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FOREWORD

In 1997, the Council on Foreign Relations launched a series of Coun-
cil Policy Initiatives (CPIs) to encourage interested Americans to
debate key international issues.

In pursuing that objective, a CPI follows a straightforward process:

1. Having chosen a topic of significance and controversy, the
Council enlists knowledgeable authors of divergent opinions
to argue the case for the policy option each would recom-
mend to a U.S. president.

2. Each option takes the form of a memorandum that a senior gov-
ernment official might send to the president (or in some cases
a draft speech that a president might deliver in presenting a deci-
sion to the American people).

3. Panels of other experts subject these drafts to critical review,
an unofficial evaluation process that resembles interagency
deliberations within the government.

4. After thorough revision, the papers are published under the cover
of a memorandum arraying the options as a senior presiden-
tial adviser might do.

5. The published arguments then serve as the basis for debates in
New York or Washington and meetings around the country.

The Council takes no institutional position on any policy
question but seeks to present the best case for each plausible
option a president—and fellow citizens—would wish to consider.

We made defense policy the first in this series, both because
of its intrinsic importance, and because the issue of defense pol-
icy was going largely undebated among professionals and by the
general public. It was our conviction that U.S. security, while
very different from the days of Soviet-American superpower
competition, remained a topic of first-rank importance.
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This CPI is the symbol and substance of the Council’s effort
to spark the debate our nation requires. We are updating and issu-
ing it because we believe that a serious debate on U.S. defense pol-
icy review is long overdue, and this is an issue that should be addressed
during the presidential election campaign.

Special thanks are due to the original Project Director John Hillen,
the Council’s Olin Fellow for National Security Studies, and
Susan Lynne Tillou, research associate for the project, and to Lawrence
Korb, the Council’s director of studies, for updating the project.
Our speechwriter, Harvey Sicherman, also deserves kudos. John
Hillen and I wrote the original “Memorandum to the President
from the National Security Adviser.” Lawrence Korb revised it.

We were delighted to launch our Council Policy Initiatives pro-
gram with this defense project and we are even more pleased we
were able to bring it up to date for the presidential election as part
of our Campaign 2000 initiative.

Leslie H. Gelb
President
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: “The National Security Adviser”

SUBJECT: Looking at the Threat Horizon and U.S. Military
Responses; Alternative Defense Policy Speeches

PURPOSE

Since the end of the Cold War, our defense policy has been for-
mulated on an ad hoc basis without a clear underpinning. This piece-
meal way of doing things has caused problems and frustrations both
at home and abroad. Our Congress, military, allies, adversaries, and
potential adversaries are confused about the lack of consistency.
You and your opponents expressed similar concerns during the cam-
paign.

Perhaps, given the changes in the international system since the
end of the Cold War, it was inevitable that there would be some
inconsistencies in our defense policy over the last decade. To set
the tone for consistency, it is important at the beginning of your
administration that you lay out a clear and cohesive defense pol-
icy and develop budgets appropriate to support it. Moreover,
Congress has mandated that the Defense Department complete
a Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) by the fall of 2001. This
QDR will force you to confront these issues head on.

This memo is designed to make the best cases for a new, more
coherent defense policy. It provides background information and
a comparative analysis of three alternative defense policies, as
well as an assessment of our current posture. The memo is followed
by four speeches, each presenting a clear strategic thrust.
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Here are the four specific options:

Enhanced Defense: The United States has to be ready to meet
a full range of threats, from conventional war among major pow-
ers to peacekeeping operations. The problem is that our capabil-
ity and readiness for doing so have diminished over the last
decade. Therefore, we have to upgrade our superiority almost
across the board, more or less evenly divided among the services,
including technological upgrades and greater reliance on allies for
peacekeeping duties. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) estimate that
this will require an increase of about $30 billion, or 10 percent, a
year over the current level of $300 billion.

Innovative Defense: Given our considerable overall military supe-
riority against current and potential rivals, the chance that one or
more of them could achieve a devastating breakthrough in mili-
tary technology is the only challenge to our power. Even more than
in the past, wars will turn on applied technology. Thus, we must
focus defense dollars more on keeping our technological lead
and less on current readiness. We can do this without raising mil-
itary spending and perhaps even with a slight reduction in the defense
budget in future years. Moreover, innovative technology will
allow us to execute most military missions with smaller and
smarter forces, and with fewer casualties.

Cooperative Defense: By keeping military spending at or near
Cold War levels and continuing to assume responsibility and
leadership unilaterally for most international turmoil, we are
going to overload domestic circuits and alienate friends and allies.
While we must maintain our overall military capabilities, now is
the time to build international institutions and ad hoc collective
security coalitions and to focus them on a new real threat—civil
and ethnic violence. Such an effort will take time, but we should
begin now. A benefit of this approach is that we can reduce mil-
itary spending 15 to 20 percent by ridding ourselves of a wasteful
and overly large Cold War military, and begin to enjoy the peace
dividend that eluded us in the 1990s.

Prudent Defense: The defense budget fell substantially through-
out most of the 1990s, but this was inevitable given the collapse
of the Soviet Union. In the past two years that downturn has been
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reversed, and the current five-year defense budget is $1.6 trillion,
$120 billion higher than projected in 1998. Moreover, as Vice
President Al Gore and Senator Joseph Lieberman pointed out at
the Democratic Convention in August 2000, the United States
has never been stronger relative to its real or potential adver-
saries. Today the United States spends more on defense than all
of its adversaries combined, and the defense budget has returned
to Cold War levels. And, given the competing claims on the fed-
eral surplus and the uncertainty of the budgetary projections, the
United States cannot afford to add another $30 billion per year
to defense over the next decade (as required by the “enhanced defense”
alternative). Therefore, we should continue doing what we are doing—
putting sufficient military muscle into being ready on as many fronts
as possible. Defense spending per year should stay constant for the
next 10 years—equivalent to $300 billion in today’s dollars.

We give you the above options in speech form so you can get
a feel for making the case to the public. Although the speeches
are not written for experts, they are written by experts, and obvi-
ously you and your speechwriters would need to scrub the presentation.
Each speech is also two dimensional, in a sense. Each gives a more
or less pure direction or thrust. The aim of the purity is to clari-
ty your choices. Obviously, in final form you could mix, match, and
blend the choices somewhat. For example, as Governor Bush
pointed out in May 2000, reducing nuclear weapons should be part
of any enhanced defense.

Other caveats about the speeches are listed later in this memo,
but one must be highlighted here. They provide no overall foreign
or national security context. Thus, they do not discuss critical ques-
tions such as which international problems are better dealt with
by means other than military power, certainly initially at least. Nor
do the speeches dwell on the critical relationships among force,
diplomacy, and economic power. There is only a brief discussion
of allies and friends, who will play an important role in whatev-
er we do. Still, the speeches address what a defense policy must
address, namely, what kinds of forces we should develop and plan
to use to meet likely military threats and to support a U.S. for-
eign policy of engagement in the international system.

[3]



U.S. Defense Policy
BACKGROUND

After a decade of making policy on an ad hoc basis, the United
States now needs to undertake a fundamental review of its nation-
al security strategy and defense policy. In 2000, America faces no
readily apparent major conventional military threats or likely
strategic nuclear threats. At the same time, there are some small-
er yet still dangerous challenges from states of concern in key areas
of the world and a host of emerging security threats, such as
weapons of mass destruction wielded by terrorists or outlaw states,
ethnic violence and refugee problems in failed or failing states, and
the possibility of new forms of warfare such as information war-
fare or the use of biological weapons. This new environment, cou-
pled with the second congressionally mandated Quadrennial
Defense Review, calls for a serious reexamination of U.S. defense
strategy, force size and structure, weapon systems, overseas deploy-
ments, and the Department of Defense’s (DOD) organization and
workings.

Since 1991, DOD has completed three major defense policy reviews
to address these questions: the Bush Base Force Review (1991), the
Clinton administration’s Bottom-Up Review (1993), and the first
congressionally mandated Quadrennial Defense Review (1997). In
addition, three independent panels established by the Congress
have undertaken comprehensive examinations of DOD’s budget,
force structure, strategy, deployment posture, and modernization
program: the 1994—95 Commission on Roles and Missions of the
Armed Forces, the 1997 National Defense Panel, and the 1998 Nation-
al Security Strategy Group (NSSG), which will complete its
work in early 2001, and has already issued several interim reports.

In general, as shown in table 1, the internal DOD reviews
have changed little aside from matching smaller (but similar)
force structures to a defense spending account that declined near-
ly 30 percent between 1989 and 1998, leveled off, and then increased
slightly in these last two years. In the absence of a clear strategy,
such as that of the Cold War’s containment policy, DOD has done
little beyond these “budget drills” to define the purposes and
strategy of U.S. military forces. Moreover, although there are no
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clear and present security threats on the scale of the Cold War, there
has been no shortage of recent challenges to American security
for which we have used the military. U.S. forces have been frequently
deployed in the past ten years for missions ranging from traditional
deterrence and war fighting (Korea, Kuwait) to humanitarian
relief and peacekeeping operations (Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda,
Bosnia, Kosovo). As Governor Bush pointed out in his speech at
the Citadel in September 1999, U.S. forces have been used for unex-
pected contingency operations almost once every nine weeks in
the past seven years. In addition, threats such as terrorism, the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missile
technology, international crime, and other global problems pose
new challenges to American security for which military forces may
be part of an appropriate response.

The 1991 Base Force Review and the 1993 Bottom-Up Review
both postulated that the United States should make combat
readiness its priority and focus on the threats of “major regional
conflicts” (MRC), such as those that might occur in Korea or the
Persian Gulf. These reviews were heavily criticized for being
excessively focused on near-term contingencies at the expense of
long-term preparedness and modernization, for overestimating the
potency of the threats in these regions at the expense of less con-
ventional challenges, and for failing to fund adequately the force
that the Joint Chiefs maintained it must have to carry out a two-
MRC strategy. In addition, between 1993 and 1997, the U.S. mil-
itary found its greatest challenges outside the MRC contingencies—in
multilateral interventions to aid troubled states such as Somalia,
Haiti, and Bosnia.

The 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review was mandated by Con-
gress to connect more closely threats in the post-Cold War world
with DOD strategy and funding. The QDR report, released in May
1997, kept the basic two-IMRC strategy intact, added the need for
DOD to prepare for and perform “smaller scale contingencies” (SSC),
such as that in Bosnia, and cut the total force by an additional
115,000 uniformed personnel while maintaining basically the same
force structure. The independent National Defense Panel (NDP),
mandated by Congress to critique the QDR, provided an initial
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assessment of the review. The NDP argued that the QDR focused

too much on the near term (five to ten years), maintained the two-
MRC strategy without adequate justification, added missions
and cut spending without setting mission priorities, failed to
connect strategy with programs and budgets, ignored some impor-
tant strategic developments (such as the role of space), and paid
little attention to allies and coalitions. In its interim reports, the
NSSG has echoed many of these comments.

The NDP report, released in December 1997, did not specifi-
cally identify the principal military challenges of 2020 and beyond.
The report did not “attempt to provide all the answers,” but rather
to “stimulate a wider debate on our defense priorities.” It recom-
mended that a “transformation strategy” of military and nation-
al security structures, operational concepts and equipment, and DOD
key business processes be “accelerated.” Specifically, the NDP
identified new operational challenges likely to confront U.S.
forces, such as the absence of access to forward bases, information
attacks (i.e., a strike against computer or communications systems),
war in space, deep inland operations, urban operations, and new
forms of attacks against the U.S. homeland. The NDP criticized
the amount of money planned to upgrade older weapon systems
and suggested that innovative new technologies be exploited by
the design and purchase of new weapons that emphasize stealth,
speed, mobility, precision strike capability, and advanced automa-
tion. Under pressure from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the secretary
of defense rejected the recommendations of the panel.

In late 1998, President Clinton did add $112 billion to his five-
year defense program. But the bulk of these funds went to improve
the quality of life and readiness of the existing forces. Thus, a decade
after the end of the Cold War and after several major policy
reviews, the basic questions about U.S. defense policy remain
unanswered: What are the real threats to American interests
around the globe both now and over the next 15 to 20 years? How
should the United States best prioritize these threats and prepare
to protect interests in the near term and the future? What types
of forces, weapons, military strategies, and levels of resources will

be needed?
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THE OPTIONS

Here are crucial warnings to keep in mind as you read the distilled
discussion of the options below and the draft speeches that fol-
low:

—The speech you would actually give to Congress or other sim-
ilarly involved audiences would be more general than the speech
drafts here provided. It would also likely blend various elements
of several of the speeches. The secretary of defense would be
responsible for providing greater rationale and detail.

—None of these defense policy choices represents a funda-
mental shift in U.S. foreign policy. Each assumes that the United
States will stay firmly engaged in global security affairs, continue
to lead in its military alliances, and continue regularly to have
American forces abroad on both temporary and long-term forward
deployments. Options representing a major foreign policy shift were
not considered. Thus, none of the choices presented here requires
the addition of $80 to $100 billion in the annual defense budget that
would make the United States into a global policeman, capable of
unilaterally exercising what has sometimes been called “benevolent
hegemony.” Nor does any choice require reductions of a similar mag-
nitude that would signify a new isolationism, called by some “strate-
gic independence.” The choices outlined here span the broad
middle ground of possible options, and all offer different ways of
supporting the same basic goals of U.S. foreign policy.

—DMajor changes in nuclear policy, which were raised by Gov-
ernor Bush in May 2000, are discussed principally in the “Coop-
erative Defense” alternative, where they fit as part of a major
reduction in traditional military forces. But as mentioned above,
changes in nuclear policy could also be part of any of the four options.
The national missile defense system, which became a major issue
in the 2000 campaign, is treated most thoroughly in the “Enhanced
Defense” alternative. These and other nuclear issues are being pressed
by vocal groups of political leaders and defense intellectuals. One
group, primarily composed of Republicans, wants a major effort
to develop a robust defense of the United States against long-range
missile attacks from rogue nations. You must make a major deci-
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sion in this area very soon. Your decision will involve not only whether
and when to deploy, but the type of system, specifically, land-,
sea-, or space-based, or some combination of all three. A second
group argues for a determined and gradual elimination, or virtu-
al elimination, of nuclear weapons. We assume that while you would
not want to eliminate all strategic nuclear weapons, you may
want to consider a drastic reduction in their number as was sug-
gested by Governor Bush in May 2000.

—Finally, the alternatives do not delve into specialized, but very
important, defense debates, such as improving procedures and poli-
cies for procuring military materiel or reorganizing the military
services (for example, separate services for tactical aircraft, strate-
gic nuclear forces, space, or information warfare). As Vice Pres-
ident Gore discovered in his reinvention of the government
initiative, there are a lot of potential savings involved here—and
even more bureaucratic and political grief.

The summary of each option characterizes the chief chal-
lenges to our security and a plan to align our forces to meet those
challenges. A brief explanation of the strengths, weakness, and polit-

ical impact of each option follows.

OPTION ONE: AN ENHANCED DEFENSE

Despite many recent changes in the international security envi-
ronment, the principal threats to our security still are conventional
wars in areas of vital interest, such as Europe, north Asia, and the
Persian Gulf. These major threats, which occur less frequently than
smaller threats, must remain our primary focus. Simultaneously,
we must be able to deal with peacekeeping, ethnic conflicts, ter-
rorism, and other lesser operations, although in a much more care-
ful way than before and not at the expense of our war-fighting
capability. Experience also teaches that we need a margin against
the unexpected and a force that is robust enough to win at a rel-
atively low cost in American blood and treasure. Not much help
can be expected from broader collective security arrangements that
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have failed of late, and even dependable allies are growing less capa-
ble of aiding the United States in large-scale combat missions like
Desert Storm or military operations like the Kosovo air campaign
where American aircraft had to fly the vast majority of the mis-
sions.

