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Executive Summary

Title: Building a MAGTF for New Domains: Versatility to Enhance the Middleweight Force
Author: Major Benjamin Michael Davenport, United States Marine Corps

Thesis: this paper proposes a dual-track MOS concept for future force design in order to develop
the MAGTF as a rapidly responsive and scalable middleweight force, sufficiently survivable, and
able to exploit opportunities when aggregating forces to fight in emerging domains of future war.

Discussion: Fiscal austerity is the new norm in future warfare. The future operating environment
will also be characterized as increasingly disparate adversaries enable by globalization and
increasingly agile communications. The Marine Corps faces a unique challenge to maintain
service competency as a crisis response force and secure littoral access while pursuing means to
develop capabilities in future warfare domains like cyberspace. As a result of national defense
requirements and increasingly constrained resources, the Marine Corps invested in brigade-sized
and special purpose MAGTFs in order meet challenges to the current global security environment.
However, these forms of deployment incur unknown and ill-defined risk when rapidly deployed
across broad geographic regions supported by extended lines of communication. an opportunity
emerges to reexamine how the Marine Corps could train and organize to support current
operational plans, provide enduring combat capabilities, and adapt to the future operating
environment in order to improve scalability and rapid response of the “expeditionary force in
readiness.”

Conclusion: A middleweight MAGTF force requires a design that prioritizes versatility in order
to respond to the demand of future war. Flexibility and agility are both inherent when versatility is
achieved within an organization. A recommended method to achieving organizational versatility is
to, first, seed individual versatility at the inception of training and foster a culture of cross-training
during the development of the Marine’s career. Second, implement a dual-track MOS concept to
increase capability of individual Marines that will support increasingly dispersed MAGTF
operations during rapid response to crisis at the time of critical vulnerability. If the Marine Corps
implements a concept of versatility from initial training, they could incorporate new emerging
domains like cyberspace and mirror many of the structural capabilities of current special
operations forces while still retaining greater capacity to assume a larger role as an “Expeditionary
Force in Readiness” and “America’s Amphibious Force.”
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Introduction: Sustained Austerity in an Age of Evolving Warfare

“It is this inherent tension between the creation of disciplined, obedient military
organizations, responsive to direction from above, and the creation of organizations
adaptive to a world of constant change that makes military innovation in peacetime and
adaptation in war so difficult. And one should not forget that adaptation and innovation
often require those military orgonizations to abandon proved equipment, organizations,
and methods in favor of untested alternatives. Nor is that reluctance entirely unjustified.
Adaptation, for example, inevitably incurs risks, when the test of battle is difficult to
approximate.” — William Murray, Military Adaptation in War'

Sustained Austerity

Fiscal austerity is the new norm in future warfare. Therefore, what does the Marine Air
Ground Task Force (MAGTF) need in order to operate in this environment? Specifically,
Specifically, what does MAGTEF need in order to be rapidly scalable and sufficiently joint-capable
in the future? With the enactment of the 2011 Budget Control Act, decline in defense
appropriations to sustain current Warﬁghting capacities may increasingly impact future service
capabilities as each service prioritizes Operations and Maintenance (O&M) appropriations in order
to sustain service-specific materiel and manpower. According to the 1989 RAND Corporation
defense budget review, future military appropriation was anticipated to decline from 6.2% of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) annually to less than 3.5% by 2010.2 As of 2015, the US Government

(USG) spent less than 3.3% of the GDP on national defense.” Using information provided by the
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Bureau of Labor and Statistics, Figure 1 graphically depicts both actual appropriation and
appropriation adjusted for 2015 consumer price index inflation rates.*

