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CUTTING COSTS

In the decades after World War II, America
was in the privileged position of having 
been the only major power to have its 
homeland escape largely unscathed and its 
industrial base intact. This advantage, 
coupled with the hard work and ingenuity 
of the American people, provided the 
United States with a position of economic 
strength unrivaled in human history.  Over 
time, this absolute advantage has dissipated 
and the first decades of the 21st century 
will be marked by the “rise of the rest” as 
noted by Fareed Zakaria.128

From a national security standpoint, this 
means that there is little room for error 
when it comes to building a cost-effective
Armed Forces.  Waste and inefficiency can
make the difference between training 
troops or making due, procuring a weapons

system or delaying its development. This 
can translate to limiting our options and, in 
the worst-case scenario, hampering victory 
on the battlefield. 

We propose a series of cost-cutting 
measures by today’s Pentagon not as 
punishment for having a large budget, but 
as a serious effort to suggest the hard 
choices that must be made when there is a 
gap between capability needs and resource 
limitations. Because the Air Force has a 
generational advantage in air power over 
other powers, we propose ending the 
production run of F/A-22 fighters and 
scaling back purchases of the Joint Strike 
Fighter.  Because shipbuilding budgets have 
been increasing at an unsustainable rate, 
we propose strengthening shipbuilding 
design and oversight capacities within the 
Navy and establishing fixed-cost contracting 
on a case-by-case basis. 



Future Force Blueprint  37

We also propose a presidential commission, 
comprised of civilian and military experts, 
whose findings can only be rejected with 
great difficulty. This Commission on 
Defense Spending Reform would review 
operations and maintenance budgets and 
practices, as well as procurement policies 
and health care costs. Actions should be 
proposed for implementation beginning no 
later than December 2010.  The success or 
failure of such an effort will make the 
difference between the United States 
getting the future force outlined in this 
report, or having to make choices that limit 
our ability to control our own destiny. 

Reducing Waste and Inefficiency
The Department of Defense is the world’s 
largest planned economy with a budget 
larger than that of many mid-sized 
countries, and represents the largest 
portion of the U.S. government. Like any 
large organization, it is prone to 
bureaucratic inefficiency and waste.

Admiral William Fallon recently illustrated 
as much.  In March, the CENTCOM 
commander eliminated 1,100 positions at 
CENTCOM headquarters at MacDill Air 
Force Base in Tampa Bay, Fla.129  That the
layoffs took place without noticeable 
decline in the performance of arguably the 
Department’s most crucial command 
illustrates that a variety of similar 
efficiencies, particularly within 
management, may also be achieved 
elsewhere in the military. Such moves are 
not likely to yield decisive availability of 
new personnel, but in a time of severe 
shortages and tradeoffs, every little bit 
counts.

Recommendation: Each combatant 
command and service headquarters 

should, within a one-year time frame, 
conduct a personnel audit with the goal of 
identifying redundant positions, promoting 
efficiency and allowing at least 5 percent 
of headquarters staff to return to other 
units.

Ship Design in a Time of Financial 
Constraints
The Navy’s most recent iteration of its 30-
year shipbuilding plan would provide a 
force of 313-ships by FY2019.130 This fleet 
would be “built around 11 carrier strike 
groups and 88 large surface combatants.”131

However, the 313-ship plan is under 
financial attack. To finance it, the Navy is 
requesting a significant increase in its 
shipbuilding budget. Particularly, to build 
the roughly ten ships a year required for the 
plan to come to fruition the Navy will need 
to spend an estimated $27 billion per year 
(FY09 dollars) or roughly twice the Navy’s 
shipbuilding budget.132 Even with this 
request, though, critics at the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) and the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) have argued 
that the Navy request significantly 
underestimates true shipbuilding costs. In 
addition, because of the costly land wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan and the significant 
sums of money that will be required to 
repair damaged and worn-out equipment 
when those conflicts end, the budgetary 
assumptions the Navy is counting on to 
finance the plan are increasingly unlikely. 
This financial situation puts even the 313-
ship Navy plan in jeopardy. These factors 
have led the GAO to state “the Navy plan 
requires more funds than may reasonably 
be expected.”133

Recommendations: To confront coming 
financial challenges, the Navy should: do a 
better job estimating the costs of future 
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ships; establish clear and concrete 
requirements before construction begins; 
and exercise a more active design and 
oversight role in shipbuilding through a 
strengthened and supported Navy ship 
design office. 

Finally, the Navy should hold frank 
discussions of exactly what requirements it 
considers essential for future surface 
combatants. The Navy must learn from the 
DDG-1000 project and resist the 
temptation to procure unproven 
technologies. In times of smaller budgets, 
only essential requirements can be 