Current strategy and budgets are inadequate and threaten to
leave the United States with a military that is underfunded to meet
technological change, overstretched by peacekeeping and other periph-
eral operations, and unprepared to protect core interests from
potentially larger threats. Some have described the current defense
budget situation as a coming train wreck. Unless we tailor our forces
to meet major operational challenges, conduct limited peace-
keeping, and fund technological advances, we face a potentially
catastrophic failure of deterrence and fighting ability.

The solution is to refocus U.S. strategy on the deterrence of major
threats in our areas of vital interest. This requires increasing our
forces slightly; procuring new equipment, especially with an eye
for technological innovation; deploying a robust national missile
defense system; using less of our forces in peacekeeping; and
relying more on our allies for troops in small regional missions.
To do this, we need a $30 billion, or 10 percent, increase in the annu-
al defense budget.

Advantages
* Provides a force robust enough to give us high confidence in
our ability to deter or defeat current and future threats—fore-
seen or unforeseen;

* Fully funds a realistic modernization program to replace equip-
ment stocks left over from the 1970s and 1980s;

* Solves problems such as the deterioration in readiness due to
the high pace of current operations shouldered by a much
smaller force.

Disadvantages
* Requires a 10 percent increase in defense spending during a time
of relative peace, little clear and present danger, and when
there are many competing claims on the budget surplus;
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* Reduces the U.S. role in peacekeeping and humanitarian relief
operations and therefore decreases U.S. influence in these mat-
ters;

* Makes nontraditional threats such as ethnic violence or inter-
national crime a lesser priority;

* Possibly misses the potential and comparative advantage of achiev-
ing major technological breakthroughs at less cost, since mod-
ernization will be incremental and, because of this, could cost
more overall.

Political Impact

* In Congress, this approach is likely to be supported by a bipar-
tisan coalition of post—Cold War hawks. Under pressure from
this group, Congress has added substantial sums (as much as
5 percent) to the defense budget during each of the past six years.
President Clinton added over $100 billion to his own five-year
defense program in 1998. But it is likely to be opposed by sup-
porters of peacekeeping, traditional liberals, and tax-cutting con-
servatives. However, the increased spending in this option can
be accommodated by the rising budget surplus and the historically
low levels of current defense spending. Defense today consumes
only 3 percent of our GDP and 16 percent of federal outlays.

* In the Pentagon, it is likely to be strongly supported by all the
services, as it reaffirms traditional roles, adds to force structure
and investment, and addresses the concerns of the JCS about
overextending the military.

* Among the general public, support cannot be expected with-
out vigorous presidential leadership that enunciates clearly the
problems caused by current strategy, presents a realistic picture
of possible military threats, and explains the expected defense
budget train wreck if program costs continue to far exceed

planned funding.

* Among our allies, a reduction in the number of U.S. ground troops
for multinational peacekeeping-type operations will not be
well received and will likely make it more difficult to achieve

[10]



Memorandum to the President

the desired outcome in these situations, at least until the Euro-
pean Defense Initiative becomes a reality.

OPTION TWO: AN INNOVATIVE DEFENSE

The current era is a time of smaller, asymmetric threats to U.S.
interests and therefore a time of great opportunity for experimentation
and change. During this transition period we must prepare for the
future. The chief threat to our security will be the emergence over
time of military powers with the strength or technological prowess
to challenge our Cold War era military. Our forces are currently
designed to fight the type of wars in which we have previously been
involved, and yet we are in the middle of a far-reaching techno-
logical revolution. We therefore could face a catastrophe if our weapons
prove to be ineffective and our tactics obsolete. The spread of tech-
nology, the high cost of innovation, and the long lead time for mod-
ernization all require action now if we are to be safe later. The United
States is overly prepared to meet diminishing threats (such as North
Korea and Iraq). Meanwhile, we are in danger of wasting the oppor-
tunity to stay ahead of future competitors (such as China) and to
deal with asymmetric threats (such as terrorism and information
warfare).

The United States must act now to take full advantage of the
“revolution in military affairs.” An agile, innovative, and high-tech
U.S. military force will be dramatically more effective by using a
space-, sea-, air-, and ground-based network of sensors to pinpoint
enemy forces and a similar network of precision-guided munitions
to destroy them from long range. Exploiting new technologies and
fielding a very different information-age force will not require an
increase in spending but will require major changes in spending
priorities and drastic revisions in U.S. doctrine, strategy, and
force structure. To accomplish such objectives, the United States
will have to accept limited risk that its forces will not be able to
handle all current contingencies. Allies, the United Nations, and
other collective security groups would have to be called upon to
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do more, especially in costly peacekeeping interventions. These risks,
however, are more than offset by the edge such a strategy will give
the United States well into the future. Innovation should be
restored to its traditional role as America’s most decisive strength.
Spending priorities within the defense budget would be readjusted,
but there would be no increase in the overall defense budget, which
conceivably could decline in 15 to 20 years.

Advantages
* Harnesses traditional American competence in technology
and innovation to ensure U.S. primacy against military threats
for 50 years or more;

* Protects effectively against new threats such as information war-
fare, weapons of mass destruction, and ballistic missiles;

* Solves the dilemma of a slow modernization that could cost more
and produce less in the long run, and is affordable at current
spending levels.

Disadvantages
* Reduces the U.S. role in many current operations, and thus accepts
the risk of such conflicts spreading out of control;

* Generates considerable institutional instability in each of the
services and the Pentagon, as old bureaucratic and organizational
structures are challenged and supplanted by new ones;

* Produces a force that might be too specialized to be relevant to
labor-intensive threats, such as low-intensity conflicts and
peacekeeping and humanitarian relief operations;

* Increases U.S. reliance on allies for undertaking some global secu-
rity tasks, such as regional peacekeeping and humanitarian
operations.

Political Impact
* In Congress, this approach is likely to be supported only by a
small but influential group of defense thinkers willing to take
risks on national defense. However, members can be moved on
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this, as it appears to satisfy the concerns of many constituen-
cies who wish for a more effective defense without increased
costs. Presidential leadership—to emphasize the small amount
of current risk and huge future benefits—will be critical.

* In the Pentagon, it is likely to be supported most vigorously by
the Air Force (because of the emphasis on space) and fairly well
supported by the Marine Corps. Resistance, largely to the
pace of these changes, will come from elements in the Navy (par-
ticularly the naval aviation community) and the Army.

* It will garner huge support from business and the defense
industry, since much of the new military technology will be bor-
rowed off-the-shelf from civilian high-technology firms.

* Among the general public, you can expect support if you use
the bully pulpit to provide inspiration, as was done with the space
program of the 1960s. And similarly to the space program, pub-
lic support will falter as expensive experiments and systems fail,
which is inevitable. Also, the imperatives of the program would
have to be constantly reinforced in the absence of an obvious
threat (such as that which helped start and drive the space pro-
gram).

* This new approach would aggravate the growing incompati-
bility between allied and U.S. forces. As was evident during the
Kosovo air campaign in the spring of 1999, even our European
allies are falling steadily further behind the United States in adapt-
ing new technologies to the military and would be disconcerted

by additional U.S. technical advances.

OPTION THREE: A COOPERATIVE DEFENSE

As the past ten years have shown, the main security challenges will
come from smaller ethnic and civil conflicts that do not threaten
our vital national interests, but do demand we take some military
action to protect our concerns and values. As matters now stand,
either the United States leads a military intervention in these sit-
uations or nothing happens. If we get involved, we run risks that
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might outstrip our interests. If we fail to involve ourselves mili-
tarily, we risk small conflicts burgeoning into larger ones or dam-
aging our leadership role. This puts the United States in a situation
where we are not sure what kind of forces to build—for peacekeeping-
type operations or Gulf War—type combat—and leads to dangerous
confusion. Our concept of national security and military strate-
gy is still built around outdated concepts of state-to-state conflict,
massive nuclear deterrence, and large conventional forces. Con-
flicts like the one in Bosnia, as well as economic, developmental,
and environmental problems, are more relevant to national secu-
rity today than old Cold War thinking.

The United States must recast its Cold War forces and tailor
them to the conflicts of today’s world. But since the United States
cannot do everything and because the United Nations is not at this
juncture capable of playing a major role in global security, Amer-
ica must lead in building the capabilities of regional organizations
as well as the United Nations and in creating informal networks
of allies to intervene in these complex conflicts. At the moment,
existing regional institutions and the United Nations are not pre-
pared to accept greater responsibility. Unless the United States devel-
ops the power to act elsewhere, the burden will always fall on
Wiashington. Building collective security institutions and capabilities
will be a long, controversial, and difficult process. It must begin
with a determined U.S. effort to forge political cohesion in old and
new international organizations and to help those organizations
develop the necessary military capabilities to intervene. In addi-
tion, an emphasis on preventive diplomacy and multilateral
responses will reduce the need for large deployments of U.S.
torces. We would also build networks of mutual assurance through
arms control agreements that allow the United States to take the
lead in greatly reducing nuclear arsenals and the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. These networks will be more effec-
tive than unilateral deployment of a national missile defense sys-
tem. This approach, a new form of collective security, would
lessen pressures on the U.S. military to do everything and thus allow
us to cut defense spending by 15 to 20 percent from its current Cold
War levels and finally achieve a real peace dividend.
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Advantages
* Realigns a Cold War defense policy and force structure with cur-
rent threats and security challenges;

* Reduces defense spending to levels more consistent with other
demands on the budget surplus and more in line with the lev-
els of our allies;

* Allows the United States to shift resources to confront “new agen-
da” threats such as global warming, refugees, terrorism, and the
like;

* Takes full advantage of multilateral cooperation and keeps the
United States involved in peacekeeping-type operations with-
out overcommitment;

* Enhances the prospects for an arms control regime that will reduce
the number of nuclear weapons, prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons and ballistic missile technology, and make the deploy-
ment of a $100 billion national missile defense system unnec-
essary.

Disadvantages
* Reduces the capability of rapidly conducting combat operations
on the scale of Desert Storm or larger;

* Sends signals of retrenchment and possible isolation to allies
and adversaries by reducing U.S. deployments and forces sta-
tioned overseas;

* Increases U.S. reliance on uncertain allies and undependable inter-
national organizations for helping to protect U.S. national
interests;

* Raises issues over the foreign command of U.S. troops in mul-
tilateral operations led by allies.

Political Impact
* In Congress, this approach will be opposed on both sides of the
aisle by advocates of strong U.S. military power who vehemently
oppose greater reliance on the United Nations and other mul-
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tilateral organizations and military operations not led or dom-
inated by the United States. Supporters of humanitarian inter-
ventions will endorse this approach.

* Some of these same advocates of a strong U.S. military will oppose
the decision not to deploy a national missile defense as soon as
it is technologically feasible. Arms control advocates will cheer
this step.

* In the Pentagon, all services will openly oppose the downgrading
of U.S. capability.

* Reductions in our nuclear forces to Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks (Start III) levels will be resisted by many constituencies,
although there is new support among former military and
some political leaders for movement on this issue.

* Among allies, some will welcome the multilateral spirit of this
policy, while others will denounce the move as an American retreat
from responsibility.

OPTION FOUR: A PRUDENT DEFENSE

Regardless of how much the United States spends on defense, it
cannot buy perfect security. Even if one accounts for inflation, Pres-
ident Clinton’s last defense budget was higher than the final
defense budgets of Presidents Eisenhower, Nixon, and Ford and
was go percent of the average Cold War defense budget. The claims
by some military leaders that the United States cannot execute the
two-war strategy under the current budget levels rely on a severe
overestimation of the capabilities of potential adversaries like
Iraq and North Korea. The military capabilities of both these nations
have declined markedly, both absolutely and relative, to ours since
the Bottom Up Review of 1993. Similarly, the claim of some that
peacekeeping operations are stretching the Pentagon too thin is
also an exaggeration. The military has only 10,000 people deployed
in these peacekeeping operations. A greater percentage of the force

is stationed in the United States than during the Cold War. This
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position was essentially articulated by Vice President Gore at the
Democratic Convention in August 2000.

The Pentagon does indeed have personnel and equipment
problems, but they are management not money problems. It has
a compensation system left over from the Great Depression and
a procurement strategy that has us in an arms race with ourselves.
Paying people for performance and moving to a defined contri-
bution plan for retirement as well as privatizing the health and hous-
ing systems will save money and be more attractive to the troops.
Skipping a generation of deploying new weapon systems will
allow the services to buy more of the current generation, which
are the best in the world, and to maintain our technological edge
without increasing money for procurement.

If the Pentagon is able to enact these changes to its compen-
sation system and adjusts its procurement strategy by skipping the
deployment of a generation of new systems, it will be more than
capable of carrying out the two-IMRC strategy as well as playing
an important role in peacekeeping operations, i.e., doing every-
thing from providing combat troops as in Kosovo and Bosnia to
simply helping with intelligence and logistics as we are doing in
East Timor.

Advantages
* Allows us to deal with conventional military threats, the need
for action in smaller contingencies such as Bosnia and Koso-
vo, and threats as varied as the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, ballistic missile technology, and terrorism;

* Reforms the compensation system and procurement strategy
to allow the military to cope with its recruitment and retention
problems and shortages of new equipment;

* Offers steady capabilities and policy to support our current U.S.
defense posture.

Weaknesses

* Does not prioritize the threats or missions;

* Does not clearly prepare for future threats that are different from
current challenges;
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* Depends on the ability to reform the compensation system and
procurement strategy.

Political Impact

* The Pentagon and its allies on Capitol Hill will be unhappy if
you do not increase defense spending and reduce peacekeep-
ing operations. But most congressional members, our allies, and
the American public will be content to leave spending levels at
$300 billion. Although there will always be vocal dissenters, any
major changes in defense policy and spending in a time of peace
will be more controversial than maintaining the status quo.

RECOMMENDATION

Convene your senior national security advisers informally to
review this memo. If the sense emerges that present defense pol-
icy will put the United States at significant future risks, direct the
secretary of defense to prepare a new draft speech—with supporting
studies—presenting the new approach.
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A plan to reduce the strain on small and underfunded U.S.
military forces by increasing the size of the force, adding to
the budget, decreasing participation in some peacekeeping
operations, refocusing U.S. strategy on deterrence and war
fighting, and investing in the technologies of the future,
including a robust national missile defense

Members of Congress and My Fellow Americans:

Thank you for welcoming me to Capitol Hill this evening. I
have decided to speak to this special joint session of Congress direct-
ly because the president’s first responsibility, under the Constitu-
tion, is our national defense. Let me assure you that a crisis is not
imminent. But decisions are. We do not face the threat of attack.
We do face the need to act.

The end of the Cold War has given the United States a unique
opportunity to win the peace and to help construct an international
order that favors democracy and prosperity. But to achieve these
objectives, we must be able not only to deter aggression but to deal
with a range of other challenges in a highly uncertain world that
I will describe tonight.

Until now, we have attempted to meet these challenges with
a military force reduced by one-third from its Cold War size. Simul-
taneously, we have used our troops with increasing frequency in
what Governor Bush referred to as vague, aimless peacekeeping
operations and other missions short of war. As a result of this pol-
icy, we are wasting too much effort on peripheral issues. We have
been short-changing the future, spending too much on today’s wrong-
headed priorities and too little on tomorrow’s necessities. Our defense
strategy has lost its focus, and our troops are in danger of losing
their essential skills.
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The plan I am proposing tonight—an enhanced defense—will
set America on the right course once more. First, we will redirect
our military’s attention to the main issue, the deterrence of con-
flicts in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East that might threaten
vital U.S. interests, and not to lesser missions better handled in a
different way. Second, we will also make greater investments in
advanced weapons and training so that our forces will be able to
meet the challenges of the future. Third, we will raise the pay and
benefits of our military personnel substantially. As both Vice
President Gore and Governor Bush have pointed out, it is a
national disgrace to have so many of our brave soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines on food stamps. Fourth, we will give our mil-
itary the resources they need, even though it will cost more. The
fact of the matter is that the United States will continue to need
large land, air, and sea forces to ensure our freedom. This is a pre-
mium we must pay, and we can certainly afford to pay it. Fifth,
we must develop and deploy a limited defense against intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles. Unless the United States is protected from
an attack by a rogue nation, like North Korea or Iraq, our ability
to take action around the world will be undermined.

