there is less clarity about which goals
are central and which are peripheral. For
instance, considerable effort has been
needed to develop and implement a gov-
ernment-wide approach toward strength-
ening security cooperation with Japan at
the same time as vigorously pushing Japan
to be forthcoming on trade issues.

In sum, the U.S. government has so far
been successful in adapting the ways it
does business so as to protect vital national
security interests, despite tight resource
constraints. At the same time, it has been a
challenge to stretch resources to cover im-
portant, though not vital, interests, as well
as to promote humanitarian values.

U.S. Forces Strong
Today, Despite
Drawdown

U.S. forces have been reduced by one-
third or more since the Cold War, but they
remain stronger by far than any other
country’s. The drawdown has been largely
a reorientation away from those capabili-
ties needed to meet the Soviet threat.

Land forces. Throughout the Cold War
era, the large ground forces provided by
the United States and its allies were at the
heart of the strategy to contain the expan-
sion of the Soviet Union in Europe. The
big land forces procurement programs of
the 1970s and 1980s strengthened the capa-
bilities to fight a high-intensity war
against large, heavily armored units.

With the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, the requirement to fight two nearly
simultaneous major regional contingencies
has become the planning standard that de-
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termines the requirements for ground
forces. The result has been a shift to mobil-
ity and rapid response capabilities.

Overall, the Army’s active component
is 40 percent smaller in 1997 than it was a
decade earlier, as the result of budget pres-
sures and the changing strategic environ-
ment. The reserve component has been re-
duced by a smaller amount. Although the
absolute size of the Marine Corps has not
declined as much as that of the Army, the
Marines were a relatively small force to
begin with, and they never focused pri-
marily on the defense of the central region
of Europe against Soviet aggression. They
have maintained their traditional role as
an expeditionary force, and the active
structure of three divisions and three Ma-
rine aircraft air wings is being maintained
with this point in mind.

Aerospace Forces. During the Cold War,
U.S. aviation force planning was largely fo-
cused on the Soviet Union, which possessed
a large, capable tactical- and nuclear-strike
air force. The Air Force and Navy responded

by assigning priority to air superiority,

1997

which was essential for defense or counterat-
tack on the ground. Without air superiority,
damage suffered from Soviet air strikes on
NATO's rear area could have been crippling.
In the 1970s and 1980s, considerable invest-
ment went into ensuring U.S. air superiority,
with the procurement of large numbers of
F-14, F-15 and F-16 aircraft, among others.

In the post-Cold War world, no op-
posing air force currently possesses a ca-
pability in terms of absolute numbers or
technological sophistication in any way
comparable to U.S. air power. As a result,
U.S. aviation forces are able to focus more
of their effort on bringing firepower to
bear on the ground quickly and accurately.
At the same time, the largest moderniza-
tion program pursued by the Air Force is
the F-22 stealth fighter, which will replace
the F-15 air-superiority fighter.

In 1997, the Air Force is about half the
size it was in 1987. Naval air forces have
been reduced less and the Marine Corps
air hardly at all.

Maritime Forces. During the Cold War,
the Navy focused on control of the high
seas to safeguard the U.S/s ability to rein-
force NATO and Pacific allies by sea. By
the late 1970s, the Navy concluded that
dealing with the Soviet threat required a
strong offensive strategy, rather than wait-
ing for the Soviets to attack. It developed
the Maritime Strategy, which emphasized
carrying the battle to the source of the So-
viets” combat power, including attacking
heavily defended targets.

In the late-1990s, no nation can mount a
sizable naval threat to U.S. forces far from its
own shores, thereby easing the task of self-
protection and defending merchant ship-
ping on the high seas. This has allowed U.S.
maritime forces to work on bringing a
more massive and more precise firepower
to bear on the battle ashore. The Navy and
Marine Corps have developed a strategic
concept in which the focus is on the littoral,
or coastal areas, of the globe. Littoral opera-
tions, which were only a secondary concern
during the Cold War, involve different
challenges than operations on the open
ocean. As maritime forces approach the
shore, they come into range of attack from
land (for instance, from land-based cruise
missiles). Mines are more of a threat in
shallow, geographically restricted waters.

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES 9
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The Navy faces the challenge of trans-
forming a force optimized to defeat a peer
superpower on the open ocean into one
that aims primarily at supporting regional
littoral operations typical of the post-Cold
War environment. The inventory of ships
will change slowly: aircraft carriers have a
useful life of up to fifty years; major sur-
face combatants and submarines, some
thirty-plus years. Many of the ships are
flexible and adaptable. As a result, much
of the adjustment of maritime forces to the
demands of the post-Cold War world will
be a matter of doctrine and training.