Littoral Combat Ship (LCS)
Following the terrorist attack on the USS
Cole in the year 2000 by two terrorists in an 
explosives-packed rubber dinghy, the 
Navy which was already struggling to 
retain a central role in U.S. military 
operations following the Cold War began
to worry that asymmetric approaches were 
endangering their fleet. The terrorist 
attacks of September 11, 2001, then 
followed. These attacks provoked a rapid 
change in Navy thinking. According to 
Norman Friedman, “the Navy had realized 
that it would have to be able to deal with 
more simultaneous contingencies than it 
had anticipated. This requirement dictated 
more independent naval strike forces, 
which in turn translated into a need for 
more surface combatants.”134  This, in 
conjunction with a shifting attitude about 
the Navy’s role in coastal waters, led to the 
development of a high-speed modular ship 
that would be adept at fighting in shallow 
water and would excel at mine-clearing, 
finding and sinking diesel-electric 
submarines, and fighting off armed speed 

boats. This project later became the Littoral 
Combat Ship (LCS).135

The LCS is the U.S. Navy’s premier 
transformational project. These relatively 
small, low-cost vessels are designed to 
maneuver in waters less than 20 feet deep 
at extremely high speeds (40 to 50 knots). 
They will employ advanced networking 
technology that will allow them to share 
information with other Navy ships, planes, 
and joint units. They will launch manned 
and unmanned vehicles to execute missions 
and will have the ability to deploy Special 
Forces, all with a crew of around 40 sailors. 
In addition they will be modular; each ship 
will share a core seaframe but will be able 
to house an interchangeable modular “plug-
and-fight” mission package that will allow 
the ship to be configured and reconfigured 
for antisubmarine warfare (ASW), mine 
warfare (MIW), or surface warfare (SUW) 
missions.136 Additionally, each module will 
come with a specialized helicopter and an 
array of unmanned flying and submersible 
vehicles.137 Perhaps the most ambitious 
aspect of the ship was its intended 
price $220 million per vessel. Under the 
current plan, the Navy plans to purchase 55 
LCSs, meaning the LCS will constitute one-
sixth of the planned 313-ship Navy.

Unfortunately, the LCS program, which was 
intended to usher in an era of low-cost 
shipbuilding, has been fraught with 
problems. The LCS program has 
encountered cost overruns, long delays, 
and is based on commercial designs that are 
untested as combat platforms. The New
York Times recently published an article 
about the program with the headline 
“Lesson on How Not to Build a Navy 
Ship.”138

 

considered.
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Trouble with the LCS program began 
initially with the Navy’s decision to use 
high-speed commercial ferries as the design 
model for a warship; civilian construction 
standards were just not rigorous or robust 
enough for a combat vessel.  In an effort to 
save time, the Navy and shipyards were 
designing the ships as they were being built. 
This practice led to multiple redesigns and 
forced the shipyards to abandon the 
traditional sequence of events used in 
shipbuilding, which in turn drove up costs 
and slowed an already overly ambitious 
schedule.139 Ultimately the LCS program 
was plagued by:

“[a] dynamic of mutually re-
enforcing deficiencies: ever-
changing Pentagon design 
requirements; unrealistic 
cost estimates and 
production schedules ... and 
a fondness for commercial 
technologies that often, as 
with the ferry concept, prove 
unsuitable for specialized 
military projects.”140

Finally, the requirement for such high speed 
ultimately added a significant premium to 
the final costs of the ships even though, in 
the words of naval analyst Norman 
Friedman, the 40-knot speed requirement 
may not be so useful in “an era of shipboard 
helicopters and supersonic anti-ship 
missiles.”141  In the end, the cost of both
prototypes has risen to more than double 
the intended cap of $220 million, with both 
versions projected to cost more than $500 
million.142

Recommendations: To strengthen the LCS 
program, the Navy must: eliminate 
requirements that are not vital for the 

ship's success, particularly the 40-plus knot 
speed; finalize requirements; and 
negotiate contracts for a reasonable fixed 
cost. Next, the Navy must engage in an 
open dialogue about the operational and 
cultural preparation required to operate 
Littoral Combat Ships. Finally, the Navy 
and Marine Corps should report to 
Congress about the possibility of acting on 
the suggestion of adding Marine Corps 
specific mission modules to the LCS to 
increase its versatility. These could include 
a surface fire-support module, a special 
operations module and humanitarian 
assistance module.143

By setting aside the desire to have the 
latest and greatest technology available, 
the Navy could strip away unnecessary 
requirements and allow it to build a ship 
more cheaply. This would also open the 
door to a joint procurement effort with the 
Coast Guard to replace some of the planned 
Deepwater cutters with a Coast Guard 
version of the LCS.

F/A-22 Raptor
For better or worse the F/A-22 Raptor is the 
Air Force’s premier transformational project 
and highest aviation priority. This air 
superiority fighter is designed with a ground 
attack capability. It utilizes the latest 
advancements in stealth technology to 
avoid detection and allow it to enter even 
the most hostile anti-access environments. 
It also features thrust-vectoring engines for 
increased maneuverability and highly 
advanced avionics to provide instantaneous 
target data. The first prototype was flown 
on September 7, 1997.144

Development of what would become the 
F/A-22 began in the 1980s in response to 
the expected developments in Soviet fighter 
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aircraft. The Air Force, disappointed with 
the handling and maintenance problems of 
existing stealth aircraft, decided to invest in 
a “third generation” stealth aircraft. With 
the collapse of that threat, the Air Force 
continued development of the F/A-22, 
pouring billions of dollars into the program 
and nearly stopping procurement of F-16s 
and F-15s. It took until 2003 for fighter 
procurement to rise to 21 aircraft in 2003. 
All 21 aircraft purchased that year were 
F/A-22s. However, the initial goal of 750 
aircraft was slashed over the years and the 
Air Force currently operates 183. The Air 
Force is unsatisfied with this number and 
staunchly maintains that they need at least 
381 F/A-22s enough to maintain two full 
squadrons of 24 F/A-22s ready to deploy, 
and eight more squadrons that are either 
recovering from a deployment or preparing 
to leave (plus trainers and spares).145 Does 
the Air Force really need 381 F/A-22s, and is 
this a wise investment? 