Defense Department reorganization was widely debated during interwar periods,
particularly when compounded by fiscal austerity. Beginning in 1968, which correlates with a
shift in support of operations in Vietnam, figure 1 indicates a general decline in congressional
support for Defense Department operations overseas. The impact of declining appropriations on
Marine forces was captured in a series of Marine Corps Gazette opinion articles in late 1970.
LtCol D.R. Tyler wrote a timely Marine Corps Gazette opinion that reflected growing fiscal and
material readiness concerns. In response to declining material readiness and recruiting problems,
he proposed “a different method of resource allocation during peacetime” that would create a dual
Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) concept in order to more efficiently support critical
material readiness requirements and improve manpower productivity across the fleet.” In response
Col Fred Edwards Jr, a Marine Corps Intelligence Officer at the time, provided a rebuttal to L.tCol
Tyler’s concept stating that, rather then an adaptive general force of dual-track MOSs, a minimum
specialized force needed to be maintained. He supported his argument stating each Marine needed
to be physically prepared to conduct their specific task and the idea of adapting a headquarters unit
to operate as an infantry unit made him cringe.® Both articles identified a need to make changes to
the force in order to preserve readiness. LtCol Tyler’s article, however, provided at least an idea
of how to adapt a force to growing fiscal constraints and, rather then simply fighting to preserve a
minimum force strength, suggests a model to improve versatility while adapting the MAGTF to
fight in future operational environments.

The operating environment continues to evolve due to globalization, rapid technological

advances, and volatile political relationships. By law, the Marine Corps must man, train, and



equipped to rapidly conduct expeditionary operations.” However, since 1970 two variations in
conflict emerged. First, globalization, a rise of technology-enabled non-state actors using
communications and computers, became commonplace. Second, the character of warfare became

increasingly irregular with smaller elements enabled by diffusion of greater forms of power.

Evolving Warfare

MCDP 1 describe belligerents as, “a system consisting of numerous physical, mental, and
moral components” and that-a combination of these elements determines the belligerent’s unique
“character.”® Barbara Torreon, a defense budget and military manpower analyst, highlighted some
of the shifting character of conflict in her concise analysis of each US engagement since 1789.
According to Ms. Torreon, from February 1991 until September 2001, the United States engaged
in over 75 peacekeeping or combat operations.” Her research further identified an increasing
number of transnational or non-state actors operating in weak or ungoverned areas enabled by
increasingly prolific technology.

The combination of diverse adversaries, defused technological capabilities, and ubiquitous
information capabilities characterize an evolution in the nature of future warfare. In 1989, Lind, et
al, theorized that conditions indicated warfare in the future may be characterized by blurring of
distinct paradigms and roles, thus preceding a fourth generation of warfare (4GW) due to advances
in technology and use of terrorism as a tool to disrupt and obviate 3GW tactics of maneuver and
firepower. 10 Following the September 11, 2001 attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon,
Frank Spinney and T.X. Hammes elevated the argument, that tragic events surrounding 9/11 are
evidence of the 4GW “blurring of the distinction of peace and war and of the distinction between

civilian and military.” !



An increasingly tech savvy all-volunteer force matured with the development of today’s
changing security environment. While both the rapid advance of technology and the increasingly
non-attributive nature of terrorism will likely endure for at least the next decade, the Marine Corps
continues to recruit from a population where internet programming, cellular phones, and integrated
information technology are affordable and universally available to anyone interested. Thus, given'
the persistent defense appropriation constraints and the likely evolution of future war, an
opportunity emerges to reexamine how the Marine Corps could train and organize to support
current operational plans, provide enduring combat capabilities, and adapt to the future operating
environment in order to improve scalability and rapid response of the “expeditionary force in

readiness.”

Response to Austerity: Forced Innovation by Adaptation

Marine Corps structure and organization will likely change to meet challenges of future
war. In 2010, the Secretary of Defense directed a Marine Corps Force Structure Review in order

12 1 ater that

to “right-size and rebalance the Corps as a middleweight force to meet future threats.
year LtGen Michael Flynn, Commanding General, Marine Corps Combat Development Command,
described the Corps as an “expeditionary force in readiness” rather than “America’s amphibious
force”, which seemed to be an adaptive response to changing political and fiscal constraints while
trying to meet evolving tactical and operational security challenges.® With the reduction of naval
amphibious ships, the Commandant of the Marine Corps also informally reframed the
organizational purpose o the Marine Corps by stating it was an, “expeditionary force in readiness”
optimally structured to support Geographic Combatant Commanders (GCC) to rapidly respond to |

crisis and gain littoral access in future war.'* Formally, in response to the Secretary of Defense

directive, the Marine Corps established a Force Structure Review Group (FSRG) to analyze the



