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U.S. Military Perspective

Over the last few days, I experienced a unique opportunity. We have completed a one-week exchange between the U.S. Strategic Command and the Russian Space Forces. General Popov and I have visited all our service academies, launch and space control areas. We have had in-depth discussions about U.S. space capabilities. After that, we spent 3-4 days with General Jones on the NATO side. Then we went to Moscow and Plesetsk Cosmodrome followed by a visit to the Sanct-Petersburg Space Academy and one of the Russian space control centers.   

This provides an idea of the scope of interaction going on in your region at the levels of the U.S., European, Pacific and Strategic Commands.  

I will walk through some of the mission areas and thinking that the U.S. strategic Command has going on. I will endeavor to frame the environment that we are working in today, as well as to talk about broad missions set for the U.S. Strategic Command, and go through some of the challenges in each of these mission areas. 
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Today’s Environment and Major Strategic Challenges

One relatively undeniable challenge is the fact that we have moved to a global society. It is very difficult for the U.S. not to think about all these things that are ongoing everyday: elections, scandals, and the impact of business in other countries, oil, commodities, and natural resources among others. We are all impacted by various natural disasters. We have to expect to be able to work in any place throughout the world. It really has changed the way we do business, as you cannot have a single action in a single regional area that does not have a global impact.

We are immersed in an information age, and everyone has access to information. We have access to technology. In the military, we have state-of-the art technologies. Also, it empowers people in a non-state environment, e.g. in terrorism. It is unprecedented, and it is also a challenge. 

 In the Cold War times, really the basis of our strategies, of the relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union was warning. We understood how much warning there was going to be. And when someone impacted on that warning time it reduced our options, and made the U.S. very uncomfortable. 

The previous structure of warning is simply inappropriate and inadequate for today’s problems. What is the structure of a new structure of warning? What do we want to do for security to ensure that somebody who gets up in the morning on the wrong side of the bed does not pull the trigger on something that is a weapon of mass destruction (WMD) on a neighbor? How are we going to handle today’s world? What are the most appropriate things as we are moving towards the 21st century to deter behavior that is reactive in nature, has no warning, is not anticipated by the neighborhood, and yet is catastrophic in its scale as well as on a global level?

America began as an agrarian society. We went through a period of a Civil War, which was about the industrial North versus the agrarian South. It was at that point when we made a transition. We became focused on the industrial world. We changed laws, the transportation system, the ways of doing business; we started working across the boundaries. And now, in the times of globalization and the information age, the question is: what changes do we need to introduce, and who is going to be the first to change?

The U.S. Strategic Command deals with global activities. The recognition that the boundaries we had in the industrial age for all of our nations are probably not appropriate for the future age. What should they be? How should we work in a new environment? How do we exchange effectively? How do we handle conflicts, aggression and other emerging modern problems?

In the U.S. Strategic Command, we have a large portfolio of missions. Intelligence reconnaissance and surveillance on a global scale is one of our key missions.

 We also deal with the cyber environment, networks, and information that is continually passed and moved around. Talking about command and control as a stand-alone activity, in the U.S. we are moving to a footing where we have the joint operational and tactical levels of military management, which is called Joint Command and Control. For the global scale we have Command and Control, which falls under the U.S. Strategic Command. Then we have what is emerging now, the National Command Capability that brings the other elements of our government into a common network enabling the U.S. to share information, strategy and planning. 
These three command and control levels are just now starting to emerge in the U.S. But they are long overdue. We have been very “stove-piped”. The U.S. State Department sometimes does not work well with the U.S. Department of Defense. Treasury, Justice, as well as all other departments and different elements of the U.S. government have been isolated to some extent. Now we are trying to bring them together to be able to work in this information age in a coherent manner. And the forces are part of the problem, part of the answer, and part of the solution. But you have got to have all elements of government tied together in a coherent way, able to plan, to offer options, particularly under stress, in order to be functional as a government. 

Another part of the portfolio is space. The entire space portfolio falls under direction of the U.S. Strategic Command. It is an area that is growing very quickly. A few years ago it was probably dominated by Russia and the U.S. Today you have a lot of other countries that are populating space. It is becoming increasingly crowded. It is clear that in space we all have national interests. Space is used in commercial, information, military, scientific, and intelligence purposes. All of our nations use it. How we use it, and how we do business there is becoming more and more challenging. 

A lot of the work that we did over the last couple of weeks between the U.S. and Russia had to do with trying to manage space as a result of that fact that it is getting crowded. There are not so many slots on the orbits that you can put satellites. And if those satellites start to get close together who do you call, and how are you made aware? If they start to interfere with each other in the electromagnetic spectrum, how do you manage that? The bulk of the satellites that are out there are commercial in nature. A relationship between Russian and the U.S. military is important but it only covers a small segment of what is going on in space. How are we are going to start to manage that? We had very significant activity recently with the two Chinese manned launches. And one of the biggest problems that we had was that they really had no way to make sure that in their flight they would not run into something. 