Our defense planning begins with the definition of our inter-
ests and how military forces can secure them. The lessons of the
twentieth century have taught Americans that what we value
most—our democratic freedoms—can be put at risk by aggres-
sion far from our shores. And it is not only democracy that can
be put at risk. Our well-being here at home depends on vital trad-
ing relationships we have forged with Europe, Asia, and the
Middle East and with our neighbors in the Americas. The world’s
economic progress depends upon a broad framework of security,
and America’s military forces are a vital component of this frame-
work. U.S. troops do more than deter aggression; they also embody
America’s determination to work for a better world.

History teaches that prosperity and security are the necessary
escorts of our freedom. We have therefore made enormous sac-
rifices in lives and treasure throughout our history to preserve our
democracy and indeed to give democracy a fighting chance in the
rest of the world. And in this we have succeeded. After two
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world wars, a third called the Cold War, and numerous other con-
flicts, our democracy is today secure and prosperous.

It would be most unwise, however, for Americans to take this
security for granted. The post—Cold War peace has yet to be
won, and the world remains a far too unsettled and even danger-
ous place. Let me cite just a few examples of what I mean.

In Europe, the dangers of the Cold War have given way to per-
vasive uncertainty. Russia is still going through wrenching polit-
ical and economic change a decade after communism’s collapse.
We have expanded NATO, while the European Union has begun
the process of accommodating new members. These are large invest-
ments in the future security and prosperity of Europe that also call
for a constructive relationship with Russia, and such has been our
objective. Yet we must be realistic about the election of President
Putin. No one can forecast Russia’s future course, and in the past
we have often been surprised as Moscow veered sharply between
reform and revolution, cooperation and conflict.

A similar caution should govern our policy in Asia, where the
People’s Republic of China is trying to transform the world’s
most populous nation. We hope that the current authoritarian gov-
ernment will give way in time to real democracy, but my respon-
sibility as president is to do more than hope. There are American
interests that need to be safeguarded, especially the freedom of ship-
ping lanes and the restriction of weapons exports to unfriendly nations.
In 1996, President Clinton had to send two aircraft carrier battle
groups to the Straits of Taiwan when China threatened to dis-
rupt Taiwanese elections. As that episode showed, even in times
of peace a robust and well-trained American military provides a
healthy deterrent against those who would seek to disrupt the peace.
Good intentions and vigorous diplomacy will not always be
enough in dealing with other great powers whose interests may
at times conflict with ours.

Then there are the states of concern, those who still openly threat-
en the peace. American troops today face a North Korean regime
on the brink of starvation and without allies. Yet despite its over-
tures to South Korea, this same government remains armed to the
teeth, its troops poised to invade South Korea, and it has tested
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a long range missile capable of hitting the United States with a
weapon of mass destruction. In the Persian Gulf, Iraq still pos-
sesses enough military power to threaten its neighbors in the
absence of U.S. air, sea, and land power. Iran, a supporter of ter-
rorism, seeks nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.
Both are located in the Persian Gulf, whose resources are vital to
U.S. and allied security. No one should doubt that such states would
commit aggression if the United States were thought incapable
of preventing it. And, as we have seen in the continuing confrontation
with Iraq, deterring these states still requires that the United
States have large and readily deployable forces whose primary duty
is to go to war if necessary.

Another danger is the spread of ballistic missile technology and
weapons of mass destruction—nuclear, chemical, or biological—
that might fall into the wrong hands and possibly be used against
the United States itself. Nor can we ignore the savage civil wars,
such as has occurred in Bosnia and Kosovo, that threaten to spill
over borders, spreading chaos and desperation in their wake.

The uncertainties and dangers of these many challenges mean
that we need a large and well-trained military prepared to deal with
a broad range of contingencies, perhaps even simultaneously in more
than one region. The world has profoundly changed since the end
of the Cold War, and responding to the new threats posed by eth-
nic violence, terrorism, international crime, and failing states is now
a part of our national security strategy. But the extent to which these
new threats should drive the focus of our strategy has very much
been oversold. Like many other turning points in history, the end
of the Cold War witnessed many observers trumpet that this was
the end of history and the end of conflict between the world’s major
powers, all of whom were now market-oriented and democrati-
cally leaning states. We were told that the military challenges of
the post-Cold War world would not be akin to deterring the Sovi-
et Union or even deterring Iraq and North Korea. The new
military threats were like those of Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia.

I must tell you, however, that after a decade of dealing with these
1ssues, I believe that the new missions of our time are not so new
and not so critical that they should cause the world’s only super-
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power to lose focus on the most crucial tasks of its security. These
are the tasks that only the United States can perform, the tradi-
tional missions that keep the major powers free from conflict
and the major systems of the world functioning in good order.

Our priorities should be clear. Think of it this way: If worse came
to worse and we failed to deal with a renewed Russian threat, an
emerging Chinese challenge, or Iraqi or Iranian aggression in the
Gulf, the very foundations of our security and prosperity would
be shaken. If we deter trouble in these areas, however, we can also
deal with other issues. If we cannot, a lot of other issues will not
matter. That is why in Europe and in Asia, for example, the
United States forces, working with our allies in NATO and Japan,
encourage Russia and China to join an international communi-
ty they once opposed. Our forces there are like firefighters. Just
because the fire has gone out, that is no reason to disband the fire
department. The peace dividend is not a chance to do away with
a military that effectively deters threats to global security. The peace
dividend is peace—and we must continue to work hard for it.

A robust and well-trained American military force is insurance
against a major power threat, but it must also be capable of deter-
ring rogue states, acting against terrorists, and supporting U.S. diplo-
macy in the world’s trouble spots. To do all this, our troops must
be trained to act in case deterrence fails, and that means to fight
and to win wars. The American way of war gives every advantage
to our troops by emphasizing the need to achieve a rapid and over-
whelming victory. This will not always be achieved with the rel-
ative ease of Desert Storm or the air campaign in Kosovo, but it
should always be our goal. There is nothing heroic in deploying
just enough American forces to ensure there is a stalemate or slugfest
on the battlefield. As commander in chief, I can assure you that
I'will field fighting forces that are well-trained and large enough
to win a decisive victory in any future conflict.

At the end of the Cold War, the United States fielded a superb
military, ranging from a broad-based nuclear arsenal to large,
highly trained conventional air, sea, and ground forces with glob-
al reach, all backed by an advanced industry and capable reserves.
Expecting more peaceful times, we reduced our active forces by
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over one-third. But things have not worked out as expected. We
have sent our soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen on missions
abroad on numerous occasions, more often, in fact, than during
the Cold War—over 40 times in the Clinton administration,
compared with 14 times under President Bush and 16 times under
President Reagan. Some missions have been humanitarian oper-
ations that were short, focused, and effective. Others, such as
Somalia, began that way but turned into something else. In that
country, as in Kosovo and Bosnia, our troops have been used to
keep the peace and to build nations. Some of these operations, such
as Bosnia and Kosovo, have required a much more prolonged and
expensive effort then we anticipated when they started.

Our desire to help carries a cost. All the emphasis on the here
and now, on these complex operations that are neither war nor peace,
is beginning to undercut our ability to deter major conflicts.

LOSS OF FOCUS

First, our military is losing its focus on war-fighting skills, the most
essential skills of American defense. Peacekeeping operations put
our troops into situations more akin to police work than soldier-
ing. Seizing ground, taking the offensive, and defeating the enemy
are out. Restraint, forbearance, caution, and diplomacy are in. Large
numbers of our troops and officers are therefore gaining much expe-
rience in peacekeeping at the expense of their skill in war fight-
ing. Being prepared to conduct warfare on the scale of Desert Storm
effectively requires a sense of urgency and focus at every level in
our military training. We would like to think that peacekeepers
are also equally trained for fighting wars, but this is simply not true.
Extensive retraining is required to bring our troops on peacekeeping
duty back to combat readiness. I would like to say that the results
have been worth the risks, but I cannot. We have all had a lesson
in how difficult it is to repair societies torn apart by civil war or
to revive a sense of nationhood in peoples who have lost it. We
have refocused a large part of our military effort on humanitari-
an missions whose outcome is temporary, fragile, or easily reversed,
as in Haiti.
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HOLLOWING THE FORCE

Second, smaller forces used more often have taken our troops to
the edge of endurance and beyond. That threatens a slow hollowing-
out of our military. Let me explain what I mean by “hollow.” The
key to our military capability is the quality of our troops. Today
Americans volunteer to defend our country; there is no draft, and
I do not propose to reinstate one. But just consider what has hap-
pened to our volunteer army since 1989. The number of active-duty
soldiers has decreased by 36 percent. Despite the fact that the defense
budget has increased in the last two years, it is still down by 25 per-
cent compared to a decade ago. And missions have increased 300
percent. We have got a much smaller force, and we are using it more,
much more. What does this do to our troops and their families?
Listen to what they are saying. An officer at a major base used these
words, and I quote:

The more you take down the force, while keeping the same
level of operations, the harder the remaining force works, which
means more people get out, which means the remainder works
harder, which means more of them get out, and now you’re
in this death spiral, right into the ground.

Those are alarming words, but even more alarming was a veter-
an colonel’s observation that “what broke the army in Vietnam was
the stress on the noncommissioned officers. . . . The families
said, ‘Enough of this,’ and they all got out.”

There are shortages among Army sergeants, staft sergeants, cap-
tains, and majors. The Air Force has lost experienced pilots at an
unprecedented rate and is short several hundred. Extended over-
seas duty is taking its toll on our Navy, putting great pressure on
family life. And too many units are undermanned during their train-
ing cycle. So people do not train together at full strength, and they
do not gain the experience they need to work as a team. Less train-
ing and less effective training also increases the risk of tragic
accidents. The result of it all, as Governor Bush and Secretary Cheney
noted at the Republican Convention in August 2000, is creeping
hollowness and poor morale. It happened before, 25 years ago. We
must not let it happen again.
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OBSOLESCENCE

Third, we have begun to risk the future quality of our force. We
expected to live off the large equipment stocks left over from the
Cold War for a long time. But unanticipated use of our military
abroad, obsolete equipment, and reduced budgets have taken
their toll. The defense industry itself has “downsized” in lockstep
with our overall defense reductions. Meanwhile, we have had to
finance operations out of the maintenance funds, and the main-
tenance funds out of the procurement budget. And, as I noted, the
defense budget itself has dropped 25 percent. Not since before Pearl
Harbor have we had a defense budget that took less of the gross
domestic product or a smaller percentage of the federal govern-
ment’s expenditures than the current one.

Something had to give.

And something did.

We can fix our readiness and maintenance problems fairly
quickly, but what we cannot fix quickly is the procurement of new
equipment. That takes time, lots of time. Because the money
used to buy new and replacement equipment has dropped by
some 45 percent since 1988, we have stopped buying tanks and other
weapons systems that have proven themselves in battle. We can-
not afford nearly the number of ships we have plans to use in the
tuture. Within the current budget, we will not be able to acquire
about 40 percent of planned aircraft. By the year 2005, almost all
of our tanks and planes will be older than the soldiers or airmen
driving and flying them. In short, our modernization plans have
been severely curtailed.

It is a bad time for us to be in such a fix. Everyday we experi-
ence in our own lives the extraordinary technological changes that
affect virtually everything we do. A military revolution is also under-
way that we cannot afford to miss. This revolution promises a more
effective defense, ranging from new antimissile systems to more
precise detection of an enemy’s location and rapid, sure-fire reac-
tion. Such military revolutions have happened before, and you can
ask the veterans of the Gulf War, for example, to compare their
experience with their fathers in Vietnam or their grandfathers in
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World War II. We must investigate this revolution and invest in
the military hardware, software, and skills to use it. Today we are
not doing enough of that.

I want to assure you that over the short term there is no dan-
ger that we will be inferior to those who might challenge us. We
still retain the edge given us by the investments of a previous gen-
eration. But I do want to tell you that we must look beyond
today or even tomorrow. We cannot risk a trend that could give
us an obsolete, underequipped force. We must make new invest-
ments now—but in a sensible way. We will not sacrifice the capa-
bilities of our current force in a mad dash to invest heavily in yet-to-be
proven technologies. Instead, we will launch a concerted effort to
modernize our forces while maintaining a large and well-prepared
military for near-term threats.

A THREE-POINT PLAN

The time has clearly come for us to change our ways. I am there-
fore asking your support for a three-point plan, a truly enhanced

defense policy. This plan will:

* Restore the proper focus of our forces on deterrence and war
fighting;
* Make investments to meet the threats of the future; and

* Give our military the numbers and resources it needs to do the

job efficiently.

1. We Must Restore the Proper Focus.

Ovur overall military objective remains the same. We should do our
utmost to deter war. But if war comes, then we must win with as
few casualties as possible. Those who defend us must therefore be
trained as their first duty to fight and win wars because ulti-
mately that capability is our best assurance of keeping the peace.
That means a force able to meet the potential challenges to our
security, able, above all, to prevent aggression or the threat of aggres-
sion in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. These are the areas where
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we are deployed forward, where our interests are vital. As I noted
earlier, a failure to protect these interests would shake the very foun-
dations of our security and prosperity. However unlikely it may
seem at the moment, we must also be prepared to deal with a new
Russian problem, a turn for the worse in China, or aggression by
an Iraq, an Iran, a North Korea.

You may have heard of the current Pentagon strategy that
focuses on the need for our forces to fight two major regional con-
flicts nearly simultaneously. I do not believe that this strategy should
be the alpha and the omega of American military efforts around
the globe, but it is an important capability to have. However, given
the smaller size of our military today, its increasing focus on
peacekeeping and other humanitarian operations, and a smaller
defense budget, I am not convinced that today we actually have
the capability to wage two regional conflicts simultaneously. The
plan I propose tonight will restore to the military the tools for this
capability and do so with a strategy that is refocused on deterrence
and combat readiness. Such a strategy will not only allow Amer-
ica to respond effectively to the most serious threats but will
deter them from arising in the first place.

A proper focus on the most serious potential threat also allows
us to evaluate other lesser problems. This is the place to say a word
about peacekeeping and military interventions short of war, the
activity that has increasingly preoccupied our forces.

There will be times when we must use force short of war to pro-
tect our interests. When we do intervene, however, common
sense will be our guide. That means not risking the lives of our
men and women on vague aimless deployments. We will not
intervene unless we are certain it truly serves our interests and that
by doing so, we do not detract from our ability to undertake
other, more important military operations. Common sense also tells
us that each operation should have a clearly defined goal, decisive
means of accomplishing the goal, and a gauge of success or fail-
ure. And we must be realistic about what we can and cannot
achieve. No one should expect American military intervention to
heal the rift between brothers in a civil war or to rebuild a nation
unwilling to rebuild itself.
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Ultimately, we must protect our own interests. Fortunately, these
interests are also shared by many other nations. Although the major-
ity of our allies abroad have cut defense spending by an even greater
margin than we, they still make an important contribution to deter-
rence. They are also of crucial assistance in peacekeeping opera-
tions, as we have seen in the Balkans. Although the United States
is the only power capable of projecting and sustaining significant
combat power, our allies play an increasingly important role.
There is neither reason nor necessity for the United States to sup-
ply the bulk of the ground forces, for example, in every such
operation. Many of our allies, especially in Europe, have turned
the focus of their militaries away from fighting wars and toward
peacekeeping. Our NATO allies are in the process of establish-
ing a European defense force for this exact purpose. We should
take advantage of these differing capabilities, as was successfully
done in East Timor in 1999, by encouraging allies to take the lead
in the smaller missions of regional security.

Experience teaches that there is no substitute for carefully
coordinated collective efforts in the pursuit of common interests.