U.S. maritime forces are much smaller
in 1997 than in 1987. The biggest reduc-
tion has come in the number of attack sub-
marines and convoy-escort surface com-
batants. This reduction reflects the
diminished threat to battle groups and
merchant shipping in the open ocean. The
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number of carriers and large-deck am-
phibious ships that can bring aircraft and
forces to a conflict theater has decreased
only marginally. Mine-warfare capabilities
also are being improved.

In 1996, almost one-third of all U.S.
maritime forces were continuously de-
ployed overseas, even though the U.S. was
at peace. A carrier battle group with sup-
porting ships and a Marine expeditionary
unit, the core of the Seventh Fleet, are per-
manently stationed in Japan. The Fifth
Fleet, established in 1995, patrols the Per-
sian Gulf region. The Sixth Fleet, with its
home port in Italy, provides a continuous
presence in the Mediterranean Sea.



Flashpoints

he flashpoints considered here illustrate the diverse circumstances that could lead

to conflict. More important than the particular flashpoints is the analytical frame-

work we propose for thinking about the problems with which the U.S. military

will be tasked to respond in the next three to ten years. The analysis demonstrates

that the world’s flashpoints can be divided into four types of problems, which are,
in order of the military challenge presented:

@ Major powers, that is, the countries with sufficient weight to be major players in
several aspects of world affairs. Only the U.S. is a major player simultaneously in political,
economic, and military affairs. Russia is not among the world’s top ten economies, yet it
qualifies as a major power because of its military might and the heritage of its days as the
core of the Soviet superpower. Japan has little capacity to project military power and it is
often quiet on the global political scene, but it clearly ranks among the major powers be-
cause it has the world’s second largest economy. Europe is not a country at all, but the Eu-
ropean Union functions more and more like one major power, with Germany at its heart.
In the coming decades, several other countries such as India may become major powers;
however, none of these countries are likely to achieve major power status in the ten year
time frame considered in this report.

@ Significant regional contingencies. In the next decade, the highest prospect for an in-
tense military confrontation is the outbreak of a conflict among regional powers. While there
are many states in the world with poor relations with a neighbor that could lead to conflict,
in most cases the forces involved are relatively small. There are really only four situations in
the world where large-scale forces are massed on borders of historic enemies, ready to spring
into action: the Korean Peninsula, South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the Levant. Given the an-
imosities and the disposition of forces, conflict could erupt in any of these theaters with little
notice. Indeed, the maintenance of a balance of forces —especially the U.S. commitment to
one side in three cases (South Asia being the exception) —is the most important reason why
conflicts in these regions may be avoided. In each of these regions, the United States has a
strong interest in preventing the use or threat of use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

® Troubled states. There is a growing propensity by people in many countries to turn
away from the state toward ethnic, tribal, religious or other forms of separatism. Govern-
ments, in turn, have lost power and are much more vulnerable to separatist or other spe-
cial interests. State power is being eroded by globalization —much freer international com-
munication and the increased power of international organizations and corporations. Since
the end of the Cold War, the number of states undergoing serious, internal unrest involving
violent disorder and large-scale humanitarian or human rights problems has increased
substantially. In several instances, internal unrest has generated high tension with neigh-
boring states, while the flood of refugees has created serious internal problems for these
states. These problems are of concern to U.S. interests in world stability and in advance-
ment of human rights, as well as on occasion to U.S. interests in regions of present or fu-
ture strategic importance.

@ Transnational problems. A significant and increasing threat to U.S. security comes fom
a wide range of transnational problems, including those caused by malefactors (drug traffick-
ers and terrorists), impersonal forces (pollution, resource shortages, population growth), and
humanitarian disasters. The unifying elements in this broad range of issues are that all move
across increasingly porous borders and none are due primarily to the actions of governments.




CHAPTER TWO

Russia

he U.S. approach to Russia in the

1990s has been aimed at build-

ing a better U.S.-Russian secu-

rity relationship. To achieve this

end, the two countries have fo-
cused on reforming the Russian political
and economic systems and reducing the
chance that nuclear weapons from the
former Soviet Union’s arsenal might fall
into the wrong hands. Despite successes,
the U.S. and its allies still hedge against
the potential that Russia will become a
military threat that, in the theater of the
Russian periphery, is a peer with West-
ern forces.

Such caution is well founded. Rus-
sia’s security position has been deterio-
rating on its southern flank. At the same
time, Moscow is concerned about the im-
pact of NATO expansion. These issues
are likely to dominate Russia’s security
concerns through the beginning of the
twenty-first century.

