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Preface

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 re-
quired that the Secretary of Defense submit to Congress “an assessment of a
wide range of alternatives relating to the structure and mix of active and re-
serve forces appropriate for carrying out assigned missions in the mid- to
late-1990s.” The act specified that the first part of the study be conducted by
a federally funded research and development center (FFRDC) that is inde-
pendent of the military departments. RAND’s National Defense Research
Institute (NDRI) was selected to conduct the assessment. NDRI is an FFRDC
sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff.

As required by Section 402 of the act, the objective of the NDRI effort is to as-
sess how alternative force mixes and structures would affect the U.S. military
forces’ ability to meet national military requirements under projected budget
constraints. Congress asked that the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff then “determine, on the basis of the evaluation, the
mix or mixes of reserve and active forces included in the independent study
that are considered acceptable to carry out expected military missions.”

Management of the Effort
The figure below shows how NDRI managed the study.
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RAND’s National Defense Research Institute

RAND is a private, nonprofit institution engaged in research and analysis of
matters affecting national security and the public welfare. It operates three
federally funded research and development centers in defense research.
They provide ongoing technical and policy analysis to the Department of
Defense (DoD), under special oversight arrangements. The oldest Service-
sponsored FFRDC is Project AIR FORCE, which was created in 1946. The
Arroyo Center, the Army’s FFRDC for studies and analysis, has been at
RAND since 1984. NDRI is RAND'’s third FFRDC, created in 1984. Members
of the RAND research staff are housed in five research departments. The
force mix study director reported directly to the Director of the NDRI, a
RAND Vice President. Additional oversight was provided by the Chairman
of RAND's Research Operations Group, also a RAND Vice President.

The staff of the NDRI study team was drawn from a number of research de-
partments at RAND. In addition, several concurrent studies were under way
in the Arroyo Center where staff adjusted their schedules to provide impor-
tant analysis of several critical issues, particularly an assessment of post-mo-
bilization training required by roundout brigades. In addition, with the ap-
proval of the Army, Arroyo Center staff shared with the NDRI study team a
number of computer models and data bases. Project AIR FORCE also shared
the findings from a recently completed base force analysis.

Support from Other FFRDCs

NDRI was supported in this study by other, non-RAND, FFRDCs: the
Logistics Management Institute, the Center for Naval Analyses, and the
Institute for Defense Analyses.

The Logistics Management Institute (LMI), like NDRI, is an FFRDC char-
tered to support the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Under separate con-
tract with OSD, LMI was fully engaged with the NDRI study team in the de-
sign of alternative Army force structures.

The Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) also was under separate contract with
the Office of the Secretary of Defense to perform a parallel analysis for the
Navy and Marine Corps forces. CNA developed the specific Navy and
Marine Corps alternatives presented in Chapter 10.

The Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) is also an FFRDC that supports the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and that had a separate contract with OSD
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to support this study effort. IDA assessed the feasibility of the Unit Cohesion
Model, identified specific changes that would be needed to implement it, and
assessed how simulators might be used in the future to enhance reserve
component training.

Panel of Experts

Section 402 of the Authorization Act required that “[t]he study group shall be
assisted by a panel of experts who, by reason of their background experience,
and knowledge, are particularly qualified in the areas covered by the study.”
The panel of experts was selected by NDRI in consultation with the sponsor-
ing officials in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The following individ-
uals served on the panel:

¢ Admiral Harry Train, USN (Ret),

¢ General Maxwell Thurman, USA (Ret),

¢ General Robert Bazley, USAF (Ret),

* General Joseph Went, USMC (Ret),

* Major General L. H. Ginn, USAR (Ret), and

* Major General Greg Barlow, ARNG, The Adjutant General of the State of
Washington.

Structure of the Study

For the assessment, the congressional mandate specified a number of key is-
sues in three broad areas: evaluating past policies and practices related to
the mix and structure of active and reserve forces; defining alternative mixes
and structures; and evaluating those alternatives.

This report presents the findings and conclusions of the study. Several of the
chapters synthesize research that is more completely described in separate
publications:

Marygail Brauner, Harry Thie, and Roger Brown, Assessing the Structure
and Mix of Future Active and Reserve Forces:  Effectiveness of Total Force
Policy in the Persian Gulf Conflict, RAND, MR-132-0OSD, 1992;

Leslie Lewis, C. Robert Roll, and John D. Mayer, Assessing the Structure and
Mix of Future Active and Reserve Forces: Assessment of Policies and Practices
for Implementing the Total Force Policy, RAND, MR-133-OSD, 1992;
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Adele R. Palmer, James H. Bigelow, Joseph G. Bolten, Jennifer H. Kawata,
H. Garrison Massey, Robert L. Petruschell, and Michael G. Shanley,
Assessing the Structure and Mix of Future Active and Reserve Forces: Cost
Estimation Methodology, RAND, MR-134-OSD, 1992;

-National Defense Research Institute, Assessing the Structure and Mix of

Future Active and Reserve Forces: Annex (U), RAND, MR-140/1, December
1992 (SECRET);

Colin O. Halvorson and Norman T. O’Meara, Force Structure Design
Methodology, Logistics Management Institute, forthcoming;

H. Dwight Lyons, Jr., William H. Sims, and John D. Goetke, USMC Active
and Reserve Force Structure and Mix Study, vols. 1-5, Center for Naval
Analyses, Alexandria, Virginia, 1992;

John D. Mayer, James M. Jondrow, John V. Hall, Burnham C. McCaffree,
and Ronald Rost, Navy Active and Reserve Force Structure and Mix Study,
Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, Virginia, 1992;

John Tillson, Stan Horowitz, Merle Roberson, and Steven L. Canby,
Alternative Approaches to Organizing, Training, and Assessing Army and
Marine Corps Units, Institute for Defense Analyses, P-2791, December 1992.
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Summary

Since the founding of the republic, the legislative and executive branches
have been debating the appropriate structure and mix of active and reserve
military forces. This study is the most recent of many studies the debate has
generated. In Section 402 of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Congress mandated that this study provide
“comprehensive analytic information” that will allow the Secretary of
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the “mix or
mixes of reserve and active forces . . . that are considered acceptable to carry

r”

out expected future military operations.” The legislation specified key ele-

ments to be studied:

» Existing policies and practices for implementing Total Force Policy.

* The effectiveness of Total Force Policy and practices during the Persian
Gulf conflict.

* A range of possible mixes of active and reserve forces, assuming a range
of manning and funding levels, including all active and reserve compo-
nent missions, with particular emphasis on missions carried out by land forces,
and estimating the costs associated with alternative active and reserve
force mixes and structures.

The legislation highlighted key dimensions of alternative force structures to
be considered, including;:

The ability of alternative force structures to prosecute military operations.

The time required to prepare forces for combat.

The cost of training and maintaining forces in peacetime.

* The sustainability of reserve recruiting and retention.

This summary provides a brief description of the past policies and practices
under Total Force Policy, our approach to the central task of designing and
evaluating alternative force structures, and the implications of our results.
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Past Policies and Practices Under Total Force Policies

In 1970, with the end of the Vietnam War in sight, and in order to “reduce
expenditures,” Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird ordered “reductions in
overall strengths and capabilities of the active forces, and increased reliance
on the combat and combat support units of the Guard and Reserves.”! He
proposed a new “Total Force Concept .. .be applied in all aspects of planning,
programming, manning, equipping and employment of Guard and Reserve
Forces.”? In 1973, Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger told the military
departments, “The Total Force is no longer a ‘concept.” It is now the Total
Force Policy which integrates the Active, Guard and Reserve forces into a
homogenous whole.”3

What Is Total Force Policy?

The two tenets of Total Force Policy most often cited in official Department
of Defense (DoD) publications are (1) reliance on reserve forces as the
primary augmentation for the active forces and (2) integrated use of all
available personnel—active, reserve, civilian, and allied.4 The DoD has
provided an operational definition of the Total Force Policy that was cited by
the Senate Armed Services Committee:

It is DoD policy to place maximum reliance on Guard and
Reserve units and manpower. We use active units and man-
power to support scheduled overseas deployment or sea duty,
training requirements, and to support the rotation base. Above
that level, we plan to support military contingencies with
Guard and Reserve units and manpower when they can be
available and ready within planned deployment schedules on a
cost effective basis.>

lSecretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Support for Guard and Reserve Forces, Department of
Defense Memorandum, August 21, 1970.

2lbid.

3Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger, Department of Defense Memorandum, August
23,1973.

4DoD, Total Force Policy Report to the Congress, December 1990, p. 13.

SCited in National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Report 102-
114, US. Senate Committee on Armed Services, p. 202. This is consistent with Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) Stephen Duncan’s “rebuttable presumption” that all
forces should be in the reserve component unless there is a specific justification for them to be in

the active component.
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However, several of the military service organizations and many in
Congress® believe there should be a third tenet requiring early deployment of
reserve units. In their view, the Army, in particular, should be structured to
make active and reserve units so interdependent that a president could not
send military forces to combat without activating the reserves.” For the de-
velopment of force structures, this tenet intensifies concerns about the avail-
ability and combat readiness of reserve forces. Part of the study’s mandate
was to see how effective Total Force Policy was in the Persian Gulf War, and
we focused our evaluation on the availability and readiness of reserve forces.

How Effective Was Total Force Policy in the Persian
Gulf War?

In addressing the effectiveness of Total Force Policy in the Persian Gulf con-
flict, we are aware that any conclusions and lessons for future planning must
be moderated by the unique circumstances of that conflict. The United States
had a robust military force, and many of the combat and support formations
used in the Persian Gulf came from forward-deployed active forces at high
states of readiness. Moreover, the United States was allowed to build up
forces over a substantial period; it was able to use the existing infrastructure
in Saudi Arabia; and the ground war was very short. That said, we can draw
the following general conclusions.

The operational definition quoted above emphasizes that use of reserve
forces to support military contingencies depends on their being available and
ready “within planned deployment schedules on a cost effective basis.”
Judged by that criterion, the effectiveness of Total Force Policy was mixed.

In general, the reserves were available and reported promptly when called
during Operation Desert Shield/Storm (ODS/S). Further, the reserve com-
bat support and combat service support (CS/CSS) units required relatively
little post-mobilization training to be ready for deployment. However, the
Army National Guard combat units apparently were not as ready as prior
reporting indicated. When the deployment standard for active and reserve
combat units was changed for ODS/S, it took longer than expected to train
the National Guard combat units up to that standard.

6Sce: Hearings before the Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, April 8, 1992.

7See: Lewis Sorley, “Creighton Abrams and the Active-Reserve Integration in Wartime,”
Parameters, Summer 1991.
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For the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps reserve components, both the
support and combat units mobilized and were ready well within expected
times. The reasons why their combat readiness generally met expectations
were very instructive for considering possible changes in active and reserve
missions, training practices, and organizational structure, as we designed al-
ternative force structures.

Policies and Practices for Implementing Total Force
Policy

Members of Congress and the reserve community have been concerned that
total force options are not well incorporated into DoD’s decisionmaking pro-
cess. Part of our mandate was to assess existing policies and practices for
implementing Total Force Policy. To do this, we studied the process through
which the Base Force was developed during the critical period from 1989
through 1991.

Our approach was a case study of the process, aimed at answering the fol-
lowing questions:

* Was the Secretary of Defense given sufficient information to make deci-
sions regarding the active/reserve mix?

* Were options presented to the DoD leadership?
* Were costs and benefits assessed for the other options presented?

* Was the decision process interactive?

Our review suggests that the answer to all the questions is “yes.” Issues were
pulled into the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, which is the
DoD’s primary system for planning and managing its resources. All key staff
of the relevant organizations were involved. Options were evaluated from
the appropriate perspective of costs, risks, and capabilities. In sum, Total
Force Policy was implemented in the process that led to the Base Force.
However, that statement is not intended as an endorsement of the product—the Base
Force itself. We evaluated it along with other alternative force structures,
which we developed, and we summarize that development and the evalua-
tion below.

Designing Alternative Force Structures

To design and evaluate alternative force structures, we first identified the
characteristics that are most important in defining any active/reserve force
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models. This set of defining characteristics provided the conceptual frame-
work for developing the structures. We filled out that framework by consid-
ering probable military requirements of the decade and how likely it was
that various organizations could be trained up and deployed to fulfill those
requirements. We used this information to develop alternative structures in-
tended to meet the requirements.

Defining Characteristics
Although existing and proposed models can be described in many ways,
four broad characteristics set the various models apart and limited the alter-

natives that we finally developed:

¢ Turpose.

National Military Strategy.

Criteria for structuring forces.

* Integration of active and reserve forces.

Purpose is the reason why a military force exists. If the primary mission of
reserve forces under Total Force Policy changed from primary augmentation
of active forces in conflict to, for example, peacetime support of the nation,
this new mission might require significant changes in both active and reserve
forces. We recognize the important role played by the military in non-con-
flict activities. However, the study mandate dictates that conflict is the pur-
pose we assumed in developing alternatives.

The National Military Strategy defines the “expected future military mis-
sions” that active and reserve forces must be designed to meet and identifies
other constraints such as the requirement for forward presence and crisis re-
sponse. Given various considerations, the alternatives we developed assume
that all combat forces forward deployed outside the United States are active
forces. The crisis response objective implies that if reserve combat forces are
to participate in regional conflicts, they must be structured so that they can
mobilize, train up, and deploy within relatively stringent time frames.

Criteria for structuring forces lie at the heart of different interpretations of
Total Force Policy. In structuring forces, we focused on two criteria: (1) cost-
effectiveness, usually considered the central principle of Total Force Policy
and the primary criterion for force structuring, and (2) the political criterion
that reserve combat forces should be included early in any deployment to
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ensure that the commitment of forces truly represents the political will of the
people.

Finally, how active and reserve forces are integrated reflects the preceding
three defining characteristics and dictates the form that alternative force
structures take. The types and level of integration considerably affect the
rate at which reserve forces can train up and deploy in contingencies. We
developed and analyzed the cost-effectiveness of force structures that in-
cluded combinations of various types of integration at different levels of inte-
gration.

Military Requirements for Future Military Missions

The Defense Planning Guidance (DPG), FY 1994-1999, is the authoritative
statement of military requirements under the current National Military
Strategy. The DPG contains a specific, detailed, and quantitative assessment
of the forces needed for crisis response in seven Illustrative Planning
Scenarios (IPSs):

* Major Regional Contingency (MRC)-East.
*  MRC-West.

e MRC-Europe.

* Concurrent Contingencies.

* Lesser Regional Contingency (LRC)-Far.
e LRC-Near.

¢ Reconstitution.

The DPG provides the performance goals that active and reserve forces must
be designed to meet and against which they will be evaluated. For each of
the MRCs and LRCs, the DPG includes a simple time-phased force deploy-
ment list comprising the air, land, and sea forces required and the time each
unit of those forces must arrive in the theater to achieve U.S. military objec-
tives there. The lists specify which forces are needed for the initial response
force and decisive force for each MRC.

Given our congressional mandate, it was incumbent upon us to perform our
own independent analysis, using assumptions different from those incorporated in
the IPS to understand the robustness of the alternative active/reserve force
structures and mixes we were to develop and assess. The purpose of our
force requirement analysis was to ensure that the military requirements
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generated by the scenarios were consistent with a wide range of plausible
assumptions and conditions. The point was to guard against the possibility
that the performance of alternative active/reserve force structures is
dominated by a particular set of scenario assumptions, which may or may
not be plausible and analytically useful.

To this end, we assessed the military requirements of the IPS under a range
of assumptions about the timing of events and the effectiveness of friendly
and enemy forces. In particular, we examined the active/reserve implications
of changing the times at which decisions are taken to mobilize and deploy
U.S. forces, the speed of transporting them to contingency theaters (lift), and
the effectiveness of weapons systems. Our analysis employed computer sim-
ulations, discussions with staff of the warfighting commanders in chief
(CINGs), and a political /military game involving very senior, retired general
officers from all four Services.

The results of our analysis were a set of force generation requirements for
MRC-East, MRC-West, and the Concurrent Contingencies. The LRC scenar-
ios involve forces too small to significantly affect the structure and mix of ac-
tive and reserve forces. We used these requirements in both structuring and
assessing the military effectiveness of the alternative force structures, which
we describe later in this summary. However, we should make the following
general points here :

+» First, the range of theaters contained in the DPG are representative of the
types of conflicts that U.S. forces must be able to successfully confront.
Therefore, we felt no need to add additional theaters beyond MRCs East
and West.

* Second, the requirements for those MRCs are very sensitive to the sce-
nario assumptions we examined. We were impressed by the degree of
sensitivity to changes in mobilization and deployment times. Even small
changes in these assumptions powerfully influence the size and timing
requirements for the initial response force. In some cases, delays of one or
two weeks in mobilizing and deploying U.S. forces can quickly drive the
initial response force requirement above the ability of U.S. lift to deliver.

* Third, the Illustrative Planning Scenarios in the DPG were based on con-
servative, but not worst case, assumptions. That is, the DPG’s versions of
MRCs East and West make plausible and cautious assumptions. Indeed,
in one sense, they are even optimistic; they do assume reasonably prompt
national decisions to mobilize and deploy the force. A number of our
cases are based on more pessimistic, but also reasonable, assumptions.
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* Fourth, the critical decision concerning use of reserve combat forces is
when to start offensive operations—that is, when the decisive force will be
committed to battle. Based on our discussions with CINC staff and our
military/political game, the best military judgment was that the decisive
force must be deployed as soon as possible and should not wait until re-
serve combat units can be ready.

Training Time as a Constraint on Meeting Military
Requirements

The “time it takes to prepare forces for combat” is a dominant factor in de-
termining if a reserve unit can participate in the early phases of military op-
erations. In the Army, we found that the readiness of CS/CSS units was the
most critical because they directly support early deploying forces, but the
readiness of Army reserve combat units was the most controversial. Thus, we
analyzed training time for all the Services, but concentrated on the Army.

A typical brigade passes through 12 steps in preparing for deployment, and
our estimates indicate that it takes about 128 days to go through those steps.
There have been many proposals for reducing the time it takes to prepare re-
serve combat units for deployment. We examined a number of these pro-
posals, and our review suggested four primary types of structural or re-
source changes that might lead to major improvements: (1) using computer
simulations for training; (2) changing reforms underlying conditions that
constrain reserve peacetime readiness; (3) using two sets of equipment to
prepare early deploying reserve combat units; and (4) rounding out at lower
echelons (company or battalion) to cut training tasks and increase confidence
in leadership skills.

