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About This Report

This report documents research and analysis conducted as part of a project
entitled Identifying and Leveraging Frameworks for Competition, sponsored
by United States Army Futures Command. The purpose of the project was
to develop an interagency organizational framework, with an analysis of
necessary accompanying authorities, to strengthen the United States’ ability
to succeed in the competition space and “win without fighting.”

This research was conducted within RAND Arroyo Center’s Strat-
egy, Doctrine, and Resources Program. RAND Arroyo Center, part of the
RAND Corporation, is a federally funded research and development center
(FFRDC) sponsored by the United States Army.

RAND operates under a “Federal-Wide Assurance” (FWA00003425)
and complies with the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection of
Human Subjects Under United States Law (45 CFR 46), also known as “the
Common Rule,” as well as with the implementation guidance set forth in
DoD Instruction 3216.02. As applicable, this compliance includes reviews
and approvals by RAND’s Institutional Review Board (the Human Subjects
Protection Committee) and by the U.S. Army. The views of sources utilized
in this study are solely their own and do not represent the official policy or
position of DoD or the U.S. Government.
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Summary

The research reported here was completed in October 2021, followed by secu-
rity review by the sponsor and the U.S. Army Office of the Chief of Public
Affairs, with final sign-off in March 2023.

With the emergence of strategic competition with near peers as the defin-
ing U.S. national security priority in recent years, the U.S. Army has had
to rethink its roles and responsibilities. Competition and campaigning to
to disrupt the objectives of competitors require strategies, approaches, and
missions different from those for counterterrorism and counterinsurgency,
which were the focus of the past two decades. Many Army missions and
capabilities have relevance for competition, but for the Army to succeed in
competition against near peers, it must work in an integrated fashion with
the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) and other U.S. government entities.

To ensure that the Army is best positioned to contribute to broader
DoD and interagency competition efforts, the Futures and Concepts Center
of Army Futures Command asked RAND Arroyo Center to assist in this
endeavor by studying areas in which DoD and Army processes and organi-
zations would benefit from evolution or modification in the context of great
power strategic competition, helping inform the center’s understanding of
existing Army capabilities that enable the United States to effectively com-
pete, and determining how to communicate the utility of such capabilities
in this realm. Because this project was conducted prior to the release of the
2022 National Defense Strategy, we frequently refer to the Army’s role in
competition, rather than using the term campaigning, but our analysis yields
insights relevant to campaigning in a competitive setting. The results of this
project are intended to directly support Army efforts to operate more effec-
tively within and across DoD and to communicate with other stakehold-
ers the procedural and organizational changes and authorities necessary
to allow the Army to better contribute to DoD’s response to competition
challenges.
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Research Approach

We took a multidisciplinary, multimethod approach to this research. This
approach consisted of a multidisciplinary series of literature reviews; a
review and analysis of existing authorities, statutes, and policy; process
tracing; semistructured subject—matter expert interviews; comparative his-
torical case studies; and systematic analysis of overlaps between the exist-
ing supply of Army capabilities and the demands of competition below
the threshold of armed conflict. Our analysis of the sufficiency of Army
processes, in particular, relied primarily on interviews with subject-matter
experts and practitioners to capture the current strengths and drawbacks
of these processes rather than on assessments found in existing literature.

To inform our analysis of Army processes and capabilities, we devel-
oped a framework for understanding and assessing Army contributions,
and potential contributions, to competition. This overarching framework,
which we call the framework for competition, consists of two main com-
ponents. The first is an objectives framework, which identifies and catego-
rizes six primary strategic and operational aims of competition and entails
three separate lines of effort (LOEs). The objectives framework, shown in
Figure S.1, served as a baseline against which to assess demand for Army
capabilities in competition. We leveraged the Army Universal Task List to
identify the capabilities supplied by the operational Army, while also con-
sidering the capabilities of Army-funded executive agents and Army com-
mands. We then conducted a mini-Delphi exercise to compare the supply
of Army capabilities with the demand for specific capabilities to succeed
across the three LOEs in competition.

The second component of the overarching framework for competition
is an imperatives framework, which identifies six key imperatives that align
with current DoD and Army guidance for how various DoD organizations
are directed to operate to best achieve the objectives of competition:

o Agility: An agile organization achieves both stability and dynamism
through networked teams that operate in rapid learning and fast deci-
sion cycles.

Vi
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FIGURE S.1
Objectives Framework

LOE 1
Strengthen allies
and partners

Secure United States
as partner of choice

* Build and maintain alliances
* Secure local partnerships
* Advance U.S. values
and prestige
* Access, basing, and overflight
* Foreign internal defense

Build partner capacity

* Security cooperation
* Security assistance

LOE 2
Win without fighting

Gain asymmetric
advantage

* Unconventional warfare
* Sabotage and subversion
* MISO and PSYOP
* Cyberoperations (OCO/DCO)
* llluminate or disrupt
malign acts

Stabilize fragile regions

* Build resilience to malign acts
* Stabilization and civil-military

LOE 3
Prepare for war

Deter conventional
aggression

* Increase joint force lethality

* Posture forces to deter attack

* Exercise, experiment,
innovate

* Assure partners of U.S. resolve

* Partner interoperability

Prepare the battlespace

* OPE, cyber OPE, RS&OI,
reconnaissance

operations
* Counter threat networks
* Institutional capacity building

* Train and equip partners
* Security force assistance
* FMS and FMF

* IPoE and intelligence
collection

* Logistics and supply

* Build networks

NOTES: FMF = Foreign Military Financing; FMS = Foreign Military Sales; LOE = line of effort;

MISO = military information support operations; PSYOP = psychological operations; OCO/DCO =
offensive and defensive cyberoperations; OPE = operational preparation of the environment;
RS&OI = reception, staging, onward movement, and integration; IPoE = intelligence preparation of
the operational environment.