“organization, posture, and capability” of the Marine Corps in a fiscally constrained environment
in the midst of counterinsurgency operations.”” The FSRG clarified the role of the Marine Corps
as “strategically mobile, middleweight force optimized for rapid crisis response and forward
presence.”16 The Marine Corps reinforced this perception in the Concepts & Programs
publication, stating it “fills a void in our Nation’s defense structure between light Special
Operations Forces (SOF) and heavier conventional units.”'” This comment reflected the Marine
Corps’ anticipation that tilt-rotor and information technology could enable the MAGTF to deploy
across a broader, more dispersed operational area, thus implying the Marine Corps possessed some
SOF capabilities. Also, when heavier conventional combat operations are needed, the Marine
Corps still was able to aggregate from disparate locations to qoncentrate combat power at the
decisive point. Central to this reorganization remained the MAGTF concept as a means to
command and control aggregating and disaggregating forces during crisis response within a broad
geographic area and across increasingly diverse domains of land, sea, air, and cyber.'®

The future operating environment will likely see persistent decline in defense budget
appropriations, increasingly ambiguous adversaries seeking to disrupt or obviate Marine Corps
methods of maneuver warfare, and increased transnational and non-state actors operating with
ubiquitous forms of technology/ and information to gain equal, or asymmetric, advantage in
ungoverned space. Concomitantly with this evolution in fourth generation warfare, is the Marine
Corps current operating concept of aggregating and disaggregating MAGTF structure to ostensibly
provide a rapid response to future crisis. Finally, future generations of Marines who grew up with

these technologies are still tasked and organized within traditional structure.



Operational Concept

While Marine Expeditionary Brigades could rapidly deploy to intervene in future crisis, the
risk incurred by deploying forces across a broad geographic area, while also sustained along
extended lines of communication, likely incur unknown or ill-defined risk to the lives and welfare
of the expeditionary force. Therefore, as the Marine Corps seeks to find ways to integrate future
technologies in emerging warfighting domains like cyber, this paper proposes a dual-track MOS
concept for future force désign in order to develop the MAGTF as a rapidly responsive and
scalable middleweight force, sufficiently survivable, and able to exploit opportunities when

aggregating forces to fight in emerging domains of future war.

Opportunity: Versatility within Current Organization

Historically, aggregating multiple MAGTF's without cooperative training is problematic.
Alternatively, disaggregating a MAGTF is common. Since 2009, nearly every Marine
Expeditionary Unit (MEU) disaggregated when deployed. From March 2011 to February 2012,
the 22" MEU (22MEU) conducted spit-Amphibious Readiness Group (ARG) operations which
demonstrated MAGTF ability to adapt during competing maritime tasks."” Subsequently, the
22MEU staff proposed future recommendations largely focused on how to improve aggregation in
MEU operations. Three of these recommendations provided opportunities to enhance MEU-sized
MAGTF operations in future war. Each of these recommendations could be enabled by
implementing a dual-track MOS concept, thus increasing versatility within current force structure.

First, the 22MEU staff recommended future MAGTFs submit request for forces (RFF) to
augment command and control during split-ARG/MEU operations.”’ This recommendation is
problematic considering that each MAGTF deployed is designed and resourced to meet a finite

series of essential tasks. Therefore, requests for more personnel to conduct the same mission in



two different locations likely increase the logistic and training requirements to integrate new
personnel into a MAGTF that is already trained and prepared to conduct operations using a series
of standard operating procedures. These constraints provide the first opportunity to incorporate
versatile force design, rather then increasing current force structure to meet emergent needs. For
example, if each officer within the MEU Ground Combat Element (GCE) was proficient in
infantry operations (03XX) and at least current in a secondary critical-skills occupation such as
supply management and operations (30XX) or MAGTF intelligence operations (02XX), the
MAGTF commander would have more organizational flexibility to conduct disaggregate
operations. The inherent depth within one element of the MAGTF could provide additional depth
of capability in another element and further promote cross-element integration within the MAGTF.
Second, implementing a dual-track MOS concept may provide opportunity to integrate
future warfighting domains such as cyber, space, or information, while increasing the depth of
low-density critical MOSs in future operations. Historically low-density occupations like
communications (06XX) tend to be critical enablers within the MAGTF and also challenging to
retain and maintain due to high operational demand expanding employment opportunity.>! One of
the 22MEU critical shortfalls in disaggregation, particularly when separated by significant
geography, was insufficient depth in Cyber Network Operators (0651) and Cyber Security
Technicians (0689). Generally, this challenge is not isolated to maritime operations; with
advances in aircraft capability such as the MV-22 osprey, able to extend the range of increasingly
smaller elements and likely disaggregation of the future MEUS, elements of the MAGTF will
likely demand greater numbers of small units to achieve the same mission as historically larger
units with shorter lines of suppott. By cross-training occupations within current force structure,

the MAGTF Commander could gain depth to deploy forces in future domains based on



intelligence assessments rather then organizational constraints due to one-dimensional
occupational specialty.