The most fundamental question in dealing 
with the F/A-22 is if the Air Force really 
needs the planes at all. The Air Force argues 
that it does. To them the F/A-22 “will be the 
first stealthy fighter/attack aircraft that 
combines supersonic speed without resort 
to afterburners (requiring additional fuel), 
maneuverability via thrust-vectoring 
engines, and fusion of multi-sensor avionics 
data via computers […].”146 All these 
features, they argue, will allow the F/A-22 
to enter the most dangerous anti-access 
environments and destroy their targets at 
greater standoff ranges. The F/A-22 will also 
keep the United States technologically 
ahead of all potential competitors, and will 
be able to soundly defeat the latest and 
greatest Russian designs like the MiG-29 
and Su-27,147 as well as enter hostile battle 
spaces protected by advanced radars and 

surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). These 
aircraft will provide a credible hedge against 
a rising China or a resurgent Russia and 
would preserve the capability of the United 
States to manufacture an advanced 
fighter.148

The arguments most cited by critics of the 
program concern the F/A-22s cost and its 
utility in future conflict scenarios. In 
particular, critics do not see spending $122 
million to $180 million on an F/A-22 as a 
wise use of scarce procurement dollars. 
Instead, they would prefer to see the 
money spent on modernizing existing 
aircraft that have dominated the battle 
space in Iraq and Afghanistan, or expanding 
development and production of unmanned 
combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs). 149

Because the F/A-22 was designed to 
counter a threat that never seriously 
materialized, these next generation fighters 
cannot be justified in the eyes of critics. To 
them, the threat of MiG-29s, Su-27s, and 
advanced SAMs is overblown.  With a 
realistic threat analysis, the F/A-22 and the 
assumptions that underpin it are too 
uncertain to warrant such a heavy funding 
commitment. Critics are quick to point out 
that the “U.S. Navy and Marine Corps will 
also have to operate in the same future 
threat environment as the Air Force. Yet, 
unlike the Air Force, these Services believe 
that the much more modestly priced Joint 
Strike Fighter, along with robust electronic 
warfare assets, will be adequate to defeat 
double digit SAMs.”150  Finally, there is a 
worry that the Air Force’s singular focus on 
the F/A-22 has locked it into traditional 
ways of thinking. Thus the F/A-22, rather 
than being the source of transformation, is 
actually an impediment to it.151
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An additional argument deals with the 
utility of stealth. The stealthy nature of the 
F/A-22 is one of the leading reasons for its 
high cost. However, many including the 
Navy and Marine Corps worry that stealth 
has a fundamental flaw, Moore’s Law. 
Moore’s Law refers to the rapid 
improvement of computer processor 
power. Computer processing power, able to 
distinguish faint signals from background 
noise, doubles every 18 months while the 
stealthy features of the F/A-22 are built into 
the design and will not change significantly 
throughout its service life.152 Thus, the Air 
Force’s faith in stealth may be misplaced.

Recommendations: The Air Force cannot 
afford all the F/A-22s it is asking for. It 

There is a need for the F/A-22. It will serve 
as a hedge against a resurgent Russia and a 
rising China. However, the Air Force needs 
to recognize that in the near term, these 
are unlikely to be sources of conflict. 
Instead the Air Force should do more to 
focus on near-term threats and conflicts. In 

F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF)
The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program is a 
set of three aircraft designed for the Air 
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps, as well as 
for export to allied nations. In its current 
form the JSF program is the Department of 
Defense’s largest acquisitions program in 
terms of cost, numbers, and duration. If the 
JSF program proceeds according to plan, it 
will be the most costly single aircraft 
program in Department of Defense 
history.153 Current plans call for the 

“production of 2,458 aircraft in three 
versions over 28 years.” An additional 738 
aircraft will be purchased by partner 
nations.154

The JSF program emerged in 1995 and 
throughout its development has remained a 
truly joint program. There are three 
planned variants: conventional takeoff and 
landing (CTOL) for the Air Force; carrier 
takeoff and landing (CV) for the Navy; and 
short-field takeoff/vertical landing (STOVL) 
for the Marine Corps. Each will share a 
common airframe, engine, and avionic suite 
to reduce costs. The JSF will be a “fifth-
generation, single-seat aircraft with 
supersonic dash capabilities and some 
degree of stealth.”155

The JSF program is unique for 
contemporary weapons system 
development in that performance 
features including radar signature, speed, 
range, and payload were determined “on 
the basis of trade-offs between 
performance and cost, with the latter being 
a critical factor.”156 The production costs of 
these aircraft have to remain low so 
sufficient numbers can be procured. The JSF 
program has sacrificed some of the high-
performance features of the F/A-22, like 
supersonic dog-fighting capabilities, to keep 
costs down.157 Despite this, program costs 
have risen by over $100 billion over the 
lifetime of the program and are currently 38 
percent above what was projected. 158 The 
Air Force plans to purchase 1,763 CTOL 
versions of the JSF to replace its current 
fleet of F-16s and A-10s on a roughly one-
to-one basis.159