 Innovation: An innovative organization is one that fosters processes of
ideation and the development and implementation of new or improved
products or programs.

o Resilience: Resilience refers to the ability of an organization to main-
tain operations and endurance in the face of adversity or disruptive
events. In addition, the other imperatives support organizational resil-
ience, i.e., an organization that excels at the other imperatives may in
turn be more resilient.

o Integration: An integrated organization is one in which different
departments work in coordination.

o Efficiency: Efficiency refers to the use of resources to achieve an orga-
nization’s goals. Organizational efficiency, a related concept, focuses on
the extent to which processes add value in an organization.

vii
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o Proactivity: Proactivity consists of certain behaviors, such as taking
charge and initiating change.

Notably, these six imperatives, highlighted throughout key guidance
documents, align with established organizational best practices that are
prevalent in the management theory literature. This framework serves as a
baseline against which to assess Army and DoD success in reorienting and
adapting existing key processes to enable the United States to compete effec-
tively. Four sets of DoD and Army processes are under examination here:

o security cooperation planning processes

o FMS acquisition processes

» Global Force Posture and Global Force Management processes

o Army talent management processes (including professional military
education).

These processes were selected from a larger list of DoD processes in consul-
tation with the project sponsor.

Each of these two frameworks—competition objectives and competi-
tion imperatives—provides a conceptual basis for significant portions of the
analysis in this report. However, even beyond the assessments we conducted
for this research effort, these frameworks are tools in their own right. We
would encourage policymakers to adapt these tools for their own needs
and to use them to assess their progress in strengthening the U.S. ability to
engage effectively in strategic competition.

Key Findings and Recommendations

Findings

Overall, we found that relevant Army organizations are not always incen-
tivized to tailor their contributions to support broader DoD competition
activities. The best opportunities for the Army to contribute to competition
efforts, moreover, may not be in its areas of historical focus or competency.
Finally, an analysis of historical examples of organizational change pro-
vided insights about organizational adaptations, including that the use of
working groups and incubators, inclusive and collaborative processes, and

viii
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a willingness to learn from past failures may contribute to successful orga-
nizational adaptations.

In addition to these overarching findings, we derived the following find-
ings related to the selected processes:

 Security cooperation processes: The integration and agility of secu-
rity cooperation processes could be improved. There is no clear lead
security cooperation agency within the Army, and there is confusion
over the overlapping roles of the U.S. Army Security Assistance Com-
mand and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Defense
Exports and Cooperation. This makes it difficult to integrate Army
security cooperation activities into broader U.S. government compe-
tition efforts. Existing security cooperation authorities are not well
aligned with the pace of competition or competition objectives, which
impedes the efficient provision of security assistance as a mechanism
of competition.

o FMS acquisition processes: Our analysis identified gaps in the agil-
ity, proactivity, and efficiency of FMS processes, but critiques of FMS
processes center on the slow pace of execution, both across DoD and in
terms of Army FMS processes specifically. This slow pace contributes
to the perception that existing policies and authorities hinder efforts
to build partner capacity to enhance the U.S. competitive edge. While
EMS processes are slow by design, it is advisable for the Army and DoD
to remedy certain inefficiencies in these processes and related authori-
ties. In addition, FMS is not emphasized as a competitive tool, which
means that it is not always fully leveraged in competition efforts.

« Force posture processes: Force posture processes are insufficiently
agile to support the demands of competition. While these DoD-wide
processes work well below the threshold of armed conflict, they may
not be tailored for agile transition along the competition contin-
uum into an active conflict. In particular, they may not allow quick
responses to rapidly changing threats. Modifying these processes to
promote greater agility would allow stakeholders, including Army
stakeholders, to adapt to emerging threats in the competition space
more quickly.
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o Talent management processes: Issues inherent in the Army’s service
culture represent the most significant challenges for Army talent man-
agement processes. In addition, although these processes have bene-
tited from innovative reforms in recent years, their agility could be
improved. These processes remain oriented toward developing the
traditional conventional warfighter rather than developing soldiers
who have strong skills tailored for competition activities. Similarly,
professional military education is not tailored to producing strate-
gic, innovative “competitor” soldiers. Moreover, joint and broaden-
ing assignments that might enhance key leaders’ innate knowledge of
the competition space are disincentivized in current Army promotion
processes, hindering organic routes of communicating the relevance
of Army capabilities to competition. The Army should consider updat-
ing existing, relevant authorities to provide additional flexibility in the
recruitment and promotion of officers with in-demand, competition-
relevant skills.

These four processes align with the six imperatives we identified to vary-
ing degrees. As part of our interview protocol, we offered definitions for
each imperative and then asked respondents to identify the imperatives
that appeared particularly relevant for the respective processes. Each pro-
cess will be discussed in depth in Chapters Three through Six, but Table S.1
summarizes our findings. Interviewers identified the imperatives shaded in
gray in the table as being less applicable for the respective processes.

Finally, we found that the Army has significant capabilities to contribute
to competition but that current incentive structures seem to interfere with
the Army’s ability to fully leverage these capabilities.

Recommendations

We recommend that Army leaders and other policymakers consider the
actions described in this section to improve the process- and capabilities-
related shortcomings highlighted earlier. Before turning to our recommen-
dations, note that our analysis suggests that there is a lack of agreement
across the U.S. government on the meaning of competition. This hinders
Army efforts to specify how its capabilities might contribute to competi-



Summary

TABLE S.1
Summary of Processes’ Fulfillment of Competition Imperatives

Process Agility Innovation Resilience Integration Efficiency Proactivity
Security (] O

cooperation

FMS @) O O
GDP and GFM O - -
Army talent O ()

management

NOTES: GDP = Global Defense Posture; GFM = Global Force Management. Shaded cells indicate
imperatives that reviewers considered less applicable for the given process.

@) Largely does not meet imperative
w Partially meets imperative

{ ] Mostly meets imperative

tion. Clarifying this definition would facilitate the implementation of our
recommendations.