I am confident that under these circumstances, the Congress
and the American people will be fully supportive of such opera-
tions. That support, in and of itself, is also a key condition for suc-
cess. We know that. So do those who oppose us.

This is the time, too, to say a word about the United Nations.
The United States has long been a supporter and advocate of the
United Nations and its collective security responsibility. Here, too,
we have had much recent experience. We can and should expect
the United Nations to act as a forum for the discussion of secu-
rity problems faced by the international community. But we can-
not and should not expect the United Nations to substitute for regional
alliances, such as NATO, in the management of military intervention.

2. We Must Invest in the Future.

The current military procurement budget should be substantial-
ly increased in order to obtain the weapons we need tomorrow and
to develop the weapons we will need the day after tomorrow. That
calls for more purchases of hardware and more investment in
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research and development. We must also pay special attention to
what some have called the revolution in military affairs, both the
new technologies and the new concepts of how to use them.
These promise to give us swift and precise identification of an enemy’s
location and more accurate weapons to defeat him. Smaller Amer-
ican forces, equipped with these new technologies, may be able to
wield as much firepower as the much larger formations that now
make up our military. As we experiment with these innovations,
our current organizations, our doctrine, and indeed even the mil-
itary culture may be sharply challenged. We should have the
courage and the resources to face up to these challenges even as
we should recognize that there is never any “magic bullet” that will
solve every defense problem. And of this we can be certain: The
United States is not the only country seeking to use technologi-
cal change in the pursuit of military advantage.

A word about missile and space defense. America today is
vulnerable to ballistic missile attack. The largest single incident of
U.S. loss of life in the Gulf War came when an Iraqi Scud mis-
sile hit a U.S. troops barracks in Saudi Arabia and killed 28 sol-
diers. With cheap missile technology spreading rapidly throughout
the world, the Congress and I agree that we must deploy a nation-
al missile defense as soon as it is technologically feasible. Despite
some recent setbacks, I am confident we will have the first stage
of a system in place by 2005. This will require increasing our bal-
listic missile defense budget to $10 billion a year and will involve
combining theater- and sea-based missile shields with boost
phase technology. I will also increase spending on protection for
space-based systems, such as satellites, that are increasingly vital
for both civilian and military applications.

3. We Must Expand Both the Forces and Their Resources.

U.S. defense forces are clearly too small and too underfunded for
what they need to do. At currently projected defense levels, if the
United States had to fight a conflict on the scale of Desert Storm
today, over 85 percent of the active Army, the entire Marine
Corps, and at least 66 percent of Air Force fighter aircraft and Navy
carrier battle groups would be engaged. Little would be left for other
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emergencies. A military must plan and prepare for more than just
the reasonable and the expected—prudence would dictate that we
also be well prepared for setbacks and unexpected challenges.
And by doing so, we can, in fact, prevent these surprises from hap-
pening in the first place. For a country such as ours, with global
interests, it is simply too dangerous to have a small force based on
the assumption that world events will unfold only as we wish them
to.

I 'am therefore proposing an enlargement of authorized personnel
from the currently planned 1.36 million to 1.5 million. Of these addi-
tional forces, a full 100,000 will be in the combat units, increas-
ing our total there by some 20 percent. This will give us the
margin we need to ease the current strain of operations and to make
more credible our commitments around the world.

I'want to describe for you the main changes that an enhanced
defense will make in our defense posture:

* Make additional large increases in the pay of all our troops so
that we remain competitive with the private sector and ensure
that none of the men and women in the service remain on food
stamps.

* Strengthen and enlarge our ground combat forces, either for-
ward deployed or more capable of rapid deployment, to the main
areas of our interests in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East.

* Retain Navy and Marine forces at current levels while empha-
sizing joint operations with ground forces where useful.

* Be more selective in the use of U.S. troops for peacekeeping mis-
sions and more insistent on an international division of labor
that speaks to the unique capabilities of those nations partici-
pating in such missions.

* Reduce the size of the National Guard and redirect its efforts
toward more combat service support and emergency pre-
paredness rather than active combat duty. In addition, the
National Guard will continue to take the lead in homeland and
civil defense, especially against weapons of mass destruction such
as chemical and biological weapons.
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* Spend more on both procurement and research and develop-
ment (R&D), especially for those technologies that give us greater
precision and control on the battlefield.

* Increase spending dramatically on ballistic missile defense
(which includes both theater and national missile) and space
defense.

* Finally, reduce our nuclear arsenal to the second Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (Start II) levels since Russia has now rat-
ified that treaty. And I will ask the Joint Chiefs of Staft if we

can safely make further unilateral reductions.

To obtain such an enhanced defense, I will propose to the Con-
gress an immediate $30 billion per year increase in the defense bud-
get. To carry out the proposals outlined here tonight, we will
need to spend about $330 billion per year. I know some will say
that we cannot afford to spend more on defense or that we should
not spend more. The facts, however, are otherwise.

Currently the United States spends but 3 percent of its gross
domestic product on defense, about 16 percent of the federal
budget. This is the smallest amount of defense spending as a
proportion of our national wealth and the federal budget since before
Pearl Harbor. I propose to raise that spending slightly, to about
17 percent of future federal budgets. The issue therefore is not whether
we can afford to spend more but rather whether we can risk
spending less. It is a small premium to pay, especially in an era of
healthy budget surpluses.

The taxpayers of this nation, however, will never be satisfied
with a plan that just adds resources. We know that defense can be
run more efficiently. It is essential, therefore, that increased spend-
ing be accompanied by increased savings. Our plan calculates
that another $5 billion per year can be saved if we pursue:

* Further base closings;
* Privatization of military maintenance and storage;

* More outsourcing of administration and logistics tasks to pri-
vate firms;
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* Reductions in management layers, especially in the Pentagon
and other headquarters.

The time is also ripe for us to consider some other important
changes. Should the Navy build new kinds of ships that fully exploit
revolutionary new technologies or emphasize the upgrading of cur-
rent weapons and ships? Should the Air Force invest so heavily
in fighter aircraft or develop unmanned aircraft to operate over the
battlefield as well as in space? Does the Army’s new plan to reor-
ganize into more mobile and agile units go far enough? Should
our reserve forces be assigned the primary mission of civil defense
or emergency preparedness against terrorism in the United States?

I'am directing the secretary of defense to create a special panel
to study these and other matters so that our resources are most effi-

ciently applied.

THE DECISION BEFORE US

My fellow Americans, I want to sum up the essence of the deci-
sion before us. Yesterday’s clear and present danger has been
replaced by today’s spectrum of troubles and tomorrow’s uncer-
tainties. To protect our security, we must field a military force that
can handle the major potential threats. It must also be capable of
allowing us, in cooperation with our allies, to do the occasional peace-
keeping mission.

We are still able to do that today. But will we be able to do so
tomorrow? | have made the case tonight that our forces have been
looking too much at peacekeeping and not enough at fighting wars;
that we are spending too much on current operations and not enough
on the future; that our troops are doing too much of the wrong
thing and losing their edge; and that they are not being adequately
compensated for their work. I have also argued that this can be
remedied if we take prudent steps to fix the focus on the major
potential threats; if we do less peacekeeping, and when we do it,
share burdens more with our allies; if we redirect spending toward
procurement and innovation; and if we increase the pay and size

[33]



U.S. Defense Policy

of our forces and the size of the budget by 10 percent, while pur-
suing strong cost-cutting measures. It may seem strange on the
surface to offer a force that does less with more, but in order to
correct our priorities, properly fund our forces, reduce the crippling
strain on our troops, and invest in the future, it must be so.

Perhaps we should think of it this way. Our defense is an
insurance policy. To keep that protection for the future, we need
a little more insurance now even at the cost of a slightly higher
premium.

Perhaps we should think of it in another way, too. As president,
I can propose a plan, but without the support of you in Congress
nothing will happen. Matters will drift until events—sometimes
tragic events—dictate a change. We do not want to risk the hard-
won gains of the past by failure to prepare for the future, the very
risk we would run if our forces are unable to handle a major
threat to the peace in Europe, Asia, or the Middle East. What is
truly at stake in any defense policy is the legacy we leave for the
next generation of Americans. We have the opportunity today to
give our children and grandchildren a world safer than the one given
us by our parents and grandparents. That is the most precious lega-
cy we can leave for posterity. That is why we need an enhanced
defense.
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A plan to take advantage of a time of relative peace and
reduced threats by radically changing the U.S. military to
capitalize on revolutionary technological advances and thereby
be better prepared for the conflicts of the future—and
within current spending levels

Members of Congress and My Fellow Americans:

I have decided to speak to you this evening because we have
important decisions to make about our national defense. These deci-
sions may very well affect the security of our nation for decades
to come. As such, we will shape the security not only of our gen-
eration but those of our children and grandchildren.

As far as our security goes, we live now in a time of reduced
threats—what our military experts call a strategic pause. The
great triumph of the end of the Cold War has ushered in an
unprecedented era of peace and cooperation among the major pow-
ers of the world. Market-based economic systems are the norm
around the globe, and democracy is flourishing in more countries
than ever before. China has joined the World Trade Organization
and Russia has chosen a new president through the ballot box. There
are still states of concern and organized violence and terrorism,
to be sure, but these threats do not affect our basic security in the
way that conflict among major powers might.

As we did during the years between World Wars I and II, we
should use this time of strategic pause to experiment, innovate, and
prepare our military for a very different future. During those
interwar years, we experimented with aircraft carriers and naval
aviation, tanks, amphibious warfare, high-speed fighter aircraft,
and long-range bombers. We did this to be better prepared for future
conflicts so that they would not have to be fought again in the style
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of the senseless stalemate that was the horror of World War I. Now
too we must experiment with revolutionary new technologies
not only to gain an advantage over our potential enemies but to
deter war more effectively. We must not waste the peace dividend
by keeping an overly large Cold War military force ready for
action that is not likely to happen.

We have learned through hard experience that the secret of an
effective defense is sound and timely preparation. We have also
learned that in defense issues, no less than in our domestic econ-
omy, America’s success has always come from its ability to inno-
vate, not only through scientific discoveries but also in their
applications.

And that is both the challenge and the decision before us. We
are in the midst of what some have called a profound revolution
in military affairs. Based on the advanced technologies of the infor-
mation age, this revolution is as significant to the future of war-
fare as those technological advances that accompanied the industrial
age in the nineteenth century. The weapons and ways of fighting
wars that accompany this revolution in military affairs will change
our strategy much as the tank, the radio, the airplane, the aircraft
carrier, and the long-range rocket changed the nature of warfare
in the past. And it promises to give us a far more effective mili-
tary than we have ever had before. Those who master this revo-
lution will be able to meet the threats and challenges of the
tuture. Those who do not will be condemned to obsolescence. And
that means defeat.

Fortunately we are living during a period of relative calm in world
affairs and reduced danger to our vital interests. America is the sole
superpower, and we are unlikely to be challenged by a major
power in Europe or Asia for at least a decade. There are new threats,
such as terrorism and international crime, that cannot be contained
within borders. Other threats, such as those posed by rogue states
or ethnic conflict, can be met by a broad coalition of forces includ-
ing our allies and former adversaries. These threats, although not
affecting our vital interests, should not be ignored. But because the
immediate risks to our security are reduced, we have the oppor-
tunity—indeed the obligation—to redesign U.S. military forces
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that were designed 30 years ago to meet contingencies that, for the
most part, faded with the collapse of the Soviet Union.

We must master the technological revolution and thereby pre-
pare the United States to deal with the challenges of the future—a
high-tech future in which military innovations can spell the dif-
ference between victory or defeat. The innovations I propose will
make our military not only more effective against traditional
threats but better prepared for the unconventional threats of the
future. The innovative military force outlined here tonight can wage
a campaign like that of Desert Storm or the Kosovo air campaign
with far fewer air, sea, and ground forces. Moreover, our future forces
will be more prepared for adversaries who will not line up tanks
in the desert but will use high-technology weapons such as sophis-
ticated missiles and information warfare against American and allied
forces. We can maintain our edge over these future challenges by
recasting our forces now, while we have the time to do it.

The plan I propose tonight will achieve this objective. It does
this in several ways:

* Redirects our research and development priorities by empha-

sizing these new technologies.

* Takes special measures to safeguard systems crucial to the
warfare of the future so that the United States is not at risk of
suffering a surprise technological strike that could cripple our
information, communications, and computer networks.

* Reshapes our forces to free up resources and to reflect the new
ways of warfare.

I want to explain to you now just what threats we face, how the
revolution in military affairs can deal with these threats, and the
changes that we need to make.

Our defense planning begins with the definition of our inter-
ests and the threats to them. The lessons of the twentieth centu-
ry have taught Americans that what we value most—our democratic
freedoms—can be put at risk by events far from our shores. We
have learned as well that our prosperity depends on a peaceful world.
We have therefore made enormous sacrifices in lives and treasure
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to preserve our democracy and indeed to give democracy a fight-
ing chance in the rest of the world. And in this we have succeeded.
After two world wars, a third called the Cold War, and numer-
ous other conflicts, the United States is secure and prosperous today:

This is still not a settled world, however, nor an entirely peace-
ful one. The newspapers and television remind us that dangerous
dictators are still at work, that states break up in civil or ethnic strife.
We are working to incorporate former adversaries, such as Rus-
sia and China, into a more cooperative international system, but
we do not know whether their experiments in political and eco-
nomic reform will result in prosperous democracies. There is a dan-
ger, too, that weapons of mass destruction—nuclear, chemical, or
biological—may be acquired by certain states or terrorists.

Still, on balance, we are much less threatened today than we
were only a few short years ago. The nuclear arsenals of Russia are
being reduced significantly. No major power in Europe or Asia will
be able to challenge us militarily for some time. The states of con-
cern know very well not to contest us in major warfare, thanks to
Desert Storm, although in the future we can expect them to
probe for our weaknesses rather than array themselves against our
strengths as Saddam Hussein did in 1991.

Some would argue that this situation furnishes a basis for
massive defense cuts or, at least, confidence in our long-term
security. If we have any challenge, however, it is complacency. The
hard-won efforts of previous generations have given us the pre-
cious gift of time, time to look ahead beyond the crisis of the moment,
time to prepare for the military problems of the future.

War today wears many faces, from the sophisticated technician
preparing the electronic guidance of advanced missiles to the
fanatic in the streets armed with dime-store explosives. War in the
future may be the silent action of weapons in space, the hum of
computers selecting targets, and the surprise of a technological strike
against satellites or computers when one side discovers itself
blinded and unable either to locate the enemy or to communicate
with its own forces.

In the future a military threat to the United States will most
likely not be that posed by Saddam Hussein when he foolishly arrayed
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his large armored forces against us in an open desert. Potential adver-
saries, like terrorist leader Osama bin Laden, will seek to exploit
their strengths against American weaknesses: They will attempt
to deny the United States bases overseas by attacking them with
chemical or biological weapons; they will prevent the long build-
up of large American ground forces by hitting key supply areas and
transportation hubs with cheap ballistic missiles like the Scud; they
will attack our large aircraft carriers with inexpensive antiship cruise
missiles and cheap sea mines; they will combat our multimillion-
dollar aircraft with accurate ground-to-air missiles that cost only
a few thousand dollars; and they will attempt to disrupt our com-
munications and intelligence networks that rely so heavily on
advanced automation and computerization. To combat these new
tactics, the United States must create a technologically advanced
force that is mobile, stealthy, and agile and that can attack targets
from great distances. Such a force will not need huge forward bases
or bulky supply lines, as it will be able to attack targets anywhere
with a variety of sea-, space-, air-, or ground-based weapons.
This is a very different force from the lethal yet ponderous mili-
tary we have today.