Our analysis indicates that rounding out at lower levels should decrease
preparation time because lower level units have more limited missions and
must be proficient in a smaller range of less complex tasks than higher level
units. These effects can be seen in Table S.1, which shows how required
training time differs at different levels and which also summarizes our find-
ings on train-up time for the four Services.
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Table 5.1
COMPARISON OF POST-MOBILIZATION TRAINING TIMES

Army Air Force Navy Marine Corps
(NDRI (NDRI (CNA (CNA
Service/Organization Estimates) Estimates) Estimates)  Estimates)
Ground Units
Company 60 days — — 30 days
Battalion 70-90 days - —_ 60-70 days
Brigade/Regiment 128 days = — 90-20 days
Combat Service Support  15-35 days 7 days 30 days
Air Units
Non-flying -— <7 days — —
Airlift and Tanker — <3 days — —
Air Combat = 14-21days 60 days for 30 days
carrier units
Naval Ships = = 2-5 months —

Comparing and Assessing the Alternative Force
Structures

Given all these considerations, our staff designed a range of force structures
for the Army and Air Force, CNA staff did the same for the Navy and
Marine Corps. As directed by Congress, these “options consider possible re-
visions in the missions assigned to some active and reserve units, possible
changes in training practices, and possible changes in the organizational
structures of active and reserve components.”8 The alternatives are designed
to provide forces that can “carry out expected future military missions.””
They incorporate options designed to facilitate the early commitment of re-
serve combat forces. The options also include “a range of manning levels and
declining funding levels”!? and, as directed by Congress, “manning levels . ..
provided for the Selected Reserves . . . for fiscal year 1993, levels significantly
higher than those levels, and levels significantly lower than those levels.”1!

8National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, op.cit,, p. 64.
I1bid., p. 63.

1074,

Uppig,
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We then assessed the military effectiveness, cost, and personnel sustainabil-
ity of the alternatives.

Alternative Army Force Structures

Figure S.1 shows the seven force structures we examined in detail, four at the
existing budget level and two at a budget level approximately 10 percent be-
low the current level. We examined the DoD Base Force and alternatives with
more and less active and reserve forces: the National Guard Association of
the United States (NGAUS) alternativel? and the Enhanced Active Army
Force alternative, respectively. We found that, given the training time esti-
mates discussed above, these forces could not deploy fully trained reserve
combat forces in the required time, did not adequately provide for the

e Current Tralning
& Intagration

* Tallored TraInIngl
& integration

e Shift of CS/CSS

* Added Reserve
Unit Manning

» Assoclate Units

... but constrained
to Congressionai
End Strengths

:l AC Division RC / Cadre-iike Division

Figure S.1—Alternative Army Force Structures

12we found that at a cost equal to that of the Base Force, we could accommodate all of
NGAUS’ recommendations for 10 National Guard divisions and still afford 11 active divisions.
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training of later mobilized reserve forces, or reduced the size of the reserves
to a level judged to be politically unacceptable.

The Alternative “i” force incorporated a number of changes that, taken to-
gether, provided an equal cost alternative to the Base Force but addressed the

above concerns. The Alternative “j” force made further adjustments to meet
the 1993 end-strength goals discussed above.

At a reduced budget level, we considered the recent proposal by
Congressman Aspin, Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee,
and an Alternative (“k”) that incorporated some of the features of Alternative

”: 1

1.

Figure S.2 presents a scorecard comparing how well the seven alternatives
meet the military requirements. (There are no cost comparisons because we
designed the forces to be equal in costs at the two budget levels.) The re-
quirements are arrayed across the top, the alternatives along the side. The
light shading indicates that the alternative structure meets a requirement, the
grayer shading that it falls marginally short, and the dark shading that it falls
substantially short.

The scorecard shows that no one alternative dominates on all accounts.
However, and most critical for any alternative that includes reserve combat

RAND#P051-5.2-1192

D Meats requirements

Marginal shortfall
- Substantal shortfall

Base Force

Cadre
divisions

NGAUS

Current

Budget| £nhanced Active Force

Level No

Forces
oy Traimng
Ahernative “1" Force yes “brigades”
Alernative “{* Force No
Reconst
Lower| Aspin Option *C” Force Yes | wton
Budget divisions
e Tramng
Forces “®""
Alternative “k" Force Yos “bngades”

*
The Base Force, NGAUS Force, and Aspin Option “C” Force can meet these requirements only if reserve brigades are not used.

Figure S.2—Scorecard for Army Alternatives
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units, our assessment of required post-mobilization training times indicates
that unless specific changes are made to improve reserve readiness, these
units are not likely to be deployed to support an MRC until after the fight has

begun.
Alternative Air Force Structures

We developed Air Force options using much the same approach. However,
the policy questions involved were more limited because Congress and the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) generally agree on the size and
balance of the active and reserve components in the Air Force: The Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 and the Base Force call for
roughly the same levels of reserve and active forces.”> Thus, we focused our
efforts on the mandate to develop and assess smaller force structures at
lower budget levels than the Base Force level.

Figure S.3 presents the four major alternatives we considered: the Base Force
(as a benchmark for comparing cost-effectiveness) and three alternatives at a
budget level 10 percent lower than the Base Force. The challenge for these
smaller force structures is to provide an appropriate power projection capa-
bility for crisis/contingency response, while maintaining adequate overall
force size and balance.

Two of the force structure alternatives we analyzed at the lower budget level
rely on the current approaches to training and integration. These forces dif-
fer primarily in the composition of the fighter force. The third alternative
was designed in response to challenges facing smaller force structures: the
need for a robust interdiction and multi-role capability despite smaller over-
all force size. This alternative differs from the others primarily in the degree
of its reliance on the reserve associate concept.

Figure 5.4 shows the ability of each Air Force alternative structure to provide
power projection, mobility/lift, and battle control (C3I). Because these
alternatives are all lower-budget level forces, we compare their ability to that
of the Base Force, which is generally considered to be “acceptable to carry

13National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Conference Report to
Accompany H.R. 2100, November 13, 1991, pp. 63-64.
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e Current Training
& Integration

o Taliored Training
& Integration

e Associate Units

Equivaient

* Note:
Asplin Option "C" totals 19 Fighter Wing Equivalents If multi-role
alrcraft committed to the defense suppresslion misslon are Included.

Figure S.3—Air Force Alternative Force Structures

out expected future military missions” at the currently planned budget level.
The scorecard is divided into four areas: the three capabilities outlined above
and other important considerations. Each cell is shaded to reflect the alter-
native’s ability to provide the same capabilities relative to the Base Force’s
capabilities. Dark shading reflects substantially less capability than the Base
Force, gray shading reflects marginally less, and light shading indicates a ca-
pability substantially the same as the Base Force’s.

As the scorecard shows, the smaller forces are less capable than the Base
Force. These forces were designed to reflect the need for battle management
and mobility/lift, considering the kinds of military contingencies they may
be expected to carry out in the future. To meet the lower budget levels for
these alternatives, compromises had to be made. In each, the cuts were made
in power projection capabilities. Because of this, the alternatives do not hide
unspecified hollowness in hard-to-appreciate areas such as C3l. They are

udget Level

Active | Active / Reserve
:I Flé;hter Wing Assoclate Fighter Wing
quivaient Fighter Wing Equivalent
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Figure S.4—Scorecard for Air Force Alternatives

what they seem, and these smaller alternatives provide less power projection
capability than the Base Force. By relying more on reserve forces through the
associate concept, Alternative “y” has a much smaller shortfall in that capa-
bility. However, relying more on air reserve forces in new ways does entail
uncertainties, among these are the long-term sustainability of the pilot force.

Alternative Navy Structures

Consistent with congressional direction,!* CNA considered alternative cases
corresponding to three levels of Navy reservists:

* The level included in the FY 1992-1993 congressional authorization (about
142,000 Selected Reservists).

* Levels substantially below 142,000.
* Levels substantially above 142,000.

10y, cit., pp. 62-64.
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CNA generated the alternatives using four different methods:

¢ Considering already proposed alternatives for future force levels.

' Identifying which tasks are most suited to the reserve.

Analyzing detailed initiatives for combat and support forces.

* Considering a requirements-based minimum reserve.

These methods were used to generate seven alternatives to the current active-
reserve mix and to the missions assigned to the active and reserve compo-
nents. They are listed in Table S.2.

In comparing the alternatives, CNA considered the following characteristics:

Combat capability and capability to generate forward presence.
* Time required for training.
* Feasibility for recruiting/retention.

* Cost.

Measured against two MRCs and the Navy’s current patterns of forward de-
ployment, the capabilities of the different options are similar, as shown in
Figure S.5. The differences shown reflect differences in combat capability.
Availability and training do not present a problem for support forces in the
Navy. A lightly shaded cell indicates sufficient capability. A darker-shaded
cell indicates that the capability is either uncertain or not quite sufficient.
Clearly, capabilities increase as one moves to the right of the table, but the
significance of the increase is not apparent.

As to cost, the Base Force is the baseline from which savings are estimated.
The first two alternatives in Figure S.5 are closely related to Aspin Option
“C.” They offer about $10 billion in annual savings relative to the last four
alternatives, which are closely related to the administration’s Base Force. The
bulk of the $10 billion savings, however, is not due to changes in the ac-
tive/reserve force mix. Rather, it is the result of the deep cuts in active Navy
forces that are part of Aspin Option “C.”

Marine Corps Alternative Structures

Table S.3 presents the ten alternatives that CNA evaluated for the Marine
Corps. Because the Marine expeditionary force (MEF) is the Marine Corps’
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Table S.2
NAVY FORCE ALTERNATIVES
Alternative Description

Base Force Includes 450 ships (including 12 aircraft carriers, 150 surface combatants, and 80
submarines), 11 active air wings, 2 reserve air wings, about 500,000 active com-
ponent personnel, and about 118,000 Selected Reservists.

Aspin Option “C” Includes 340 ships (11 aircraft carriers, 100 surface combatants, 40 submarines),

Reserve combat

Increased reserve base
force (IRBF)

Increased reserve support
forces

Increased reserve base plus
specific initiatives

Aspin Option “C” plus a
minimum reserve

10 active air wings, 2 reserve air wings, 432,000 active component personnel, and
about 112,000 Selected Reservists.

Increases the number of surface combatants in the Aspin alternative to 150 by
adding 50 frigates to the NRF and retains 50 laidup SSNis.

The same as the Administration’s Base Force except that the number of Selected
Reservists is increased to about 142,000—the level originally authorized by
Congress in 1992 for 1993.

Has almost 20,000 more reservists than the IRBF (above). These reservists are
concentrated in personnel support, force support training, and individual train-
ing.

Adds the following initiatives to the IRBF:

Has fewer maritime patrol squadrons to achieve a force structure of 11 active/11
reserve.

Places all FFG-7 ships in NRF in paired-ship program (if the test of the concept is
successful).

Transfers 7 MCM-1 ships to reserve to make 7 active/7 reserve; establishes
paired MHC-51 and MCM-1 NRF programs (ROS 90 days).

Forms 3 reserve AMCM squadrons, so capability is split roughly

50/50 active/reserve.

Establishes 18 amphibious ship RRF (ROS 75 days) from retiring ships.

Mans hospital ship medical treatment facilities 50 percent with Selected
Reservists, and transfers 3 active fleet hospitals to reserve and eliminates remain-
ing active fleet hospitals.

Creates mobile reserve logistic task forces to coordinate theater logistics.

Creates STREAM and VertRep teams and MILDETS for CLF ships.

Establishes an SSN reconstitution force in decommissioned status—about 15
SSNs by 1999.

Has about 65,000 Selected Reservists. Emphasizes medical, logistics, and aug-
mentation. Uses the Aspin option C active force.
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MANPOWER SUMMARY FOR EACH
ALTERNATIVE FORCE STRUCTURE

Table S.3

Personnel (1,000s)

Alternative Active SMCR Total
4 MEFs

25/15 180 63 243

2/2 159 82 241
3.5 MEFs

25/1 176 42 218

2/1.5 156 62 218
3 MEFs

25/05 173 23 196

22/0.8 159 35 194

2/1 152 42 194

15/1.5 131 63 194
2.5 MEFs

2/05 149 23 172

1.5/1 128 43 171

basic warfighting organization, CNA adopted it as the means of depicting al-

ternative force structures. They present all alternatives in terms of their
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number of active and reserve MEFs; for example, the 2/1 alternative contains
2 active and 1 reserve MEF. Each alternative force structure is identified by
the number of war-strength active/reserve MEFs it can support. Table S.3
also gives the total number of active and Selected Marine Corps Reserve
(SMCR) personnel in each altemative.

Figure 5.6 provides a qualitative summary of the results for the following cri-
teria:

* The ability of the alternative to respond to the MRCs and have some
forces left over for other commitments.

¢ The ability of the alternative to meet all MRC requirements on time.

* The ability of the alternative to meet only the initial response force (IRF)
requirements for each MRC.

¢ The assessment of each alternative’s rotation capability.

¢ The ability to sustain the goal of 30 percent prior service Marines in the
SMCR.

¢ The one-time transition costs as differences from the DoD Base Force (in
FY 1993 dollars).

¢ The long-term cost as differences from the DoD Base Force and the alter-
native (in FY 1993 dollars).

The best alternatives on each criterion are identified by light shading; reason-
ably good alternatives are identified by the darker shading. For example,
because the alternatives with 4 MEFs have the best capability to respond to
any MRC and have forces left for other commitments, they have light
shading in the “Forces for MRCs plus” column. The alternatives with 3.5
MEFs have forces left after responding to all of the scenarios except option 1
of Concurrent Contingencies, so they have darker shading. The remaining
alternatives would have virtually no forces left after responding to MRC-
Europe or Concurrent Contingencies.

Sustainability of Reserve Forces

One final consideration for force structure alternatives is the Services’ ability
to recruit and retain reserve levels that are required by some of the alterna-
tives. The key issue here is the ability of the reserve components to sustain a
base of personnel with prior active military service. This is vital because of
the effect that such personnel have on reserve readiness. Our assessment of
this issue indicates that the drawdown of military forces will, in and of itself,
create problems for the reserves in recruiting prior service personnel.
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Figure S.6. Scorecard for Marine Corps Alternatives

Further, our assessment of alternative force structures indicates that the
larger the proportion of reserve forces in a force structure, the greater the re-
cruitment shortfall for prior service personnel will be.

The Army National Guard Combat Readiness Reforms Act of 1992 estab-
lishes a minimum percentage of prior active duty personnel in the Army
National Guard (ARNG): By September 30, 1997, 65 percent of all officers
and 50 percent of all enlisted members should have at least two years of
active duty. While Congress enacted prior service goals only for the Army
National Guard, we can compare the prior active duty content of each
Service to the goals as a benchmark. Our analysis shows that in FY 1989 the
ARNG officer and enlisted personnel fell far below the goals, as did the U.S.
Marine Corps Reserve (USMCR) enlisted force. ARNG officers were at 38
percent, relative to a goal of 65 percent and ARNG enlisted were at 36
percent, relative to a goal of 50 percent. The U.S. Naval Reserve (USNR) and
U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) officers were nearly at the goal, as were the
USNR enlisted. The USAR enlisted force was somewhat below the goal.
Both Air Force reserve components exceeded the goal.

Meets most requirements
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Having looked at factors that determine the reserves’ ability to recruit and
retain prior service personnel, we found that under current policies only the
Air Reserve Component could maintain current levels of prior service per-
sonnel, but even it would have to recruit nearly all of the active forces
leaving active duty who are currently willing to join reserve forces. For the
remaining components, there will be a loss of prior active duty personnel
under most envisioned force sizes, and this means a significant loss of the
base of military experience that prior active service personnel bring to the
reserves.

Restoring that level of experience even to current levels will require either
enlisting more active duty losses than are currently available and willing to
join reserve service, or significantly raising the current retention rate of prior
active duty personnel. Either option will require major reforms of current
active and reserve compensation and personnel policy. For the reserves, it
will present a long overdue opportunity to reform personnel and compensa-
tion policies that are the basis of the current problems as well.

Concluding Observations

As the summary of our assessment indicates, no single alternative force
structure is dominantly more effective than the others at meeting future mili-
tary requirements. However, some do come closer than others, and we be-
lieve the assessment does meet the mandate of providing the Secretary of
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the analytic
information they need to “determine . . . the mix of mixes of reserve and
active forces . . . that are considered acceptable to carry out expected military
missions.” The study led us to some more general observations that, we
believe, are also significant for developing future force structures. We
summarize these below.

Lessons from the Persian Gulf War

The Persian Gulf War was both the last conflict of the Cold War and possibly
a prototype of regional conflicts to come. It provided many lessons that will
help us build a more responsive total force structure for the future, but it
pointed up how different the future is likely to be.

Each of the Services and their reserve components had notable successes. The
Army was very successful in deploying and using CS/CSS units. Even the
experience of the reserve combat brigades was much better than in similar
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call-ups before the Capstone or roundout programs. The Air Force proved
the utility of its associate units, the readiness of its reserve fighter force, and
the ability to integrate reserve aircraft squadrons into deployed wings. The
Navy’s Selected Reserve structure facilitated the call-up of medical personnel
with specialized skills. The Marine Corps’ ability to integrate company sized
units into their total deployed force was impressive.

However, the total force that existed when ODS/S began was developed to
meet a global threat from a large Soviet empire. This force, both active and
reserve, was many times larger than the force we deployed to Southwest
Asia in 1990. As a result, we managed the call-up in ways that are not likely
to be appropriate, or possible, in the future. Even with the focus on regional
rather than global contingencies, the projected force structure is not so robust
that the active components can go it alone. If we put even more support units
into the reserve components, the president will have no choice but to call up
the reserves even before he makes a final decision to deploy forces. Getting
the reserve combat units into the fight will be more important than ever, but
there are some realities concerning peacetime readiness and the time it takes
to prepare reserve combat forces that must be faced.

Meeting the Need to Deploy Reserve Combat Forces
Early

Our work suggests that, given the demands placed on roundout units to be
ready for deployment with their parent divisions, they need considerably
more post-mobilization training than many had assumed, both to ensure ba-
sic combat skills and to master, test, and demonstrate the ability to command
and control combat brigades. While many reforms have been suggested and
some have begun, more direct organizational reforms, such as rounding out
units at lower echelons of command, may be necessary. While this has its
drawbacks, we believe that it holds the best prospect for meeting the heavy
demands on early-deploying reserve units.

During the Persian Gulf War, we were able to call the forces that were
needed, when they were needed, and still had a very large residual force of
active and reserve units to deter adventurism in other parts of the world. In
the future, we will not have the capability to deploy forces to a second
contingency unless we take deliberate steps to restock our military capability
by calling up reserve combat forces as soon as active units are deployed to a
combat theater. If we wait until the second contingency develops, either it
will take months to make them ready or we will have to respond with troops
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that are less than fully prepared. Our analysis suggests that more attention
and resources should be given to that possibility.

Improving the Readiness of Reserve Combat Forces

An important question, and one that has been neglected, is how we bring the
remaining reserve forces to combat proficiency. Our findings indicate that
active units should be charged not only with supporting reserve training dur-
ing normal peacetime periods, but, during a mobilization, they should con-
stitute mobilization training units to rapidly bring reserve brigades up to
wartime proficiency.

There are many opportunities to improve the performance of the total force
by capitalizing on the unique strengths of active and reserve personnel.
There appear to be opportunities to further capitalize on the lower sustaining
cost of reserve units to complement active units in building a larger and
more capable force structure. In both the Army and the Air Force, our re-
search suggests that there are opportunities to extend the associate unit con-
cept into new areas where we currently do not have enough crews—flying
crews, maintenance crews, artillery and support crews—so that we can use
expensive equipment up to its full potential. However, integration will re-
quire more flexibility on the part of Congress in the rules that it sets, for ex-
ample, such as the need for total-force-duty payback periods, rather than
active-duty payback periods for officers who receive their college education
at government expense, or the authority to call up individual selected re-
servists.