Identify Opportunities to Streamline Key Processes

The Army and DoD as a whole should identify opportunities to streamline
and tailor key processes to enable quick responses to the rapidly changing
threats that may characterize the competition environment. This is par-
ticularly true of DoD-wide defense posture and force management pro-
cesses, which are useful tools for strategic competition because they enable
deterrence of adversaries but are not ideally tailored for timely responses to
threats that could arise quickly and simultaneously from multiple sources.
Leaders across the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, the geo-
graphic combatant commands, and Headquarters, Department of the Army
should thus emphasize speed and agility in force posture and management
decisionmaking processes. Similarly, while FMS processes may be slow by
design, there may also be opportunities to streamline these processes and
reduce delays in the provision of equipment to foreign militaries, which may
decrease the likelihood of foreign militaries turning to U.S. competitors for
equipment. While efforts to improve and streamline talent management
processes are ongoing, it is important to formalize these improvements
and provide institutional support. The Army should undertake a review of

Xi
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processes that support competition activities to identify opportunities for
improving the efficiency and agility of these processes.

Review and Update Core Authorities to Ensure that They Are
Tailored to the Demands of Competition

The Army should also undertake a comprehensive review of core authorities
pertaining to competition-relevant activities to ensure that they are tailored
to meet the demands of competition. This review should include an exami-
nation of the day-to-day implementation of core authorities, with a focus on
identifying necessary updates to these authorities. For example, our analysis
suggested that authorities related to talent management, technology trans-
fer and exports, and security cooperation may need to be updated to facili-
tate the recruitment and retention of soldiers with competition-relevant
skills, allow the U.S. government to export advanced technologies to allies
and partners in support of competition objectives, and enhance relation-
ships with partners in regions in which near-peer competitors seek to gain
influence.

Create a Named Operation for Competition

DoD should examine whether the statutory framework for named opera-
tions would permit the creation of a named operation for competition and
consider the advantages and disadvantages of such an approach, includ-
ing whether a named operation would accelerate the provision of needed
resources and remedy inefficiencies in existing authorities. Currently,
for instance, there are a variety of Army and DoD-wide efforts intended
to achieve competition objectives by working with and enabling regional
partners. These include the Indo-Pacific Maritime Security Initiative and
the Pacific Deterrence Initiative in the U.S. Indo-Pacific Command area
of responsibility and the European Deterrence Initiative in the U.S. Euro-
pean Command area of responsibility. Building on these existing initiatives
through a named competition operation would allow unity of effort across
DoD and allow the Army to more easily identify opportunities to contribute
to competition objectives.

xii
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Consider Modifying Existing Personnel Incentives to Prioritize
Joint Tours or Other Broadening Assignments for Officers
Across All Echelons

Broadening assignments, such as joint, interagency, and Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense tours, can help Army leaders better understand competition
requirements and the Army, DoD, and U.S. government processes that must
be navigated to meet these requirements. At present, participation in such
broadening roles can negatively affect officer promotions, and an individu-
al’s suitability for participation in such roles is not necessarily prioritized in
recruitment decisions. The Army should closely examine potential changes
to both its recruitment and promotion systems that would incentivize key
broadening assignments, including ways to maximize the advantages of
such changes while minimizing the opportunity costs.

xiii
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Background

Great power strategic competition, specifically with China and Russia, has
become the defining U.S. national security priority in recent years, begin-
ning with the publication of the 2017 U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS)
and 2018 U.S. National Defense Strategy (NDS) and continuing with the
publication of the 2022 NDS.! Although competition means different things
to different entities across the U.S. government, the term means the follow-
ing in its most general sense:

A situation in which states engage in activities designed to advance
their interests relative to others believed to pose a challenge or threat,
without escalating to armed conflict. More specifically, states might be
seeking to advance a variety of objectives, including promoting their
own security, shaping the global agenda, advancing their status relative

1" White House, National Security Strategy of the United States of America, Washing-
ton, D.C., December 2017; U.S. Department of Defense (DoD), Summary of the 2018
National Defense Strategy of the United States of America: Sharpening the American
Military’s Competitive Edge, Washington, D.C., 2018; DoD, National Defense Strategy
of the United States of America, Washington, D.C., 2022. The research presented in
this report was conducted prior to the release of the 2022 NDS. As reflected in the 2022
NDS, campaigning and competition are distinct but related terms. Campaigning occurs
across the competition continuum, including during periods of cooperation, competi-
tion below the threshold of armed conflict, and armed conflict. Throughout this report,
we use the terms competition and competition activities to refer to campaigning that
seeks to disrupt the objectives of near-peer competitors.
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to others, and influencing or dictating outcomes relating to a specific
matter or region.?

Such competition can and does occur across a continuum of conflict
phases, ranging from activities perpetrated in an environment short of war
(“below the threshold” of armed conflict) to those perpetrated in active
combat situations (“above the threshold” of armed conflict), with the Army
engaging in campaigning across this continuum. Competition below the
threshold of armed conflict is often conceptualized in terms of the so-called
gray zone, which has been defined as an

operational space between peace and war, involving coercive actions
to change the status quo below a threshold that, in most cases, would
prompt a conventional military response, often by blurring the line
between military and nonmilitary actions and the attribution for
events.’

Figure 1.1 depicts the competition continuum and illustrative activities
relevant to the space below the threshold of armed conflict.

As such concepts as competition have emerged, the Army has sought to
adapt to emerging requirements by changing strategy and doctrine. Since
World War II, the Army has made significant revisions to its strategy, core
doctrine, or force structure at least 20 times (as Figure 1.2 summarizes).
In addition to these high-level changes, several initiatives are underway to
better orient the Army to competition, which we will discuss in the sub-
sequent analyses of security cooperation, Foreign Military Sales (FMS),

2 Michael J. Mazarr, Jonathan S. Blake, Abigail Casey, Tim McDonald, Stephanie
Pezard, and Michael Spirtas, Understanding the Emerging Era of International Competi-
tion: Theoretical and Historical Perspectives, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation,
RR-2726-AF, 2018, p. 5.