The two countries that have surveillance capability – Russia and the U.S. – did not necessarily ask for help. Finally, we broke through this barrier, and we have a very good relationship now de-conflicting in space. But there are more and more nations getting into this. And how are we going to do this? What is future space policy going to look like? What about the big issue of weapons in space? Is that something that we want to have? Right now our policy is no. But the more you put national interest there, and the more that a country relies on its space assets, the more lucrative the target becomes. As a result, at some point we have to make thinking about this a priority. We cannot put the genie back in the bottle.  

Another controversial issue in our portfolio is missile defense. A lot of the dialogue on missile defense is focused on intercontinental ballistic missiles and our ability to potentially defeat them. That is just a small niche of what missile defense is about. The real challenge is in short-medium-range missiles. They give you no warning, and contain the potential to carry WMD. They really have driven multiple countries to start to move to a footing of having something other than just offensive strike alone to deter their neighbors from shooting at them. The question is on a global scale: how we are going to do this? How do we lay down a structure that allows nations to protect themselves? Defense is not the only answer. A sophisticated adversary will always be able to get through your defense.

Missile defense is more about changing the calculus of the adversary from taking that first shot than it is about some impenetrable shield. There is no broad based defense procedure a nation can afford to use to eliminate every shot, at least using the technology that is known. But what you want to do is to increase the warning time that provides more options to work with. That is what is really at the heart of what missile defense is about. In particular, with regard to your region, as we started dialog there about missile defense, this is a highly debated issue that has significant ramifications for all the countries involved. 

The U.S. Strategic Command also has incorporated in its portfolio a mission called Combating WMD. There are three missions associated with this area:

1. Proliferation – the work we are doing with the former Soviet republics in trying to cleanup some of the stockpiles, eliminate some of the weapons, and institute security on other weapons, especially in cases when nations cannot secure them themselves. 

2. Counter-proliferation – keeping nations from selling and distributing WMD. There is a very good international program that is working in gaining these capabilities called the Proliferation Security Initiative [PSI] run by the U.S. State Department. It has become a great forum and a positive program for nations to get together, increase the police in their borders, and work within constraints of their laws to prevent WMD from being proliferated. 

3. Consequence Management – a) if a WMD is deployed; you have got to clean it up. And if it is deployed in the course of a conflict, you have to fight through that, and not be stopped by WMD; b) the terrorist aspect, which means that it is very difficult to deter an individual terrorist who wants to be a murderer. There is an extremely high probability you will not be able to intercept them. It is likely you will not find this individual until he/she shows up at a shopping mall or some other public venue. As a result, you need at least to take away from that individual their objective. Consequence Management is a vehicle by which we can harden our society so that a terrorist looses willingness to do the act. Consequence Management is part of that mindset.

The final mission area of the U.S. Strategic Command is an offensive strike. We have both nuclear weapons and conventional weapons for a long-range, global-type strike. In this area we are in the process of going through mutual reduction under Moscow Treaty. We are reducing our deployed stockpiles significantly, for both nations. Under that treaty we have moved away from several types of weapons and delivery platforms or significantly reduced them. In September of 2005, we took the last of our Peacekeeper missiles out of the whole. We have reduced our intercontinental land-based missiles down to a level of approximately 450 (as of end of April 2006) out of about 500. The number of missiles deployed aboard submarines has been reduced. We have taken four of our ballistic submarines out of inventory and converted them to conventional carriers. The first two of the conventional carriers of those four entered service this year. Two more will enter service next year.                
   We are also in a process of walking away from fielding conventional ballistic missiles. This is a controversial issue. Nuclear weapons are not always appropriate for the targets that we are going to address in the future. With a given precision of the ballistic missiles, you do not need nuclear weapons to service every target. As a result, we are starting to move some of our nuclear forces to a conventional footing. The good news is that we have elected not to classify that activity. We are talking about that openly. We decided to brief those nations we interface with both in military-to-military and political formats.          

We have the so-called triad. However, we have understood that offensive strike alone is not a good enough deterrent for the 21st century. So, offense has to be balanced by defense and your infrastructure, underpinned by effective intelligence and command and control. Depending on whom you are working with, the choices that you have in a triad are that sometimes you want more or less defense, and sometimes you want more or less offense. You try to tailor (one size does not fit every solution) it for a region and for an adversary. It is appropriate for the deterrence that you drive all of the activities towards a more stable environment with more choices.          