One important way to improve readiness is to increase the numbers of men
and women in the reserves who have extended periods of prior active mili-
tary experience. As we discussed, there are limits to this, and the current
voluntary system is not likely to provide the desired results. New ways must
be tried, but they will require changing many of the current personnel prac-
tices to provide more flexibility for members with active experience to join
units and to prevent stagnation within reserve units.

The Need for a More Integrated Total Force

In sum, our model for the future stresses a more integrated and internally
cooperative total force that brings active and reserve personnel together in
new and innovative ways to build a better and more robust force. There are
important areas where that has been done and progress should continue.
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The substantial role that reserve CS/CSS units play in supporting active
combat units in the earliest days of a military operation works and should be
expanded. Innovative concepts, such as the associate concept, need to be ex-
panded. In the future, the role of the reserves will increase in importance,
particularly as a critical element in deterring potential enemies who might
try to take advantage of a situation when the United States is engaged in a
major regional contingency. If deterrence fails, the reserves must provide the
forces that will enable us to fight and win.
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1. Introduction: Background
and Nature of the Study

The structure and appropriate mix of active and reserve forces have been
points of contention between the legislative and executive branches since the
founding of the republic.] Most recently, this tension led Congress to require
the Secretary of Defense to undertake “an assessment of a wide range of al-
ternatives relating to the structure and mix of active and reserve forces ap-
propriate for carrying out assigned missions in the mid- to late-1990s.”2 This
report presents the results of the first part of this study. The second part, to
be carried out by the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, will evaluate our findings. In this section, we review the
recent developments that led Congress to mandate this study, the nature and
scope of the study, and the structure of this report.

Development and Issues of Total Force Policy
Before 1920, there were two basic issues:

1. Whether the nation’s defense would be based upon a professional army or
an organized reserve of part-time citizen soldiers trained in peacetime;

2. Whether the Regular Army should be fully formed to fight or should be a
cadre force capable of expanding with volunteers or conscripts in time of
war.

After the passage of the National Defense Act of 1920, Congress decided
upon both a fully formed Regular Army and an organized reserve. Large
numbers of reserves were called for World War 11, for the Korean War, and
during the Berlin Crisis of 1961. However, with the exception of a token call-

1 Article 1, Section 8, of the Constitution gives Congress the power to “raise and
support armies . . . to provide and maintain a navy . . . [and] to provide for organiz-
ing, arming and disciplining the militia.”

2House of Representatives, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years
1992 and 1993 Report 102-114, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services; Assessment
of the Structure and Mix of Active and Reserve Forces, Conference Report, Report 102-311,
Sec. 402, p. 62.
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up in 1968, the reserve components were not called during the Vietnam
War3

As the Vietnam War was winding down in 1970, and in order to “reduce ex-
penditures,” Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird ordered “reductions in over-
all strengths and capabilities of the active forces, and increased reliance on
the combat and combat support units of the Guard and Reserves.”4 He pro-
posed that a new “Total Force Concept . .. be applied in all aspects of plan-
ning, programming, manning, equipping and employment of Guard and
Reserve Forces.” In 1973, with the advent of the All-Volunteer Force,
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger told the military departments, “The
Total Force is no longer a ‘concept.’ It is now the Total Force Policy which in-
tegrates the Active, Guard and Reserve forces into a homogenous whole.”6

What Is Total Force Policy?

Total Force Policy has two tenets often cited in official Department of
Defense (DoD) publications: reliance on reserve forces as the primary
augmentation for the active forces and integrated use of all available
personnel—active, reserve, civilian, and allied.” The Department of Defense
provided an operational definition of the Total Force Policy, which has been
cited by the Senate Armed Services Committee:

It is DoD policy to place maximum reliance on Guard and
Reserve units and manpower. We use active units and man-
power to support scheduled overseas deployment or sea duty,
training requirements, and to support the rotation base. Above
that level, we plan to support military contingencies with
Guard and Reserve units and manpower when they can be
available and ready within planned deployment schedules on a
cost effective basis.

3Reserves were called for Operation Just Cause in Panama and in very large
numbers to support Operation Desert Shield /Storm in the Persian Gulf.

4Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Support for Guard and Reserve Forces,
Department of Defense Memorandum, August 21, 1970.

Sbid.

6Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger, Department of Defense
Memorandum, August 23, 1973.

7DoD, Total Force Policy Report to the Congress, December 1990, p. 13.

8Cited in Senate Report 102-114, op. cit.,, p. 202. This is consistent with Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) Stephen Duncan’s “rebuttable presumption”
that all forces should be in the reserve component unless there is a specific justifica-
tion for them to be in the active component.
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However, several of the military service organizations and many in
Congress’ believe there should be a third tenet requiring early deployment of
reserve units. In their view, the Army, in particular, should be structured to
make active and reserve units so interdependent that a president could not
send military forces to combat without activating the reserves.1% This view
stresses the “value of the citizen-soldier concept to American support for our
military and national will in crisis situations.”1! While not accepted by the
Bush Administration as an official part of Total Force Policy, this tenet has
taken a prominent place in the current debate. It significantly changes the
criterion for structuring the reserves from (a) being available and ready
within planned deployment schedules on a cost-effective basis to (b) meeting
a specific design principle.12

Implementing Total Force Policy in the 1990s

Dramatic changes in the world situation have brought the historic issue of
active/reserve force mix to the forefront again. In the Defense Authorization
Act of 1990, Congress directed the DoD to undertake an in-house Total Force
Policy study. That study was done against a complex backdrop:

¢ Fundamental changes in a world that saw long-standing threats and
planning scenarios become outmoded;

* The major call-up of reserve forces to support the Persian Gulf War;
* A number of then-current efforts by the Services and the Joint Staff to de-

fine a new military Base Force Strategy as part of the FY 1992 DoD budget
formulation process; and

* Negotiations with the Congress on the overall DoD budget.

The conclusions were presented in the Total Force Policy Report to the Congress
(December 1990) and reflected in the administration’s fiscal year (FY) 1992
defense budget. They were not universally accepted by Congress. Instead,
Congress authorized and appropriated funds to support a reserve manning

95ee Hearings Before the Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee of the Senate
Armed Services Committee, April 8, 1992.

105¢e Lewis Sorley, “Creighton Abrams and the Active-Reserve Integration in
Wartime,” Parameters, Summer 1991.

lgenate Report 102-114, op. cit., p. 202.

12National Guard Association of the United States and Adjutants General
Association of the United States, An Alternative Force Structure Proposal, February
1992.
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level substantially greater than President Bush had requested. Congress also
required that the Secretary of Defense undertake this study.

The Congressionally Mandated Study

Section 402 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992
and 1993 mandates that this study provide the “comprehensive analytic in-
formation” that will allow the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the “mix or mixes of reserve and active forces
. . . that are considered acceptable to carry out expected future military
operations.”

The legislation specifies several key elements of the study, including assess-
ments of the following:

* Existing policies and practices for implementing the Total Force Policy;

* The effectiveness of the Total Force Policy and practices during the
Persian Gulf conflict;

* A range of possible mixes of active and reserve forces, assuming a range
of manning and funding levels;

* All active and reserve component missions, with particular emphasis on
missions carried out by land force; and

¢ The costs associated with alternative active and reserve force mixes and
structures.

The legislation also highlights details to be examined:

¢ The ability of alternative forces to prosecute military operations;
* The time required to prepare forces for combat;
* The cost of training and maintaining forces in peacetime;

* Possible changes in active and reserve missions, training practices, and
organizational structure; and

* Sustainability of reserve recruiting and retention.

In October 1992, Congress amended Sec. 402 and asked that the study in-
clude, “an assessment of the effects on combat readiness . . . of different
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mixes of active and reserve component combat support and combat service
support units.”13

Scope of the Study

As required by Congress, on May 1, 1992, the study group provided an
Interim Report to the Secretary of Defense.l One purpose of that report was
to ensure that there was “no misunderstanding conceming the scope of this
study, what we are doing, and how we are going to provide the
‘comprehensive analytic information’ needed to assess the structure and mix
of future active and reserve forces.”1> Several organizations made comments
on the interim report which suggest that we should clarify some points about
the congressional mandate and the scope of our inquiry at the outset of this
report.

Emphasis on Land Forces

While the study covered all the Services, there is a clear emphasis on the
Army. We believe this was the intent of Congress in saying, “The study
group shall examine all active and reserve component missions, with particu-
lar emphasis on missions carried out by land forces” (emphasis added).1®
Further, the Bush Administration and Congress disagree more about the
end-strength of future active and reserve forces for the Army than any other
Service. Specifically, Congress asked that we “consider the (force) levels pro-
vided for the Selected Reserve . . . for fiscal year 1993” in our assessment.
Projecting that level against the administration’s current program (Table 1.1)
shows that DoD wants about 187,000 fewer reservists than Congress autho-
rized in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and
1993. Eighty-two percent of that difference is in the Army.1” Thus, we put
our emphasis where we saw the greatest differences.

13House, Amendment to Section 402, Congressional Record, October 1, 1992, p. H-
10239.

14The report was forwarded by the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the Armed
Services Committees on May 12, 1992.

15National Defense Research Institute, Assessing the Structure and Mix of Future
Active and Reserve Forces: Interim Report to the Secretary of Defense, RAND, N-3520-OSD,
1992, p. iii.

16section 402, op. cit, p. 63.

17The actual differences are 154,280 in the Army (Guard and Reserve), 23,745 for
the Navy, 7,330 for the Marine Corps, and 1,800 for the Air Force (Guard and
Reserve). See Interim Report, op. cit., p. 23.
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Table 1.1
DoD AND CONGRESSIONAL MANPOWER LEVELS FOR
FY 1997
DoD Congressional
FY 1997 Base FY 1997
Component Force Base Case Difference
Active
Army 536,000 ? ?
Navy 501,200 ? ?
Marine Corps 158,800 {f 7
Air Force 430,300 2 %
Total 1,626,300 ? ?
Selected Reserve

Army National Guard 338,000 425,450 -87,450
Army Reserve 229,400 296,230 —66,830
Naval Reserve 117,800 141,545 -23,745
Marine Corps Reserve 34,900 42,230 -7,330
Air National Guard 118,200 119,400 -1,200
Air Force Reserve 81,800 82,400 —600
Total 920,100 1,107,255 -187,155

SOURCE: National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 and
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), February 3, 1992.

NOTE: As required, the “Congressional FY 1997 Base Case” is the FY 92
Authorization Act’s projection of the FY 1993 authorized end-strength levels. The ac-
tual FY 1993 authorization contained in the FY 93 Act is slightly lower.

Emphasis on Military Operations and Readiness

While this study was going on, domestic missions for both active and reserve
forces became a topical issue. On June 23, 1992, Senator Nunn devoted a floor
speech to the subject.!® The National Guard Bureau expressed its concern
over the issue in a review of the Interim Report: “The study cannot consider
the true value of the National Guard to national security unless it takes into
consideration the value of our domestic (nonfederal) mission; [the study
gives] disproportionate value to immediate readiness.”1?

As we note in Chapter 5, one of the defining characteristics of a military force
is its purpose, and we identify non-conflict missions as an important factor
defining the structure of a military force. However, we have emphasized

18Senator Sam Nunn, Forging Civil-Military Cooperation  for Community
Regeneration, Floor Speech, Congressional Record, p. S8602, June 23, 1992.

19Letter from Vice Chief of the National Guard Bureau Major General William A.
Navas, Jr., to the study director Dr. Bernard Rostker, May 22, 1992.
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combat missions because Congress asked us to “conduct an analysis of the
ability of the . .. alternatives . . . to successfully prosecute a range of military
operations and [to] focus on the time that would be required to prepare such
[alternative] forces for combat”(emphasis added).2? Furthermore, in the 1992
amendment to Section 402, Congress asked that we again focus on “combat
readiness . . . of Army . . . early deploying contingency corps.”2! By limiting
the study this way, we are not implying that domestic missions are unimpor-
tant. On the contrary, we believe they are so important that they should be
addressed in a study of their own.22

The Range of Military Operations

A critical decision in the design of this study was how we would specify the
“expected future military missions” that would be the focal point of our
analysis. We had to choose carefully so that neither the administration? nor
Congress could dismiss our results as irrelevant or biased. We wanted our
choice to facilitate the debate and to build a bridge between both parties. As
we noted in the Interim Report, we used the Illustrative Planning Scenarios
(IPSs) as the current authoritative statement of military requirements. (These
scenarios are described in the Defense Planning Guidance, FY1994-1999.) By
starting with these scenarios, the study clearly could provide the
“comprehensive analytic information” that the Secretary of Defense and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff needed to “determine, on the basis of
the evaluation, the mix or mixes of reserve and active forces included in the
independent study that are considered acceptable to carry out expected
future military missions.”2 We are also well aware of Senator Sam Nunn'’s
concern that, “If you let me write the scenarios, I can tell you before you do
your study how it is going to come out.”2> We also developed our own
scenarios that test a range of plausible situations. These new scenarios differ
from the original IPSs in their assumptions about the threat, timing of events,
and effectiveness of weapons systems and allied forces.

20section 402, op. cit., p. 63.

211992 Amendment, op. cit., p. H-10239.

22We also note that Section 402 makes no distinction between the National Guard
and the federal reserve. We were asked to assess the mix of active and reserve forces
without reference to the assignment of missions to the National Guard or the reserves.

23This, of course, refers to the Bush Administration; the Clinton Administration
may have another view.

245ection 402, op. cit., p. 63.

2SHearings, April 8, 1992, op. cit., p. 80.
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In addition to creating these new scenarios, we met with the staffs of each
war-fighting commander in chief (CINC) (and in one case, the CINC, him-
self) to better understand any concerns that they might have with the way
the scenarios represent a future conflict in their region of the world. We have
subjected the various scenarios and our alternative force structures and
mixes to the rigors of a political-military game and force-on-force simula-
tions. We have systematically reviewed what effects the alternative mobi-
lization strategies are likely to have on the deployment of forces to an initial
contingency and on the time it would take to rebuild our military capability
for a second contingency. We believe that the various force structures and
mixes that we assessed, our work with the IPSs, and our own scenarios pro-
vide the scope and independence that Congress requested.

Structure of the Report

The remainder of this report is divided into four sections, structured as fol-
lows:

* Section Il, Past Policies and Practices, provides historical background that
sets the stage for a general understanding of how and why these issues
developed (Chapter 2). It also contains the mandated “assessment of the
effectiveness of the Total Force Policy during the Persian Gulf Conflict”26
(Chapter 3), and the review of how Total Force Policy is implemented in
the Department of Defense, using the development of the Base Force as a
case study (Chapter 4).

* Section III, Developing Alternative Active/Reserve Structures and Force Mixes,
reviews those factors that we believe define alternative active/reserve
force structures and mixes (Chapter 5). We then consider the “demand”
for military forces—that is, the military requirements generated by the
national military strategy (Chapter 6)2’—and the “supply”—that is, how
likely it is that various organizations can be trained up and deployed to
fulfill those requirements (Chapter 7). Given the results of these analyses,
we present alternative force structures and mixes for the Army and Air
Force at the current budget level, at the FY 1993 congressionally
authorized Selected Reserve manpower levels, and at a level that reflects a

265ection 402, op. cit., p. 63.

27A full discussion of the demand for Army forces is contained in the classified
companion report not available for public release, National Defense Research
Institute, Assessing the Structure and Mix of Future Active and Reserve Forces: Final
Report to the Secretary of Defense: Annex (U), RAND, MR-140/1, December 1992.
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10 percent decline in funding levels (Chapters 8 and 9). We also present
the Center for Naval Analyses’ (CNA’s) analysis of alternatives for the
Navy and Marine Corps (Chapter 10).

* Section IV, Evaluating Alternatives, examines the military effectiveness?® of
the alternatives as well as their cost (Chapters 11 and 12) and the sustain-
ability of the personnel structure of the reserve forces (Chapter 13).

* Section V, Conclusions, presents the concluding observations of the study
(Chapter 14).

We also provide a number of appendixes, in this report, and a companion
annex volume, not available for public release, containing classified material
supporting the discussions in Chapters 6, 8, and 11. As described in the
preface, various parts of the study are described more fully in supporting
publications.

28A full treatment of military effectiveness of the Army alternatives is contained
in the classified companion report.
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2. Historical Background'

In this chapter, we put the study and the rest of this section on Past Policies
and Practices in context. We have been asked to "assess the effectiveness of
Total Force Policy during the Persian Gulf conflict.” A reading of history
suggests that many of the issues that arose during Operation Desert
Shield /Storm are simply the latest manifestations of problems that keep re-
curring. Further, our assessment of Total Force Policy during the Persian
Gulf conflict and existing policies and practices for implementing the Total
Force Policy can best be understood against the backdrop of the evolving re-
lationship between the active and reserve components.

Continuing Force Mix Issues and Problems

Throughout its history, the United States has debated the normative struc-
ture and mix of active and reserve forces. After each war, including the Cold
War, the debate has been particuarly pointed. In retrospect, the history of ac-
tive and reserve relationships in this country has moved along a well-defined
path over the last 200 years, reflecting the substantial change in both the fed-
eral/state relationship and our changing role as a world power. We began
with the primacy of state-funded militias, called to federal service under the
Militia clause of the Constitution. We have moved to a Total Force Policy that
integrates active and reserve forces into a single instrument of national pol-
icy, under the Army clause.

Along the way, certain problems and issues have persisted and have been
addressed time and again. The most persistent have fallen into the following
categories:

* The respective roles of the professional Army and the organized reserve
of part-time citizen soldiers;

* The place of a fully formed Army, ready to fight, and cadre-type units ca-
pable of expanding with reserves, volunteers, or conscripts;

* The level and type of integration in peace and war; and

IThis chapter was prepared by James L. Lacy, a consultant to RAND.
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* How to maintain peacetime readiness of reserve forces.

As we trace the history of the active/reserve force structure, we see these is-
sues recurring from the end of the Revolutionary War through the Persian
Gulf conflict to the present debate.

The Age of the Militia

The initial debate after the Revolutionary War was settled when the
Constitutional Convention of 1787 chose both a federal military and a state
militia to “provide for the common defense.” The president was empowered
to be commander in chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, “and of
the militia of the several states, when called into the actual service of the
United States.”2 Congress was granted the power “to raise and support
armies” and “to provide and maintain a navy.” It was given the authority “to
provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the union, suppress
insurrections and repel invasions” and:

To provide for organizing, arming and disciplining the militia,
and for governing such part of them as may be employed in the
service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively,
the appointment of the officers, and the authority of training the
militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress. . . 3

The Second Amendment further guaranteed that “A well-regulated militia
being necessary to the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep
and bear arms shall not be infringed.”