3 Lyle J. Morris, Michael J. Mazarr, Jeffrey W. Hornung, Stephanie Pezard, Anika
Binnendijk, and Marta Kepe, Gaining Competitive Advantage in the Gray Zone: Response
Options for Coercive Aggression Below the Threshold of Major War, Santa Monica, Calif.:
RAND Corporation, RR-2942-OSD, 2019, p. 7.
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FIGURE 1.1
The Competition Continuum and Associated Activities

Competition below the level of armed conflict ./ Armed conflict X

Arms sales Countering threat networks

International PME Collecting intelligence

Joint and multinational exercises Sabotage and subversion
Security assistance
Creating fusion centers Offensive cyber operations
Civil-military operations Mobilizing troops Multidomain
Public affairs Prepositioning supplies, logistics il ens (MDO)}
Allied intelligence sharing Supporting proxy forces
Modernization efforts
Military-to-military engagements Stabilization activities
Creating new military units Conducting shaping activities

Humanitarian assistance Military information support operations

Cooperation Conflict

NOTE: PME = professional military education.

Global Defense Posture (GDP) and Global Force Management (GFM), and
Army talent management processes.*

Major internal drivers of doctrinal change, meanwhile, include chang-
ing organizational interests, processes, and bureaucratic politics. The two
key institutional processes driving change are (1) the generation of ideas by
doctrinal incubators within the Army (e.g., Army War College, U.S. Army
Training and Doctrine Command [TRADOC]) and (2) support or propaga-
tion of these ideas by advocacy networks (e.g., journals, professional orga-
nizations, academic institutions).> Our analysis of historical case studies
of organizational adaptations within military organizations, as discussed

4 While various DoD and Army processes play important roles in supporting compe-
tition efforts, these four processes were selected for analysis in consultation with the
sponsor.

> Benjamin M. Jensen, Forging the Sword: Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army, Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2016; Thomas Mahnken, ed., Competitive Strategies
for the 21st Century: Theory, History, and Practice, Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University
Press, 2012.
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FIGURE 1.2
Army Strategic and Doctrinal Adaptation Over Time

Area defense and combined arms

Formalized adaptations made during Korean War
Integration of atomic weapons in fire and maneuver
Reorganization Objective Army Division

Air mobility concept

-

g€daaadadaaadaddddd

968

Active defense
AirLand Battle and deep attack
Army of Excellence restructuring

1986 Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy established

AirLand Battle Future

Full-dimensional operations concept and military operations other than war
Force XXI and Army After Next concepts

Counterinsurgency operations

2008 Stability operations

Unified land operations
Shift to peer-level contingencies (codified in FM 3-0) and introduction of multidomain battle
MDO

Army contributes to joint all-domain operations

SOURCES: Field Manual 3-0, Operations, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the
Army, October 2017; Jensen, 2016; Mahnken, 2012; Luke O’Brien, “The Doctrine of Military
Change: How the U.S. Army Evolves,” War on the Rocks website, July 25, 2016; Jeffrey W. Long,
The Evolution of U.S. Army Doctrine: From Active Defense to Airland Battle and Beyond, Fort
Leavenworth, Kan.: U.S. Army Staff and General Command College, 1978, p. 29; Gordon S.
Barrass, Competitive Strategies for the 21st Century: Theory, History, and Practice, Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2012, pp. 71-89; James S. Powell, “Book Review: Forging the
Sword: Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army,” Military Review, June 2, 2017; Jen Judson and Todd
South, “The New Way to Fight: US Army Unveils Field Manual 3-0,” Defense News, October 10,
2017; and doctrinal documents provided by the Army Publishing Directorate.

NOTE: FM = Field Manual.
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throughout this report, reinforces the importance of these external and
internal drivers of adaptation.

Each of the services has had to rethink its roles and responsibilities amid
this shift to competition, particularly in terms of approaching the focus
on winning without fighting.® By definition, competition and campaign-
ing during competition require strategies, approaches, and missions that
are different from those associated with the past two decades of focus on
counterterrorism and counterinsurgency during the Global War on Terror.
While the Army’s MDO Concept 2028 characterizes the nature of the pre-
ferred U.S. military response to this new strategic imperative, the concept
has thus far fallen short in its alignment with joint and whole-of-government
approaches, such as Dynamic Force Employment.”

Therefore, for the Army to achieve success in the competitive realm
against near peers, it must work with DoD and other U.S. government enti-
ties in an acutely integrated fashion, and DoD as a whole must be enabled
to execute missions at a speed that denies first-mover advantage to, and
imposes incremental costs on, adversaries proactively rather than reactively.
Yet, DoD as a whole suffers from a dearth of analyses about how Army and
DoD processes could and should better account for this new great power
competition. Although many recent analyses have addressed the concept
of strategic competition more broadly, the number of immediately action-
able recommendations for changes that could allow the Army and DoD to
transition more quickly from competition to crisis and conflict responses is

6 US. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, and U.S. Coast Guard, Advantage at Sea: Prevail-
ing with Integrated All-Domain Naval Power, December 2020; Marine Corps Doctri-
nal Publication 1-4, Competing, Washington, D.C.: Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps,
December 14, 2020; U.S. Air Force, Sharpening the Air Force’s Competitive Edge: A Busi-
ness Operations Plan, Fiscal Years 2019-2021, Washington, D.C., January 2019.

7 The Dynamic Force Employment concept provides options for the proactive and
scalable employment of the Joint Force while still maintaining its capacity and capabil-
ity to engage in major combat operations (TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, The U.S. Army
in Multi-Domain Operations 2028, December 6, 2018; DoD, 2018). The Joint Warfight-
ing Concept, however, has incorporated important aspects of Army MDO Concept
2028, and the Army did not write the concept with the expectation that the Joint Force
and broader U.S. government would accept the concept as their operational approach.
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limited.® Most DoD processes, force sizing constructs, stationing, and fund-
ing decisions are determined by the services’ and combatant commands’
(CCMDs) ability to prosecute combat operations, so it is necessary to alter
planning significantly to account for DoD’s competitive efforts below the
threshold of armed conflict.