Despite the effort placed on balancing 
requirements with cost, there are still 
significant criticisms of the JSF program, 

invest heavily in advanced UCAVs.
particular they should  focus  on and 

should make due with 203 (the number it 
has and has advanced funding for) and 
shift focus to funding the F-35. 
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including the need for fifth-generation 
fighters. This argument, which is also part of 
the criticism of the F/A-22 program, argues 
that future threat scenarios do not require 
a new, expensive aircraft. Instead, aircraft 
currently in production could be upgraded 
and modified to continue service in the 
near term. This view has been strengthened 
by continued air dominance in Iraq, Bosnia, 

160

A second argument deals with the numbers 
of JSFs required. In terms of capabilities, the 
JSF is significantly more capable than 
current aircraft. As mentioned above, the 
Air Force is planning to replace its aging 
fleet of F-16s and A-10s on a one-to-one 
basis. According to a study conducted by 
the Center for Strategic and Budgetary 
Assessments (CSBA), however, a 
replacement ratio of 3:2 or 2:1 should be 
considered reasonable.161

The final argument deals with the very 
nature of a “joint” aircraft. Critics of this 
approach argue that in an attempt to 
achieve commonality, the service with the 
most limited requirements (the Air Force) 
would have to accept a more capable (and 
expensive) aircraft than they really need. In 
other words joint aircraft “are apt to be 
more costly than Air Force requirements 
might dictate, but provide less capability 
than the Navy might desire.”162

Proponents of the JSF retort that the 
capabilities of potential adversaries 
continue to rise with the proliferation of 
Russian SAMs and advanced 4th generation 
fighters. In particular:

"Proponents also state that 
aircraft ‘parity’ with our next 
adversary will present an 

unacceptable risk to the air 
dominance that the U.S. 
military normally takes for 
granted. Recent training 
opportunities such as Cope 
India 2004, in which U.S. F-
15s flew simulated dogfights 
against Indian Su-30s, Mirage 
2000s, and MiG-21s, 
highlights this fact. Various 
news accounts note that U.S. 
F-15s were defeated during 
many of the engagements 
against their Indian 
counterparts during this 
exercise."163

The JSF will incorporate many new features 
that potential alternatives would not 
provide. Perhaps the most significant of 
these is an “open” avionics architecture 
that will allow ground crews to affordably 
update the plane’s computational capacity 
on a regular basis to take advantage of 
advancements in computer technology.164

In addition, JSF program managers argue 
that having a joint aircraft, with many 
common parts, saves money at all phases of 
the program's life, from development, to 
production, to operation and support 
costs.165

Cutting the program would reduce 
deterrent effects and be a long-term 
strategic mistake. It would also call into 
question our commitment to international 
joint projects. However, scaling back the 
program to a more affordable level than the 
current plan of replacing 1,300 F-16s with 
1,763 more capable JSFs is in order. 
Increased capabilities of the JSF, in 
conjunction with advances in guided 

Kosovo and Afghanistan.
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munitions, make a smaller Air Force buy of 
JSFs a reasonable proposition. 166

Recommendations: The JSF program has 
done a good job of balancing capabilities 
with cost. Because fighter modernization is 
necessary (and considering sunk costs and 
the impact canceling the project would 
have on the other Services,) the JSF 
program should be continued. However, 
the Air Force should revise the number it 
plans to buy downward now, as any 
change in buys will have an effect on the 
other Services involved. 

Presidential Commission on Defense 
Spending Reform
After the attacks of September 11th, the 
rate of defense spending understandably 

increased at a very high rate. The double-
digit annual growth rate of defense 
spending cannot long be sustained in an era 
of financial crisis and towering trade and

budget deficits.  Economic strength is the 
foundation of America’s force projection 
capability and should be considered central 
to our national security policy.  To build an 
Armed Forces capable of ensuring 
America’s national security for the next 
generation, we must reject the temptation 
to continue business as usual and instead 
plan for a force that is economically 
sustainable and capable of ensuring 
America’s national security for the next 
generation.

Recommendation:  Congress and the next 
administration should create a Presidential 
Commission on Defense Spending Reform 
that would review operations and 
maintenance budgets and practices, as 
well as procurement policies and personnel 
support costs. Actions should be proposed 
for implementation no later than 
December 2010. Economic strength is the 

foundation of America’s force 
projection capability and 
should be considered central 
to our national security policy. 
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CONCLUSION 

At this moment in history, we are a nation 
at war, facing an increasingly hostile threat 
environment that requires more investment 
in security at a time of fiscal crisis and 
economic stagnation. We must stand strong 
in the face of these challenges but we also 
cannot stand still. Simply recognizing the 
need for change, but not making the 
requisite adjustments, will not be sufficient; 
this would only lead to extended conflicts, 
an empty Treasury and a military stretched 
to the breaking point. It will be the 
responsibility of the new administration and 
the United States Congress to chart a new 
way forward in defense policy. We 
recommend taking all necessary actions to 
win today’s wars while strengthening our 
all-volunteer force. We suggest building 
capacity to prevent future conflicts, thus 
changing the global threat environment in 
our favor by adding allies and reducing the 
need for combat deployments. We propose

a “strategic pause” of two years during 
which the administration, Congress and our 
national security professionals can develop 
a sustainable plan for a future force that 
can meet today’s needs, deter and defeat 
tomorrow’s foes, and be affordable in a 
time of economic crisis. 

A “strategic pause” helps ensure America’s 
long term national security by encouraging 
in-depth study by academics, oversight by 
Congress and debate within the 
administration and national security 
community as to what kind of future force 
is necessary to protect the next generation 
of Americans.