Two early congressional actions shaped the debate for the next century. First,
the Militia Act of 1792 left the individual states to their own discretion on
questions of militia training, leadership, and deferments. The act never-
theless left much unsettled. The central questions concerned the military re-
lationship between the regular and militia components. Were the militia the
first line of defense until federal forces could be brought to bear, was it the
other way around, or was it somewhere in between? Were regular forces de-
pendent on the militia for expansion, or could they expand directly (through
volunteers or conscripts)?

Second, in 1802, Congress authorized the establishment of a small profes-
sional military college, the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, thereby

2ys. Constitution, Article II, Section 2.
3us. Constitution, Article I, Section 8.
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providing a continuous flow of educated Regular Army officers who pro-
vided the core professional leadership and a focal point for the continuing
debate.

The first test of the federal army/state militias compromise came with the War
of 1812. President Madison secured congressional approval of a wartime
army of 166,000 men to be composed primarily of militiamen.# Three New
England states opposed the war, however, and refused to provide militia
forces.> Some militia units also claimed constitutional immunity against
fighting on foreign soil—in this case, Canada.6

Militia and Regular Army Issues After the War of 1812

The issue of the role of the militia and the federal Army was joined after the
war. In 1820, Secretary of War John C. Calhoun proposed one of the several
“models” of the peacetime structure for the military that have been continu-
ously discussed. He proposed to “skeletonize” the peacetime army around a
“cadre” that could serve as the nucleus for its own direct expansion in war.
In Calhoun’s scheme, militia personnel might contribute to the expansion of
the regular force, but militia units would play no significant part. His pro-
posal got a hostile reception, and a ceiling of 6,000 regular enlisted personnel
was set by Congress.”

The Mexican War of 1848 was a “volunteer” affair. Congress approved
President Polk’s request to use the militia and to accept up to 50,000 volun-
teers to be enlisted for one year.2 Mindful of claims made during the War of
1812 that mandated militia service on foreign soil was unconstitutional, the
militia was not called, but instead, were solicited on a voluntary basis.

During the Civil War, at first, both sides employed traditional methods for
building their forces: reliance on organized militia, individual volunteers

45ee Jim Dan Hill, The Minute Man in Peace and War: A History of the National Guard,
Stackpole Co., Harrisburg PA, 1964, p. 14.

The states based their refusal on the grounds that, since there was no insurrection or
invasion, the president lacked the authority to call for the state militia. The legal issue was not
decided until 1827, when the Supreme Court ruled that it was exclusively the president’s power
to determine whether conditions allowing a militia call existed. Martin v. Mott, 12 Wheaton 19,
1827.

6That issue was not decided fully until the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Perpich ».
Department of Defense on June 11, 1990.

7Russell F. Weigley, History of the United States Army, Macmillan Publishing Co., New York,
1967, p. 140. Regular Army strength, reduced to 6,000 in the 1820s, was little more than 16,000 as
the 1860s began.

8Hill, 1964, op. cit, p. 20.
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from the states, and whatever troops were available from the small Regular
Army. Each state had its own small War Department to administer the mili-
tia affairs. Equipping the early militia troops was left largely to the states.
Each state saw to the enlistment of its men, chose its regimental officers, and
saw to the outfitting of enlisted recruits.? Officers were either elected by
their men or appointed by state governors (typically in reward for recruiting
or for political service), although, in practice, political pressures on officer
elections tended to blur the distinctions. While the War Departments had
virtually no say over militia officer selection, command above the regimental
level was the duty and responsibility of the central government.

The role of the militia was reinforced in 1862. The Militia Act of July 17, 1862,
reiterated the militia obligation of all men between the ages of 18 and 45 and
authorized the president to call the state forces into federal service for nine
months. However, less than a year later, Congress moved toward a federal
Army, when it passed the Enrollment Act of 1863.10 This act asserted a
liability to federal military service thus bypassing the militia clauses of the
Constitution.

After the Civil War

After the Civil War, the Regular Army returned, essentially, to a small con-
stabulary force, whose horizons stopped at the nation’s borders, and whose
principal purpose was to “pacify” American Indians and maintain public or-
der in the Western territories. However, the usual post-war debate
concemning the role of the militia and the Regular Army took a new tumn. The
period between 1870 and 1898, the year of the Spanish-American War, saw
the United States grow to a world economic power poised to take its place on
the political stage. In 1890, the Regular Army had a strength of 27,370, a size
that had not varied by more than a few thousand since Civil War
demobilization was completed in 1871, and that was about half the size of
Belgium’s army at the time.ll Hill calculates that in 1860, there were
approximately 130,000 organized militia members in a population of 32
million; in 1893, militia enrollments stood at 112,500 in a population of 72

9Weigley, op. cit., p. 204.
10y.s. Congress debates are richly documented in Jack Franklin Leach, Conscription in the
United States: Historical Background, Charles E. Tuttle, Rutland, Vermont, 1952, pp. 162-216.

1Eqward M. Coffman, “The American Army in Peacetime,” Military Review, March 1992,
p. 53.
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million.12 There were those who believed that this new status made reliance
on the militia inappropriate and imprudent.

Major General Emory Upton, a distinguished Civil War veteran and com-
mandant of cadets at West Point, challenged conventional thinking. Taking
up the standard proposed by Calhoun a half century before, Upton proposed
to emulate the German mobilization system and called for an expandable
cadre Army—a proposal that gained considerable support among Army pro-
fessionals “who despaired of ever achieving a reliable potential for mobiliza-
tion through the militia.”13 At the same time, the newly formed National
Guard Association (NGA) took issue with the views of the professional sol-
diers concerning the role of state militias. For the NGA, the militia, by then
known increasingly as the National Guard, was to be a state constabulary,
but also a key element in the national defense structure.14

These conflicting views generated opposing proposals about how to build
the Army for the war with Spain. The professional officers of the War
Department sought a federally organized and controlled volunteer force un-
der Regular Army control. Congress opposed the War Department’s plans.
The plan adopted by Congress in April 1898 explicitly chose the organized
militia over a federal volunteer force. By its terms, the Regular Army would
be supplemented through a presidential call for volunteers for federal ser-
vice, but any militia organization that volunteered in a body would be ac-
cepted as a unit. The states might even raise new organizations, with officers
appointed by the governors. Only generals and staff officers for higher head-
quarters were to be commissioned and assigned by the federal government.1®

Toward a National Defense

Following the Spanish-American War, the Army dropped in strength but,
again, to peacetime levels higher than anything the nation had accepted be-
fore. It was also a different Army after the war. The United States had ac-
quired new overseas territories. Indeed, colonial responsibilities factored
heavily in Congress’ willingness to allow a permanent military expansion.
Secretary of War Elihu Root hoped to revamp the Army by creating a general

Ry, op. cit., p. 51.

13Robert K. Criffith, Jr., Men Wanted Jor the U.S. Army: America’s Experience with an All-
Volunteer Army between the World Wars, Greenwood Press, Newport, Rhode Island, 1982, p. 3.

145ee Robert Bruce Sligh, The National Guard and National Defense: The Mobilization of the
Guard in World War II, Praeger, New York, 1992, p. 14.

15Weigley, op.cit., p. 296.
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staff under a strong chief of staff to replace the old Army bureau system with
its independent chiefs. As part of this reform, he planned to create a federal
reserve of 100,000 men. The National Guard would have a role in the new
Army organization, but essentially as a trained recruiting pool for the tempo-
rary emergency expansion of the Regular Army or the federal creation from
scratch of wartime federal regiments of volunteers. Guardsmen would be ac-
cepted in federal forces only as individuals. Root’s plan passed the House
but ran into trouble in the Senate. The NGA, working with Congressman
Charles W. Dick of Ohio, applied enough pressure that Root withdrew the
national reserve proposal and agreed to a compromise.1® The result was the
Militia Act of 1903 (the Dick Act), the first major revision of federal militia
laws in 111 years.

The Dick Act of 1903

The Dick Act set precedents that are echoed today in reforms proposed by
the current chairman of the House Armed Services Committee. The Dick Act
provided that, at federal expense, general military stores, as well as arms and
equipment, would be made available to organized National Guard units that
drilled at least 24 times a year and maintained a summer encampment of not
less than five days. Qualifying National Guard units were to be periodically
inspected by Regular Army officers, and Regular Army officers were to be
detailed to National Guard units. When in the actual service of the United
States, guardsmen were subject to federal regulations and the Articles of War
and were entitled to the same pay and allowances as regulars.

John McAuley Palmer

While the Dick Act established the basic architecture, an additional view was
presented by Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson and Army Chief of Staff
General Leonard Wood in 1912. The War Department’s Annual Report for
that year included an Army General Staff Study, Report on the Organization of
the Land Forces of the United States of 1912. The author of the staff report was
Captain John McAuley Palmer, a figure that would dominate issues of Army
organization for the next half century. In the report, Palmer outlined the gen-
eral concept that the Army would follow up to the present day. He argued
for a small, fully formed and manned army-in-being that could fight
immediately, not one that required expansion before it could fight effec-

16Hill, 1964, op. cit., pp. 183-184.
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tively. The mission of such an army would be to rapidly deploy and fight in
the early stages of war, while a larger citizen army was mobilized and
formed behind it.17 In this view, the reserve was not to be a manpower pool,
but instead, a second Army.

While the Stimson/Wood/Palmer school rejected a skeletonized peacetime
Regular Army, it also did not embrace the National Guard as the preferred
reserve, because of problems it saw with state organization and control.}8
Instead, the 1912 staff study looked to create a parallel federal reserve, to be
raised by extending Army enlistments from three to six years, and giving en-
listees the option of being furloughed to reserve status for the second three
years. State guardsmen would not be left out of the picture entirely. They
could voluntarily join federal service as individuals, and, once in, be grouped
by their earlier National Guard affiliations.

Federal Reserve

Steps to create a federal Army reserve already were under way before the
War Department’s 1912 report. In 1908, Congress created a U.S. Army
Medical Department consisting of “a Medical Corps and a Medical Reserve
Corps.” It was a modest opening, but it was also the first federal reserve
corps established in peacetime. In 1912, Congress extended the length of
Army enlistments to seven years, and authorized the furlough-to-reserve sta-
tus of enlisted personnel who completed three years of honorable active ser-
vice. It also provided a scale of bonuses for men aiready in service who, upon
leaving, would reenlist into an on-call status in a federal Army reserve.

A further round of proposals and counter proposals finally resulted in the
National Defense Act of 1916. It “completely transformed the relationship of
the National Guard to the states and to the federal government,”?? although
it did so by providing a bit of something for everyone. The act provided that
the National Guard was to receive federal pay for drills (which were set at 48
per year), gave the president authority to prescribe the kinds of units to be

17y.s. War Department, Report of the Secretary of War, 1912, Vol. 1, Washington, D.C., 1912,
p- 128.

18John O’Sullivan and Alan M. Meckler, eds., The Draft and Its Enemies: A Documentary
History, University of lllinois Press, Urbana, 1974, p. 118. Also see Department of Defense,
Committee on Civilian Components, Reserve Forces for National Security, Appendix 3, June 1948,
pp- 87-89.

19Herman Boland, “A Historical Survey of U.S. Reserve Forces Policy,” in U.S. President’s
Commission on an All-Volunteer Armed Force, Studies Prepared for the President’s Commission on
an All-Volunteer Armed Force, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., November 1970, p.
IV-2-5.
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maintained by the states, and required guardsmen to take a dual oath to their
state and the United States. The 1916 act authorized the establishment of an
Enlisted Reserve Corps (to be composed of technical specialists for the
engineer, signal, quartermaster, ordnance, and medical services), an Officers’
Reserve Corps, and a Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC).

Navy

The Navy caught up with these developments in three steps in 1914, 1915,
and 1916. By 1914, 23 states had naval militia. The Naval Militia Act of that
year essentially applied the Dick Act to these units. The act placed the state
naval militia under U.S. Navy supervision, authorized federal pay for train-
ing, and provided presidential call-up authority. Legislation in 1915 pro-
vided the Navy a rudimentary federal reserve of its own by authorizing it to
retain on reserve status, on a voluntary basis, discharged individuals. In
1916, Congress formally established federal Naval and Marine Corps
Reserves, with federal pay for drills and training.

World War 1

When Congress declared war on Germany on April 6, 1917, plans for a
massive expansion effort already were in place. A Selective Service Act was
submitted to Congress on the same day. As passed, the act authorized the
president to raise the Regular Army and the National Guard to full war
strength and to call the entire National Guard into federal service. The term
of service for all was the duration of the emergency. The measure also gave
the federal government precedence over the states in authorizing the
president to appoint all officers, including those of the National Guard, and
in providing that the president could use any state official in carrying out the
draft.20

Although small at the beginning, the Navy and Marine Corps expanded dur-
ing the war. At the time of the November 1918 Armistice, the Naval Reserve
had approximately 330,000 officers and men. The Marine Corps Reserve
consisted of 276 officers and 5,968 enlisted men.

Looking back, we can see that World War I provided the model for future
military mobilizations of the United States. Though it was scattered through-
out the Army during the war, the National Guard had registered a definite

2OWeigley, 1967, op. cit., p. 372.
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claim for recognition as a key part of the national defense establishment. In
doing so, however, it had embarked on a path that meant more federal con-
trol and a weakening of state autonomy.

The National Defense Act of 1920

Questions of a post-war American military establishment arose within weeks
of the Armistice. Reflecting the views of Upton and the corps of regular pro-
fessional officers, the War Department asked Congress to fund an expand-
able cadre army and relegated the National Guard to third rank in the plan’s
mobilization structure, behind the expandable Regular Army and a con-
scripted reserve. The War Department plan quickly ran into trouble with
Congress. A final compromise was enacted as the National Defense Act of
1920. In it, Congress rejected the expandable cadre force, provided for a
Regular Army organized into nine divisions, which were to serve as a quick
emergency force, and restored and organized the National Guard and the
Organized Reserve into divisions. However, while the act also restated that
the National Guard was an integral part of the Army, when in federal
service, it did not guarantee the integrity of National Guard units when
activated for federal service, as many in the National Guard had wanted. In
addition, the National Guard surrendered more of its state autonomy: the
1920 “compromise” provided for increased federal supervision in exchange
for federal monetary support and training. Governors could still appoint and
“commission” National Guard officers, but only those meeting War
Department standards could receive federal funding.

If, in theory, the 1920 National Defense Act settled the central arguments, in
practice, Congress never funded the original authorization. Rather than
eliminate any division, the Army elected to maintain all nine in skeletonized
(cadre) form. Dependent on federal drill pay that was never fully appropri-
ated, the National Guard failed to achieve, in the 1930s, even half of the
435,000-man strength envisioned in 1920. (State governments were reluctant
to spend money on the National Guard, beyond what they thought they
needed for response to domestic disorder and natural disasters.) The
Organized Reserve of the inter-war period “consisted of an Officers’ Reserve
Corps of about 100,000 and an Enlisted Reserve Corps that was practically
non-existent because there were no means of recruiting it.”2!

21Weig]ey, 1967, op. cit., p. 401.
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The Navy and Marine Corps Between the Wars

The Navy during this period was in only mildly better shape. Up to 1925, the
Naval Reserve had been a pool of individuals. The Naval Reserve Act that
year established the first organized units, and provided for pay, facilities,
equipment, and administrative and training assistance by the federal
government. An organized Marine Corps Reserve, consisting of three rifle
companies, was also established in 1925.22 Neither had easy going in terms of
actual appropriations.

However, the Navy was differently positioned than the Army, at least in the
Navy’s own view. The Navy and the Marine Corps tended toward a struc-
ture based primarily on active forces—in concept, if not in fact. As Gerhardt
has pointed out: “Naval reserves did exist, but their immediate role was to be
that of filling out existing peacetime crews rather than providing the base for
large-scale wartime expansion.”23 This comported with the view that the
Navy was the first line of defense, to buy time until the nation’s full war
strength could be mobilized. Besides, the Navy of the pre-war period was
convinced that its fleet-in-being was all that was needed to defeat a foreign
enemy.24

World War 11

At the outbreak of war in Europe in September 1939, the U.S. Army consisted
of 187,000 regulars, about 200,000 National Guardsmen, and approximately
120,000 members of the Organized Reserve Corps, primarily officers. While
the administration and Congress considered several measures to improve
military preparedness, little specific action was taken until Germany opened
its western offensive on May 10, 1940. In his defense message of May 31,
President Franklin Roosevelt included a request that Congress give him the
authority to order the National Guard to federal duty, as well as the Naval
Reserve. On July 10th, he also asked for a national draft as an additional

25 precursor of the Air Force Reserve was established at this time as well. The Air Corps
Act of 1926 created an Air Corps program within the Army Reserve structure.

Bjames M. Gerhardt, The Draft and Public Policy: Issues in Military Manpower Procurement,
1945-1970, Ohio State University Press, Columbus, 1971, p. 5.

2450e US. Congress, House, Select Committee on Postwar Military Policy, Proposal to
Establish a Single Depariment of the Armed Services, Hearings, 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944, p. 249.
The Naval Reserve, which had been formally organized in the Naval Reserve Act of 1925 (which
also federalized the Naval Militia) was reorganized and expanded in the Naval Reserve Act of
1938. The act established four main components: the Fleet Reserve, the Organized Reserve, the
Volunteer Reserve, and the Merchant Marine Reserve. It established the Naval Militia as a dual
(federal /state) force. But the act essentially eliminated the crew, or unit, concept of Naval
Reserve organization, except as training vehicles. The Marine Corps Reserve was also expanded.
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defensive measure. Authority to order the National Guard to active duty
passed Congress on August 27, 1940. On the day the Selective Service and
Training Act of 1940 passed, September 16th, President Roosevelt federalized
the first increment of guardsmen. The Marine Corps Organized Reserve was
also called into active service in November 1940.

During 1940 and 1941, the frantic efforts to integrate regulars and reservists,
guardsmen, and draftees created problems. An Army report in October 1941
listed a number of complaints: (1) morale was low; (2) guardsmen com-
plained about the extension of their active tours beyond one year; (3) draftees
felt discriminated against in the National Guard units to which they had
been assigned; and (4) National Guard units resented having officers from
other components assigned to them.2>

The first Army division to land in an overseas theater after Pearl Harbor was,
in fact, a National Guard division. Still, deployment of National Guard
divisions did not mean their early commitment to battle, nor were they the
same units that were mobilized in 1940-1941. Regulars had been substituted
for much of the National Guard officer corps, and draftees composed from
one-third to over two-thirds of National Guard divisions’ enlisted strength.
From 1943 onward, the divisions deployed were mostly draftee-filled Army
Reserve divisions, a total of 35 of these compared to 8 Regular Army and 12
National Guard divisions, and 2 mixed divisions.2

The Naval and Marine Corps Reserves posed fewer problems in 1940 and
1941, but, then, their numbers were small. Naval reservists were ordered as
individual fillers to ships of the fleet where needed. The Marine Corps
Reserve was managed similarly. Though organized into units for training, no
Marine Corps Reserve unit “was ever mobilized and put into service as
such.”?7

The Air Reserve Component, small in the pre-war years to begin with, was
not a large factor. Air Corps Reserve officers in 1939 numbered 2,703, many
of them on extended active duty. They were employed primarily for ad-
ministration and did not train as units. In 1942, 29 Air National Guard
observation squadrons were assigned to the ground forces as division
aviation, “but there were no echelons above squadron level.”28

25Martin Binkin and William W. Kaufmann, U.S. Army Guard & Reserve: Rhetoric, Realities,
Risks, Brookings Institution, Washington, 1989, p. 39.