The Futures and Concepts Center of U.S. Army Futures Command
asked RAND Arroyo Center to assist in this endeavor by (1) studying areas
in which DoD and Army processes and organizations would benefit from
evolution or modification in the context of great power strategic competi-
tion and (2) helping inform the Futures and Concepts Center’s understand-
ing of existing Army capabilities that enable the United States to effectively
compete and how the Army can communicate the utility of such capabilities
in the competition realm. The results of this project are intended to directly
support Army efforts to operate more effectively within and across DoD.
The project also aims to communicate to other stakeholders the procedural
and organizational changes and authorities necessary to allow the Army to
better contribute to DoD’s response to competition challenges.

Objectives and Approach

The objectives of this research were to identify how the Army can make or
influence procedural and/or organizational changes to help tailor DoD pro-
cesses for competition and to identify existing Army capabilities that could

8 The RAND Corporation has published several research reports on the broader topic
of strategic competition in recent years. Among these reports are the following: Mazarr
et al., 2018; Michael J. Mazarr, Bryan Frederick, John J. Drennan, Emily Ellinger, Kelly
Elizabeth Eusebi, Bryan Rooney, Andrew Stravers, and Emily Yoder, Understanding
Influence in the Strategic Competition with China, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Cor-
poration, RR-A290-1, 2021; Timothy R. Heath, U.S. Strategic Competition with China:
A RAND Research Primer, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, PE-A290-3, 2021;
Morris et al., 2019; Jeffrey W. Hornung, Allies Growing Closer: Japan—Europe Security
Ties in the Age of Strategic Competition, Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND Corporation,
RR-A186-1,2020; and Bonny Lin, Michael S. Chase, Jonah Blank, Cortez A. Cooper III,
Derek Grossman, Scott W. Harold, Jennifer D. P. Moroney, Lyle J. Morris, Logan Ma,
Paul Orner, Alice Shih, and Soo Kim, Regional Responses to U.S.-China Competition in
the Indo-Pacific: Study Overview and Conclusions, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corpo-
ration, RR-4412-AF, 2020.
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be more fully used and understood in competition. To that end, we exam-
ined six main research questions:

1.  What should various DoD processes be able to achieve, and how do
they need to function, in terms of competition?

2. What is the nature of the gap between the current processes and
these requirements?

3. To what extent, and how, do processes and organizations need to
change to best facilitate competition?
What existing Army capabilities can be oriented toward competition?

5.  How can the Army ensure that the competition-relevant capabilities
are understood across the Army and DoD?

6. What authorities and/or policy changes are needed?

We took a multidisciplinary, multimethod approach to answering these
questions. This approach included a multidisciplinary series of literature
reviews; a review and analysis of existing authorities, statutes, and policy;
process tracing; semistructured subject-matter expert interviews; compara-
tive historical case studies; and systematic analysis of overlaps between the
existing supply of Army capabilities and the demands of competition below
the threshold of armed conflict.

In the first stage of the research, we conducted a multifaceted review
of literature, authorities, statutes, and policy, aiming to glean contextual,
background insight into secondary questions, such as the following:

o What are the Army and DoD processes and key organizational struc-
tures, and how do they relate to competition?

o What are basic Army responsibilities and authorities?

o What must Army and DoD processes and organizations be able to do
to compete successfully?

o In what ways and when has the Army adapted so far?

o What does the organizational literature say about how organizations
and processes can achieve U.S. government imperatives?

Our review of the literature occurred in multiple stages throughout the
project and focused on a variety of policy and doctrinal documents, such
as the NDS, NSS, Joint Doctrine publications, Army Doctrine Publications
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(ADPs), Army Field Manuals, and Army MDO Concept 2028; scholarly,
consulting, think tank, and policy documents, including key pieces from
the organizational behavior literature; news coverage of Army initiatives
related to competition; and websites of Army and DoD offices engaged in
activities related to the particular processes under consideration.’ The basic
intent for this stage of the research was to develop an overall awareness of
how various bodies of literature theorized that DoD, and the Army in par-
ticular, might streamline processes and organizations to compete success-
fully against near peers and how the Army had successfully adapted in the
past. From this literature review, we identified the major legal authorities
associated with each process, then reviewed and analyzed these primary
legal sources to determine whether existing authorities constrain the adap-
tation of key processes.

As detailed in Chapter Two, key outputs from this stage of the research
included development of two related frameworks that allowed baseline
assessments of the requirements for competition. The first of these frame-
works consists of a typology of competition objectives spanning three lines
of effort [LOEs]). We assessed existing Army capabilities against these com-
petition objectives to determine the applicable supply of such capabilities
to meet overall demands in a competitive strategic environment. We lever-
aged the Army Universal Task List (AUTL) to identify the capabilities the
operational Army supplies, while also considering the capabilities of Army-
funded executive agents, such as Army commands (ACOMs), to fully cap-
ture the range of existing Army capabilities. We then conducted a mini-
Delphi exercise to compare the supply of Army capabilities with the demand
for specific capabilities to succeed across the three LOEs in competition.

The second framework entails a set of competition imperatives. We
assessed a subset of four current DoD processes utilizing this framework.
Our aim was to determine how well such processes were meeting these
imperatives and to identify additional process modifications that might be
required to better position DoD to compete effectively. We selected pro-

® We also reviewed Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), “The Army in
Military Competition,” Washington, D.C., Chief of Staff Paper #2, March 1, 2021a, and
HQDA, “Army Multi-Domain Transformation: Ready to Win in Competition and Con-
flict,” Washington, D.C., Chief of Staff Paper #1, March 16, 2021b.
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cesses for close examination from a larger list of DoD processes in consulta-
tion with the Futures and Concepts Center:

« security cooperation planning processes

o FMS processes

o GDP and GFM processes

« Army talent management processes (including PME).

Chapters Three through Six detail our assessment of each process, including
analysis from the literature review and interviews.