Background and
Trends

Political Backlash without
Economic Conversion

The future of political reform in Russia
remains in question. Although President
Boris Yeltsin won the 1996 presidential
elections as a “reform” candidate, the his-
tory of his presidency has been a mixture
of democracy and authoritarianism. Addi-
tionally, since the election, he has adopted
many of the statist ideas of his anti-reform
opponents and brought many of those op-
ponents into his government.

Moreover, many Russian pro-reform
observers are concerned that President
Yeltsin could die or become disabled in of-
fice, throwing Russia into a succession cri-
sis. Under law, Viktor Chernomyrdin, as
Prime Minister, would become president,
but would have to hold new presidential
elections in 3 months. If this happens, an
anti-reform or slow-reform candidate
could win the election since a large per-
centage of the general Russian population
still supports strong state involvement in
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the social and economic aspects of daily
life. Public support of state involvement is
attested to by, among other things, the fact
that the Communist Party candidate for
president, Gennadii Zyuganov, received 40
percent of the vote.

Chernomyrdin could also postpone
another presidential election by declaring
a state of emergency —which might be
fully justified under the circumstances—
and remaining president for an indefinite
time. Moreover, Chernomyrdin, himself, is
a “go-slow reformer” who would probably
drag out the process of privatizing indus-
tries presently owned by the Russian gov-
ernment. Either way—with Yeltsin or
Chernomyrdin as president, or someone
from the major opposition parties —politi-
cal (and economic) reform in Russia is
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likely to proceed at a much slower pace
than advocated by the West just a few
years ago.

Russian President Boris Yeltsin has
proclaimed on more than one occasion
that, during the 1996 election campaign,
he became fully aware of the price the
Russian people have had to pay as a result
of his economic policies of the previous
five years. While he has repeatedly stated
that he will continue economic reform, he
has promised to ensure that future hard-
ships caused by reform measures are offset
by government welfare and employment
programs. Prime Minister Viktor Cher-
nomyrdin indicated he was prepared to
cover the promises—including many to
pay salary backlogs — by raising taxes.

President Yeltsin and Prime Minister
Chernomyrdin have both indicated that
they intend to maintain—and increase if
necessary —the government’s role in the
Russian economy. In essence, they have
pledged to pursue a “market economy —
Russian style.” Western analysts often
refer to this as the “muddling-through sce-
nario,” designed more to prevent social
upheaval than to enact systemic economic
change. If in fact the government’s role is
increased, such a move would be counter
to the approach the International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) has tried to get the Russ-
ian government to pursue for five years.

Even though increased government
control may be the worst approach eco-
nomically —except for an outright return to
central planning —it is likely to be the route
Russia follows in the foreseeable future. It
is also not dissimilar to the approach Rus-
sia took in the early to mid-1990s. Since
1992, privatization —a primary pillar of the
IMF’s program for Russia—has proceeded
very slowly. As a consequence, the govern-
ment remains the paymaster for a large
percentage of the Russian population.
Moreover, basic issues of property owner-
ship have not been resolved because much
of the Russian population still fears the re-
sults of a decreased government role in
everyday life.

But the biggest problem with these
slow and inconsistent Russian economic
policies is that they have allowed corrup-
tion to become an even greater aspect of
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Chinese-Russian Relations

Chinese-Russian relations have grown warmer during 1995-1996, punctuated in
1996 by President Yeltsin’s visit to Beijing and by new security and economic agree-
ments. During the summit, each country supported the nationalistic claims of the other. It
remains unclear whether these developments portend a Chinese-Russian relationship
that could negatively affect U.S. and allied interests.

China and Russia share several interests and have few areas of potential discord.
Both consider themselves divided nations and make irredentist claims. China recently re-
inforced its claims to Taiwan and the South China Sea, while Russia seeks fo protect 25
million ethnic Russians living outside the Federation. Russia’s main source of foreign pol-
icy concern is to its east with NATO enlargement, while China’s main source of foreign
policy concern is to its south with Taiwanese independence. Most of the China-Russia
border problems have been settled, and in Central Asia they share a common goal of
maintaining the status quo. Worldwide, Russia wants to sell arms, and China seeks to buy
them. And finally, the 1960s ideological rivalry is gone.

There are limits to the development of stronger Chinese-Russian relations. Russia
would resist economic junior partner status and fears the imbalanced demographics of
north China and Siberia. China believes Russia has little to offer economically. But if the
NATO enlargement and Taiwan issues are both mishandled by the West, then it is quite
possible that these two major powers could align themselves in ways that would be
harmful to U.S. interests.