26111, 1964, op. cit., p. 454455, 463.

27Boland, 1970, op. cit., p. IV-2-8.

2B1pig.
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The Post-War Period

The first priority at war’s end was to demobilize the 14 million men and
women on active duty, while maintaining a force capable of meeting the
”postwar tensions that were building up around the world.”2? Those ten-
sions became paramount in 1948. In February, Czechoslovakia fell to the
Communists in a coup d’état. In early March, the Soviets took the first tenta-
tive steps at a Berlin blockade. The draft had been suspended in 1947. When
it was reinstated in 1948, it not only provided the manpower to build up the
active Army, it also provided a steady flow of personnel to the National
Guard and federal reserves: The Selective Service Act of 1948 required that

1. Anyone inducted or enlisted would have a five-year reserve service obliga-
tion following active service—five years in a reserve pool, reducible to
three by serving in an organized reserve unit;

2. Limited numbers of 18-year-old men were allowed to enlist for one year
of active training and service, followed by either four years of compulsory
service in an organized reserve unit or six years in a reserve pool;

3. Members of organized reserve units at the time of the draft’s effective date
would be deferred from induction so long as they continued their reserve
membership; and

4. Youths under age 18 and one-half could gain a draft deferment by
enlisting in the National Guard (but no other organized reserve).

The major policy debates in the post-war period centered around
“unification” of the separate military services, sorting out their respective
roles and missions, and the nature of future war, e.g., the role of nuclear
weapons. However, reserve component issues did not entirely escape
scrutiny at the time. In November 1947, Secretary of Defense James Forrestal
appointed a “Committee on Civilian Components” to make “a comprehen-
sive, objective and impartial study” of the reserve components. The
committee, chaired by Assistant Secretary of the Army Gordon Gray,
stressed the “vital importance of our reserve forces” in a future emergency.3
But it also concluded that the reserve components “are not now capable of
participating effectively in major combat operations on M-Day,” and cau-

29Harry S. Truman, Memoirs, Vol. 1, Year of Decisions, Doubleday & Co., Garden City, New
York, 1955, p. 509.

30D0D, 1948, op. cit., p. 2.
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tioned that “the impression that these forces now contain elements which are
ready for combat is a dangerous illusion.”3!

This committee also singled out the bifurcated reserve structure of the Army
and Air Force reserve components as a matter of crucial concern. It argued
that “national security requires that each service have one federal reserve
force.” The National Guard should become a wholly federal reserve and
“other units should be organized under State control to meet important local
demands of war in the atomic age and the techniques of the fifth column.”32

Forrestal did not endorse the committee’s report, chiefly because of (in his
words) the “serious schisms which might develop as a result of the kind of
struggle which might be precipitated by any effort to secure the requisite leg-
islation.”33

The Korean War

On June 24, 1950, North Korean troops crossed the 38th Parallel. Four Army
National Guard (ARNG) divisions were activated in September 1950. As in
World War II, the divisions were subjected to heavy manpower levies during
the training cycle and were delayed in order to train filler replacements.
Guardsmen were separated from their units and reassigned as individuals to
fill out active units, necessitating reconstitution of the ARNG units with un-
trained replacement personnel.34

Mobilization of the other Army reserve component—the Army Reserve—
also was not trouble-free. It, too, consisted of organized units and individu-
als. Unlike the other services, the Army was required to call Army National
Guard and Army Reserve units only in whole units, when what was
desperately needed were individual reservists with particular skills who

31bia,, p. 29.

32ppid, p. 9.

33Quoted in the statement by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara in U.S. Congress,
Senate, Committee on Armed Services and Subcommittee on the Department of Defense of the
Commiittee on Appropriations, Military Procurement Authorizations, Fiscal Year 1966, Hearings,
89th Cong., Ist sess., 1965, p. 84.

345cven months after their activation, two of the four ARNG divisions were rated only 40
to 45 percent combat effective. They were deployed to Japan, but were then given seven to eight
months of additional unit training before entering combat in December 1951 and January 1952.
The other two Army National Guard divisions stayed in the United States for additional training
for 14 months, after which time they were deployed to Europe. In 1951, four additional Army
National Guard divisions, three regimental combat teams, and over 700 company-sized units
were also mobilized. None was deployed to Korea. At the Korean War peak, 96,000 guardsmen
(30 percent of the Army National Guard) were on active duty. Binkin and Kaufmann, 1989, op.
cit., pp. 41-43.
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could fill out skeletonized active units or help man the training
establishment. Therefore, call-up emphasis was placed on individual
reservists who were not attached to organized units. The result was that non-
drilling reservists were called while drilling units sat out the war. Most of the
non-drilling reservists were World War II veterans, many of whom resented
the “double jeopardy” in which they were placed. Complicating the matter
further was a disjuncture between provisions for induction and provisions
for reserve call-up. Reservists who were fathers, students, and skilled
technicians were activated, while draftees were deferred on these very same
grounds.

The Marine Corps Reserve and Naval Reserve experienced less difficulty.
After mobilization, all Marine Corps Reserve ground combat units were
disbanded and individual reservists were reassigned to active combat units
as fillers and replacements. The Naval Reserve pretty much followed the
same pattern, drawing individuals out of units as needed for the active force,
retaining some units intact.

Activation of the Air Force Reserve Component was spastic at first. After the
Chinese intervention in the war, Air Force Reserve Component mobilizations
began in earnest. All told, some 45594 Air National Guardsmen and
approximately 121,000 Air Force Reserve members saw active duty between
1950 and 1953.3°

Unlike World War II mobilization in 1940-1941, mobilization for the Korean
War was a partial mobilization. Not only did this push issues of equity to the
forefront, it also made a mess of mobilization planning. The 1950 system was
geared for total mobilization. The plan was to use regular forces first,
followed by the National Guard, Organized Reserve units, and then the non-
drilling “Volunteer Reserve.” As seen above, it did not work that way. The
largely improvised activation of individual reservists also revealed
shortcomings in the pre-war management of the reserves.

The Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 tried to rationalize the system. Three
reserve classes—Ready, Standby, and Retired—were established, differing
essentially in their vulnerability to recall. The Ready Reserve—consisting of
both organized units and unaffiliated individual reservists—was to be avail-
able upon a declaration of war by Congress or declaration of national emer-

35Charles Joseph Gross, Prelude to the Total Force: The Air National Guard, 1943-1969,
Department of the Air Force, Office of Air Force History, Washington, D.C,, 1985, p. 62, pp. 59-
65.
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gency by the president; the Standby Reserve (individuals only) could be
called only by Congress, and the Retired Reserve (also individuals) could be
called only when no men with required skills were available in the first two
pools. A man with less than four years of active service would spend his re-
maining time in Ready Reserve status, or he could volunteer to participate in
the training program of a National Guard or Organized Reserve unit for
three years, and then be transferred to the Standby Reserve for what was left.
Thus, while there was an inducement to join organized reserve units, there
was no obligation. Further amendments in 1955, 1957, and 1958 addressed
the specifics of draft deferments, military service obligation, and required
training periods that would bring experienced and untrained personnel into
the reserve components.

Restructuring

The post-war active and reserve personnel structure of a world
“superpower” was very different from the pre-war structure of an
isolationist America. The definitive restructuring of National Guard and
reserve forces took place during the Eisenhower Administration. At the end
of that period, the unit strength of the Selected Reserves of the Ready
Reserve was about four times that of the pre-war Army: 400,000 for Army
National Guard and 300,000 for Army Reserve. In many ways, compared to
the pre-war structure, the most remarkable change was the growth of the
Army Reserve. It had changed from essentially a large pool of individual
reservists to support and fill out a cadre Army, to a fully formed reserve
force with combat units that could be mobilized much like the Army
National Guard.

The Call-Ups

In his first State of the Union message, President John F. Kennedy announced
that he had instructed the DoD to “reappraise our entire defense strategy.”
The administration aimed to shift defense planning from the strategy of
massive nuclear retaliation to one of “flexible” nuclear and conventional
“response.” The first test of Kennedy’s new policies came on July 25, 1961. In
a nationwide address, President Kennedy underscored his determination to
stand fast in Berlin by announcing that he would seek Congress’ approval to
add up to 300,000 men to the active forces, through a combination of
expanded draft calls and reserve call-ups.
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Like previous call-ups, the Berlin call-up of 1961 was not without its prob-
lems. A House Armed Services Committee (HASC) subcommittee noted ar-
eas of “serious deficiency,” especially in the Army: ”A significant portion of
our present Army Ready Reserve Force is incapable of meeting the increased
requirement for readiness now so essential to our national security.” The
committee was particularly critical that the “military departments had not
prepared contingency plans which contemplated a partial mobilization and
hence were unable to properly select units for recall.”36

The Naval Reserve call-up was generally smoother. Unlike the naval activa-
tions of 1940 and 1950, the Naval Reserve mobilized and was incorporated
chiefly as units in 1961. The Air Force activation drew predominantly
(21,000) from the Air National Guard. 37 While the manning side of the Air
Force call-up was generally trouble-free, training and equipment were an-
other matter 38

The Berlin call-up also provided other important lessons that were reflected
in the way the 1990 Desert Storm mobilization was handled. It was the first
time that reservists were mobilized as a symbol of national resolve rather
than an immediate instrument of combat power. Many reservists and more
than a few in Congress asked, “If no fighting had taken place, nor was fight-
ing imminent, why were reservists kept on active duty?” Issues of equity
were also raised, as they had been during the Korean War. There were indi-
vidual reservists who had not been in a paid drill status, but by virtue of the
military service obligation they took on when they enlisted (or were in-
ducted) were in the Individual Ready Reserve. They wondered why they
were called, while paid drilling units were not.

McNamara’s Reforms

The Berlin call-up had another effect: Secretary McNamara proposed to
Congress substantial reductions in total paid-drill manpower strengths.
McNamara announced a sweeping reserve reorganization in December 1964,
including a proposal that the unit structure of the Army’s two reserve com-
ponents would be merged in the National Guard. Not surprisingly, the pro-
posal was instantly controversial. Not only did Congress kill the merger

36y, Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee No. 3, Military
Reserve Posture, Report of Subcommittee No. 3, 87th Cong., 2d sess., 1962, pp. 6657-6663.

3750e James L. Lacy, Naval Reserve Forces: The Historical Experience with Involuntary Recalls,
Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, Virginia, 1986, pp. 8-10; and Gross, op. cit., pp. 128-141.

38Cross, op. cit.
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proposal directly; it subsequently provided combat, combat support, and
combat service support in both reserve components and enacted the Reserve
Forces Bill of Rights and Vitalization Act of 1967, which, among other things,
explicitly barred any administrative merger of National Guard and reserve
components.

Vietnam

The role of reserves as an instrument of military policy and capability again
came to the forefront in July 1965 as President Johnson contemplated the
buildup for Vietham. The Army staff’s contingency planning for a major
commitment in Vietnam had been built around the assumption of a large-
scale reserve call-up. On July 10, McNamara and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) recommended a call-up of 235,000 members of the Army National
Guard and Army Reserve3? The proposal for a reserve activation was
motivated partly by military concerns, but also by political considerations,
according to a later account by JCS Chairman, General Earle G. Wheeler:

We felt it would be desirable to have a reserve call-up in order
to make sure that the people of the United States knew that we
were in a war and not engaged at some two-penny military ad-
venture. Because we didn’t think it was going to be a two-
penny military adventure by any manner or means.40

Johnson decided against a reserve call-up, and in a televised address, he an-
nounced that monthly draft calls would be raised from 17,000 to 35,000. He
said that, “it was not essential to order Reserve units into service now.” 41

The reasons for this “no reserves” decision have been a matter of consider-
able speculation.?2 There were two official reasons.43 First, a reserve activa-
tion would simply transfer the burdens of reassignment from the active
forces to reserves, and through them, to thousands of civilian communities

3S’Lyr\don Baines Johnson, The Vantage Point: Perspectives on the Presidency, 1963-1969, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1971, pp. 145-146.

40Quoted in Larry Berman, Planning a Tragedy: The Americanization of the War in Vietnam,
W.W. Norton, Boston, 1982, p. 126.

41Quoted in Richard B. Crossland and James T. Currie, Twice the Citizen: A History of the
United States Army Reserve, 1908-1983, Office of the Chief, Army Reserve, Washington, D.C,,
1984, p. 194.

2See, e.g., Binkin and Kaufmann, 1989, op. cit., pp. 48-53; Crossland and Currie, 1984, op.

cit,, pp. 194-198; Lloyd Norman, “Anatomy of a Decision,” Army, September 1965; David
Halberstam, The Best and the Brightest, Random House, New York, 1972, pp. 592-594.

43]ohnson himself later wrote that he did not think McNamara and the JCS had made a
persuasive case for a reserve call-up, or had taken adequately into account
contributions of forces from South Korea and the Philippines. See, Johnson, 1971, pp. 147-148.
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and workplaces. Second, the necessary expansion could be accomplished just
as quickly by relying on existing active forces, plus induction and recruit-
ment, to create new units.#4 There were clearly many factors that entered into
the decision. Probably, the dominant reason was that Johnson definitely did
not want to send the Congress and the American people the message that the
JCS wanted sent. Johnson “was not about to call up the reserves because
... [i]t would be self-evident that we were really going to war, and that we
would in fact have to pay a price, which went against all the Administration
planning: this would be a war without a price, a silent, politically invisible
war.”4>

The Pueblo Call-Up

The Johnson Administration relented on the reserve call-up issue in early
1968, but not on any grand scale. On January 25, two days after North Korea
seized the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo, Johnson ordered a reserve activation
“to strengthen our position in Korea without diverting resources from
Southeast Asia.”% Six days after the Pueblo activation (January 31), the North
Vietnamese launched their Tet offensive across much of South Vietnam.
General Wheeler again raised the subject of reserve mobilization for
Vietnam. On April 10, 1968, Johnson did authorize the activation of about
25,000 reservists.

As before, the Army call-up was troubled on several counts. Every one of the
recalled units failed to meet minimal combat readiness standards. Nearly
half of unit personnel were not fully trained or qualified, and 17 percent were
totally unqualified for their assigned positions. Although combat readiness
was, theoretically, the criterion for unit selection, there was no up-to-date
readiness reporting system for the Army reserve components at the time; it
had been suspended in 1966.47

The Nixon Administration wanted to stabilize defense spending at about 7
percent of GNP, but as the American people soured on the Vietnam experi-
ence, Congress cut defense expenditures. On August 21, 1970, in a directive
to the military services, Defense Secretary Melvin Laird stressed that “Within

44New York Times, March 3, 1966, p- 16; Gerhardt, 1971, op. cit., p. 273; and generally, U.S.
Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee,
U.S. Army Combat Readiness, Hearings, 89th Cong,, 2d sess., 1966.

4“r’l-{alberstam, 1972, op. cit., p. 593.
46Iohr\son, 1971, op. cit., p. 385.
47Binkin and Kaufmann, 1989, op. cit., p. 58.
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the Department of Defense, economies will require reductions in overall
strengths and capabilities of the active forces, and increased reliance on the
combat and combat support units of the Guard and Reserve.” Henceforth, he
wrote, “A total force concept will be applied to all aspects of planning, pro-
gramming, manning, equipping and employing Guard and Reserve forces
[emphasis added].”48

The approach set forth in Laird’s August 1970 memorandum was decidedly
less confrontational with Congress and the reserve community than that ear-
lier taken by McNamara. At its core were four propositions. First, the ser-
vices were directed to “provide and maintain combat standard equipment
for Guard and Reserve units in the necessary quantities” in order to “increase
the readiness, reliability and timely responsiveness of the combat and combat
support units of the Guard and Reserve and individuals of the Reserve.”49

Second, while the reserves would retain their traditional reinforcement role
in a general mobilization, they were to be manned and equipped in order to
augment the active forces for (presumably) less severe emergencies as well.
In Laird’s words, “Guard and Reserve units and individuals of the Selected
Reserve will be prepared to be the initial and primary source of augmenta-
tion of the Active Forces in any future emergency requiring a rapid and sub-
stantial expansion of the Active Forces.”%0

Third, wherever missions, functions and units could be transferred from the
active forces to the less-expensive reserves, this was to be done. As Laird’s
memorandum put it: “Emphasis will be given to concurrent consideration of
the total forces, active and reserve, to determine the most advantageous mix
to support national strategy and meet the threat.”>!

Fourth, in keeping with the administration’s emphasis on allied contribu-
tions to their own and shared security, all appropriate resources—U.S. and
allied—were to be taken into account in sizing and structuring U.S. forces.

Total Force Policy was particularly well received in Congress, and, on
August 23, 1973, Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger stated, “The Total

4850cretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, Memorandum, “Readiness of the Selected
Reserves,” DoD, August 21, 1970, pp. 1-2. The memorandum is reprinted in Congressional
Record, September 9, 1970, p. 30928.

I1pia.
S501bia.
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Force is no longer a ‘concept.” It is now the Total Force Policy which in-
tegrates the Active, Guard and Reserve forces into a homogenous whole.”2

Restructuring, Again

If, by early 1974, the policy was settled, its implementation was not.
Although the Total Force Policy implied that reductions in active force levels
would be offset by greater use of the reserves, the active force reductions
were not accompanied by increases in reserve manning. Moreover, by 1975
Secretary of Defense Schlesinger was telling Congress that, “In the aftermath
of Vietnam and the changeover to the all-volunteer force, we basically went
too far in reducing our active-duty ground forces.”>3 There were limits, he
told Congress, to how far reserve divisions could be substituted for active
forces in the early stages of a major emergency. “[H]eavy reliance on the
Guard and Reserve divisions for initial defense missions would be impru-
dent. ... If we are to act responsibly toward the National Guard and Reserve,
we should stop pretending that we can use all of them as full substitutes for
active-duty ground forces.”>4

In a return to Uptonian thinking, the Army now proposed to add three addi-
tional regular divisions without increasing active duty manpower, “one-third
of the combat element of the divisions will be Reserve component units.”5>
Four active divisions, including the three new ones, would be structured on
a “roundout” concept: two active brigades would be rounded-out by a
reserve brigade. The number of reserve divisions would be the same—"We
are not advocating a change in the numbers of Reserve component divi-
sions”—they would simply be used differently.

Roundout units were one part of the Army’s reconfiguration beginning in
mid-decade; the other was the transfer of support functions to the reserves.
Congress—which had voiced concern for several years about the Army’s

525ecretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger, Memorandum, “Readiness of the Selected
Reserve,” August 23, 1973, pp. 1-2.

53Department of Defense, Annual Report to the Congress, Fiscal Years 1976 and 1977, p. 111-15.