Building on the lessons gleaned from the historical assessment of Army
adaptation, the second stage of the research consisted of analysis of 11 com-
parative historical and contemporary examples of organizational adapta-
tion, selected for variation across time, type of organization, location, and
factors and approaches that led to successful adaptation. The set included
nine examples of successful organizational adaptation and two case stud-
ies of unsuccessful organizational adaptation. The examples also included
instances of organizational change from the Army, the interagency com-
munity, and foreign militaries. The intent of this analysis was to explore
how organizational adaptations have occurred in practice in the past and
to identify some emerging insights that DoD and the Army can use as they
change and adapt to improve the U.S. capability to compete effectively.
These insights are interspersed throughout the remainder of this report.

In the third stage of the research, we interviewed subject-matter experts.
We sought to interview individuals who (1) are directly involved in formu-
lating U.S. strategy and policy relating to competition below the threshold
of armed conflict, (2) plan and conduct activities in the competition space,
(3) are experts in one of the four DoD processes explored here, and/or (4) are
familiar with the U.S. Army’s structure, processes, and culture. In some
cases, interviewees met more than one of these criteria. In all, we conducted
interviews with 28 individuals spanning 20 organizations across DoD and
various Army offices and a small handful of scholars from academia and
RAND. Individual interviewee affiliations are detailed in Table 1.1.

Representing the same interview sample in a different light, Table 1.2
depicts the number of individuals we interviewed for each process.
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TABLE 1.1
Interviewees, by Organization

Number of
Organization Interviewees
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Strategy & Force 1
Development
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Directorate of Plans 1
& Posture
Office of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation 2
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Security Cooperation 1
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific 1
Security Affairs
Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) 2
U.S. Indo-Pacific Command-U.S. Army Security Assistance Command 1
(USASAQC)
U.S. European Command J3 1
U.S. Army Pacific Command G5, Plans & Posture 1
U.S. Army Pacific Command, Security Cooperation Office 2
U.S. Army Special Operations Command (USASOC) 2
TRADOC, Combined Arms Center 1
Assistant Secretary of the Army, Manpower and Reserve Affairs 1
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (DASA) Defense Exports and 2
Cooperation (DE&C)
U.S. Army Office of Military Personnel Management 1
U.S. Army Talent Management Task Force (ATMTF) 1
U.S. Army Colonels Management Office 1
U.S. Army War College 1
Representatives from academia and think tanks 5

We used both inductive and deductive approaches to summarize and
analyze information from our interviews. To do so, we created a coding
matrix to identify, analyze, and refine cross-cutting interview themes. We
coded all interviews in this matrix both by types of activity (security coop-

10
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TABLE 1.2
Interviewees, by Process

Number of
Process Interviewees
Security cooperation 5
FMS 3
GDP and GFM 6
Talent management 7

eration, FMS acquisition, GDP/GFM, and Army talent management) and
by a series of thematic codes driven by the interview protocol design. These
thematic codes included assessments of whether the comment in question
pertained to the following:

o competition objectives relevant to a particular process

o discussion of the success or failure of a process in meeting specific
imperatives for competition

o strengths and weaknesses of current authorities pertaining to particu-
lar processes or capabilities

o discussion of existing Army capabilities relevant to competition and
perceived reasons for any lack of understanding of such capabilities as
competition-relevant

o general comments on the operationalization of the strategic competi-
tion concept across DoD or the Army or on the definition of the com-
petition concept itself.

These data subsequently informed the remainder of our project and our
overall findings, and this coding exercise was particularly useful in enabling
a trend analysis of points of agreement and disagreement among interview-
ees.!” In the following chapters, we report particularly illustrative findings

19 The interview stage of this research took place between November 2020 and Janu-
ary 2021. Because of the global response to coronavirus disease 2019 at the time, we con-
ducted all interviews virtually, via Microsoft Teams or conference call. We were able to
capture feedback from a diverse and robust sample of interviewees across organizations
of interest utilizing this method, and the need to conduct interviews virtually did not

1
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individually and others based on broad trends across interviews. Because
we identified officials from key stakeholder organizations relevant to each
of the processes, we are confident that comparative analysis of these inter-
view results, combined with the other methods used in this report, provides
some useful insight. A limitation of the interview effort was the relatively
small number of interviewees for each process, which may limit generaliz-
ability of the findings. Additional research, including additional interviews
with key stakeholders, may help refine and extend these initial findings.

The fourth stage of the research consisted of exploring the alignment of
existing Army capabilities with the demands of competition. In an attempt
to include the full range of potential Army contributions to competition
efforts, we considered four layers of Army capabilities in the context of the
competition objectives and associated LOEs mentioned earlier and discussed
in further detail in Chapter Two. The four layers of potential capabilities
included Army units, Army-funded executive agencies, ACOMs (including
Army service component commands [ASCCs] and direct reporting units
[DRUs]), and Army contributions to other competition-related missions.

To conduct this analysis, we leveraged varied sources, including the
AUTL and Army policy and guidance documents outlining Army execu-
tive agent responsibilities and ACOM responsibilities. Finally, we cross-
referenced a comprehensive list of U.S. government activities pursued in
competition that was set forth in prior RAND research. Using these data
sources, we conducted an iterative mini-Delphi exercise to compare the
supply of existing Army capabilities with the demand for competition-
relevant capabilities. Chapter Seven describes this approach in detail.

We faced several challenges in conducting this analysis: The defini-
tion and understanding of competition vary across the force;!! competition

appear to hinder responsiveness to interview requests. Further analysis of the interview
findings can be found in Chapters Three through Seven.