Third, 22MEU staff identified logistics personnel as critical to successful disaggregated
operations.”* While supply processes, maintenance actions, and logistics functions are highly

‘procedural and require in-depth training, successful strategies in future operations could greatly
benefit from defusing competency in logistics, maintenance, and supply within the larger
expeditionary force.” Joint Capabilities Integration Development Systems (J CIDS) continue to
shape future non-material solutions by integrating joint and SOF operations within the current
services. Likewise, the Planning, Programming, Budget, and Execution (PPBE) reinforce joint
interoperability through material acquisition. Both JCIDS and the PPBE process continue to
compel future MAGTF planners to rely on joint, rather than organic, forms of supply and logistics
to achieve GCC assigned tasks. While increasing the MEU table of organization and equipment
(T/O&E) to meet these growing demands could be a method to solve the growing staff
requirement, it is not cost efficient, nor does it provide logistics support directly to the front-end of
the projected force. Rather it would increase requirements to project additional trained personnel
forward.** Comparatively, if the 22MEU possesses additional Marines trained in theater logistics,
conceivably they could internally assess the risk of employing cross-trained personnel to augment
primary staff or support increasingly dispersed elements of the MAGTF.

If armed with a cadre of dual-track MOS Marines, The MAGTF could create numerous
combinations of Marine teams across each combat element and potentially integrate them with
rapidly deployed forward echelons. While the cost associated with implementing a dual-track
MOS system would likely increase training requirements for the organization and the individual, a

balance would also likely emerge between individual preference and an overtraining a cadre force



to meet endogenous conditions. Therefore, a metric of value would be needed to quantify

additional training efforts to enhance future versatility.

Value of Versatility

The Marine Corps institutionally values a versatile force. Since initiation at recruit training
or Officer Candidacy School (OCS), every Marine is told, “ever Marine a rifleman, every Marine
Officer is a provisional rifle platoon commander.””* This aphorism illustrates the Marines are, at
least in initial training phases, versatile enough to assume a variety of roles in future operations.
Currently, the Marine Corps uses an organizational utility model to meet emerging threats in order
to reduce cost of specialization and meet force constraints. Therefore, since the Marine Corps
finds value in organizational utility, a dual-track MOS concept would likely compliment the
MAGTF by enhancing capability for a disaggregated force arrayed along long lines of

communications.

Value of Utility

The Marine Corps currently employs organizational utility to respond to emerging crisis in
ill-defined future operating environments. The reorganization and purpose of Marine Corps
artillery battalions, tank battalions, and Marine Wing Support Squadrons (MWSS) in Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM and Operation ENDURING FREEDOM evolved as-a result of endogenous
requirements to augment infantry operations without increasing force structure of cost. To place a
dollar amount on this reorganization, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) estimated the
annual training cost for a Marine Infantry Battalion scheduled to deploy exceeded $55 million. 26
Of that total OSD estimated $22 million was required to mobilize the battalion for rapid

deployments. Therefore, by mobilizing units as provisional infantry battalions to conduct force

iorotection and route security missions, the Marine Corps potentially saved $33 million without



exceeding congressionally directed manpower levels or failing to meet GCC requirements.
Pragmatically, organizational utility seems like an obvious solution to meet staffing goals and
comply with increasing budget constraints. While risk is incurred in employing units or
individuals in alternative roles, the Marine Corps consistently demonstrates its ability to rapidly
train combat elements using the MAGTF construct to meet emerging threats. Therefore, the

elements of the MAGTF are likely opportunities for change to meet challenges of future war.