When the Cold War ended, we possessed the world’s most pow-
erful military, with unmatched nuclear and conventional forces,
a global reach, and advanced technology. The war in the Persian
Gulf showed what we could do. Since then, we have reduced our
military overall by one-third. I fully subscribe to that decision, which
reflected both lesser threats and America’s need to put its fiscal house
in order. But that still leaves us with forces designed 30 years ago
for a Cold War conflict that ended ten years ago. As a result, we
are poorly prepared for the next wave of technological innovation
that will successfully combat the threats of the future. Too much
of our defense policy is mere tinkering with an increasingly obso-
lete structure that we cannot afford and do not need. Too much
energy and investment is focused on being ready to fight two near-
ly simultaneous regional conflicts that are becoming increasingly
unlikely. By attempting to keep in readiness a military intended
to meet the least likely event—a conventional war—we are court-
ing instead a more likely disaster, a technological Pear] Harbor from
a terrorist group or adversarial state using high technology or weapons
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of mass destruction to attack us where we are weak. That is
because we are in the midst of a military-technical revolution that
is available to everyone who seeks to take advantage of it.

I'will try to define it for you.

THE MILITARY-TECHNICAL REVOLUTION

The first step to success on the battlefield is to know the adver-
sary, to understand his capabilities or intentions, to know where
he is, what he is doing, and the identity of his forces. The second
step is to defeat the enemy through superior tactics, maneuver, and
firepower. Until recently, all military efforts concentrated on cre-
ating ever greater masses of force and ever greater explosive power,
the most spectacular example being the nuclear weapon. This required
the mobilization of whole societies and, throughout the Cold War,
the danger of nuclear holocaust.

But what if much of this is no longer necessary? What if we
could locate the enemy precisely, strike him accurately from a very
long distance, and do so with a minimum of force? What if a net-
work of sensors deployed on the ground, in the sea, in the air, and
in space could pinpoint enemy movements with unerring accu-
racy? What then if computers could instantaneously process this
information and relay it to a network of weapons that could
launch and guide precision-munitions toward the enemy tar-
gets—with little danger to American forces who no will no longer
have to be engaged face-to-face with an enemy?

That is what the military-technical revolution is all about: the
increasingly precise knowledge of the target’s location and the increas-
ingly accurate fire that can be brought against it from long range.
The technological revolution that has given Americans unprece-
dented access to information can also give our defense forces
unparalleled precision in finding and hitting the target.

This “what if” world is already with us. Let me give you a few
examples:

* The World War I telegraph, the fastest transmitter of data in
its day, sent 30 words a minute; this increased through Teletype
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to 66 words a minute by the early 1970s. Desert Storm com-
puters, by comparison, processed 192,000 bits of information
a minute. We can look forward to processing millions—even
a trillion—bits of information as computer chips become more
sophisticated. The trend is clearly toward even faster and small-
er computers.

* During the Gulf War of 1991, one F-117 stealth fighter with laser-
guided bombs destroyed the same type of targets that took 1,500
B-17 missions in World War II and 176 F-4 missions in Viet-
nam.

* Those same F-117s struck 40 percent of Iraq’s strategic targets
with only 2 percent of our total aircraft sorties.

* Tomahawk land-attack cruise missiles were able to find their
marks with no risk to our forces.

* Also during the Gulf War, our space-based navigation satellites
enabled allied forces to maneuver precisely across trackless
desert.

I am saying, then, that new ways to locate the enemy precise-
ly, to react rapidly, and to strike accurately are already transform-
ing warfare as we know it. And this works both ways. The key to
battle is not only the possession and use of this information but
the denial of it to others.

And that is why I used the phrase “a technological Pearl Har-
bor.” We are not the only ones exploring the frontiers of high tech-
nology. You must know, as I do, that the accuracy of even
inexpensive missiles can already threaten $100 million aircraft and
billion dollar ships. You must know, as I do, that systems already
exist that would deny our forces some of the advantages that
made the Gulf War and the Kosovo air war such massive successes
with so few casualties. An adversary need not build a huge and expen-
sive military to challenge the United States today. An invest-
ment in weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles, and many
high-technology weapons can be effective in denying American
forces access to areas such as the Persian Gulf or the Taiwan
Straits. If our military forces are not prepared to combat these threats

[41]



U.S. Defense Policy

with information-age technology, they could suffer many casual-
ties against a relatively small enemy.

The long, sad history of warfare gives many examples of how
victorious nations became complacent with catastrophic results.
In our own century, it was the victors of World War I who invent-
ed the tank, only to be crushed by the tank blitzkrieg of 1940. The
German World War II tanks were not that much superior to those
of the French or Soviets, but those who used them understood how
they could revolutionize warfare. The victims had expected sim-
ply to fight the old way, even with new equipment.

The lessons are plain enough. We cannot prepare for yester-
day’s battles without risking the loss of tomorrow’s wars. We
cannot base our confidence solely on our ability to invent ever more
sophisticated versions of the weapons used in those battles. We
must use instead new weapons in new ways, with new organiza-
tions and new tactics, if we are to prevail next time.

I'am therefore proposing the transformation of our defense through
a revolutionary three-step program.

A THREE-STEP PROGRAM

1. Accelerate Research and Development Spending to Reflect
the New Priorities.

Our objective is to bring the new technologies of location, reac-
tion, and accuracy on-line as fast as possible. I propose, therefore,
that R&D spending rise over the next decade, instead of remain-
ing level as currently planned. This will represent a $400 billion
investment focused on emerging technologies such as:

* Weapon systems that can strike more precisely and at greater
ranges;

* Increasingly smaller, more mobile computers and communications
systems to make better and faster decisions and to maneuver
more quickly;

* Information warfare technologies to cripple an adversary’s
command, control, communications, and computer facilities as
well as protect our own;
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* Stealth technologies and techniques to make all our forces
harder to see and therefore less vulnerable to attack;

* Unmanned vehicles and robots to reduce the risk to our soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines;

* New platforms for submerged power projection and undersea
warfare;

* Space-based systems that not only support ground, sea, and air
forces with better intelligence, communications, navigation, and
weather forecasting but that are also capable of delivering fire-
power anywhere in the world on a moment’s notice.

2. Take Special Measures to Protect the Key Elements of the
Military Revolution, Especially in the Area of Communications.
America’s defenses will also be protected by a capability to deploy
robust space-warfare capabilities and independent and integrat-
ed information-warfare capabilities. This will ensure that our
nation never suffers a space or information strike like a crippling
computer virus for which we are not prepared.

I also want to say a word here about missile defense. The
United States is very close to being able to field a ballistic missile
defense system that will offer protection against a small-scale
attack by an outlaw state like North Korea at a cost we can afford.
Our growing proficiency at finding and striking targets has lead
us closer to our objective of creating such a system. We will con-
tinue to work diligently on the Navy’s upper- and lower-tier pro-
grams, the Air Force’s airborne or space-based laser systems, and
the Army’s theater missile defense experiments and ground-based
interceptors. Sometime in the near future, small successes with these
programs will enable us to build on them for effective regional,
then national, missile defense systems that will be able to destroy
these missiles in their boost phase, outside the earth’s atmos-
phere (mid-course), and upon reentry.

3. Reduce Our Planned Force Structure Over a Decade.
The purpose of this is both to free up resources and to create the
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new defense we need. We will gradually eliminate some Army divi-
sions, tactical fighter wings, carrier battle groups, and the Air Force’s
older bombers and nuclear missiles. Systems and units that were
originally fielded to fight the massive campaigns of the Cold
War will be phased out gradually. We will also reopen with Con-
gress the issue of reducing the size of the Marine Corps below its
congressionally mandated level of three divisions and three air wings.
The reorganization of our remaining forces into new units that fully
exploit advanced technologies and new war-fighting concepts
will more than offset their reduction in size.

As a result of these and other changes, the armed forces will
be gradually reduced over the next decade to just under 1 million
people versus the 1.39 million we have today. The reserve forces
will also be cut by a commensurate amount. The reduction in this
expensive force structure will free up the money we will need to
revolutionize our military and to pay the troops that remain a wage
that is sufficient to compete with the private sector and provide
them with the quality of life they deserve.

THE NEW U.S. MILITARY

Once the transformation of our forces is complete, the United States
will field the most advanced and effective military in the world,
truly up to the task of defending this nation’s interests and objec-
tives well into this century. Instead of the current large, heavy forces
designed to engage in direct and costly combat, we will empha-
size long-range precision weapons and control of information to
disrupt and defeat an adversary’s ability to wage war.

For strategic missions, we will rely on a nuclear deterrent that
will have 2,000—2,500 warheads rather than the current level of
6,000. These weapons of strategic warfare will be bolstered sub-
stantially by two other elements: first, our ability to carry out mul-
tidimensional long-range precision strikes; and second, our capacity
to wage information warfare. Together, these will comprise a new
strategic triad that replaces the old, purely nuclear arsenal. As our
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technological work progresses on the first two parts of this triad,
we will be able to reduce our nuclear weapons gradually without
any danger to the United States or without losing the effective-
ness of our deterrent.

Our conventional forces will also be much changed. The Army
and Marine Corps should include no more than 30 information-
intensive regiments and brigades. These smaller and more lethal
units will also be mobile and stealthy in their own way. Some ground
forces will be specifically focused on combat in cities and towns,
since the world is increasingly urbanized. These forces will use robots
and other advanced technologies to minimize casualties in urban
operations. The Army’s ground forces will be deployed principally
by air and able to conduct decisive close-combat and land-based
deep-strike operations anywhere in the world. Forward-deployed
torces will be reduced substantially, and the marines will rely on
smaller sea-based forces that emphasize stand-off weapons and
unmanned aerial vehicles. This force will be capable of operating
anywhere in the world without need of local bases.

Our Air Force will evolve into a Space and Air Force. Aircraft
of the future will be stealthier, have more lethal weapons and longer
ranges, and increasingly become unmanned—a move that decreas-
es cost and will increase performance over piloted aircraft. Our Navy
will begin to shift away from a carrier-based force to one that pro-
vides the same sort of mobile sea power through craft such as the
arsenal ship, the stealth battleship, and the distributed capital
ship. All these concepts use advances in information technology,
stealth, and precision munitions to spread out increased naval fire-
power among many different and smaller ships. The large aircraft
carrier, manned by over 5,000 sailors, is a magnificent vessel but
is expensive to operate, increasingly easy to find, and vulnerable
to cheap antiship missiles and torpedoes. I am afraid the day of
the carrier will soon be over.

Finally, our reserve forces will operate unmanned aerial vehi-
cles, micro robots, and satellites; pilot transport aircraft; and per-
form information warfare, network-management, and distributed
logistics functions in direct support of our active forces. The
reserves will also provide for the civil defense of the homeland and
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allow us to reinforce active forces in other combat and combat-
support areas. The National Guard’s heavy Cold War combat divi-
sions will be eliminated, as I intend the innovation of our forces
to apply to the total force, not just our active-duty units.

We cannot have a revolutionary change in our field forces
without some similar change in the Pentagon itself. Our current
organizational structure for national defense was created in 1947
and is over 50 years old. I have directed the secretary of defense
to apply the same kind of innovative thinking to our defense
bureaucracy as he plans for our fighting forces. Because techno-
logical innovation obscures the traditional boundaries between air,
sea, and ground, perhaps we no longer need services organized along
those traditional lines. In an era when a stealth submarine can effec-
tively engage enemy tanks or an Army might have many assets based
in space, does it make sense to separate the training of our services
or still count our strength in ground divisions, air wings, and
Navy carrier battle groups? In the digital age, when corporations
are flattening hierarchies and sharing information across work groups,
cannot the Pentagon afford to trim its large and unwieldy orga-
nizational structure? Is our government, split as it is into various
agencies with their separate responsibilities, even organized in the
right way for information warfare? These are just some of the issues
I would like to pursue with the same energy that we will use to
remake our fighting units.

And here is some good news. We can acquire this revolution-
ary military force within the current defense budget of approxi-
mately $300 billion per year, using the reductions in force structure
to give us the extra increments we need for both the new procurements
and the additional R&D. By the end of the decade, however, we
foresee a possible reduction of defense expenditures to the $250
billion range.

My fellow Americans, I realize that this plan contains its share
of risks. Technological innovation is a gamble. There could be delays.
A program of such magnitude usually takes more time and often
costs more money than we expect. A smaller force will not be able
to respond as robustly to situations such as that in Kosovo. More-
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over, we are deliberately discarding forces that effectively deterred

past threats, taking advantage of the current era of reduced dan-

ger to prepare for the future.

I'am also aware that revolutions upset traditional structures and
discard time-tested arrangements that have served us well. The
real impediments to change are often more psychological than phys-
ical. We should not underestimate these difficulties, three of
which deserve special attention.

1. The current “Cold Warlite” force structure will not go quiet-
ly into the night. We have managed to reduce our operating forces
very successfully since the early 1990s, only to discover that var-
ious peacekeeping duties have imposed considerable strain.
Yet while 130,000 sailors run the entire Atlantic Fleet, over 150,000
military and civilian personnel are assigned to the Washington,
D.C., area to manage the military. I was astonished by that fig-
ure, and I know you are too. We are going to use a heavy hand
to eliminate unnecessary layers of command and manage-
ment.

2. The education of our military still reflects the older emphasis
on hierarchies and separate services. We have taken great
strides toward joint operations in recent years, but we still
need greater emphasis from the outset on functional frameworks.
Joint operations between our services should be the first, not
the last, choice.

3. The United States and its allies are entering this revolution togeth-
er. It is high time that we begin to plan as coalitions, not wait
until a crisis forces us to look at a problem together. This
means a much greater emphasis on training together ahead of
events. Our allies are not launching into the military-techno-
logical revolution with the same enthusiasm we are. In order
to keep systems compatible so that we can work together on
the battlefield, I will redouble our efforts to bring our partners,
particularly our NATO allies, along in this endeavor.

As we work to overcome these problems, we can be sure of no
end of controversy and a good deal of uncertainty. Some will
argue that the risks are too great, others that the obstacles can-
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not be overcome. There will be honest differences of opinion
over whether the technologies can work. I have already noted that
our plans are based on a strategic estimate that rules out a large,
Cold War—scale military problem for the better part of a decade,
and some will see in this a serious error.

To those critics I say: Yes, we will still need some contingency
capabilities; we will still be sending some old-fashioned forces to
deal with some old-fashioned problems. And yes, American sol-
diers, marines, sailors, and airmen will still be going in harm’s way.
There is no avoiding the hard and brutal fact that war is about death.
As one young officer said, “This modernization debate is only about
budgets and bureaucratic turf if you don’t have to go to war; for
people who actually have to go to war, it’s about living or dying.”

We can do our best to deter; but deterrence may still fail, and
we must still prevail. We will prevail because we will remain far
superior to any potential adversary.

Ultimately, the defense of the United States is in the hands of
those Americans who volunteer to defend us. I have a special mes-
sage to those men and women of our armed services. The plan I
put forward tonight may fill you with questions and lead you to
doubt the future. Yet the purpose of this plan is in fact to secure
the future. You who have studied war know better than I or your
fellow citizens that the revolution in military affairs is not an option
but a fast-dawning reality. You upon whom the burden falls to defend
us with your lives know better than any other Americans the
potential of this revolution and the peril in pretending we can avoid
it. And it is because of my confidence in your capacity to make
the changes successfully that I have decided upon such a revolu-
tionary defense policy.

There is yet more to be said at this time to you, the American
people. I have described several challenges to our national secu-
rity tonight, chief among them, perhaps, a complacency about the
tuture. I have said that the threat can be met by reordering our defense
to accord with the new revolution so that we may field forces bet-
ter able to find and strike the adversary, using the minimum
power necessary to defeat him and providing the maximum pro-
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tection of American lives in the process. I have also put forward
a plan to pay for this reordering that balances the risks.

Yet we know our own history. Like many nations, we have been
alerted to our deficiencies in defense only after suffering disaster.
In the absence of a clear and present danger, it remains easier to
drift along, secure in the memories of past triumphs. And this, and
this alone, is in fact the clear and present danger.