11 Consistent with prior research on this topic, officials from various entities across the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) for Policy (OSD-P) and outside subject-matter
experts noted that, at the time of this research in 2020-2021, DoD did not have a uni-
versally shared understanding of what it means to be in competition. This was due, in
part, to a “lack of coherence and general acceptance around the SECDEF- [Secretary of
Defense-] approved definition,” as well as generalized blurriness of the conceptual dis-
tinctions among deterrence, the gray zone, and competition. Interview with OSD-P offi-

12
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activities (demand) do not always necessarily translate neatly into capa-
bilities (supply); and, relatedly, the demand signal for competition-relevant
activities is at times opaque and, therefore, difficult to robustly discern in
practice. Regardless, the analysis yielded a number of interesting findings
and recommendations for the Army regarding the relevance and under-
standing of its current capabilities to U.S. efforts to compete, as detailed in
Chapter Eight.

Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report begins in Chapter Two with an elaboration of
the development of the competition framework discussed earlier, includ-
ing the delineation of both competition objectives and competition impera-
tives. Chapters Three through Six provide an in-depth analysis of each of
the four processes we examined—security cooperation, FMS acquisition,
global force posture and GFM, and Army talent management—and eluci-
date both literature and interview findings regarding the current state of
such processes in meeting the imperatives for competition and areas for
improvement in this regard. Chapter Seven details our analysis of existing
Army capabilities relevant in the context of strategic competition and pro-
vides an overview of underlying gaps in communication across the force
of the relevance of capabilities to competition. The report concludes with
an overview of our key findings and recommendations in Chapter Eight.
Appendix A details the imperatives framework, including the criteria used
to assess success in achieving these imperatives. Appendix B provides an
in-depth overview of legal authorities pertaining to the four processes ana-
lyzed in this report. Appendix C details the methodological underpinnings
of Chapter Seven’s capabilities analysis.

cial, December 15, 2020; interview with OSD-P official, December 18, 2020; interview
with OSD official, December 22, 2020; interview with academic subject-matter expert,
December 10, 2020.
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CHAPTER TWO

Frameworks for Assessing Army
Contributions to Competition

To inform our analysis of Army processes and capabilities, we developed a
framework for understanding and assessing Army contributions, and poten-
tial contributions, to competition. This overarching framework, which we
call the framework for competition, consists of two main components: an
objectives framework and an imperatives framework.

The objectives framework describes three primary LOEs in competition,
encompassing a total of six strategic and operational objectives of competi-
tion. In our analysis, this framework serves as a baseline against which to
assess demand for Army capabilities in competition.

The imperatives framework identifies six key imperatives that align with
current DoD and Army guidance for how various DoD organizations are
directed to operate to best achieve the objectives of competition. Notably,
the six imperatives also align with established best practices for organiza-
tions in the management theory literature. In our analysis, this framework
serves as a baseline against which to assess Army and DoD success in reori-
enting and adapting existing key processes to enable the United States to
compete effectively.

Comparing the two frameworks (see Table 2.1), the objectives framework
illustrates the strategic and operational means that DoD and the Army must
pursue to succeed in competition and to support Army campaigning during
competition, while the imperatives framework highlights the recommen-
dations currently outlined in strategic guidance documents for the ways in
which DoD should optimally operate to achieve the objectives of competition.
In this chapter, we introduce these frameworks and explain how these ana-
lytic constructs improve our understanding of how Army processes and capa-

15
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TABLE 2.1
Frameworks for Assessing Army Contributions to Competition

Applicability to

Framework Description Project
Objectives  Describes three primary LOEs with six distinct Analysis of Army
framework  objectives for DoD in competition. These LOEs capabilities
and objectives represent what DoD—and the (Chapter Seven)
Army—need to accomplish in competition.
Imperatives Identifies six key imperatives that align with Analysis of
framework  strategic guidance and established best practices DoD and Army
for organizations, providing a baseline against processes
which to assess DoD and Army processes in (Chapters Three
competition. These imperatives can be tuned to to Six)

meet the needs of a given process or organization.

bilities contribute to competition efforts. In doing so, we hope to elucidate the
utility of these frameworks as tools that Army leaders and policymakers can
use to tailor their own processes and organizations to the demands of cam-
paigning during competition below the threshold of armed conflict.

Developing a Framework for Competition

Objectives Framework

Existing Army and DoD strategy and policy guidance characterizes great
power competition as the organizing principle for Army and DoD activi-
ties.! The guidance does not, however, establish a clear hierarchy of defense
objectives in competition. While much emphasis has been placed on the
need to prepare for great power conflict, the NDS also highlights the grow-
ing threat that competition under the threshold of armed conflict poses,
including influence operations, predatory economics, the subversion of
democratic processes, the use of proxies, and coercion.?

1 In particular, see the 2018 NDS (DoD, 2018), the irregular warfare (IW) annex to the
NDS (see DoD, Summary of the Irregular Warfare Annex to the National Defense Strategy,
Washington, D.C., October 2020b), and Army MDO Concept 2028 (TRADOC Pam-
phlet 525-3-1, 2018).

2 For discussion of the NDS’s treatment of these irregular threats, see Eric Robinson,
“The Missing, Irregular Half of the Competition Equation,” Modern War Institute web-
site, September 8, 2020.
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To understand the role of the Army in ongoing competition efforts, we
developed an objectives framework for assessing Army contributions and
potential contributions to competition. While the primary purpose of the
Army is to provide land forces for combat operations, this framework serves
as a tool for assessing Army contributions below the threshold of armed
conflict. This framework, which informs our analysis of Army capabilities,
clearly delineates three LOEs. Each LOE is associated with two measurable
objectives. Figure 2.1 illustrates this framework The framework draws on
a number of authoritative sources, including three LOEs described in the
NDS,? the 2019 IW Annex to the NDS,* Army MDO Concept 2028,> Euro-
pean Command (EUCOM) and U.S. Indo-Pacific Command (USINDOPA-

FIGURE 2.1
Objectives Framework

LOE 1
Strengthen allies
and partners

Secure United States
as partner of choice

* Build and maintain alliances
* Secure local partnerships
* Advance U.S. values
and prestige
* Access, basing, and overflight
* Foreign internal defense