Russian life than it was under the Soviets.
Government properties, including govern-
ment-owned facilities, have been illegally
converted for private use on a large scale;
tax evasion has been estimated to deny the
government almost 50 percent of its ex-
pected revenue; and it is reported that
high-level officials routinely accept bribes
that divert more money from the govern-
ment’s accounts.

It is expected that Russia will con-
tinue to have a mixed economy that allows
some of the population to make compara-
tively large amounts of money, while the
rest relies on the government for consider-
ably smaller incomes. Salaries and operat-
ing funds paid by the government will
continue to be late. And raw materials and
natural resources will continue to account
for most of Russia’s exports, while con-
sumer goods and food products will ac-
count for a major portion of its imports.

In short, based on the contrasting re-
sults of the December 1995 Duma election
and the July 1996 presidential election, it is
likely that into the twenty-first century,
Russia will continue to endure a political
backlash without achieving meaningful
economic change — especially in the area of
military defense industry.

1997

CIS Resistance to Russian
“Great Power”

One of Russia’s key national-defense
interests is preventing foreign-power influ-
ence in the security issues of the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS). This
concern was reflected in the 1996 presiden-
tial message on Russia’s security concept
that was sent to the upper chamber of the
Russian parliament. For example, regarding
Central Asia, it asserted: “The situation in
the region is characterized by a fierce strug-
gle for dominance and influence between
China, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, (and even
Afghanistan), Saudi Arabia, the United
States, and the NATO countries (particu-
larly Germany).” As a consequence, Russia
has been trying since 1992 to establish secu-
rity relations with the other countries of the
CIS region to bind them to Moscow.

Those who advocate the restoration of
Russia as a great power have suggested
various approaches based on the idea of re-
instating a union, possibly the Soviet Union
itself. Their methods range from persuad-
ing the other countries of the CIS to hold
(and pass) referenda that would reestablish
the USSR to using force to bring the coun-
tries back into a union. None of the propos-
als is reasonable. In fact, talk of such pro-
posals during the Russian presidential
campaign of 1996 alarmed most countries
of the CIS and hurt the cause of great-
power restorationists outside of Russia.

Since the dissolution of the Soviet
Union in December 1991, Russia has strug-
gled to maintain exclusive influence over
security matters in the CIS region. Policy-
makers in Moscow have considered several
approaches: trying to gain exclusive influ-
ence over the security decisions of other
CIS states but not involving themselves in
any other aspect of the countries’ political
dominion; assuming command of military
forces but permitting political autonomy;
and taking control of all aspects of the
neighbors’ political life—as advocated by
the most extreme great-power restora-
tionists. No single approach has been de-
cided upon. Moreover, all of the proposals
have drawbacks for Russia and face resis-
tance in most of the CIS countries.
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Indeed, most of the countries of the
CIS do not want to return to life under
Moscow’s political control. They accept,
for the most part, that they must maintain
economic—or even some security—ties
with Russia, but they are determined to
maintain sufficient say over their own af-
fairs to be considered sovereign by the in-
ternational community. Ukraine has been
the most adamant on this matter, consis-
tently pursuing a plan in which it would
have no permanent security commitments
to either the West or the East, but would
move from one to the other as required to
shift the balance of power. The commit-
ment not to surrender sovereignty can also
be seen in bilateral agreements signed
with Russia, such as the Russian-Armen-
ian and Russian-Georgian treaties. Even in
those treaties that permit Russian forces to
be based in another CIS country, indige-
nous personnel are allowed to join the
Russian forces; in some cases, such as on
the Tajikistan-Afghanistan border, indige-
nous personnel (Tajiks) are reported to
form the majority of the Russian forces.

The determination of CIS countries to
remain free of total Russian domination
can be seen best in the CIS security treaties
that have (and have not) been signed. Such
security treaties lack substance and have
been signed by a limited number of CIS
partners. Ukraine, for example, has refused
to sign the two most significant CIS defense
documents: the CIS Security Agreement
and the Joint Air Defense Agreement.

Since the founding of the CIS in De-
cember 1991, Russia’s co-founders have
been leery of the commonwealth’s becom-
ing a military control mechanism similar to
the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Individual
CIS decisions have allowed Russia to estab-
lish a military presence in some CIS coun-
tries (such as Tajikistan and Georgia), but
the decisions have also limited Russia’s
charters (border security and peacekeeping)
and have allowed other CIS countries to de-
termine their own degree of participation.