We hope this report will serve as a 
contribution to this effort and we look 
forward to working together with all those 
interested in strengthening the national 
security position of our nation. 



Future Force Blueprint  45

ENDNOTES 
                                                
1 P.L. 107-40, 115 Stat. 224 (2001) Authorization for Use of Military Force Against Terrorists 
2 Authorization for the Use of Military Force Against Terrorists, Public Law, U.S. Statutes at Large 284 (2001): 115. 
3 Office of the Director of National Intelligence , “The Terrorist Threat to the US Homeland,” press release, July 17, 
2007, http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20070717_release.pdf.
4 Peter Spiegel, “Indirect approach is favored in the war on terror.” Los Angeles Times, 13 October 2008.
5 U. S. Government Accountability Office, “Restructuring and Rebuilding the Army Will Cost Billions of Dollars for 
Equipment but the Total Cost is Uncertain,” April 10, 2008 http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08669t.pdf.
6 U.S. Congressional Budget Office, The Potential Costs Resulting from Increased Usage of Military Equipment in 
Ongoing Operations, March 18, 2005. 
7 U.S. Congressional Budget Office, Replacing and Repairing Equipment Used in Iraq and Afghanistan: The Army’s 
Reset Program, September 2007. 
8 Ibid. 
9 James Jay Carafano, “The Hollow Force: Background and Issues,” The Heritage Foundation, January 27, 2006, 
http://www.heritage.org/research/nationalsecurity/wm972.cfm.
10 Associated Press, “Pentagon Seeking $20 Billion to Increase Size of Army, Marine Corps,” The Frankfort Times,
February 2, 2008. 
11 Globalsecurity.org , “Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations Command” 
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/army/ca-psyop.htm.
12 The Civil Affairs Association, “Civil Affairs Training, Education and Research,” Civil Affairs Issue Papers, November 
2007, http://popp.gmu.edu/CAA%20Issue%20Papers%20Nov%2007.pdf.
13 Lt. Col. Mark L. Kimmey, “Transforming Civil Affairs,” Army Magazine, March 1, 2005, 
http://www.ausa.org/webint/DeptArmyMagazine.nsf/byid/KGRG-6CUQGK.
14 Michael Fumento, “The Democrats Special Forces Fetish,” The Weekly Standard, March 5, 2007, 
http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/013/330frnuq.asp?pg=2.
15 John Hendren, “Global Demand Stretches Special Ops,” ABC News, May 25, 2008, 
http://abcnews.go.com/WN/story?id=4928313.
16 Kevin Maurer, “Top Green Beret: Special Forces in High Demand,” Associated Press, June 16, 2008, 
http://news.aol.com/story/_a/top-green-beret-special-forces-in-high/n20080616190609990026.
17 Jacob Kipp, Ph.D. and others, “The Human Terrain System: A CORDS for the 21st Century,” Military Review,
September/October 2006, 
http://www.army.mil/professionalwriting/volumes/volume4/december_2006/12_06_2.html.
18 Zeke Minaya, “Baghdad Tribes Close to Fighting al-Qaeda,” Stars and Stripes, May 21, 2007, 
http://www.stripes.com/article.asp?section=104&article=53633&archive=true.
19 Al-Qaeda’s (Mis)Adventures in the Horn of Africa, (Combating Terrorism Center, West Point), 
http://ctc.usma.edu/aq/aqII.asp.
20 “American Anthropological Association’s Executive Board Statement on the Human Terrain System Project,” 
American Anthropological Association, October 31, 2007, http://www.aaanet.org/pdf/EB_Resolution_110807.pdf.
21 Dan Ephron, and Silvia Spring, “A Gun in One Hand, A Pen in the Other,” Newsweek, April 21, 2008, 
http://www.newsweek.com/id/131752/output/print.
22 Renae Merle, “Census Counts 100,000 Contractors in Iraq,” The Washington Post, December 5, 2006, D01 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/12/04/AR2006120401311.html
23 “Factsheet: Volunteer Growth in America: A Review of Trends Since 1974,” The Corporation for Community and 
National Service, December 2006, http://www.nationalservice.org/pdf/06_1203_volunteer_growth_factsheet.pdf.
24 Jennifer Loven, “Obama: Service to be a cornerstone of presidency,” The Washington Post, July 2, 2008, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/07/02/AR2008070201450.html.
25 Larry Sabato, “Universal National Service: The Case for a Constitution ‘Bill of Responsibilities’,” University of 
Virginia Center for Politics, October 25, 2007, 
http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=LJS2007102502.
26 Ibid. 



46 Center for National Policy 

                                                                                                                                                            
27 Tom Vanden Brook, “DoD Data: More Forced to Stay in Army,” USA Today, April 23, 2008, 
http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2008-04-21-stoploss_N.htm.

