Forward depl oyed naval forces will be the keystone of the United States’
ability to project power rapidly in the new security environment, because
naval forces are less vulnerable to the constraints on access faced by
forces that rely on | and bases, and because naval forces can be used to
reduce or elimnate those constraints on access for |and-based forces.

Concl usi ons

The forward depl oyed Navy is both a source of inmedi ate power
projection capability, and a neans of enabling power projection by the
ot her services. The Navy encounters its greatest access chall enges
when it is enabling power projection by others, not when it is
proj ecting power alone. The prograns described in the previous section
are inportant not so nmuch because the Navy needs themto project power
itself, but because the Arny, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps need
the Navy to have them The nature of the threats that aninate these
progranms nmake them urgent, even in the near term Left untended, these
threats will nmake |ong range power projection by joint forces a
protracted rather than a rapid enterprise, and in sonme cases wll deter
the projection of joint forces altogether

Forward depl oyed Battl e G oups, armed with Tomahawk cruise mssiles
and strike fighters refueled fromorganic tankers, can stand off nore
than 300-400 niles froman eneny’s coastline and | aunch strikes when
and where they choose. The nunber of targets struck daily under such
circunst ances woul d be I ess than the maxi mum possi bl e, but on the other



hand, opponents will have a very difficult tinme finding and tracking
the Battle G oup when it is operating independently in this way.
Forwar d depl oyed subnarines can operate with even nore inmpunity,

| aunching surprise cruise mssile attacks deep into an opponent’s
territory, and Trident SSGNs will provide five to ten tinmes the payl oad
for such strikes conpared to today’s attack submarines. |If all the
nati on needed fromthe Navy was | ong range, precision strike fromthe
sea capability, it would already have what it needed today.

Instead, it needs a Navy whose Battle G oups and subnmarines can
close with the eneny, |aunching surprise cruise mssile and TBM strikes
and sustained, high volune air strikes |large enough to take out key
time urgent or nobile target sets such as WWD-arned bal listic mssiles,
and to destroy rather than nerely suppress air defense assets, enabling
hi gh payl oad Air Force bonbers such as the B-1 to halt or slow opposing
ground forces early in a conflict. It needs a Navy whose surface
conbatants can close within 20-25 nmiles of a hostile coastline and
provide the on call, precision fire support needed to enabl e ship-to-
obj ecti ve maneuver by Marine Corps expeditionary units. It needs a
Navy whose aircraft, surface conbatants, and submari nes can quickly
find and destroy opposing subnmarines and mne fields, enabling the
rapi d cl osure of pre-positioning and surge sealift vessels carrying the
armof decision — the Arny’s arnored forces. It needs a Navy that can
proj ect defenses against ballistic mssile attack ashore, so that
sealift ports of debarkation can be kept open, air expeditionary force
bases can be protected, and allies reassured. And it needs a Navy
whose ships can survive in this challenging environment in the face of
ASCM attacks that enmerge with little warning out of the littora
clutter.

If the United States does not get the Navy it needs, relatively
snmal | nunbers of opposing subnarines and mnes, nobile SAM batteries,

and nobile ballistic mssiles will, if wielded intelligently by an
opponent, greatly reduce the speed and wei ght of the power that it can
project. In the extreme case, an opponent can have this effect w thout

even draw ng bl ood.

One Argentine subnarine operating in the shallow waters around the
Fal kl and | sl ands caused the Royal Navy to expend nearly all of its ASW
ordnance without lethal effect. The submarine sank no ships, though
some claimit bounced a dud torpedo off the hull of one of Britain's
precious aircraft carriers, but its presence inposed powerful
constraints on the fleet’s operations throughout the conflict. The
nobi l e SAM 6 batteries deployed by the Serbs during Allied Force shot
down fewif any aircraft, but forced the allies to limt the tenpo of
their strike operations to what could be sustained by its scarce
def ense suppression assets. And even though over 1000 HARME were
expended, many agai nst SAM 6s, nost SAM 6 batteries survived the war
intact. And finally, Irag’s wildly inaccurate SCUD attacks destroyed



no allied military targets during Desert Storm but because of their

potential political effects, thousands of allied strike sorties were

diverted fromother inportant mssions in a largely futile attenpt to
stop those attacks at their source.

Furthernore, these are yesterday's threats. The Navy needs to take
the steps described in the previous section to give it the ability both
to project its own power in the littoral battlefield, and to ensure the
timely and decisive access of the other services to that battlefield
agai nst these already existing threats. Taking these steps will not
transformthe way the Navy | ooks, nor increase its size, but they wll
transformthe way it fights. Yet they will not be sufficient if the
ot her services do not engage in the nore radical transformations
necessary to make themsignificantly | ess dependent on oversea bases
than they are today. The military threats posed by asymetric weapons
to access by joint forces will grow significantly if and when opponents
adopt nore nodern systens, such as nobile TBMs with reasonably precise
GPS gui dance and | arge, sub-nunition payloads. As these new threats
energe, joint forces will need to transform or the Navy will need to
growto fill the void.
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