The other CIS countries reaffirmed
their opposition to Russian great power
during the Russian presidential campaign,
when they signed a document at a meet-
ing of the CIS heads of state that opposed
candidate Gennadii Zyuganov. Most polit-
ical leaders of the CIS have been careful
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not to comment on the internal politics of
others, but in this instance they went out
of their way to go on record as opposing
the Russian presidential candidate most
closely associated with the idea of reestab-
lishing the old Soviet Union.

Maintenance of Good
Relations with All World
Powers

Since the dissolution of the USSR,
Russia has sought to prevent any rift be-
tween itself and the major world powers.
It will likely pursue this goal into the fore-
seeable future, despite an increased em-
phasis on the belief that Russia must
reestablish itself as a “great power.” The
two ideas are not mutually exclusive, but
their coexistence depends upon Russian
diplomacy and Western agreement that a
regionally strong Russia is important to
Eurasian stability—and not evidence of
Moscow’s return to the confrontational
philosophy of the Soviet years.

Russian foreign policy (under Andrei
Kozyrev) embraced the premise that the
country’s future security depended on Rus-
sia’s full acceptance into the international
security and economic systems established
by the West. During the mid-1990s, how-
ever, a change in Moscow’s outlook made
Russia’s leaders less willing to comply with
Western demands but still determined to
enter the international order dominated by
the major Western powers. At that time,
Moscow acknowledged that Russia must
accept full responsibility for its future de-
velopment and must not become exclu-
sively aligned with any single center of
global power.

Consequently, Russia is pursuing
good relations with all the centers of world
power—including its immediate neighbor,
China—through multilateral and bilateral
agreements. Russia is signing multiple
commercial and defense agreements with
China, including a series of agreements to
clear up the border disagreements that
have plagued Russian-Chinese relations
for a hundred years. At the same time, it is
seeking membership in exclusively West-
ern organizations, such as the Group of
Seven and the European Union.
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This approach would seem to indi-
cate Moscow recognizes that Russia will
not regain the status of a superpower in
the near future, and that it was unrealistic
for Kozyrev to expect the West to reserve
Russia’s place at the table of world powers
while the country was transforming itself
into a modern political and economic
state. Further, Russian leaders anticipate
an increase in China’s international power
and role that not only could threaten Rus-
sia’s sovereignty over its eastern regions,
but could replace the importance of Russia
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in Western foreign policy considerations.
Russia is simply hedging its bets during a
time of world transition.

Russia’s approach—branded “equal-
distance” by some security officials —does
not mean that Moscow considers all major
powers to be equally important. It consid-
ers the United States to be the premier
power in the immediate post-Cold War pe-
riod, having unmatched global influence.
Correspondingly, the United States is also
the target of most of Moscow’s suspicions
that foreign powers are attempting to di-
minish further Russia’s global influence,
especially within the area of the former So-
viet Union.

China, which is considered to be an
important rising power for the next cen-
tury, is also viewed as a direct threat to
Moscow’s sphere of control —within Rus-
sia itself. Security specialists in Moscow
anticipate that China could economi-
cally —and politically —dominate the Rus-
sian Far East as waves of Chinese migrate
into the area and large numbers of ethnic
Russians leave. Unlike its suspicion of U.S.
actions, however, Moscow’s dire assess-
ment of Chinese migration is that it is an
inevitable process. Consequently, Russia’s
ongoing negotiations with the Chinese to
settle historic disputes are, in large part, an
effort to establish mutual trust and open
channels of communication in anticipation
of the time when events in the Far East pit
one country’s interests against the other’s.

Germany is the third major power of
concern to Moscow. It is not only viewed
as a major economic power in its own
right but as the key to the economic center
of Western Europe. Moscow does not seem
to believe that Germany will present a sep-
arate military challenge to Russia in the
foreseeable future, but that assessment is
based on the assumption that the United
States will retain military forces on the Eu-
ropean continent. Moscow, however, does
view Germany as one of the two major
forces behind NATO enlargement (the U.S.
being the other). As a result, many Russian
security specialists believe that, given its
own reins, Germany would turn Western
Europe into a military force against which
Russia would have to prepare to fight.
While this scenario probably will not play
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out in the near future, it reflects Moscow’s
ability to make sober security assessments
even when it depends on a particular
country for substantial economic assis-
tance. Owing to Germany’s strength, Mos-
cow believes that the U.S. influence in Eu-
rope is essential, and that Russia must
establish its economic importance and
reestablish its military prowess.

In all, over the next ten to fifteen
years, Russia can be expected to attempt to
increase bilateral and multilateral eco-
nomic and defense ties with all the major
world powers, but in such a manner that
Russian ties with any one power will not
upset relations with the others. With the
exception of the former Soviet states, Russ-
ian leaders probably consider it against
their country’s interests to enter into de-
fense alliances