54Army planning had assumed that “high priority National Guard and Reserve divisions
would achieve sufficiently high standards of combat readiness so that we could deploy them
almost as rapidly as our active Army divisions [emphasis added].” Army and DoD revised
estimates were that it would take at least 14 weeks after activation to deploy the eight Army

National Guard divisions—with 10 of those wecks devoted to post-mobilization training. Ibid., p.
I1I-14.

SSys. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Department of Defense Authorization
for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1976 and 197T, Hearings, Part 2, 94th Cong,., 1st sess., 1975, p.
2091 [hereinafter HASC, 1975].

Slbid., p. 2092.
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combat support or “tooth-to-tail” ratio—cut 18,000 military support positions
in Europe, but allowed the creation of an equal number of combat positions.
By FY 1976, the Army told Congress, “part of the support elements to sustain
active Army divisions in combat will be provided by the Army National
Guard and Army Reserve.”>” The administration also sought, and Congress
approved in 1976, legislative authority for the president to call to active duty
up to 50,000 members of the Selected Reserve for a period of up to 90 days
without a declaration of war or national emergency. William Brehm,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, told
Congress that enactment of the authority, “would assure the availability of
the Selected Reserve under conditions short of a national emergency or dec-
laration of war, thus alleviating most active forces concerns in planning to use
Reserve forces during future contingencies.”8

Like the Army, the Navy was concerned at mid-decade that cuts in active
force levels were going too far. The Navy told Congress that, if the fleet was
to continue to be forward deployed in peacetime, the Navy’s force mix had
to favor the active Navy, e.g., “[I]f the smaller fleet were expected to main-
tain a global, forward deployment at all times . . . it was difficult to see how
many missions the Navy could shift from the active to the reserve forces.”%?
The issue turned in part on the size and character of the Navy’s mobilization
requirements, on which the administration itself could not agree. A half
dozen DoD or Navy studies between 1972 and 1978 calculated the mobiliza-
tion number, variously, at 117,000, 102,000, and 92,000.%0 There was also an
internal Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) study that recommended
52,000 and was the basis for the presidential budget submissions during this
period. A truce of sorts was finally reached in late 1979, when yet another
Navy study, involving extensive OSD participation, concluded that the
requirement was not likely to be fewer than 87,500: “the number,” Assistant
Secretary of Defense Pirie points out, “not coincidentally, that Congress had
directed the administration to maintain.”61

By comparison, Total Force Policy seemed to fit the Air Force well: Typical
was the pronouncement by David P. Taylor, Assistant Secretary of the Air

57Ibid,, p. 2144.
581bid., p.2059. [Emphasis added)
59patrick M. Cronin, The Total Force Policy in Historical Perspective, The Center for Naval
Analyses, Alexandria, 1987, p. 14.
various studies, and debates over them, are detailed in Cronin, op. cit., pp. 29-35.
61Robert B. Pirie, “The All-Volunteer Force Today: Mobilization Manpower,” in

Goodpaster et al., eds., Towards a Consensus on Military Service: Report of the Atlantic Council’s
Working Group on Military Service, Pergamon Press, New York, 1982, p. 119.
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Force for Manpower and Reserve Affairs in 1975: “The Air National Guard
and Air Force Reserve have been fully integrated into the total Air Force over
the past eight years.”62

Total Force Policy was endorsed by subsequent administrations: President
Jimmy Carter said that “Under the total force concept reserve forces would
perform critical missions in any future conflict. My administration is commit-
ted to ensuring that these vital forces are fully manned, well trained, well
equipped and capable of rapid mobilization and integration into the active
force in time of national emergency.”63 The Reagan Administration’s support
was demonstrated when Secretary Weinberger affirmed his “belief in—and
full support of—the Total Force Policy. The Guard and Reserves are going to
be full partners with their active counterparts in this Administration.”64 In
June 1982, in a memorandum to the Services, Weinberger enunciated a “first
to fight” policy for resource allocation. “Units that fight first shall be
equipped first, regardless of component. . . . Our early deploying and
employing Guard and Reserve units must have the equipment to perform
their mission.”65

By the end of the Reagan Administration’s second term, the “force mix” had
shifted substantially. While the manpower strength of the active components
had been increased by 98,000—from 2,040,000 in FY 1980 to 2,138,000 in FY
1989—Selected Reserve manpower grew by 344,000, or nearly 40 percent—
from 869,000 to approximately 1.2 million in the same period.%6 Six of the
eighteen active divisions included a reserve roundout brigade, and three
others relied on one or more roundout battalions. About two-thirds of the
Army’s support capabilities were in its reserve components. The support it
retained in its active forces was merely to sustain peacetime operations, and
was “inadequate for large-scale or extended operations.”6”

The heavy reliance on the reserves for particular missions became a particu-
lar concern for the Navy in 1987, when six naval reserve minesweepers were
deployed to the Persian Gulf to support the Kuwaiti oil tanker reflagging op-

62y s, Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services, Department of Defense Authorization
for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1976 and 197T Hearings, Part 2, 94th Cong., 1st sess., 1975, p.
2226.

83DoD), Review of the Guard & Reserve: A Framework for Action, 1978 (b), op. cit., p. 125.
64Quoted in DoD, Reserve Forces Policy Board, Annual Report Fiscal Year 1981, p. 1.

6SCaspar Weinberger, Memorandum, “Priorities for Equipment Procurement and
Distribution,” June 21, 1982.

66 Department of Defense, Annual Report FY 1989, p. 305.

67 US. General Accounting Office (GAO), Reserve Force: DoD Guidance Needed on Assigning
Roles to Reserves Under the Total Force Policy, Washington, D.C., December 1989, p. 10.
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eration. For whatever reason, the Navy did not call up the minesweepers’ re-
serve crews. The Navy concluded that,

although these capabilities may not be required in peacetime
andcould be sourced by Naval Reserve personnel, crisis and
non-mobilization contingencies could require these capabilities
on short notice. The nub of the issue is: “How available is a cer-
tain capability to fleet commanders?” . . . In crisis situations
short of mobilization, those assets are not readily available for
operational employment. Navy is left to rely on volunteer
Reservists, as was done with the frigates and minesweepers
deployed in the Persian Gulf, to meet contingency require-
ments. This is a tenuous situation at best, and makes planning
for the use of Naval Reserve forces for short-fused contingency
operations almost impossible; this at a time when the probabil-
ity of periodic U.S. involvement in continéency, crisis-response
situations around the globe appears high.

Conclusion

With the development of the roundout divisions and the “first-to-fight” pol-
icy, 200 years of history has come full circle. The total force has characteristics
of the expandable Army proposal of the last century and the fully formed
reserve units proposed by Palmer. In the next chapter, we will examine how
effective that policy was when tested during the Persian Gulf conflict of
1990-1991.

68 us. Navy, A Report on the Navy’s Total Force, FY 90, pp. 6-3, 1-4.



38

3. The Effectiveness of Total
Force Policy During the
Persian Gulf Conflict

Introduction

The Persian Gulf conflict provided the first major test of Total Force Policy.
It was

* The first major conflict since Total Force Policy became a basic pillar of the
nation’s military strategy;

* The first large-scale call-up and use of reserve forces since the Korean
War; and

* The first call-up using the new authority Congress established in 1976 to
access the reserves.

Consequently, Operation Desert Shield/Storm (ODS/S) provides unique
empirical data on calling up, mobilizing, and deploying reserve forces that
were the products of Total Force Policy.

Purpose and Focus of the Evaluation

Part of this study’s mandate was to assess the effectiveness of Total Force
Policy during the Persian Gulf conflict. This evaluation also allowed us to
derive lessons that informed the larger purpose of designing alternative force
structures and mixes for carrying out expected U.S. military missions.

Much of the previously published material about the Persian Gulf conflict fo-
cused on operational aspects of the war. Our focus is on the various policies,

1An expanded version of this chapter is contained in the companion publication, Marygail
Brauner, Harry Thie, and Roger Brown, Assessing the Structure and Mix of Future Active and
Reserve Forces: Effectiveness of Total Force Policy in the Persian Gulf, RAND, MR-132, 1992.
Information about the Navy and Marine Corps is from John D. Mayer, James M. Jondrow, John
V. Hall, Burnham C. McCaffree, and Ronald Rost, Navy Active and Reserve Force Structure and Mix
Study, Center for Naval Analyses, 1992; and H. Dwight Lyons, Jr., William H. Sims, and John D.
Goetke, USMC Active and Reserve Force Structure and Mix Study, Center for Naval Analyses, 1992.
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plans, procedures, and practices that have been established to carry out Total
Force Policy and how they affected availability and readiness of the reserve
components during the Persian Gulf conflict. We took the structure of this
evaluation from a statement of DoD policy :

We plan to support military contingencies with Guard and
Reserve units and manpower when they can be available and
ready within planned deployment schedules . . . [emphasis
added].2

Sources of Information

To evaluate the availability and readiness of the reserve components, we in-
terviewed people who were in strategic positions to observe the workings of
Total Force Policy during the Persian Gulf conflict. We used past studies of
Total Force Policy, histories and commentaries about reserve forces, the
Congressional Record, and annual reports of the Secretary of Defense and of
the Reserve Forces Policy Board. Information and data about the reserve
components in the Persian Gulf conflict came from the numerous after-action
reports and lessons-learned commentaries prepared by the DoD, the military
services, Congress, and other organizations (e.g., the General Accounting
Office, the Congressional Budget Office, and the Congressional Research
Service). We drew on the first-hand experiences of staff members in RAND’s
Project AIR FORCE, RAND’s Arroyo Center, and in the Center for Naval
Analyses who studied the call-up, mobilization, and deployment of forces at
headquarters, at mobilization stations, at the National Training Center, and
in Southwest Asia (SWA).

Major Conclusions of the Evaluation

In addressing the effectiveness of that policy in ODS/S, we are aware that
any conclusions and lessons for future planning must be moderated by the
unique circumstances of the Persian Gulf conflict. The United States had a
robust military force, and many of the combat and support formations used
in the Persian Gulf came from forward-deployed active forces at high states
of readiness. Moreover, we were allowed to build up forces over a
substantial period; we were able to use existing infrastructure in Saudi
Arabia; and the ground war was very short. As a senior U. S. commander
put it,

2Ciled in National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Repor1 102-
114, U.S. Senate Commitlee on Armed Services, p. 202.
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Desert Storm was the perfect war with the perfect enemy. . . .
We had the perfect coalition, the perfect infrastructure, and the
perfect battlefield. We should be careful about the lessons we
draw from the war.3

That said, we can draw the following general conclusions. Under Total Force
Policy, the reserve forces are intended to be the initial and primary augmen-
tation of the active forces in any contingency. Judged by the criteria of avail-
able and ready forces, Total Force Policy was effective during the Persian
Gulf conflict. Specifically, the number and type of reserve units and individ-
uals that were needed were available. The vast majority that were called
were ready to deploy with minimal or no post-mobilization training.
However, notable exceptions to this are instructive for future force planning.

In this chapter, we describe the context of the Persian Gulf conflict, assess the
availability and readiness of reserve component units and individuals, and
discuss the conclusions and lessons to be drawn from that assessment.

Putting the Persian Gulf Conflict in Context

On August 2, 1990, the day Iraq invaded Kuwait, the military force structure
of the United States was the product not only of Total Force Policy, but also
of military planning that had focused for over 40 years on a potential global
conflict with the Soviet Union. The common planning assumption was that
in the event of war there would be full—and fast—mobilization of reserve
forces. Congress had provided the president with the authority to have a
“phased” call-up of reserve units without declaring a national emergency.
Yet, military planning for both the global and lesser regional contingencies
assumed that the United States would move at least to partial mobilization
within a matter of days.

The Persian Gulf conflict did not follow that script. Instead, the president
exercised the “Section 673b” authority to implement a slow, rolling call-up.
This slow call-up affected the availability and readiness of forces, as well as
military plans and planning for the contingency. A brief description of the
legal authority for reserve call-up is important for understanding how the
mobilization played out and the effects it had.

3As quoted in Defense for a New Era, p. 3.
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Legal Authority for Accessing Reserve Forces

There are four major means for making reserve forces available—accepting
volunteers, partial mobilization, full mobilization, and presidential call-up
for operational missions.# The first three existed before Total Force Policy.
The newest, the “Section 673b” authority, was first granted in 1976 and is es-
pecially important to the story of mobilization during ODS/S.

Volunteers are available through Title 10 Section 672(d). A member of a re-
serve component may be ordered to or retained on active duty with his/her
consent and, in the case of the National Guard, with the consent of the gov-
ernor.’ Reserve units and individuals are available at partial mobilization
through Title 10 Section 673. Section 673 allows the Service Secretary or de-
signee to activate reserve component units and individuals involuntarily
during a time of national emergency declared by the president, or when oth-
erwise authorized by law, for not more than 24 consecutive months. No
more than 1,000,000 members of the Ready Reserve may be on active duty,
without their consent, at any one time.

Title 10, Sections 263 and 672(a), makes reservists available at full
mobilization. Section 263, Basic policy for order into Federal service, states that
when Congress has determined that national security requirements are not
sufficiently met by the active component forces, it can order reserve
component forces to active duty and retain them as long as necessary.
Section 672(a), empowers the Service Secretary to activate any reserve unit or
individual involuntarily once Congress has declared war or a national
emergency.

Because Total Force Policy relies on reserves as the initial and primary aug-
mentation for active forces, a need was recognized in the mid-1970s to make
reserves available beyond voluntarism and without a declaration of a na-
tional emergency. Section 673(b) was the result. First established in 1976, it
was modified twice in the 1980s. Today, Section 673(b) allows a president to
call up as many as 200,000 reserves, for no more than 180 days, to augment
operational missions, without the declaration of a national emergency.

4There is an additional authority for mobilization of reserves in peacetime—Selective
Mobilization (Title 10 USC 331, 332, 333; Title 14 USC 172). This activation of reserve compo-

nents is in response to a domestic emergency.

5A subsection was added to the original law in 1986 (10 USC 672(f)) that constrains a gov-
ernor’s authority to withhold consent for active duty to be performed outside the continental
United States. “The consent of a Governor . . . may not be withheld (in whole or in part) with
regard to active duty outside the United States, its territories, and its possessions because of any
objection to the location, purpose, type, or schedule of such active duty.”
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Having a mechanism for calling up reserve units without going to Congress
has two important effects. First, it allows the president to “augment the ac-
tive forces with the Reserves for operational missions without having to de-
clare a full-scale national emergency, with all the attendant international and
domestic implications this can have”6 [emphasis added]. Second, 673(b) is a
complement to Total Force Policy. It makes the shift of forces from the active
to the reserve component more acceptable to military planners—especially
those concerned about the problems inherent in relying on reserve mobiliza-
tion to provide needed forces. Clearly, “if it is assumed that the Section
673(b) call-up authority will be used to meet deployment requirements in
major contingencies, it is much easier to make reductions in the size of the
active force.””

The Forces Available for ODS/S

The configuration of U.S. forces prior to ODS/S reflects Total Force Policy, as
well as military planning for the Soviet threat. The U.S. force structure avail-
able to the president in the summer of 1990 had been built, trained, and
equipped to face the Soviet Union in a global conflict. Although the Cold
War was effectively over, the “build-down” of U.S. forces had barely begun.

When Total Force Policy was first formulated, the Selected Reserve end-
strength was 28 percent of the active and reserve component end-strength.
By the time of the Persian Gulf conflict, it was 36 percent overall. However,
the percentage differed across Services. In 1990, the Army Selected Reserve
components were roughly equal in size to the active Army, while the Air,
Naval, and Marine reserve components were only about one-third, one-
fourth, and one-fifth the size of their active components, respectively.

The Services also differed in the percentage of component types they put in
the reserves. Structure and missions found in the Marine Corps Reserve are
almost a mirror of the active forces. Thus, reserve component units can eas-
ily augment and reinforce a Marine Air-Ground Task Force; the Marines can
"use up” the active forces before the reserves need to be called. In contrast,
in the Army, over 50 percent of combat forces and 67 percent of aggregate
combat support and combat service support (CS/CSS) units were in the
Army reserve components in 1990. For some functions, e.g., Civil Affairs and

6General Counsel of the Department of Defense, Letter to President of the Senate, April 30,
1975.

7DoD, 1999, op. cit., p. 48. This report also stresses that excessive reductions in active forces
could leave only the option of an involuntary call-up for even the most minor contingencies.
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Supply and Service, more than 95 percent were reserves. Consequently, for a
contingency requiring large forces, like the Persian Gulf conflict, the Army
needs to activate reservists for support very early.

In 1990, conventional land forces included 18 active Army divisions. The
Army’s reserve components had 10 divisions and seven brigades and five
battalions used to round out 9 of the active divisions. The U.S. Marine Corps
(USMC) had three active divisions, aircraft wings, and support elements for
use in three Marine Expeditionary Forces, along with one reserve division,
aircraft wing, and support elements. Air Force tactical air forces had aircraft
(F-16, F-15, F-117, F-111, F4, A-10, and A-7) equivalent to more than 36
tactical fighter wings (24 active component and 12 reserve component), each
equipped with 72 combat aircraft, as well as additional reconnaissance,
support, and warning and control aircraft. The Navy maintained 13 active
and two reserve carrier air wings composed of a mix of combat and support
aircraft. Naval forces contained 14 carrier battle groups, two battleship
surface action groups, and 10 underway replenishment groups.®

In sum, under Total Force Policy, the president had a formidable military
force to use in ODS/S and legal authorities that allowed him to use mobiliza-
tion as an instrument of diplomacy, while remaining attentive to the domes-
tic political situation. However, the growing reliance on the reserves meant
that early access to some reserve units would be necessary to meet some
needs in a contingency—especially for support services. Military planning
prior to the Persian Gulf conflict largely assumed that early mobilization
would take place. Even the incomplete contingency plans for Southwest
Asia assumed an immediate presidential Selected Reserve call-up of reserves
and partial mobilization. Such assumptions established expectations that the
reserves would be called early in any conflict. However, with the elimination
of the Warsaw Pact as a military threat and with the drawdown only be-
ginning to make available trained and ready U.S. forces stationed in Europe,
the need for certain types of reserve units, particularly combat units, was
greatly reduced.

8Richard Cheney, Annual Report to the President and the Congress, Department of Defense,
January 1990, p. 3.
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The Availability of the Reserve Components in
ODS/S

The availability of reserves in ODS/S was affected by the slow, incremental
call-up that we mentioned above, which is shown in Figure 3.1.

Partial
Mobilization 295K

Unit Activations in
Three Increments

| Volunteers |

% %
%

Aug90 Sep90 Oct90 Nov90 Dec 90 Jan 91 Feb91

Sectlon 672(d): | | Section 673b: Atﬁment for Operatlonal Sectlon 673:
Volunteers Isslons IRR Avallable

Figure 3.1—Phases of Reserve Mobilization

As the figure shows, there were three phases of reserve mobilization in
ODS/S. Our discussion is organized around those phases.