I ask you tonight, therefore, to apply to our national security
the same sense of alertness and adventure that distinguishes our
civilian society. From the beginning of this republic, observers have
been struck by America’s eagerness to embrace change, our pride
in revolutionary advances, our ability to remake our world even
in the absence of any pressing need to do so. This is the high con-
fidence that has made the United States the leader. And that is
why I am so confident that with your support, we can embrace this
military revolution and, by doing so, secure our future.
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A plan to refocus our overly large and expensive Cold War
military on cooperative responses to the current challenges of
global security such as Kosovo and Bosnia—and reduce overall
military spending by some 15 to 20 percent

Members of Congress and My Fellow Americans:

Thank you for welcoming me to Capitol Hill this evening. I
have decided to speak directly to this special joint session of Con-
gress because we face important decisions that will affect our
national security far into the future. Since the end of the Cold War,
we have supported reduced but still very large and expensive
armed forces. We have hedged against threats and uncertainties
not only to protect our interests but also to shape the emerging
international order. But the world has changed; the risks have changed
with it, and we need to redesign our defense policy to accord with
the new realities.

Despite being over a decade from the end of the Cold War, we
still find 1t difficult to shed the mind-sets, habits, vocabularies, and
policies born of nearly a century of unrelenting nation-state con-
frontation. For much of this time, the fate of civilization arguably
hung in the balance. And yet today, we continue to think in
terms of us-versus-them outcomes rather than cooperative regimes
of mutual security; of deterrence rather than assurance; and of imag-
ined or exaggerated threats rather than diplomatic and econom-
ic initiatives designed to improve long-standing relationships.

Let me be more specific. The dangers we face today come less
from a potential international rival, such as Russia or China,
and more from failing states, such as Rwanda, Haiti, Bosnia, or
Kosovo, which, if allowed to fester, sooner or later will undermine
the prospects for general peace and prosperity. Other dangers come
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from nonstate actors such as terrorists or international crime car-
tels. In addition, there are global problems such as environmen-
tal threats, changing demographics, refugees, and scarce resources
that affect our security as much or more than an adversarial army.
And the solution for such problems cannot only be “made in
America” but must involve the international community of nations.
The United States, as the preeminent power in the world today,
must take the initiative to support such cooperative action because
it is the most effective way to deal with these issues. In doing so,
we will also be drawing together former adversaries and giving them
an increased stake in international stability.

Such an approach requires an American military force and a
defense strategy in accord with the new realities. I am therefore
proposing a three-part plan in which we will:

1. Reform U.S. forces to make them more effective in carrying
out peacekeeping, small- and medium-scale interventions,
and counterterrorism.

2. 'Take the initiative to build up international institutions and alliances
in a new cooperative effort that rallies America’s allies and friends
abroad to deal with these common problems. This effort will
include leading the way in new arms control initiatives aimed
at reducing nuclear arsenals and other weapons of mass destruc-
tion and continued reliance on deterrence rather than devel-
oping and deploying an expensive and destabilizing national missile
defense system.

3. Retain the capability for a swift military expansion
in case of emergency while eliminating unnecessary forces and
structure.

This plan will reduce American defense expenditures sharply
and also strengthen our economy. But that is not the best reason
to do it. The main purpose of our defense policy is, and must always
be, to strengthen our security.

Our defense planning begins with the definition of our inter-
ests and the threats to them. The American people know that a
secure and peaceful world is fundamental to our freedom and pros-
perity. America has forged important and growing trade links with
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Europe, Asia, the Middle East, and our neighbors in the Amer-
icas. These links are part of the broadening definition of nation-
al security, which now places increasing emphasis on a robust economy
rather than on the mere accumulation of arms. We have seen in
the financial crises in Asia, Russia, and Brazil, how troubles in glob-
al markets overseas can affect our security and prosperity.

Nonetheless, we Americans should welcome this trend because
it promises a world less afflicted by military competition. But such
a world can come into being only when nations feel secure and
stability is assured. There are more plowshares today than there
used to be, yet there are still plenty of swords, and we also face a
range of uncertainties that demands a strong defense.

NEW CHALLENGES

Since the end of the Cold War, our military strategists have been
focused on several problems, and I want to report on our progress.

First, reducing the nuclear threat. The end of the Cold War meant
that we need no longer feared a nuclear war that could end civi-
lization. But huge arsenals still exist. Violent and irresponsible lead-
ers might yet acquire weapons of mass destruction—nuclear,
biological, or chemical—that can be used against the United
States. We have therefore been working through arms control ini-
tiatives and sanctions against violators to reduce this danger. And,
as you will hear tonight, I propose that we redouble our efforts in
this most important task and take the lead in reducing nuclear arse-
nals even further.

Second, cooperating with former adversaries. Our former
Russian adversaries are going through wrenching political and eco-
nomic change. Working with NATO, the International Mone-
tary Fund, and our own aid programs, we have attempted to
foster a more cooperative and democratic Russia. Simultaneous-
ly, through NATO enlargement we have led the way toward
solidifying the new democracies of Central Europe, and we have
managed to do so while sustaining a cooperative relationship
with Moscow. These achievements have permitted large reduc-
tions in U.S. forces deployed in Europe.
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Turning to Asia, the policy of the United States is to foster con-
structive relations with the government of the People’s Republic
of China, which is engaged in a profound transformation of the
world’s most populous nation. We have also worked with Japan
and others to resolve conflicts; when necessary, we have remind-
ed the region of our interest in free passage, free trade, and human
rights. This policy, too, has allowed a smaller but still substantial
American military presence.

Third, containing leaders of states of concern. American troops
are most at risk today on the Korean peninsula, where a North Kore-
an regime shaken by economic failure still threatens our South
Korean ally with a huge military force. Nonetheless, we have
made some headway in controlling North Korea’s attempt to
build nuclear weapons and in bringing about the recent peace talks
with South Korea. Moreover, we have helped South Korea become
a capable democratic ally, with armed forces that are more than
a match for those of the North.

In the Persian Gulf, U.S. troops, ships, and aircraft are active-
ly patrolling no-fly zones and helping to enforce sanctions against
Iraq that no longer allows inspections by U.N. monitors. The peace
of the Gulf, however, is also endangered by Iran, a supporter of
terrorism and a state also seeking nuclear and other weapons of
mass destruction and the means to deliver them. Under its new
democratically elected leaders, Iran has been making peaceful
overtures to the United States that are bearing fruit. Nonetheless,
we have been working with local allies and the United Nations to
contain both Iraq and Iran, neither of whom has been able to harm
our interests significantly since the Gulf War.

Fourth, stabilizing failed states. Revolutions in communications,
the new global economy, the spread of ideas, and the end of ide-
ologies are remaking the face of our world. We have seen huge move-
ments of peoples—some as refugees, others as immigrants—all seeking
a better life. But not every nation has been able to deal with
these changes successfully. Some states have failed, disintegrating
into savage civil wars. Old doctrines of racial and ethnic hatred
have taken on new life through “ethnic cleansing” and other
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actions repugnant to our values. We have worked with the Unit-
ed Nations, NATO, and other avenues of international coopera-
tion to stabilize such situations in places like Rwanda, Sierra
Leone, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Cambodia, Kosovo, and East
Timor with mixed success.

National security in the era of globalization is about much more
than guarding the Fulda Gap in Germany against an invasion from
the Warsaw Pact or deterring potential adversaries with an over-
whelming nuclear threat. Today, national security is also about eco-
nomic relations with former allies and adversaries, the human condition
in the developing world, the mounting environmental challenges
in industrial states, and stability in many different areas affected
by the end of Cold War political structures.

As we have dealt with these issues, we have become more and
more aware of this fact: We need a broad and flexible military power,
but one very different from what we had before. Since the end of
the Cold War, defense policy has been driven by the desire to reduce
the budget in line with the reduced threat and our domestic pri-
orities, giving us a military smaller by one-third. But it is still a
force dominated by an obsolete nuclear and conventional struc-
ture, and it is still a force designed against the least likely threat—
a Soviet-style challenge. The result is to burden the United States
with a very expensive but misdirected military prepared for large-
scale warfare, while American forces are increasingly strained to
meet threats and carry out operations of a very different sort.

This should not and cannot continue. The essence of govern-
ment is choice. Despite our great power, the United States can-
not meet every contingency. The vain attempt to do so only
stretches our resources and gives us inadequate forces at the same
time. Instead, we must hedge against uncertainties yet retain
enough capability for rapid response in the case of a clear and pre-
sent danger.

An effective defense policy for our times, therefore, begins
with a choice. Which threats are receding, soon to be part of the
history books? Which challenges are approaching, for which we
should prepare ourselves? What do we hedge against, and how do
we do it?
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As the Cold War era fades from our memories, the answers to
these questions have become clearer:

* Today and for the foreseeable future, the Soviet-style threat is
gone. There are no global rivals to the United States, and there
will be none for a decade and probably longer.

* Today and for the foreseeable future, the threat from the so-called
rogue states or states of concern is decreasing. Iraq is crippled.
North Korea is failing. These states cannot expect aid from a
superpower; their economies are disasters; and their regimes must
change, for it is not the people of Iraq and North Korea who
are a threat but their incompetent rulers. As we demonstrated
in Desert Storm, their militaries were no match for America’s
capabilities even at the height of the Cold War. We are even

turther ahead of them now, and the gap is widening.

* Today and for the foreseeable future, the nuclear threat, aside
from the danger of terrorism and proliferation, is substantial-
ly diminished. The issue is not whether the reduction in nuclear
arsenals will continue but rather how quickly the major pow-
ers can reduce them. Even the dangers of proliferation or
terrorism are on a much different scale from the nuclear stand-
off of yesteryear. We will diminish this threat even more by
leading the effort to disarm even further.

The real challenges are of a different order. The problems of
failed states, civil wars, and refugees originate within borders but
become most dangerous when they cross borders or even dissolve
them. You know some of the names: Somalia. Haiti. Rwanda. Bosnia.
Kosovo. East Timor. No region of the world has been spared.

We must not underestimate the impact of this problem. Like
a spreading virus, the ideologies, passions, and refugees let loose
by such failed states can infect a region. And while we and our allies
might like to ignore or downplay the matter, the cumulative
impact of our inaction will eventually undermine our own safe-
ty. Crimes are being committed, and criminals take note of our
reaction.

Let us be honest with ourselves. We have had a very mixed record
thus far in dealing with such crises, partly because we were unpre-
pared for them. Peacekeeping and stability operations are not
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what America planned to do when we designed our armed forces
during the Cold War. Our soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen
are trained to fight wars, not win the peace. They train to find the
enemy, seize the strategic ground, advance, and defeat the adver-
sary. Peacekeeping is not like that, not like that at all.

The training problem presents its own challenge to our mili-
tary professionalism, but the United States also faces a special dilem-
ma in dealing with peacekeeping operations.

The dilemma is this: American involvement, especially with our
troops, may go beyond our immediate interests. We cannot be the
policeman of the world, summoned whenever anything goes
wrong anywhere. But American refusal to become involved often
signals the absence of action by other members of the international
community. This may eventually create a threat to our interests when
a situation spirals out of control. We cannot simply abdicate our
leadership when it comes to international order.

There is only one way to police the world without America becom-
ing the policeman. That is to have effective U.S. military forces
acting primarily in conjunction with other nations and interna-
tional institutions so that burdens and risks are shared and every
crisis does not become primarily an American responsibility. To
do this, we will increasingly rely on diplomacy and preventive actions
to resolve conflicts before they happen and to work through mul-
tilateral approaches to solve them when they occur.

A THREE-POINT PROGRAM

That is why I am proposing tonight a three-point program that
reshapes our forces to deal with both the decreased need for large
deterrent forces and the increased need for a multilateral effort that
assures international stability. The strategy outlined by this plan
will transform our military into an institution uniquely suited to
deal with the new problems of the post—-Cold War world and at
the same time leave us with an effective residual capability for con-
ventional military action.
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1. Rebalance Our Forces to Meet Today’s Spectrum of Threats.
We will gear a larger proportion of our military toward the conduct
of effective counterterrorism operations, small- and medium-scale
intervention, and peacekeeping or stability operations. We should
equip such forces with the latest technology for their missions, tak-
ing advantage of both the air power and the information revolu-
tions. And we must ensure that they can be deployed swiftly.

We will also strengthen our military capabilities—both con-
ventional and special—especially those designed to improve coop-
eration with the military of other nations. These capabilities
include the following:

* An emphasis on long-range precision munitions that will
reduce danger to our close-combat units and that will make coali-
tion and alliance forces more effective;

* Recognition of the importance of information warfare, includ-
ing surveillance and reconnaissance systems, and improved
communications;

* A greater role for increased numbers of special operations units
able to act in conjunction with those of our allies;

* Greater emphasis on combat support and service support.
Again, this is an area where we can offer a unique strength as
we have in East Timor that multiplies the effectiveness of
allied forces but does not substitute American power for allied
efforts.

2. Create More Eftective International Security Mechanisms.
Much of American foreign policy has been designed to establish
effective international organizations that transform national com-
petition into cooperative action. Through NATO in Europe and
the U.S.-Japan security alliance in Asia, we have created communities
of common interest where in fact these rules are followed. As we
have seen, however, the international community still lacks a
practical security design that would combine diplomatic efforts with
an effective international military force.

The United States alone, as I have said earlier, cannot and should
not become the world’s policeman. That leaves two choices in deal-
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ing with the failed states and potential aggressors of the 21st cen-
tury: the United Nations or regional allies. Our initial post—Cold
Wiar effort to vest some military responsibilities in the United Nations
may have been premature, but it was not wrong. The wise men
who established the Security Council in 1945 foresaw the neces-
sity for the international organization to have forces at its disposal.
No less a figure than Winston Churchill, in the forgotten part of
his “Iron Curtain” speech, repeated his support for such a U.N.
force that would draw upon dedicated national units. I will there-
fore suggest to the Security Council and the secretary general that
this subject be put again on the agenda. There need not be a per-
manent standing force under the control of the United Nations,
but the organization should definitely have more reliable access
to well-trained and well-equipped international forces in a crisis.
In this way, we might be able to avoid disasters like that in Rwan-
da in 1994 or Sierra Leone in 2000, when the massacres contin-
ued while the United Nations scrambled to find forces for a
peacekeeping mission.

The United Nations, however, is not the only instituion that
can deal with the problem. America is blessed with strong allies
and numerous friends. Together, we have common interests in sta-
bilizing the international order. Some of our allies also have pow-
erful if limited military forces, and others are prepared to offer economic
assistance. We already have experience with allied cooperation in
Bosnia and Kosovo through both the NATO command and the
European rapid-reaction force. We have also benefited from the
cooperation of other states, including Russia, Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic.

The time has come, therefore, to make these arrangements more
permanent. Our initial proposal will be to establish permanent rapid-
reaction units drawn from a coalition of those powers able and will-
ing to cooperate. In these units, as in the overall planning, there
should be a division of labor, each party doing what it does best.
Militarily, this will mean in most cases the deployment of unique
American assets, such as logistics and airlift, rather than major Amer-
ican combat units, although we should be prepared to deploy the
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latter in case of emergency. This was what was done in Somalia
on an ad hoc basis, as the United States led 26 other nations in
an improvised coalition to relieve the horrible famine there. The
key to success now is to find the degree to which we can institu-
tionalize that sort of spontaneous reaction.

Too often in the past, American defense planning has been con-
ducted in a vacuum, without fully recognizing the like-minded
states that become our partners in almost any military operation.
Today, the question is not whether a mission will be unilateral or
multilateral—it is a question of what kind of multilateral opera-
tion we will choose to do. I am convinced that we do not yet take
full advantage of our long-term alliances and our short-term
partners who have similar interests in many different security
concerns. We must integrate more fully the efforts of our allies into
this new cooperative scheme. This will include encouraging allies
to maintain vigorous defenses, as many have slashed their defense
budgets or disarmed too soon. For our part, we must also let
allies lead in the smaller missions of collective security, especial-
ly when they have greater interests at stake. I am particularly
encouraged by the European Union’s willingness to establish a force
of 50,000 troops to deal with situations like the Balkans. The Unit-
ed States need not lead everywhere and in every cause to main-
tain its status as a world leader.