Prospect of Versatility

If artillery, tank, and MWSS Marines are able to rapidly assume a secondary mission or
task, then other elements within the MAGTF might also be able to conduct missions outside of
their primary assigned MOS. Current mission essential tasks (MET) are itemized within the Total
Force Management System to provide clear task guidance to each commander by nesting each
MET within higher command echelon tasks and integrated along adjacent units of the MAGTF to
support a single battle concept.”” While this applies an organizational construct to extend
potential contributions of different elements of the MAGTF, the concept of dual-track MOS

training seems to naturally diffuse this practice to the individual Marine.

As new domains are included into future operations, tasks not yét fully could become more
critical to mission success. For example, every Unified Command (UC), Joint Task Force (JTF),
and Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force (CISOTF) largely depend on the GCC Joint
Support Communications Element (JCSE) to establish inter- and intra—fheater communications.
Likewise, current Marine Corps Aviation plans promote the concept that digital interoperable
systems controlled by individuals in the future are enablers of the entire MAGTF command and
control system.28 As the MAGTF disaggregates, or is forced to operate elements across broader

geographic regions (e.g. multiple GCCs) the MAGTF Commanders requirement for more depth in

10



strategic communications capabilities also increases. Therefore, in the future operating
environment, every Marine may not be just a rifleman, but also a critical element in the cyber and
information domains. In this example, we see how incorporating emerging domains like
cyberspace and information challenge the Marine Corps paradigm of organization and individual
training standards and may require versatile integration of technical tradecraft along with more

traditional training requirements to achieve supporting tasks in the future.

Opportunity: Implementing Versatility

Since the disruptive implementation of sequestration in 2013, the Marine Corps continued
to struggle with achieving assigned missions with increasing constraints on the force.? This
raised organizational risk associated with unyielding operational tempo and decreased resources.
In 2014, General James Amos suggested the Marine Corps needed to develop a new way to train
the force for future war. He convened a General Officer board that later determined “bolt-on”
methods of training only achieve compliant-based training goals and do not adequately prepare
forces for future war.>® In other elements of the MAGTF, the impact of adaptive training methods
to meet new security threats resulted in a measurable lag within the support service orgaﬁizations
where organizational processes are normally used rather than performance or production models.
Aviation maintenance and ground supply management both are subject to potential lags in service
support and are currently subject to significant scrutiny within the Department of Defense.
However, even within these structurally complex organizations, opportunities exist to develop

cross-training and implement a versatile dual-track MOS concept that could improve performance.

Implementing Versatility in Aviation
Naval aviation maintenance complies with a structurally complex process to ensure safe

maintenance and production of aircraft.** Aviation Skills Management (ASM) is a tool to track
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currency and proficiency of individual Marines with the each aviation unit.>* The ASM program
provides electronic database tracking and assessment of each individual maintainer within all
hierarchy of maintenance processes. Since 2008 Aviation Maintenance Marines each have a
digital log of all initial currency and subsequent proficiency training that validate their
maintenance qualifications.** Many of the routinely tracked tasks associated with organizational
maintenance are common among every type-model-series (T/M/S) aircraft in naval aviation.®

Therefore, opportunity exists to cross-train multiple aviation specialties across multiple T/M/S,

further providing depth to possible low-density occupations.

Implementing Versatility in Logistics

Aviation logistics (66XX) and Ground Supply and Administration (30XX) share
significant commonality across the spectrum of supply management. Initial aviation supply and
logistics training is currently 17-weeks and focuses on both aviation logistics and financial
management while initial ground supply training is 8-weeks long and focus primarily on ground
supply and transportation. In both courses, however, Marines are trained to be, “responsible for
procurerﬁent, receipt, accounting, repair, storage, issue, disposal, computation, and maintenance of
stock levels.”®® Additionally, within aviation logistics, significant commonality exists between
Aviation Logistics Information Management Systems (6694) technicians and Cyber Network
Operators (0651), which are increasingly in demand when facing operations in cyber and
information domains.

Frank Hoffman, a Seni01‘ Research Fellow at the National Defense University, succinctly
stated that Veréatility usually requires, “adequate training resources and time to experience a wide

37

array of scenarios. Given previous examples like supply and maintenance, these opportunities

emerge to cross-train Marines into a variety of billets across the MAGTF. If the Marine Corps
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seeds versatility during initial training, individual Marines become more than simply primary
occupations and provisional riflemen; they quickly become multi-purpose with transferrable skills.
The cumulative result from a field of versatile Marines provides commanders at every level

opportunity to plan for more distributed operations regardless of domain.