Volunteer Period: August2 to August 21

Between August 2, 1990, when Iraq invaded Kuwait, and August 22, when
reserve mobilization began, reserve forces were needed, primarily to help
with deployment of the active forces. For the Air Force, 64 percent of the
tactical airlift, half the strategic airlift, and much of the air refueling and
maintenance capability are in the Air Reserve Component (ARC). For the
Army, support for port operations, military police companies, military
intelligence units, and water purification and communications skills are
mainly in the reserves. The Navy had an immediate need for reservists to
support the military sealift command. All these capabilities were needed in
August. Without a formal call-up, the only available ways to fill them were
creative use of reserve training time and volunteers. The Services used both.

In ODS/S, a large number of volunteers stepped forward. In the Air Force,
for example, the pool of those willing to volunteer was about double the
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number allowed to volunteer. However, there were problems with reliance
on volunteers: the Services lack explicit policies and plans for using volun-
teers; those who volunteered did not always have the needed skills; when
individuals volunteered, their home units sometimes needed manpower
when later mobilized.

Selected Reserve Unit Period: August 22, 1990-
January 17, 1991

Between August 2 and August 22, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(CJCS), Commander in Chief of Central Command (CINCCENT), and the
Services conducted crisis planning for deployment of active forces and for
mobilization and deployment of reserve forces. One objective was to deter-
mine the number, types, and specific reserve component units that would be
called to the theater of operations and as backfill for deployed active units in
the continental United States (CONUS) and other theaters. On August 22,
the president implemented Section 673(b) for the first time since its enact-
ment.

The Initial 673(b) Call-Up. The emphasis in the August 22 call-up was on
minimum essential augmentation. The goal was to deter the Iraqi forces, while
buying time to give the sanctions against Iraq a chance to have a significant
effect. A total of 48,800 reservists were authorized for activation across the
Services. Reserve units called up under Section 673(b) were activated for a
period of only 90 days. (A second 90 days was available at the discretion of
the president.) Thus, units activated at the end of August were initially
committed only until the end of November.

The types of units called reflected the CINC'’s priority and theater require-
ments to establish an initial deterrent force of combat units with lift-con-
strained, minimal support structure. This guidance translated into plans for
Selected Reserve units from the Army that were primarily combat support or
combat service support that could assist in the deployment of the active
combat forces already under way, and only a small number of specific
CS/CSS units with critical skills were initially deployed to SWA. The Air
Reserve Component provided Central Command (CENTCOM) staff
augmentation, capabilities for expansion of the critically needed strategic
airlift, and the logistics/maintenance support for refueling and high-priority
in-theater support. Navy reserve requirements were to support deployment
of forces, shipping, and security. Call-ups were primarily of medical staffs to
backfill U.S. facilities, to operate fleet hospitals, and to expand the capacity of
the two hospital ships. The Commandant of the Marine Corps decided that
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active forces would be used for the first 60 days of the contingency, but
reserve forces should “stand by” to be activated after that time.?

In the Army, specific units were selected on the basis of three criteria: (1)
They had to meet the CINCCENT requirement.1? (2) They had to meet
readiness deployment standards. (3) Whenever possible, they were to be as-
sociated with an active unit that was already scheduled for deployment.11
The first two were clearly dominant and this was apparent in the controversy
that arose over Army National Guard (ARNG) combat maneuver units.

While the preliminary, doctrinal 88,000 call-up list developed by Army
Headquarters and Forces Command (FORSCOM) included the ARNG
roundout brigades associated with the active Army divisions that were de-
ployed to the Persian Gulf, the final August 22 call-up list did not include
any combat forces.!2 The reasons were that (1) the CINC’s priorities meant
that the full 25,000 allotment had to be consumed in critical CS/CSS units
and (2) the Secretary of Defense had precluded the Army from using the ini-
tial call-up for reserve component combat units, because active combat units
were readily available.

When it became known that this initial list did not contain any reserve
component combat units, members of the Army National Guard and
Congress reacted.! They had expected that reserve component combat units
would be called. For example, the HASC Chairman and members stated that
“The Army National Guard roundout brigades are supposed to be trained
and ready so that they can be mobilized and begin deployment in a relatively
short period of time—in the case of the 48th Mechanized Brigade, within 30

days from the time they are mobilized.”14

9CMC, Total Force Contingency Plan Short of Mobilization, Message 242010Z, August 1990.

10General Schwarzkopf noted in his autobiography that, “I knew precisely what we
needed: truck drivers, stevedores, ammunition handlers, telephone installers, mechanics—
workers to take on the nitty-gritty tasks of supporting a deployment in a combat zone. The hard
part was getting the message through to some of the people in Washington.” General H.
Norman Schwarzkopf, It Doesn’t Take a Hero, Bantam Books, New York, 1992, p. 323.

11HASC discussions with Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS) planner.

12NDRI discussion with Army planners.

13Army National Guard, After Action Report: Operation Desert Shield Operation Desert Storm,
Department of Defense, p. 6.

1 es Aspin, Beverly Byron, and G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery, Iraq, Saudi Arabia and the
Reserve Components: Missing Lessons for Future Force Structure, House Armed Service Committee,
October 15, 1990, p. 6.
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Secretary of Defense Cheney responded to a letter from the House Armed
Services Committee by saying that he had not called the ARNG units for the
following reasons:

First, my senior military advisers have not advised me that the
call-up of such units is necessary at this time. Secondly, the
statutory time limits on the use of Selected Reserve units im-
pose artificial constraints on their employment.15

The Army also noted that given the post-mobilization “training . . . such or-
ganizations (the roundout brigades) require, the cost effective feature of
these forces which makes them a viable structure alternative in peacetime is
reversed upon call-up when their costs for activation, deployment, and
stand-down are for so little productive time and when there are active units
readily available.”16

The Secretary of Defense’s initial decision and response to the Congress
sparked a continuing debate. Members of the Army National Guard ex-
pressed concern that their expectations of being mobilized and deployed
with their active component parent division had not been met. Their con-
cerns were seconded in Congress:

The men and women in our National Guard and reserve units
work hard to serve their country. The suggestion, unintended
or not, that their work is neither fully appreciated or really
needed in time of hostilities would have a disastrous influence
on morale and performance. The failure to make greater use of
reserve units in this crisis raises the broader question of when—
and even whether—they would be used in the future. In
Operation Desert Shield, the Department of Defense has had a
unique opportunity to test the reserve system—including com-
bat, combat support, and combat service support units—as part
of the Total Force. To this point [October 1990] the Pentagon
has chosen not to do so. . .. If the reserve component roundout
units are not to be used, or are deemed unusable, when a short-
notice war appears possible, then the viability of the whole
roundout concept may be considered suspect. This would
carry profound implications for the organization of the Armed
Forces of the United States in the future.l”

As a general rule, the Air Force tried to meet requirements first with active
units, then reserve units. Selection of specific reserve units to be mobilized

15Army National Guard, op. cit., p. 6.
16pesert Shield Information Paper, September 14, 1990.
17Aspin, etal., op. cit., pp. 6-7.
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was based upon the CINCCENT requirements and priorities. Major
Commands (MAJCOMs) considered conversion status!® and compatibility of
unit equipment with assets in the theater to ensure the maintainability of the
equipment. The Navy staffed validated CINC requirements within the
headquarters, and the CNO approved selection of units.

The Second Call-Up of Selected Reserve Units. In response to escalation of
events in the Persian Gulf, the United States took specific action to move
from a defensive to an offensive position. On November 5, Congress tem-
porarily amended 673(b) to allow Selected Reserve combat units to serve for
180 days, with a possible extension of another 180 days, removing one of
Secretary of Defense Cheney’s stated reasons for not calling Army National
Guard combat brigades. On November 8, the president announced that he
intended to provide CINCCENT with a combined arms offensive capability
by deploying additional reinforcements from Europe and the United States,
most notably the VII Corps, which the changing situation in Europe made
more available. At the same time, the Secretary of Defense announced that
roundout brigades would be called and trained to the same standards as
active units before they would be deployed.

The Army, USMC, and Air Force each activated reserve component combat
units. Large combat units of the Naval Reserve such as Naval Reserve Fleet
frigates or reserve carrier air wings were not called. The Army mobilized
three ARNG roundout brigades and two field artillery brigades. The
roundout brigades entered into a period of extended post-mobilization
training. The artillery units, requiring less post-mobilization training were
scheduled for deployment in late December and early January. The Air
Force activated three Air Reserve Component combat squadrons (two Air
National Guard F-16 units and one Air Force Reserve A-10 unit) to
“demonstrate the Total Force concept”’!? in ODS/S. No post-mobilization
validation or significant additional training was required. The USMC called
up key combat elements of the 4th (Reserve) Marine Division and Aircraft
Wing, which included infantry, artillery and tank units to augment and
reinforce forces already deployed.

The Third Call-Up of Selected Reserve Units. By the end of November, the
plans were complete for additional reserve units to provide the Army
CS/CSS for the reinforcing corps from Europe and to meet the requirements

181f 5 unit was not combat ready due to conversion or other problems, it was not consid-
ered for mobilization.

19 NDRI discussions with senior Air Force leadership.
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for theater-level support in SWA. The Secretary of Defense authorized a
third call-up under the provisions of 673(b). This brought the number of re-
servists authorized to be on active duty to 188,000: 115,000 soldiers, 20,000
airmen, 30,000 sailors, and 23,000 Marines.

Reviewing the five-month period when the reserve call-up was based on the
authority in Title 10 U.S.C., Section 673(b), it appears that the law was used
as intended to access needed reserve forces, while maintaining political and
diplomatic leverage. Further, the reserves were available and reported
promptly when called to duty. However, several problems did emerge.

First, the lack of a validated operational plan (OPLAN) caused planners
many problems. For example, Army reserve component units were
deployed through an ad hoc process that was not based on pre-existing
associations with active units. This required that new relationships be forged
in the tense environment of contingency planning and execution.20

Second, plans were based on the assumption that presidential Selected
Reserve call-up would take place at the beginning of a crisis. The phased
call-up of reserve units, as well as the restriction of how many could be acti-
vated, affected the deployment and organization of forces in the theater.
Some reserve units that could have been used for logistics in early August
were not made available, so active duty personnel assumed the role that the
reservists could have played.

Third, by not moving quickly to partial mobilization, the call-up did not give
planners, particularly in the Army, access to individual reservists in the
Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). In peacetime, reserve units are frequently
not authorized their full wartime strength requirement. Further, members of
reserve units who have not completed basic training are not deployable.
Thus, plans called for units to “cross-level” personnel by taking people from
the IRR. However, the IRR was not available until January 18—long after
many reserve units had mobilized and deployed. Thus, for those units that
were understrength and needed additional personnel prior to deployment,
added strength before activation came from other Selected Reserve units and
individuals and after mobilization from active personnel. Cross-leveling in
this fashion allowed some units to deploy but degraded the readiness of re-

20The Army National Guard believes that when CAPSTONE relationships were preserved
in ODS/S, the ARNG units were able to perform their missions as planned, and the integration
of active and reserve units was accomplished with greater ease than when such relationships
were not followed. NDRI discussions with senior Army National Guard personnel.




50 Chapter 3

maining units. Other understrength units were deployed at lower manning
levels consistent with minimum deployment criteria.

Fourth, there was a great deal of confusion about why some reserve combat
units were called and others were not called. This intensified long-standing
animosities between active and reserve personnel and resulted in political
tension between the administration and Congress. Reserve members were
convinced that they were being discriminated against.

The Partial Mobilization Period—After
January 18, 1991

As the January 15 United Nations deadline passed without the appropriate
withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait, CENTCOM completed final prepa-
rations to initiate a military offensive. On January 17 in the early morning
hours the coalition initiated the air offensive with an attack on Baghdad. The
next day, the president authorized partial mobilization, which allowed the
Defense Department access to the Ready Reserve, which included all units
and individuals of the Selected Reserve and the IRR. The Secretary of
Defense authorized activation of as many as 360,000 additional reservists
from the Ready Reserve for one year and extended the tour of all formerly
activated reservists to one year.2! The IRR was a sizable pool, primarily of
previously active duty military personnel with a host of specialized skills.
More important for Army planners, it also contained recently separated per-
sonnel who, with little post-mobilization training, could be used as unit
fillers and, in the event of casualties, could become combat replacements.

Prior to ODS/S, there had been a great deal of speculation that many of the
individuals in the IRR would not be located, much less be able to perform
their military duties. An earlier test of the recall system suggested that only
about 50 percent of the IRR would be available for active duty.2? In fact, 75
percent of those ordered to active duty reported to mobilization stations, and
most of them were able to perform their duties as required. The Army sol-
diers that were called were those that had most recently been separated—the
so called RT-12—to provide a ready source of trained or easily retrained
manpower.23

21Df.-pax'lment of Defense, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War: An Interim Report to Congress,
1991, p. H-9.
2;Discussions with Army staffers on Exercise “Nifty Nugget.”
Ibid.
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The Readiness of the Reserve Components in ODS/S

As the reliance on reserve forces has increased, the question of their readi-
ness has become vitally important in force structure and contingency plan-
ning.

Readiness is one of the four components of military capability. The others
are force structure, modernization, and sustainability. Readiness, as defined
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,24 is the ability of forces, units, weapon systems, or
equipments to deliver the outputs for which they were designed (including
the ability to deploy and employ without unacceptable delays).

However, defining readiness is easier than measuring readiness. The prob-
lem of measurement is well described by the Reserve Forces Policy Board
(RFPB).

There is no simple means for measuring readiness. An objec-
tive and uniform measuring system for reporting unit readiness
does not exist. As a result, the Status of Resources and Training
System is used by some as an erroneous and misleading means
for measuring readiness. However, a unit, which is resourced
fully with personnel and equipment and trained properly in
individual and unit skills, should be ready to perform its mis-
sion. SORTS [Status of Resources and Training System] cate-
gory levels alone do not indicate a unit’s readiness. Tangible
factors such as numbers of personnel, training, equipment, fa-
cilities, and funding all impact on readiness. Intangible factors
such as leadership; morale; cohesiveness; skill retention; and
physical fitness, strength, and stamina of individual members
also affect unit readiness. In addition to SORTS, the results of
mobilization tests, readiness evaluations, operational readiness
inspections, and other criteria must be examined to estimate the
combat readiness of a reserve component unit. There is no
single number that can be pointed to as representing the readi-
ness of a unit, or an entire reserve component. The ability to
mobilize and deploy forces must also be considered when ana-
lyzing military capabilities of the reserve components. 2°

The strategy for reserve component training must be to achieve a satisfactory
level of competency prior to mobilization. It is not necessary, in all cases, to
train to the levels required for active forces. However, units and individuals
must be sufficiently well trained that they can be brought up to required

2445int Chiefs of Staff, Pub. 1-02, December 1, 1989.

25Reserve Forces Policy Board, Reserve Component Programs Fiscal Year 1988, February 22,
1989, p. xxv.
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readiness in a reasonable time after mobilization. Otherwise, having them in
the reserves may be neither cost-effective nor militarily prudent.

Readiness of Army Reserve Components Prior to the
Persian Gulf Conflict

The CAPSTONE program incorporates peacetime command and control re-
lationships and wartime mission relationships. Mechanisms under the
CAPSTONE program, e.g., directed training associations such as affiliation
and roundout, were used to increase reserve unit readiness through the inte-
gration of active and reserve forces. There were conflicting perceptions
about how ready Army reserve components were prior to the Persian Gulf
conflict—both within and outside the Services. For example, in 1986, Major
General Robert Wagner, the commander of the Army’s Reserve Officer
Training Command, stated that roundout units were not “prepared to go to
war in synchronization with their affiliated active duty formations. The
Army is deceiving itself to state otherwise.”2® Wagner questioned reserve
component training and deployability, leadership, and the echelon at which
roundout is applied. On the other side (and shortly thereafter), the vice chief
of staff of the Army stated in a speech to the National Guard Association that
the National Guard has “demonstrated conclusively to our friends and
potential enemies its deployability .. . you are ready.”?”

Various external auditors and researchers examined aspects of readiness in
detail; Binkin and Kaufman at Brookings questioned the credibility of Total
Force Policy and concluded that, considering deficiencies in equipment and
the amount of training reserve components receive, the Army, for example,
“is not as ready as the rhetoric implies.”28 In a series of reports beginning in
June 1989 and ending prior to the Persian Gulf conflict2? the General
Accounting Office identified numerous shortfalls and suggested improve-
ments. The RFPB stated, in February 1989, that, “Overall limiting factors to
DoD reserve component readiness in FY 88, in order of total number of units
affected, were personnel shortages, individual skill qualification, equipment

26Larry Carney, “Reserve Not Ready to Fight, General Says,” Army Times, September 29,
19864, p. 3.

2 Larry Carney, “Reserve Update ‘On Track,” Thurman Says,” Army Times, October 27,
1986b, p. 20.

28Binkin and Kaufman, 1989, op. cit.

29General Accounting Office, Army Training: Management Initiatives Needed to Enhance
Reservists’ Training, NSIAD-89-140, June 1989, and General Accounting Office, Army Reserve
Components: Minimum Essential Equipment for Training Has Not Been Effectively Managed, NSIAD-
90-136, May 1990.
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condition, equipment on-hand, and training.”30 The RFPB also noted that
”Reserve component units are expected to maintain readiness in less than 20
percent of the time available to active component units. Time spent on ad-
ministrative functions and other activities that do not contribute to readiness
should be reduced to increase wartime mission training.”3! Other problems
include personnel and force structure turbulence, inaccessible training areas
and ranges, and inadequate standards for and evaluation of readiness.

The Readiness of Army CS/CSS Units During ODS/S

The Department of Defense in its report of the Persian Gulf mobilization con-
cluded: “Most units of the Reserve components were ready to be deployed
on schedule and the timing and sequence of their deployment was deter-
mined by the needs of the theater commanders and similar factors, rather
than by post-mobilization training requirements.”32 Prior to ODS/S, re-
ported SORTS data, which is an indicator of readiness, showed that reserve
component CS/CSS units were about as ready as similar active units.33
About 70 percent of all active and reserve units were at C-3 or higher, which
means that they were ready to accomplish at least a major portion of their
wartime mission.3* About 10 to 20 percent of units were at C4. About 15
percent of units reported C-5. The readiness of those reserve component
units that were actually called up was somewhat higher.

One of the keys to reported CS/CSS readiness was the extensive cross-level-
ing that occurred even before units were formally called up. However, the
effect of this was seen in later mobilizing units, which reported at lowered
readiness levels than units mobilized early in 0ODS/s.35 Moreover, by late
November, the inability to use the IRR was creating more of a problem for
the Army.36

Mobilization and deployment of CS/CSS units was fairly straightforward.
Typically, a unit spent 3 days at home station before reporting to the mobi-
lization station. At the mobilization station, the unit usually focused on

30Reserve Forces Policy Board, 1989, op. cit., p. xxv.

311bid,, p. l. Also see Marygail K. Brauner and Glenn Gotz, Manning Full-Time Positions in
Support of the Selected Reserves, RAND, R-4034-RA, 1991.