3. Restructure Our Forces to Reflect Our New Strategic
Situation and Priorities.

This means the overdue retirement of a Cold War structure
because it is wasteful and not up to the job. Over the next five years,
we will therefore retire 30 percent of the current active force.
This smaller military will rely heavily on the reserves in case of emer-
gency. The new defense policy places greater emphasis on reserve
air power, combat support, and combat service support func-
tions—all areas in which reserve component forces have excelled.
Resources will be redirected to ensure the National Guard can deploy
five fully ready brigades within 9o days of a mobilization. These
moves do not come without cost, and I will tell you tonight that

our military will be less able to respond to large challenges as quick-
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ly as it has in the past. However, this is a risk that is low and well
worth taking. It is simply a waste of money and other resources
to keep a huge military force on hair-trigger readiness in the 21st
century.

A critical part of our plan will also be to hedge against further
threats. New technologies and systems will be developed and
tested as prototypes but need not be manufactured in quantity unless
the threat should warrant it. As part of this approach, I favor research
into ballistic missile defenses as a hedge, but no deployment will
be necessary any time soon. We will certainly not take any action
that might jeopardize the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty we have adhered
to for the past 28 years, or spark a nuclear arms race in Asia, or decou-
ple our security from that of our NATO allies.

Clearly, this much smaller and more suitable force carries with
it dramatic changes in the military budget. Active-duty forces will
be reduced from the current 1.39 million people to fewer than goo,000.
There will be just over 700,000 personnel in reserves. Our nuclear
forces will be reduced considerably. All in all, we will be trimming
our military costs from 3 percent of gross domestic product and
16 percent of the federal budget to about 2 percent and 10 percent,
respectively, over a five-year period. If all our efficiency measures
are realized, these costs will translate into annual defense expen-
ditures of about $250 billion a year after 2003, substantially below
the current Cold War level of $300 billion. But the procurement
part of the budget will remain level at the current level of $60 bil-
lion, research and development will increase slightly to $40 bil-
lion, and the pay of our military men and women will rise
substantially.

This new force will raise important issues of military organi-
zation and tactics. I have therefore asked the secretary of defense
to investigate these questions:

* How can we combine our research into ballistic missile defense
with that of other nations, including Russia, to advance the com-
mon cause?

* Can the current unit structures of the Army and Marine Corps
be changed to give us similar effectiveness with less personnel?
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* How can we change the current industrial base to accord with
the prototype approach that demands quality research and
experimentation but not an expensive procurement?

* How can we create specialized units in both the active force and
reserve for peacekeeping and humanitarian relief operations?

* How can we retrain much of the reserve forces and some active
forces to specialize in homeland defense, especially information
warfare, counterterrorism, and protection against weapons of
mass destruction used against the United States itself?

THE REAL ISSUES

Let no one think that these changes will leave us with a weak mil-
itary. At the end of it all, we will have a conventional force some
30 percent smaller across the board but more than adequate for
the types of challenges we will face in today’s world and we will
still be spending more on defense than all of our potential adver-
saries combined. We will continue to keep some forces forward
deployed in both Asia and Europe, but in reduced numbers and
at a reduced cost. If we had to fight a major conflict in either of
these theaters, which I do not expect will happen, we will rein-
force our small forward-deployed forces with active and reserve
forces mobilized and sent from the United States. Money saved
from closing bases both overseas and in the United States will be
used to increase the amount of strategic airlift we have, replacing
large forward-based troops with more mobile units that can be flown
to crisis areas with little notice.

Our expensive and largely redundant nuclear force will be
reduced immediately to 3,500, the level set by the second Strate-
gic Arms Reduction Talks (Start II). I am convinced, however, that
we can safely afford to reduce much further, and I have asked the
National Security Council to see how much further we can reduce
our nuclear arsenal and explore other initiatives such as taking off
most of our nuclear force alert while asking the other nuclear pow-
ers to follow suit. I will personally ask the Senate to take up the
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comprehensive test ban again. One of the most striking failures
of our current nuclear debate is that we have come to regard
2,000 nuclear warheads as a small number. In fact, it is a large and
expensive-to-maintain number that makes no political or military
sense. In this day and age, we must question past concepts of deter-
rence that predicate themselves on a large nuclear arsenal. That
is the sort of old thinking we can now safely challenge—a chal-
lenge for which we will reap many rewards.

My fellow Americans, I can think of few periods in our his-
tory when greater changes were demanded of our armed forces than
those I am proposing. Some will see in this program a dangerous
disarmament. They are wrong. In fact, the “cooperative defense”
I have discussed with you is a program for arming America with
the forces we need to meet the challenges of the new era. Even
with these changes, the United States will possess the most pow-
erful standing military on earth by a substantial margin and
together with our allies will account for 75 percent of the world’s
military expenditures. We will certainly be able to defend the Unit-
ed States, its territories overseas, and the areas that are vital to our
national interest. We will also be more able to respond to those
challenges that are most important in this era of globalization.

Today’s threat, I repeat, is not the sudden reappearance of a Soviet-
style attack. It is not the break-out of a rogue regime. It is not a
superpower nuclear arms race. These are dangers largely in the past.
By keeping too large and outdated a military against such reced-
ing dangers, we only weaken ourselves in dealing with the real prob-
lems, whether they are national competitiveness or failed states.
And instead of meeting those challenges, we are wasting untold
sums on the wrong forces for the wrong occasions. It is a mistake
to believe that the spending of money alone will guarantee our safe-
ty. There is no such thing as deterrence by appropriation.

The United States must therefore reequip, retrain, and reorganize
its forces to deal with the real issues. We must also revive and redou-
ble our efforts to recruit international cooperation to deal with secu-
rity problems of common interest. There are trade-offs, naturally.
The United States will no longer be able unilaterally to send
large military forces to several crises at once and will depend
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greatly on preventive diplomacy and allied support to assist in those
instances. In the unlikely event of a significant conflict, it will take
time to mobilize the National Guard and Reserve in order to rein-
force our smaller active forces. These are risks, however, that are
well worth taking. I am confident that with your support, the Amer-
icans who volunteer to protect us all through military service will
master these new challenges with the same “can do” enthusiasm
we have come to expect.

There is a good military term that sums up the idea behind a
cooperative defense. It is called a “force multiplier.” Our armed ser-
vices, combined with those of our allies abroad, using international
mechanisms, will multiply the effort to secure the blessings of peace
and freedom. The methods will be different from those of the past,
but the result will be the same: a safer future for America and, through
cooperation in the common interest, for the rest of the world as
well.
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A plan to keep a slightly smaller military focused on near-term
challenges and prepared to meet many difterent threats,
ranging from deterring states of concern to peacekeeping in
failed states—and within the current $300 billion budget that
will be adjusted annually for inflation

Members of Congress and My Fellow Americans:

Thank you for welcoming me to Capitol Hill this evening. It has
long been customary for presidents to address Congress directly
in times of emergency or to advocate change. But I have decid-
ed to speak to you tonight for a different reason. I am asking you
to support continuity, to stay the course in American defense
policy. The reason is simple: Only by pursuing our current course,
which as Vice President Gore noted in his acceptance speech at
the Democratic Convention has given us the best equipped, best
trained, and best led military forces in the entire world, can we defend
American security in the most prudent way.

In this new century, aggression by a single powerful adversary
no longer threatens the United States. Nonetheless, we still face
a series of dangerous uncertainties. The United States and its allies
could be menaced by an act of terrorism, the attack of a rogue state,
or, over the longer term, the appearance of a major rival. You also
know that in the last decade our forces have been deeply engaged
in peacekeeping missions to secure order and hope in countries
affected by civil war and collapsed governments. We therefore need
a flexible balance of forces to deal with these contingencies, forces
that rely upon a realistic assessment of the threats and that appor-
tion our resources carefully between current operations and future
needs. And this is what we did in the 1990s.

But now some want to change our spending priorities and our
overall strategy.
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You may have heard or read that our military is too small, or
that we are spending too little, or that we are overextended in peace-
keeping. Others argue that we are missing a technological revo-
lution that will leave us with an obsolete defense. And still others
claim that we are still spending at Cold War levels and therefore
can reduce our defense spending by 20 percent.

All of these ideas are mistaken because they pay too much atten-
tion to a single problem at the cost of neglecting the others.
Those who would spend more money focus upon the receding dan-
gers of major attacks in the Persian Gulf or Asia rely on misleading
comparisons about the shares of GDP or the budget devoted to
defense and exaggerate the number of our forces involved in and
the cost of peacekeeping. In addition, they ignore the fact that since
1998 defense spending has been increasing in real terms. The
advocates of the revolution in military affairs would risk our
defense on weapons, organizations, and tactics that are best
approached on a gradual “prove as you go” fashion. Finally, we would
risk our credibility abroad, and invite a hostile challenge, if we made
huge further reductions in our forces or spending levels.

We are not going to make these mistakes. We are not going to
increase spending on the wrong forces, and we are not going to
abandon necessary peacekeeping missions. We are not going to
risk our security with a roll of the technological dice. And we are
certainly not going to jeopardize our international leadership and
our vital interests by a dangerous reduction in the size of our armed
forces.

STAYING THE COURSE

Instead, we are going to stay the course with a prudent defense.
Naturally, I am not promising you the moon at little or no cost.
There are trade-offs that I shall explain later. The prudent approach
I propose, however, provides for an efficient defense and gives us
the flexibility to adjust our course when necessary. Part of my pur-
pose in speaking to you is also to outline a few of those adjustments
that will continue to give us the forces we need. These include:
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* Greater emphasis on proven technological and organization-
al innovation that will allow our current forces to be more
effective;

* Increased procurement for new and replacement equipment to
prepare for the future;

* More effective spending of our resources through the reduc-
tion of overhead and the privatization of more support
functions.

The achievement of these objectives is the best investment we can

make for our future.

Let me begin with the most basic issue in planning our defense:
our interests and the threats to those interests. The lessons of the
twentieth century have taught Americans that what we value
most—our democratic freedoms—can be put at risk by events far
from our shores. And these events can also threaten our prosper-
ity. Today, we have trading relationships with Europe, the Mid-
dle East, and Asia that are vital to the health of the American economy.
Since 1970, the percentage of our gross national product derived
from international trade has more than tripled and is still rising.
Instability in one area of the world could easily spread. Our mil-
itary should be regarded not only as the defender of our democ-
racy but also as the shield of our prosperity.

The sacrifices made by this and previous generations in defense
of the United States have paid oft. Today our democracy is secure.
We are at peace, and we are prosperous. But we would be rash indeed
if we took this for granted, thereby putting at risk the legacy for
our children and our grandchildren.

Unfortunately, the end of the Cold War did not mean the end
of trouble in the world, either for others or for ourselves. Let me
discuss briefly a few of the problems we face abroad that could men-
ace our interests.

» States of Concern. North Korea is on the brink of starvation
and without allies. Yet despite the fact that it has begun talk-
ing to South Korea, it remains armed to the teeth, its troops
poised to invade South Korea. In the Persian Gulf, Iraq still pos-

sesses enough military power to threaten its neighbors in the
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absence of U.S. air, sea, and land power. Iran, a supporter of
terrorism, seeks nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction
and ballistic missiles to deliver them. To protect our interests
and our allies, we must therefore have forces capable of deter-
ring aggression—and if deterrence fails, fighting and win-
ning—simultaneously both in Asia and in the Middle East. In
this new century, however, we can accomplish this mission with
less force than in the recent past.

Collapsing nations. The beginning of the 21st century is a
time of great change. We live in a revolutionary era when the
international economy and global communications have raised
expectations around the world. But not every nation and not
every state has been able to deal successfully with such changes.
Some states have buckled and broken down into savage civil
wars. Bewildered peoples, frightened by demagogues, have
sought safety once more in the doctrines of racial hatred and
ethnic cleansing that we hoped had been consigned to histo-
ry. These threats to international order challenge our fundamental
values and sometimes our national interests, for the spread of
such doctrines would negate everything we have worked so hard
to achieve. We must therefore be able to act militarily where
necessary, in cooperation with other nations, to restore peace,
order, and hope, without undermining our ability to wage two
major regional conflicts at once.

The nuclear threat and weapons of mass destruction. The end
of the Cold War means that we need no longer fear a nuclear
war that could end civilization. But huge arsenals still exist, and
violent and irresponsible leaders might yet acquire nuclear
weapons. Worse still, we may yet see chemical or biological weapons
in the wrong hands, mounted on missiles capable of reaching
the United States. Those who might be tempted to challenge
us in this way must know that American retaliation would be
swift, sure, and devastating and that we can and will develop
an effective defense against these weapons. The danger is
especially acute when it comes from terrorists, who increasingly
will have access to these weapons.
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* Potential rivals in Europe or Asia. We are free today of a
major international rival. Russia is going through wrenching
political and economic change. In Asia, the policy of the Unit-
ed States is to foster constructive relations with the People’s Repub-
lic of China, the world’s most populous nation, which is also
engaged in a profound transformation. But the outcome of these
unprecedented experiments is uncertain, and we cannot fore-
cast how they will end. In the meantime, NATO, Japan, and
our other friends and allies must rely upon the presence of Amer-
ican forces to sustain secure and cooperative relationships.
Indeed, the very commitment of those forces supports our
diplomacy as we expand NATO to increase security in Europe,
and as we encourage both Russia and China to join an inter-
national community they once opposed. Forward-deployed
American forces are therefore still essential to the overall secu-
rity of Europe and Asia. We will continue to maintain these
forces and can absorb the costs of them in the current defense
budget.

CHANGES WE HAVE MADE

Since the end of the Cold War, we have been very much aware
of these contingencies, and we have rebalanced and reshaped the
Cold War—era military to deal with them. We have retained our
basic strategy: To secure our interests, we must be able to deter and
to defeat challenges to our security in Europe, Asia, and the
Middle East. And we have retained a basic benchmark for our mil-
itary capabilities: We must be able to deal with major crises in more
than one region simultaneously. At the same time, we have rec-
ognized that the potential challenges have diminished so that we
have been able to achieve our objectives with smaller forces and
at much less cost.

If, for instance, we were to respond again to aggression from
Saddam Hussein, we could do so with much less force than in 1991.
While we have decreased our forces by over one-third since the
Gulf War, during the battles of Desert Storm we reduced the mil-
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itary might of the Iraqi Army and Air Force by an even greater
percentage. Similarly, a less-threatening situation prevails in
Korea, where the forces of our ally South Korea greatly outclass
those of the regime in the impoverished North.

I recognize that it may appear unrealistic to expect smaller Amer-
ican forces to fight and win in two major regional conflicts simul-
taneously. It may also seem unrealistic to expect two such conflicts
to happen at once. Our strategy therefore will indeed center on
being able to respond effectively to nearly simultaneous crises around
the globe. Through the use of airpower and in conjunction with
our regional allies, we can deter or halt aggression until we can mobi-
lize the ground forces needed to win a decisive victory in any the-
ater. This military, which is also prepared for peacekeeping and other
operations in places such as Bosnia and Kosovo, is an effective, albeit
smaller force for a more efficient American strategy.

Many Americans do not realize the enormous changes that have
already taken place, especially our effort to reduce unnecessary defense
expenditures. Let me give you a few figures:

* In 1989, at the end of the Cold War, we spent the equivalent
of almost $400 billion on defense; today we spend around
$300 billion per year.

* In 1989, defense took 28 percent of the federal budget; today it
takes 16 percent.

* In 1989, defense took 6 percent of our gross national product;
today it takes 3 percent.

Reductions in active-duty personnel have been even more sig-
nificant, from 2.2 million in 1989 to 1.39 million at the end of 1999.
200,000 U.S. troops are deployed overseas now, compared with
500,000 then. Our defense industry has also been transformed.
Instead of 3.7 million workers and a $120 billion yearly procure-
ment budget, today the defense effort employs about 2 million work-
ers, and the procurement budget is $60 billion.