28 Andrew Krepinevich, “The Thin Green Line: Third in a Series,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments 
Backgrounder, August 14, 2004, 
http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/B.20040814.GrnLne/B.20040814.GrnLne.pdf.
29 Lawrence Korb, “The State of America’s Ground Forces,” Testimony Before the House Committee on Armed 
Services, April 16, 2008, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/04/military_readiness.html.
30 Lizette Alvarezz, “Army Giving More Waivers in Recruiting,” The New York Times, February 14, 2007, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/14/us/14military.html.
31 Ibid.
32 Michael Dimock, “Closeness to War Boosts Support for War—But Not By Much,” Pew Research Center for the 
People & the Press, May 9, 2007, http://pewresearch.org/pubs/473/closeness-to-troops-boosts-support-for-war-
but-not-by-much.
33 Frank Hoffman, “Bridging the Civil-Military Gap,” Armed Forces Journal, December 2007, 
http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/12/3144666.
34 Kyle Dropp, and Jon Cohen, “Acceptance of Gay People in Military Grows Dramatically,” The Washington Post,
July 19, 2008, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2008/07/18/AR2008071802561.html?hpid=moreheadlin
es.
35 Josh White, “’Don’t Ask Costs More Than Expected,” The Washington Post, February 14, 2006, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/02/13/AR2006021302373.html.
36 Faiz Shakir, and others, “Ready for Repeal,” ThinkProgress.org, The Center for American Progress, March 2007, 
http://www.americanprogressaction.org/progressreport/2007/03/dont_ask_dont_tell.html.
37 Government Accountability Office, “Financial Costs and Loss of Critical Skills Due to DoD’s Homosexual Conduct 
Policy Cannot be Completely Estimated,” February 2005, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05299.pdf.
38 Ibid. 
39 Dana Hedgpeth, “Balancing Defense and the Budget,” The Washington Post, October 13, 2008, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/12/AR2008101201724_pf.html.
40 Title 10, Section 118 of the United States Code, Accessible at http://www.defenselink.mil/qdr/ for the original 
QDR legislation, see H.R. 3230: National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997, Accessible at 
http://www.fas.org/man/docs/qdr/quad_leg.html
41 Clark A Murdock, and Michelle Flournoy, “Creating a More Integrated and Effective National Security Apparatus” 
in The Struggle Against Extremist Ideology: Addressing the Conditions That Foster Terrorism, ed. Carlisle Barracks,
http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usacsl/Publications/Chapter%20Six%20-
%20Creating%20a%20More%20Integrated%20and%20Effective%20National%20Security%20Apparatus.pdf.
42 Sebastian Sprenger, “DoD, State Dept. Eye Joint ‘Hub’ for Stability Operations, Irregular War,” Inside Defense,
December 16, 2006. 
43 National Defense Authorization Act FY2009. 110th Congress 2nd session. 
44 Derek Eaton, Amy Richardson, and Thomas Szayna, “Preparing the Army for Stability Operations: Doctrinal and 
Interagency Issues,” Rand Corporation, 2007, 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2007/RAND_MG646.sum.pdf.
45 Michael C. Veneri, “The Goldater-Nichols Act and the Joint Duty Promotion Requirement,” (PhD diss., George 
Mason University, 2004) http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423749&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf.
46 Mike McConnell, “Overhauling Intelligence,” Foreign Affairs, July/August 2007, 
http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20070701faessay86404/mike-mcconnell/overhauling-intelligence.html.
47 General James T. Conway, USMC, Admiral Gary Roughead, USN, and Admiral Thad W. Allen, USCG, A Cooperative 
Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, (October 2007). 
48 Ibid. 



Future Force Blueprint  47

                                                                                                                                                            
49 Frank Hoffman, “From Preponderance to Partnership: American Maritime Power in the 21st Century,” Center for 
a New American Security, 8. 
50 United States Marine Corps, Send in the Marines: A Marine Corps Operational Employment Concept for an 
Uncertain Security Environment, (Washington, D.C.: Marine Corps, 2008), 13, www.mca-marines.org/gazette/send
51 Ibid., 9. 
52 Ibid., 8-13. 
53 Ibid., 16-21.
54 Ibid.,, 24. 
55 Michael Mazzar, “The Folly of ‘Asymmetric War,’ ” The Washington Quarterly 31, no. 3 (2008): 1, 35. 
56 Andrew F. Krepinevich, “Department of Defense Language and Cultural Awareness Transformation”. Tetimony 
Before the U.S. House Committee on Armed Services, Oversight and Investigations Subcomittee, 9. 
57 Ibid, 9, 10.
58 Max Boot, “The Struggle to Transform the Military”. Foreign Affairs (March/April 2005): 1, 3 
59 Zachary Peterson, “Marines to Deploy on Warships,” Navy Times, October 22, 2007. 
http://www.navytimes.com/news/2007/10/navy_marinedetachments_071020w/
60 “21st Century Seapower” Marine Corps Gazette (November 2007): 12 
61 Peterson, “Marines to Deploy on Warships.” 
62 Robert D. Kaplan, “The Navy’s New Flat-Earth Strategy,” The Atlantic, October 24, 2007, 1. 
63 Paul Kennedy, “The rise and fall of navies,” International Herald Tribune, April 5, 2007. 
http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/04/05/opinion/edkennedy.php
64 For a complete, detailed list of FCS component systems, see https://www.fcs.army.mil/systems/index.html.
65 “Operational Army: The Objective Force,” The 2003 United States Army Posture Statement, 
http://www.army.mil/APS/2003/realizing/transformation/operational/objective/index.html.
66 Andrew Feickert, “The Army’s Future Combat System (FCS): Background and Issues For Congress,” Congressional
Research Service Report,  May 12, 2008, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32888.pdf
67 Ibid. 
68 Significant Challenges Ahead in Developing and Demonstrating Future Combat System’s Network and Software" 
from the Government Accountability Office (GAO-08-409) on March 7, 2008, 
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08409.pdf 
69 Ibid.
70 Andrew Feickert The Army’s Future Combat System (FCS): Background and Issues for Congress, Congressional 
Research Service, May 12, 2008 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32888.pdf
71 Ibid. 
72 Army: TSAT Delays Would Hinder FCS Comms, but Service Can Wait,” Inside the Air Force, Vol. 19, No. 44, 
October 31, 2008 
73 David Lerman, “What size fits the fleet?” dailypress.com, 2. http://www.dailypress.com/news/dp-
local_ships_0428apr28,0,7638970.story
74 Robert Farley, “The False Decline of the U.S. Navy” The Atlantic, 1. 
75 Kaplan, “The Navy’s New Flat-Earth Strategy,” 1. 
76 Lerman, “What size fits the fleet?” dailypress.com.
77 Seth Cropsey, “Peril at sea,” Armed Forces Journal, (August 2007): 1. 
78 Eric J. Labs, “Building the Future Fleet,” Naval War College Review, (Autumn 2004): 273. 
79 Kaplan, “The Navy’s New Flat-Earth Strategy,” 1; Robert D. Kaplan, “America’s Elegant Decline,” The Atlantic,
(November 2007): 5. 
80 Stuart E. Johnson, and Arthur K. Cebrowski, “Alternative Fleet Architecture,” prepared by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, with content provided by Center for Technology and National Security Policy, 80. 
81 Lerman, “What size fits the fleet?” The U.S. submarine fleet has gone from 88 boats in 1994 to just 53 in 2007.
82 From Preponderance to Partnership, 7 
83 Christopher Cavas, “The Thousand-Ship Navy,” Armed Forces Journal, (December 2006), 
http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/12/2336959
84 Lee Willett, “British Defense and Security Policy: The Maritime Contribution,” Royal United Service Institute, 7. 