Build partner capacity

* Security cooperation

* Security assistance

* Train and equip partners
* Security force assistance
* FMS and FMF

LOE 2
Win without fighting

Gain asymmetric
advantage

* Unconventional warfare
* Sabotage and subversion
* MISO and PSYOP
* Cyber operations (OCO/DCO)
* llluminate or disrupt
malign acts

Stabilize fragile regions

* Build resilience to malign acts

« Stabilization and civil-military
operations

* Counter threat networks

* Institutional capacity building

LOE 3
Prepare for war

Deter conventional
aggression

* Increase joint force lethality

* Posture forces to deter attack

* Exercise, experiment,
innovate

* Assure partners of U.S. resolve

* Partner interoperability

Prepare the battlespace

* OPE, cyber OPE, RS&OI,
reconnaissance

* IPoE and intelligence
collection

* Logistics and supply

* Build networks

NOTES: FMF = Foreign Military Financing; MISO = military information support operations;
PSYOP = psychological operations; OCO/DCO = offensive and defensive cyberoperations;
OPE = operational preparation of the environment; RS&OI = reception, staging, onward

movement, and integration; IPoE = intelligence preparation of the operational environment.

3 DoD, 2018.
4 DoD, 2020b.

> TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, 2018.
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COM) posture statements that describe competition objectives,® and prior
RAND research on competition.”

LOE 1: Strengthen Allies and Partners

The first LOE draws on the NDS’s second strategic objective: to strengthen
alliances and attract new partners.® We break this LOE down into two inter-
related, but distinct, component parts. First, U.S. military efforts in compe-
tition often seek to Secure the United States as a Partner of Choice (LOE 1.1),
including efforts to build and maintain alliances, secure local partnerships,
and advance U.S. values and prestige. This also includes efforts to secure
U.S. influence by supporting the internal defense of an ally or partner and
efforts to secure access, basing, and overflight for U.S. forces.

The second objective under this LOE, while related to the first, focuses
directly on efforts to Build Partner Capacity (LOE 1.2). Examples include
security cooperation programs, security assistance (SA), train-and-equip
programs, security force assistance, and FMS and financing. Building part-
ner capacity initiatives often serve to secure the United States as a partner of
choice but also serve to increase the capacity of allies or partners to provide
for their own security or contribute to multinational military campaigns
alongside the U.S. military. Separating these two objectives is important,
in that efforts to secure the United States as a partner of choice need not
require building the capacity of an ally or partner to succeed.

LOE 2: Win Without Fighting

The second LOE refers to efforts to gain advantage in day-to-day com-
petition outside the context of a potential conflict. The first of the LOE’s

6 Tod D. Wolters, “Statement of General Tod D. Wolters, United States Air Force, Com-
mander, United States European Command,” testimony before the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services, February 25, 2020. See also Philip S. Davidson, “Statement
of Admiral Philip S. Davidson, U.S. Navy, Commander, U.S. Indo-Pacific Command
Before the Senate Armed Services Committee on U.S. Indo-Pacific Posture,” Febru-
ary 12, 2019,

7 Mazarr et al., 2018; Morris et al., 2019.

8 The three strategic objectives laid out in the NDS are rebuilding military readiness,
strengthening alliances and attracting new partners, and reforming DoD’s business
practices for greater performance and affordability.
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two objectives is to Gain Asymmetric Advantage short of war (LOE 2.1).
This involves primarily offensive applications of U.S. military capabili-
ties, including unconventional warfare (support to a resistance or rebellion
movement), sabotage and subversion, psychological operations, cyberspace
operations, and efforts to illuminate and disrupt malign actions of competi-
tors. Unlike efforts to prepare for conventional war, this objective focuses on
military tools that can impose costs in day-to-day competition short of war.

The second objective under this LOE is to Stabilize Fragile Regions
(LOE 2.2). This involves primarily defensive or stability-focused applica-
tions of U.S. military capabilities, including efforts to build allied or partner
resilience to malign acts, civil-military operations, countering threat net-
works, countering threat finance, and institutional capacity building. While
this objective is closely related to building partner capacity (LOE 1.2), the
focus here is on directly supporting U.S. operational objectives in fragile
regions rather than on partner force development.

LOE 3: Prepare for War

The third LOE refers to efforts in competition that secure U.S. advantage in
the event of conflict. The first objective of this LOE is to Deter Conventional
Aggression (LOE 3.1). For the Joint Force, this includes efforts to improve
the lethality of its units and weapon systems, efforts to posture forces so as
to deter attack, exercises and experiments to validate and develop new war-
tighting capabilities, efforts to assure U.S. allies and partners of our resolve
to defend their territory, and efforts to build interoperability with partners.

The second objective in this LOE is to Prepare the Battlespace (LOE 3.2),
including operational preparation of the environment activities for both
maneuver units and cyber forces; space forces and information-focused
forces; reception, staging, and onward integration efforts; intelligence prep-
aration of the environment; strategic intelligence collection prior to con-
tlict; logistics supply and sustainment efforts; and efforts to build various
human and logistical networks to support forward operations.

This LOE is undeniably an extremely critical contribution for the Army
and Joint Force in competition, to the extent that no other entity within the
U.S. government plays a role in deterring conventional aggression and pre-
paring for war. Yet, preparing for war is just one of the three overall LOEs for
competition in our framework. Therefore, deterring conventional aggression
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is just a subset of what is required for success in competition, and military
capabilities also play important roles in strengthening allies and partners
and in winning without fighting outside the context of preparing for war.

Imperatives Framework

As noted earlier, existing strategic, policy, and doctrinal guidance docu-
ments pertaining to competition do not establish a clear hierarchy of defense
objectives in competition. However, relevant guidance documents, includ-
ing the 2018 NDS, the 2017 NSS, Army MDO Concept 2028, and the IW
Annex to the 2018 NDS, do mention in passing a panoply of organizational
behavioral ideals that should optimally characterize DoD and service oper-
ations to ensure success in competition. We conducted a thematic, iterative
trend analysis of these documents to capture and organize the discussion of
such organizational behavioral characteristics within guidance documents.
This