I do not regret these reductions, for there is nothing that hurts
both our security and our economic health more than a huge, unnec-
essary waste of resources. Americans should also applaud the
way our forces have adapted to their new conditions. Our soldiers,
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sailors, marines, and airmen have retained their readiness, their spir-
it, and their “can do” attitude despite increased deployments and
decreased budgets. Today’s armed services consist of highly trained
professionals, capable of dominating the battle on land, sea, and
in the air. We are the leaders in using space for communications,
navigation, intelligence, and many other functions. And we have
preeminent nuclear forces.

Now the time has come for a further rearrangement of our defense
to give it the shape we need for the future. Let me draw upon a
common experience. We know that if the tires on our cars are just
slightly out of line, the tire itself will eventually be ruined. Today,
our defense posture is slightly out of line. By correcting it now, we
will spare ourselves a lot of damage later.

As we reduced the size of the military and reshaped it, we hedged
against the uncertainties of the post—~Cold War era by emphasiz-
ing readiness and operations over research, investment, and pro-
curement.

These proportions must now be altered so that our forces will

be adequately equipped for the future.

A FOUR-POINT PLAN

I am happy to report that we can make these changes within the
current budget of approximately $300 billion. And we can do it
without upsetting the careful balance of forces that allows us to
deal with the full range of potential threats.

I am therefore proposing a five-point plan for a prudent
defense. This plan will sustain our ability to deal with simultane-
ous challenges to American interests in more than one region while
preparing our forces for the threats of the future through new empha-

sis on research, investment, and procurement.

1. We will caretully pursue technological innovation that increas-
es our ability to find the enemy and strike him with great
accuracy. Although I have warned against a full-fledged com-
mitment to revolutionary new technologies that are largely
unproven, we must increase our emphasis on tried-and-true tech-
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nological advances, especially capabilities in communications,
intelligence, and space. We will need to protect our military and
commercial satellites from attack or disruption by an adversary.
High-tech forces that wage war from a greater distance require
more targeting data, precise navigational information, and the
rapid distribution of information. Advances in these fields can
also facilitate timely identification of missile launches, a key ele-
ment in our continuing program to develop missile defenses.

. We will continue to increase our procurement where war-
ranted as we reshape the forces. Procurement of new equipment
has been too low for too long. The Department of Defense was
two years late in reaching the Joint Chiefs of Staft’s recommended
level of $60 billion a year for procurement; therefore, we will
increase spending for new weapons to $70 billion. This does not
mean, however, that we will buy unnecessary weapons. For exam-
ple, our warplanes and warships so outclass the competition that
we do not need to procure large numbers of newer systems beyond
those currently planned. Technological advances will also
enable us to reduce the size of active-duty forces slightly while
still retaining much of their firepower. This means smaller
units in all the services that can do more with less manpower.

. We will manage the Defense Department more efticiently. To
do what we need to do without increasing the overall budget
means we must tackle long-overdue reforms. One is to close
surplus bases. Just look at the numbers. Force structures and man-
power are down 37 percent since the end of the Cold War, but
base structures are down only 25 percent worldwide and in the
United States only 20 percent. Dealing forthrightly with this
issue can save at least $3 billion a year for the taxpayers. I
know that this is a tough issue for the Congress, but it is an even
tougher issue to deny our troops what they need as a consequence.
To save even more, we will privatize more of the Pentagon’s main-
tenance and support functions. The Defense Reform Initiative
of 1998 estimated that $10 billion could be saved this way. It is
worth the effort, even if the savings turn out to be less.
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4. We will modernize the compensation system for our military
personnel. The current base pay system has all the wrong
incentives. We pay certain people too much and others not enough.
DOD needs to move from a one-size-fits-all system to one that
rewards performance not just longevity. The current retirement
system gives us the worst of all possible worlds. It is very
expensive but does not achieve its objectives of retaining the
best people. A defined contribution system with earlier vest-
ing like that of federal civil servants would save $5 billion a year
and retain the right people for the appropriate amount of
time. Finally, we will increase the housing allowance for those
military people living off base to reflect the changes in the civil-
ian market and turn over construction and maintenance of on-
base housing to the private sector and allow the dependents of
military people and retirees to enroll in the federal employee

health benefits program.

5. Lastly, we must change the way in which we rotate and deploy
our troops so that the burden of overseas deployments is
shared. As you may know from many recent reports, the repeat-
ed deployments of our military have strained the force. I am
convinced that we need not have either a larger force or a
more expensive one. But to alleviate this damaging strain on
our people and our equipment, we must manage the force
that we do have with greater efficiency. A new system of rotat-
ing overseas deployments will let a slightly smaller force under-
take all of today’s security challenges without a negative impact
on readiness or morale.

All told, changes in force structure and organization will allow
us to reduce the U.S. military from the current 1.39 million active-
duty troops to about 1.3 million. The reserve forces will be cut from
900,000 t0 700,000 troops.

These measures can save the Department of Defense up to $10
billion per year. The money will go to fund the procurement of
new and replacement weapon systems, although I have proposed
cutting back on the planned purchases of certain tactical aircraft,
submarines, and ships.
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This program for a prudent defense avoids serious errors that
could badly damage our military and with it our national securi-
ty over the long haul.

Some people think that more defense spending means more secu-
rity. They are wrong. Keeping a force structure larger than the one
we need actually weakens our defense for the long term because
it diverts resources from necessary investments, whether in pro-
curement, training, or research. We do not face today a fundamental
security threat from Russia, China, or elsewhere, and we do not
need to build up an additional force structure to deal with a
potential rival a decade or more away.

Others, alarmed by the complexities of peacekeeping, argue that
we should abandon this necessary mission. The critics of our
peacekeeping missions offer a seductive argument: Would we
not be better off simply concentrating on deterring states of con-
cern, reducing the residual nuclear threat, and sustaining our
alliances in Asia and Europe? Can't others, our allies or the Unit-
ed Nations, do the peacekeeping job?

My answer to this is “yes,” we most definitely should call upon
our allies and friends, and even the United Nations, to help. But
you know, as I do, that when all is said and done, that will not be
enough to protect our interests, advance our values, or defend our
security. And these peacekeeping operations have accounted for
only about 2 percent of our defense expenditures over the past decade.

The post-Cold War world and our hopes for a better international
order are being put to the test by collapsing states, civil strife, eth-
nic hatreds, and all the situations that have required peacekeep-
ing. This is not simply a humanitarian issue, although that would
be a very strong reason to act. We must think of the impact of cumu-
lative inaction upon our strategy of deterring aggression. We
avert our eyes from this peacekeeping obligation only at greater
peril. Surely the lesson of the last century is that those with evil
in their hearts see the failings of good men and women in lesser
crises as a sign of deeper and more dangerous flaws.

Make no mistake. Having won the Cold War, we are being sum-
moned now to win the peace. The prospects for that peace depend
upon the United States. Our wisdom, our will, our wealth, and our
muscle will go far to determine the character of the new centu-
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ry. If we do not lead, then no one else will do so. If we are unwill-
ing to tackle the peacekeeping mission, then the peace will not be
kept.

There are those, too, who criticize a prudent defense because
they are caught in the spell of seductive new technologies. Amer-
icans have always been fascinated by such developments. We
pioneered the modern age through invention and ingenuity. Give
us a problem, we say, and we will fix it with a machine. Very often
we do. But not always.

Defense is a hard, exacting task. There are many disappoint-
ments along the way. Matters do not always work out as planned.
What we must avoid at all costs is reliance on what the soldiers
call the “silver bullet”—the idea that some technological magic will
just fix it all around. We went down that road a decade ago with
what some term “Star Wars,” the quest for an effective missile defense.
I'hope some day we can deploy one that works. But so far, despite
spending over $60 billion, we have not found one, and we can-
not plan our security around one. Nor can we risk antagonizing
Russia, China, and our European allies by deploying a system that
does not work.

You know from your own experience that everything works fine,
and then the computer goes down. Sometimes it is not so easy to
bring it back up.

I'am therefore proceeding carefully with what some have called
a “revolution” in military affairs. We are going to adapt our forces
as need be, but we are not going to gamble the future of our secu-
rity on unproven technologies, no matter now exciting they appear
to be.

Finally, we must not accept the views of those who play down
the dangers we face and would, in the name of other budget pri-
orities, make major reductions in military spending. There is
simply no way for the United States to be prepared to meet
threats by states of concern in Asia and the Middle East, to keep
forces deployed in Europe, or to carry out peacekeeping missions
with a force smaller than the one I propose. Just consider the risk
to our interests. If confronted by a crisis in more than one region,
we would have to make an agonizing choice: What is most impor-
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tant, our security in Asia, in Europe, or in the Middle East? The
American people would never forgive a president for such a lack
of foresight or preparation. A safer rule is this: Do not reduce the
forces unless the risks are reduced beforehand. I have weighed the
risks carefully and consider this force the minimum needed to under-
take all the tasks that support our foreign policy. This smaller force
has limits, but they are well within the acceptable range of risks
for our strategy.

The changes I propose will not give us a larger force than we
field today but one that is formidable and effective. Since Russia
has ratified the second Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (Start II),
the United States will lead the push for the implementation of Start
III. In this day and age, there is no need to keep an expensive and
overly large nuclear deterrent when a smaller and more efficient
nuclear force will have the same overall effect. The United States
will also lead the way in nonproliferation efforts as well as arms
control agreements, particularly the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty, in further efforts to reduce the nuclear powers’ dependence
on large arsenals. Because the entire active force will drop from
1.39 million personnel to 1.3 million by 2003, the Army and Air
Force will lose some troops, but they will keep their combat
power. Changes in technology, organization, and doctrine will allow
smaller, lighter units to wield the same lethality on the battlefield
as did the larger units of the past. The Navy will retain a 12-car-
rier force, which is needed to extend our global presence and
fighting power. The United States will also retain its forward
deployments in Europe, Asia, and the Persian Gulf, although they
will be reduced in size by some 10 to 15 percent. Smaller reserve
forces will be focused on defending the homeland and providing
support to active-duty troops during overseas deployments. We
will increase spending on new weapons, research and development,
and continue to conduct vigorous research and development on
projects such as a national missile defense. But for the time being
we will not deploy them.

In the meantime I have asked the secretary of defense to
explore several concepts that will further tailor our military to the

challenges of the future. These include:
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* How can the Pentagon take advantage of changing business prac-
tices to streamline its administrative procedures and organiza-
tional structure?

* How can our troops best train to be equally proficient at both
peacekeeping and combat operations?

* Should we prepare military units specifically for peacekeeping
duties?

* How can new readiness and rotational policies be implement-
ed to alleviate some of the strain on frequently deployed units?

* How can the United States reduce its overseas presence with-
out upsetting the balance of power in a particular region or Amer-
ica’s leadership role in her alliances?

* How can we reform our compensation system and quality of
life programs to increase recruitment and retention?

The answer to these questions will help us continue to provide
an efficient defense without any more increases in the Pentagon’s

budget.

STEADY AS WE GO

Members of Congress, the prudent defense plan I have put before
you prepares us for the potential dangers ahead. It avoids the seri-
ous blunder of abandoning the peacekeeping responsibility. And
it brings a sharper focus to the overall defense plan by shifting the
emphasis from large and expensive combat forces kept at hair-trig-
ger readiness to research and procurement for the future. We are
not going to make the mistake of spending too much where we
are already strong enough, risking too much on emerging tech-
nologies, or abandoning essential missions. The current defense
budget will only increase to keep pace with inflation.

As we look forward, the motto “steady as we go” is the most
efficient choice in defense policy. In the past, more often than not,
the United States has pursued a different and less wise course, that
of arming suddenly to meet a crisis and then disarming quickly
once the crisis has passed. This is a wasteful and costly way to run
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our national defense. It deprives our peacetime diplomacy of
leverage and invites trouble from our adversaries. We simply can-
not afford to do business that way any longer.

Since the end of the Cold War, we have sought to avoid such
a “feast or famine” defense policy. The uncertainties are too large
and, as events have shown, the world still too unsettled for the Unit-
ed States to abandon its leadership role or the military power behind
it. We have therefore reduced our military from the size necessary
to fight the Cold War, but we have kept it at the size necessary
to sustain our international leadership. After a decade of decline
we have leveled off our defense budget.

What I ask of you tonight is simply support for staying the course.
This is no small thing. A properly focused, steady-as-you-go,
more efficient defense policy requires just as much energy and imag-
ination as any alternative. And persistence is a test of our char-
acter and our wisdom. We know from our own lives that finding
the right path is half the job; the other half is to keep at it. Let it
be said, therefore, of this generation of Americans that after win-
ning the war, it knew how to win the peace. As Vice President Gore
noted at the Democratic Convention, let us be sure that our
armed forces continue forever to be the best equipped, trained, and
led force in the world.
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Fig. 1. Defense Spending and Gross Domestic Product,
1890—2000

sources: Department of Defense and Office of Management and Budget.
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Fig. 2. Defense Spending as a Share of Gross Domestic
Product, 1960—2005

sources: Department of Defense and Office of Management and Budget.
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Fig. 4. Department of Defense Budget Trends
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March 2000, Tables 6-8.
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15 Carriers™*

13 Carriers™*

12 Carriers™*

300+ JNIps
12 Carriers™*

159,000 Active
35,000 Reserve

174,000 Active
42,000 Reserve

172,200 Active
37,800 Reserve

Marine Corps 194,000 Active
(Personnel) 45,000 Reserve
Total
Uniformed 2,130,000 Active
Personnel 1,170,000 Reserve

1,640,000 Active
920,000 Reserve

1,450,000 Active
900,000 Reserve

1,360,000 Active
835,000 Reserve

* Accounts for separate brigades and regiments not organized into divisions.

** Accounts for separate brigades not organized into divisions, but does not include two cadre divisions.

** Includes training carrier.



Table 2. International Comparisons of Defense Expenditures
and Defense Spending as a Percentage of Gross
Domestic Product

(In millions of 1997 constant dollars)

DEFENSE DEFENSE PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
SPENDING 1997 SPENDING 1998 GDP 1997 GDP 1998
United States* $276,324 $265,890 3.4% 3.2%
Canada 7,801 6,637 1.2 11
France 41,523 39,807 3.0 2.8
Germany 33,217 32,387 1.6 15
Turkey 7,792 8,191 44 44
United Kingdom 35,736 36,613 2.8 2.8
Russia** 64,000 53,912 5.8 5.2
Egypt 2,743 2,776 43 41
Iran 4,695 5,651 5.5 6.5
Iraq 1,250 1,372 74 7.3
Israel 11,321 11,040 11.9 11.6
Kuwait 3,618 3,371 11.9 12.9
Saudi Arabia 18,151 20,476 12.4 15.7
China 36,551 36,709 5.7 5.3
India 12,805 13,780 3.0 3.0
Japan 40,891 36,990 1.0 1.0
North Korea 2,273 2,005 16.8 143
South Korea 15,334 12,940 35 31
Malaysia 3,377 3,222 3.6 3.7
Pakistan 3,916 3,920 6.7 6.5
Philippines 1,422 1,462 1.9 2.3
Singapore 4,624 4,744 4.8 5.0
Taiwan 13,657 13,887 4.6 4.6
Argentina 4,972 5,157 1.8 1.8
Brazil 18,546 18,053 33 3.2
Chile 2,922 2,952 3.8 3.7
Colombia 2,542 2,474 33 3.2
Ecuador 692 522 35 2.6
South Africa 2,517 2,100 1.9 1.6

NoTE:  *U.S. figures are in 1997 dollars. 1996 figures for U.S. represent fiscal year 1997.
**The Soviet Union in 1985 included many republics that are no longer part of Rus-
sia. These now-independent republics together spent $35,080 million on defense in
1996.
SOURCE: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1999/2000 The Military Balance.
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