48 Center for National Policy 

                                                                                                                                                            
85 Ibid., 2. 
86 For more see Paul Kennedy’s “The Rise and fall of navies” in the International Herald Tribune. In it Kennedy notes 
that Asian navies are growing while European navies are shrinking. A fact that leads him to ask “what do naval 
strategic planners in the one continent assume about the future of the world that the planners in the second do 
not?”
87 Kennedy, “The rise and fall of navies.” 
88 Plans to increase fleet size and change its composition were proposed in two alternative fleet studies. The first, 
written by the former Office of Defense Transformation (OFT), argues the Navy must avoid an evolutionary 
planning strategy that simply builds updated versions of technology currently in use. Instead the report argues the 
Navy should embrace the concept of modularity allowing rapid adaptability and the development of low cost 
warships to greatly increase the number and variety of platforms with which any potential adversary must 
contend. The report recommended a fleet of 558 to 846 ships, including small and medium sized aircraft carriers 
and non-nuclear powered submarines. 
The second study, published by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) was a compromise 
between the OFT report and conventional Navy thinking. It suggested a larger fleet and an interesting use of 
existing technology such as redesignating the LHA-6 America-class as a medium sized aircraft carrier, converting 
the USS Enterprise into an afloat forward staging base to be crewed by both military and civilian personnel, and 
developing a new low-cost submarine.
89 Robert Work, “Know When to Hold ‘Em, Know When to Fold ‘Em,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary 
Assessments Backgrounder, 2. 
90 Loren B. Thompson, “Navy Destroyer Plans Don’t Make Sense,” Lexington Institute Issue Brief.
91 Thompson, “Navy Destroyer.”. 
92 Work, “Know When to Hold ‘Em,” 3. 
93 Christopher P. Cavas, “U.S. Navy’s Ship Plans Don’t Add Up”. Defense News.
http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3557792 This article cites CNO Adm. Roughead’s Congressional 
testimony where he was unable to describe where the DDG-1000 fits in to current naval strategy. All he was able 
to muster was a description of the DDG-1000’s advanced technology, giving more weight to the notion that the 
Navy is seduced by cutting edge technology even if it does not have clear need for it.   
94 For more on this see Sydney J.Freedberg, Jr., “Running Aground”. National Journal. and Christopher P. 
Cavas,“Will DDG-1000 Destroyers Be Unstable?” Defense News.
95 Thompson, “Navy Destroyer Plans Don’t Make Sense” 
96 Ibid. 
97 Thomas P. Ehrhard, “Range, Persistence, Stealth, and Networking: The Case for a Carrier-Based Unmmaned 
Combat Air System”. Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 4 
98 Ibid, 7 
99 The four SSGNs are sometimes counted as attack submarines, increasing the number of SSNs to 56. 
100 Ronald O’Rourke, “Navy Attack Submarine Procurement”. Congressional Research Service Report, 2 
101 Mark Gorenflo, “The Case for More Submarines” Navy.
http://www.navy.mil/navydata/cno/n87/usw/issue_6/more_submarines.html
102 O’Rourke, “Navy Attack Submarine Procurement,” 4. 
103 Ibid., 5-6. 
104 O’Rourke, “Navy Attack Submarine Procurement,” 9-10, 15-16. 
105 Ibid., 9. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Ibid., 9, 16-17. 
108 The capabilities of these new submarines was dramatically demonstrated in 2006 when one of China’s newest 
submarines remained undetected as it shadowed the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk off Okinawa, Japan and then 
surfaced within torpedo range (Lague, “Chinese Submarine Fleet is Growing Analysts Say,”). 
109 David Lague, “Chinese Submarine Fleet Is Growing, Analysts Say”. The New York Times. February 25, 2008. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/25/world/asia/25submarine.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print&oref=slogin