Risk: Proficiency Verses Currency

A broad discussion of risk is warranted when considering a versatile force instead of a
specialized force. Analysis of risk is incurred either through training proficiency or in force
deployment planning before a rapid response is required. While risk is inherent in assuming a
wide array of tasks, both the commander and the individual Marine are more aware and actively
work to mitigate operational risk to mission and the force at the source. Withoﬁt versatility,
planners might make assumptions of the operating environment and potential adversaries without
the added benefit of a more broadly informed force. The risk assessed by commanders and
individual dual-track MOS qualified Marines could provide at least a modicum of time to prepare
for, and improve proficiency, before executing operations. Equally risky, when organizations
staffed with specialists encounter uncertginty, the commander may not able to mitigate risk
incurred from the uncertain situation. Therefore to mitigate inherent risk in versatility, Frank
Hoffman provides a framework to incorporate versatility into military organizations.*®

First, versatile organizations incorporate uncertainty.”” As the Marine Corps incorporates
versatility, greater levels of redundancy emerge that provide for more depth in capability, which
translate into capacity. While some primary occupations may require significant technical acumen
to achieve competence, efforts to implement a dual-track MOS concept and broad versatility
within the Marine Corps could alleviate the overall burden in areas that require more technical

operations,*®
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Second, versatile organizations informed By nested strategic policy create responsiveness
necessary in future operating environments.* Within a strategically informed versatile
organization opportunity may exist at each level of command to design pre-deployment and
sustainment training to meet the most likely scenario. While this is still subject to a “black swan”
event, it makes the more likely scenarios more like “grey swans.” Culturally, vertically nested
strategy and operational intent conforms to task organiiation of the Marine Corps. Therefore, as
strategy and policies shift, so can the training effort within the dual-track MOS MAGTF. For
example, in Anti-Access/Area Denial (A2AD) operations, if Aviation Marines dual trained as
network communication specialists are employing advanced digital interoperability equipment
with a networked aviation package, they will more likely understand, troubleshoot, and repair
systems critical to the communications architecture, thus be able to laterally support adjacent
elements of the MAGTF during future operations.

Third, a versatile Marine Corps design is inherently risk-informed.** Operationally, the
Marine Corps Training and Readiness manuals consider qualified as current, and competent as
proficient.* However, even with a series of comprehensive metrics in place, risk is not reduced,
simply deferred as a result of the high-risk process or worse, assumed by those conducting the
mission. Training and Readiness models seek to specify compulsory tasks and training metrics to
establish currency and validate proﬁciency.44

Fourth, responsive organizations emphasize versatility over adaptability.45 The Marine
Corps already practices this method of versatility in most of its secondary occupations like foreign
language, MAGTF planning, and Forward Air Controller operations. By transitioning this dual-
track MOS method of skill management to the rest of the Marine Corps, they may be able to

program how the force evolves to meet future operations. A useful first step for the Marine Corps
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is to invest in cross training Marines from other primary occupations into communications (06XX)
and intelligence (02XX) thereby infusing technical communications information and cyber |
operations information within othér elements of the MAGTF.*® By investing in initial
communications and cyber operations as paired training with other primary occupations, the
Marine Corps will have more flexibility to align mission tasking and synchronize lateral operations
among adjacent operational commands.*’ Cénsequenﬂy, it aligns disaggregated elements of

MAGTF operations into the larger joint operational paradigm.

Conclusion

This future war concept began by asking the question, what does the MAGTF need in order
to be rapidly scalable and sufficiently joint-capable in the future? Succinctly, a middleweight
force requires a design that prioritizes versatility in order to respond to the demand of future war.
Flexibility and agility are both inherent when versatility is achieved within an organization. The
recommended method to achieving organizational versatility is to, first, seed individual versatility
at the inception of training and foster a culture of cross-training during the development of the
Marine’s career. Second, implement a dual-track MOS concept to increase capability of individual
Marines that will support increasingly dispersed MAGTF operations during rapid response to crisis
at the time of critical vulnerability. If the Marine Corps implements a concept of versatility from
initial training, they could incorporate new emerging domains like cyberspace and mirror many of
the structural capabilities of current special operations forces while still retaining greater capacity
to assume a larger role as an “Expeditionary Force in Readiness” and “America’s Amphibious

Force.”
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