Future Force Blueprint  49

                                                                                                                                                            
110 Ron O’Rourke, “Navy-Marine Corps Amphibious and Maritime Prepositioning Ship Programs: Background and 
Oversight Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service Report, 2-3. 
111 United States Navy, Report to Congress on Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels for FY 
2009, February 2008, A-3. 
112 Sydney Freedberg, Jr., “In The Air—Aging Aircraft,” National Journal, March 15, 2008, 3. 
113 Sydney Freedberg, Jr., “The Bills Come Due,” National Journal, March 15, 2008, 2. 
114 Erik Holmes, “Officials say current plans create fighter gap,” Air Force Times, April 5, 2008. 
http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2008/04/airforce_jsf_041608/
115 Steve Kosiak, and Barry Watts, “US Fighter Modernization Plans: Near-Term Choices,” Center for Strategic and 
Budgetary Assessments, i-ii. 
116 Barry Watts, “Long-Range Strike: Imperatives, Urgency and Options,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary 
Assessments, April 2005, i. 
117 Watts, “Long-Range Strike: Imperatives ,” ii. 
118 Ibid. 
119 William Knight, and Christopher Bolkcom, “Strategic Airlift Modernization,” Congressional Research Service 
Report, i. 
120 Knight and Bolkcom, “Strategic Airlift Modernization.”   For an example of the extensive use of the strategic 
airlift capability, “since September 2001, over 260,000 airlift missions have delivered over 3.3 million passengers 
and 1.7 billion short tons of cargo to Iraq and Afghanistan.”
121 Christopher Hellman, and Travis Sharp, “Analysis of Senate May 2008 Iraq-Afghanistan Supplemental War 
Funding for DOD,” The Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, May 21, 2008, 
http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/policy/securityspending/articles/analysis_c110_senate_may_supp/
122 Sebastian Convertino II, Lou Anne DeMattei, and Tammy M. Knierim, “Flying and Fighting in Cyberspace,” 
Maxwell Papers, Air War College, July 2007: iii. 
123 Clay Wilson, “Information Operations, Electronic Warfare, and Cyberwar,” Congressional Research Service 
Report, 1. 
124 Ibid. 
125 United States Air Force, “Q&A about the Cyber Pause,” Air Force Cyber Command,
http://www.afcyber.af.mil/library/factsheets/factsheet.asp?id=12961.
126 United States Air Force, “Air Force senior leaders take up key decisions,” Air Force Link, October 10, 2008, 
http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123118700
127 Convertino, DeMattei, and Knierim, “Flying and Fighting in Cyberspace,” 1. 
128 Fareed Zakaria, “The Rise of the Rest,” Newsweek, May 12, 2008. 
129 William R. Levesque, “CentCom Chief says MacDill cuts won’t hurt economy,” St. Petersburg Times, March 15, 
2008, http://www.tampabay.com/news/military/macdill/article418108.ece.
130 O’Rourke, Ronald. “Navy Force Structure and Ship Building Plans.” CRS Report. October 2, 2008. Pg 6 
131 From Preponderance to Partnership, 15 
132 Ibid., 16 
133 Robert J. White, “Globalization of Naval Shipbuilding,” Naval War College Review (Autumn 2007), 60. 
134 Friedman, Norman. October 26, 2008 email. 
135 Philip Taubman, “Lesson on How Not to Build a Navy Ship,” The New York Times, April 25, 2008, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/25/us/25ship.html.
136 Brien Alkire and others, “Littoral Combat Ships,” National Defense Research Institute, RAND, xvii-xviii. 
137Sydney J. Freedberg, Jr., “Running Aground,” National Journal, March 15, 2008, 4. 
138 Taubman, “Lesson on How Not to Build a Navy Ship.” 
139 Ibid. 
140 Ibid. 
141 Freedberg, “Running Aground.” 
142 Taubman, “Lesson on How Not to Build a Navy Ship. 
143 Philip Ewing, “Will LCS go gator?” Navy Times. November 2, 2008.
http://www.navytimes.com/news/2008/11/navy_surfaceroundup_110108w/



50 Center for National Policy 

                                                                                                                                                            
144 Christopher Bolkcom, “F/A-22 Raptor,” Congressional Research Service Report, 1. 
145 Freedberg, “In The Air,” 5. 
146 Bolkcom, “F/A-22 Raptor,”6. 
147 The Air Force has argued that these aircraft are equal to, or better, than current U.S. fighters 
148 Bolkcom, “F/A-22 Raptor,” 6. 
149 Bolkcom, “F/A-22 Raptor,” 7. 
150 Ibid. 
151 Ibid. 
152 Freedberg, “In The Air,” 6. 
153 Kosiak and Watts, “US Fighter Modernization Plans,” i. 
154 Anthony Murch, and Christopher Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” Congressional
Research Service Report, 1. 
155 Ibid., 3-4. 
156 Murch and Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” 5. 
157 Freedberg, “In The Air,” 6. 
158 Murch and Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” 7. 
159 Ibid., 1. 
160 Ibid., 15. 
161 Murch and Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” 16.
162 Ibid., 18 
163 Murch and Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” 16. 
164 Kosiak and Watts, “US Fighter Modernization Plans: Near-Term Choices,” iv. 
165 M Murch and Bolkcom, “F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program,” 3. 
166 Kosiak and Watts, “US Fighter Modernization Plans: Near-Term Choices,” v. 