32poD, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, op. cit.,, p. H-13.
Bgee Craig Moore et al., Measuring Military Readiness and Sustainability, RAND, R-3842-
DAG, 191, pp. 10-18.
the discussion of the SORTS rating system in Brauner et al., 1992, pp. 4547.
35Department of the Army, Integrated Army Mobilization Study (IAMS) (U), February 5,
1992, 3[:> J-8-1.
SHASC discussions with Army planner.
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nuclear, biological, and chemical (warfare) (NBC) training, weapons
qualification, common task training, and physical conditioning. Minimum
collective training was provided except where units were modernized or
provided added equipment37 On average, units that arrived at the
_ mobilization station in less than C-3 status generally met this standard
within 12 days. Ten percent of these units had personnel readiness problems,
primarily a mismatch between a duty military occupational speciality (MOS)
and a primary MOS, referred to as a MOSQ problem. Only 3 percent had
collective training problems.38

In sum, pre- and post-mobilization actions and a deployability standard of C-
3 made Army reserve component CS/CSS units deployable without unac-
ceptable delay. Readiness of these units was not a detriment to meeting
CINCCENT's in-theater arrival times.

The Readiness of Army Reserve Component Combat
Units During ODS/S

Large combat maneuver units in the Army National Guard were not initially
mobilized. The original “88,000” doctrinal mobilization plan had called for
activation of three roundout brigades. But, as noted above, in the first call-
up under 673(b), the 25,000 allotment for the Army was used for CS/CSS
reserve component units. As a result, two active brigades replaced two of
the ARNG roundout brigades in the two divisions that deployed to SWA “on
essentially a no-notice basis in August and September 1990.”3? Lead
elements of the 24th Division arrived in Saudi Arabia on August 27, 1990.
The 1st Cavalry Division began loading for deployment on September 6.4

About 80 percent of all Army combat units, active and reserve, were rated C-
3 or higher before ODS/S. However, the Army used a deployment standard
of C-1 for both active and reserve combat units during ODS/S. The unit se-
lected to replace the 48th as part of the 24th Division was the 197th Brigade at
Fort Benning. While not at the new deployability standard at selection, this
unit was C-1 “across the board prior to deployment as well as after.” The
active unit selected to replace the 155th Brigade was the 1st Brigade of the 2d

37HASC discussions with National Guard Bureau planner.

38Thomas F. Lippiatt et al., RAND, personal communication.

39General Accounting Office, “Army Training,” unpublished paper, 1992, p. 1. The GAO
made available to us unpublished data and results of their analysis of the readiness of the three
Army National Guard roundout brigades and the active units that replaced them in the early
depl(z{vment to Saudi Arabia.

ODoD, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, op. cit., p. E-19.
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Armored Division. While it did not have a separate Unit Status Report (USR)
evaluation (this is typical for a divisional brigade; separate brigades do re-
port via the USR), FORSCOM judged it to be high C-2 or low C-1 when as-
signed to the 1st Cavalry Division. It was built to C-1 at Fort Hood by
drawing people and equipment from active units there.4!

When Secretary of Defense Cheney announced the call in November of the
ARNG brigades, he cited the “opportunity to train to active component
standards.” The issue of post-mobilization training to the C-1 standard
against the expected tasks and conditions of the Persian Gulf then became
dominant. Prior to mobilization and based on SORTS data, 3040 days of
post-mobilization was to be expected. The Department of the Army
Inspector General (DAIG) noted, however, that “All of the brigade’s
performance of mission essential tasks and demonstrated readiness after
activation was generally lower than planners and trainers had anticipated.”42
The General Accounting Office reviewed the active Army brigades that
replaced the Army National Guard combat roundout brigades and
concluded, at the time of their deployment to the Persian Gulf, that the
replacement brigades demonstrated a higher level of proficiency for almost
every objective measure of individual and unit proficiency than the roundout
brigades.*3

Training plans for the ARNG brigades had initially been formulated in
August and September. Since the 24th Division, with which the 48th had a
roundout directed training association, had deployed, the Commanding
General of Second Army was assigned the task of validating the 48th
Brigade. In his assessment,44 training time would be a function of need for
the unit as well as readiness. “Since the CINC had not established a re-
quirement for roundout brigades, the Army had more time to train the 48th
Brigade, placing greater emphasis on cognitive skills versus the purely me-
chanical.”4> However, executing these plans was hindered by the initial lack
of individual preparedness. For example, individuals who needed to meet
Class III or Class IV dental standards or who needed over-40 physicals were
not training while they accomplished these items. These deficiencies were

41HASC discussions with FORSCOM and 2d Army.
4ZDAIC;, Special Assessment, op. cit., p. 2-7.
43Draft report and briefing, “Substitution of Active Brigades for National Guard Roundout
Brigades in Operation Desert Storm,” provided to RAND by GAO on September 2, 1992.
e Commander of FORSCOM and the Department of the Army Inspector General made
similar assessments.

45HASC discussions with Commanding General, 2d Army.
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overcome between call-up and February 15. The brigade did improve, and
individuals in the 48th were 90 percent deployable on February 15.

Ninety-one days after call-up and as the war ended, the 48th brigade was
judged to be combat ready after observation of its performance at the
National Training Center (NTC)4é This 91 days included 74 collective
training days.#” The DAIG estimated that an additional 24 days would have
been spent in stand-down from training, movement, and transportation for a
total of 115 days from call to deploy for the 48th. “This is an unprecedented
achievement, when compared to the previous historical experience of
mobilizing National Guard combat units of brigade or division size.”48
However, compared to rhetoric and expectation prior to ODS/S, the
achievement seems less.

Readiness of Air Reserve Component

The experience of the Air Reserve Component (ARC) combat forces was
quite different from that of the Army Reserve maneuver brigades. “Reserve
units, aircrews, maintenance crews and support personnel required little to
no post mobilization training before performing their respective missions.
All activated reserve flying units mobilized in 24 hours or less, and were
prepared to deploy or did deploy in less than 72 hours.”4?

There seem to be three primary reasons for this success: First, the Air Force
holds its reserve units, both Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve, to the
same readiness standards expected of active units. In FY 1990, Air National
Guard units underwent 94 inspections by their active gaining command; all
units passed. Air Force Reserve units are annually required to test their mo-
bilization procedures and in-processing plans. Also in each fiscal year, a
combination of Unit Effective Inspections and Operational Readiness
Inspections is conducted on designated units.>

Second, the Air Force provides its reserve component with funds, equipment,
and full-time personnel that allow for greater training opportunities than the

46Had the brigade(s) been mobilized on August 22 and had a similar activation and train-
ing regimen as that of the later activation in December been followed, the 48th could have been
available for deployment sometime in early December.

47HASC discussion with Commanding General, 2d Army.

48Goldich, op. cit., p. 23.

49poD, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, op. cit., p. H-15.

50Reserve Forces Policy Board, Reserve Component Programs Fiscal Year 1990, March 2, 1991,
pp. 101-102.
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Army does. The Air Force provides fewer flying hours to the Air Reserve
Component than to active units. However, it still gives the reserves
relatively more training hours than the Army gives “ground miles” to its
reserve units—an average reserve/active ratio of .64 for the Air Force and .29
for the Army. This difference translates directly into cost savings forgone.
Air Force reserve units are only one-third less expensive than their active
counterparts, while Army reserve units are two-thirds less expensive than
their active counterparts.

Third, the vast majority of Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve officers
and enlisted personnel have prior active duty experience. Over the last two
decades the proportion of prior service to non-prior service has shifted from
30/70 to 70/30. In addition, some pilots also fly for airlines, but only a small
minority.

Readiness of Naval Reserve and Selected Marine
Corps Reserve !

The Naval Reserve spent the weeks before August 22 preparing for deploy-
ment. Between recall and deployment, the Navy “cross-leveled” personnel to
fill deficiencies in called units and on last-minute training such as small arms
refresher courses. Time from recall to being on station was consistent with
times for Army support units. Reserve units called up were able to carry out
assigned wartime required operational capabilities.

Prior to ODS/S, the Marines made a substantial investment to develop and
maintain their Selected Marine Corps Reserve (SMCR) units’ readiness.
About 7,400 active duty Marines were dedicated to full-time support for the
SMCR, including inspectors and instructors assigned to individual reserve
units. The Marine Corps followed a policy that all commissioned officers in
the SMCR had to have prior active service. Active and reserve personnel at-
tended the same entry-level and advanced schools, and the same training
standards applied for active and reserve units.

Once their self-imposed 60-day limit had passed, the Marine Corps started
calling up SMCR units. Reserves started arriving in large numbers by mid-
November. On average, the time between activation and deployment was
about one month. Units required in theater sooner spent less time. SMCR
units were required to complete few (if any) predetermined training pro-

S51Material in this section was provided by the Center for Naval Analyses.
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grams. Generally, they were allowed to develop their own training plans
based on what they thought they needed most in the time available.
Individual units had to overcome local problems: limited training facilities,
equipment, and base support.®2 Commanders and staff officers confronted
with the dilemma of organizing and conducting training for their units or
training themselves invariably chose the former, which may have limited
their own performance later.

About one-fourth of reservists were activated as detachments, teams, sec-
tions, or platoons, and doing so caused dissatisfaction for reservists who ex-
pected to deploy in company and battalion sized units.5> The positive per-
formance of small units of company size or smaller was attributed to drilling
together and strong active duty support programs.>* Battalions needed a
longer time to get ready. The general consensus was that battalions had had
fewer opportunities to train together. Battalion staffs needed more time to
“gain control” of their units, to learn to work with adjacent and higher staffs,
and to practice the complex tasks associated with battalion operations. Two
of the five maneuver battalions deployed to Southwest Asia were employed
in frontline combat.>® Active/reserve integration, the large number of re-
servists with prior active service, and similar training standards allowed
SMCR units to overcome limited time and limited training opportunities and
respond successfully when called. Ultimately, nearly 60 percent of the SMCR
would be called compared to about 15 percent of the Selected Reserve of the
other Services.

Individual Readiness

The readiness of individual reservists was generally high in ODS/S. The Air
Reserve Component substituted personnel and generally mobilized only
those who were qualified and available. Over 20 percent of all personnel
mobilized in the Army reserve components initially had an impediment that
precluded deployability without correction or a waiver. The vast majority of
these were for dental problems that were either fixed or waived. Medical
qualifications, primarily over-40 physicals, and skill qualifications also
caused a fair amount of non-deployability, most of which was taken care of

52lnterviews with staff officers at Reserve Affairs Division, Headquarters, Marine Corps, at
Marine Corps Reserve Support Center.

53t Col. Mark F. Cancian, Marine Corps Reserve Forces in Southwest Asia, Marine Corps
Research Center, Research Paper 92-0015, July 1991.

541 nterview with LtGen Boomer, June 1992.
55Two others performed rear area security; one did prisoner of war collection,
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while units waited for deployment. While individual readiness was not a
serious problem for CS/CSS units, it did slow down unit collective training
in the ARNG combat units. “During ODS, mobilization of some units might
have been streamlined and speeded up if they had previously completed
certain routine preparatory actions such as over-40 physical exams,
preparation of eye glasses, and dental treatment. In addition, some units
required additional personnel because their rosters included significant
numbers of ‘non-deployables’ many of whom were people who had not yet
completed initial training.”>6

Reforms to Improve Readiness

There are two reasons why solutions to readiness problems have been diffi-
cult to achieve: (1) the lack of resources and (2) the limited time that re-
servists are able to devote to military training. In the case of the Air Force,
high readiness is achieved by providing large numbers of full-time support
personnel and extended flying programs. In the case of the Army, however,
reduced cost is a fundamental rationale for reserve component units and
means less time to practice and less personnel assigned. The “price” of re-
duced cost is usually reduced readiness. Reservists are part-timers with lim-
ited time for training or attending institutional courses such as basic training,
advanced individual training, new skill training, and leadership courses.
Reserve cost advantage and utilization in peace is balanced against the cost
of the training and equipment needed to bring reserve component units up
to the readiness/effectiveness levels of active units at mobilization. In a 1983
report to the Senate, the DoD argued that, “Provided a reserve unit is not
given excessive alert requirements, is not required to forward deploy for
extended periods in peacetime, is not required to train full-time in peacetime,
and is not overly burdened with peacetime support missions, its operating
and support costs will be less than its counterparts in the Active Force.”57

Since ODS/S ended, a number of studies and reports have dealt with the is-
sues of reserve readiness, particularly with respect to the Army. Many of the
recommendations are long-standing ones; few are disputed. However, for
many of the recommendations, the outcomes—the effect on future deploya-
bility and individual qualification—are not known.

56R. E. Sortor et al., RAND, personal communication.

57Department of Defense, The Guard, Reserve and Active Components of the Total Force,
Report to the Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, June 30, 1983, p. 17.
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The House Armed Services Committee has set forth a comprehensive set of
recommendations focused on the Army National Guard in seven areas.
These reforms are derived from recommendations by the GAO, by the
Department of the Army Inspector General, and from its own staff.

1. Increase experience and leadership levels in the Army National Guard.
This would be done by mandating that by 1997, 65 percent of officers and
50 percent of enlisted personnel would be prior service. Also, active
officers would comment on promotion for reserve officers.

2. Focus training on individual and small-unit skills.

3. Strengthen personnel standards by establishing stricter medical, dental,
and physical screening. Also, a special non-deployable personnel cate-
gory would be established to which individuals could be assigned while
gaining deployability.

4. Remove impediments to effectiveness by providing compatible systems
for personnel, maintenance, supply, and finance.

5. Create new “report cards.” This would be done by modifying reporting
systems to accurately assess unit deployability. Every ARNG combat unit
would be required to formally associate with an active unit. Active units
would assess Army National Guard training, readiness, and resource
requirements.

6. Expand the use of simulations, simulators, and advanced training devices.

7. “Reform” the active Army by making it accept responsibility for ARNG
readiness and require that the ARNG be integrated into planning for re-
gional contingencies and allocate resources accordingly.>®

These reforms were generally incorporated into the force structures we de-
veloped, which are presented in Chapter 6.

Conclusions

Total Force Policy was effective during the Persian Gulf conflict. Taking the
uniqueness of the Persian Gulf context into account, there are a number of
conclusions and lessons to be derived from ODS/S for future force planning.

58Report of the Committee on Armed Services House of Representatives on National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, pp. 19-20. These provisions were contained in Title XI of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, Conference Report to Accompany H.R.
5006, pp. 231-236.
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How Available Were the Reserve Components in
ODS/S?

By and large, the reserves were available and reported promptly when
called to duty. However, there were problems that point to lessons for
future force planning.

Some capabilities in the reserves were needed in ODS before any call-up
took place. Contingency plans should acknowledge the need for volunteers
from the reserve components early in operations, identify the missions where
the need is likely to be highest, and establish a minimum length of participa-
tion for volunteers. The Air Force Reserve has said that, judging by ODS/S
experience, planners should assume that 25 percent of the reserve component
will volunteer for military actions and that the planning process should re-
flect this.

The slow, incremental call-up (using the 673(b) authority) accommodated the
domestic and international political situation by providing a restrained, con-
trolled response to events. However, it constrained military planners and af-
fected both the numbers and kinds of units that were activated. Force and
contingency planning prior to ODS/S invariably assumed a rapid move
through the various stages of mobilization. Because the implementation of
673(b) was so unlike the prior plans and training exercises, there was much
confusion prior to deployment.

In the Army, some active units were sent in place of reserves, and integration
as envisioned under the CAPSTONE program did not occur. CAPSTONE
alignments, which include roundout, were based largely on the global
conflict scenario and were generally not followed in ODS/S. The level and
logic of directed training associations under the existing CAPSTONE
program such as roundout and roundup need evaluation for effectiveness in
new scenarios.

The late implementation of partial mobilization in ODS/S meant that in-
dividual fillers were not available from the IRR for the first five months.
This required extensive cross-leveling and other “work arounds” in some
Services to obtain individuals with the needed skills. In the future, planners
need to account for the possibility that IRR personnel will not be available.
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How Ready Were the Reserve Components in ODS/S?

Generally, we would concur with the statement that “For the most part,
when reserve forces were activated, their readiness levels were sufficiently
l{igh to ensure mission accomplishment with a minimum of post-mobiliza-
tion training.”5% Units of the Air National Guard (ANG), Air Force Reserve
(AFR), US. Army Reserve (USAR), U.S. Naval Reserve (USNR), the SMCR,
and ARNG CS/CSS units deployed without unacceptable delay. Further,
most of that delay resulted from lift constraints not lack of readiness.

The ARNG combat units apparently were not as ready as prior reporting
indicated. Once the deployment standard for ODS/S was raised, their train-
up time took longer than expected. There are many uncertainties that affect
estimates of future train-up time and many factors unique to the Persian Gulf
conflict that make it difficult to generalize to lessons about readiness.
However, analysis of post-mobilization train-up time is central to any deci-
sions about active/reserve mix and is one of the central tasks of this
congressionally mandated study.

Most individuals were qualified to perform assigned missions and functions
when deployed. In general, any lack of individual preparedness did not
detract from overall readiness. However, any lessons to be drawn from this
should be tempered by three facts. (1) A tremendous amount of effort was
made to ensure that individuals were deployable prior to call. (2) Due to lift
constraints, units remained at mobilization stations beyond the time needed
to reach unit deployment and readiness standards, which allowed added
time for correcting individual deployment problems. (3) Access to the IRR
did not occur until January. Earlier access would have allowed more ready
individuals, particularly in skill qualification, to be assigned to called units.

59DoD, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, op. cit., p. H-22.



4. Policies and Practices for

Implementing Total Force
Policy: A Case Study
of the Base Force

Introduction

Despite the importance ascribed to Total Force Policy, members of Congress
and the reserve community have been concerned that total force options are
not well incorporated into the decisionmaking process of the Department of
Defense. These concerns prompted the 1990 congressional request, discussed
in Chapter 1, that the DoD undertake an in-house “study of total force policy,
force mix, and military force structure.”! As part of the effort, a DoD study
group was to “evaluate the process by which decisions within the
Department of Defense respecting force mix and force structure are made.”?
As we noted above, the results of that study and the administration’s FY 1992
defense budget did not meet with universal acceptance in Congress. One
result of the congressional reaction was the mandate for this study.

Part of the Section 402 mandate was that a new study group provide an
“assessment of the existing policies and practices for implementing the Total
Force Policy of the Department of Defense, including:

i. The methodology used by the Department of Defense in assigning mis-
sions between the active and reserve components; and

ii. The methodology used by the Department of Defense to determine how
force reductions are distributed within and between the active and reserve
components.”?

In this chapter, we describe the results of that assessment.

INational Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1990, Section 1101.
21bid.
31bid.
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Approach

We addressed the mandate by studying the development of the Base Forcet
during the critical period from 1989 through 1991, when the most significant
force mix and force structure decisions since the end of World War II were
made. Our assessment is not an evaluation of the resulting force structure.
Rather, it is a case study of the decisionmaking process—the methodolo-
gies—used by the DoD to develop its force structure. We believe this is the
best way to identify and evaluate the “methodologies” emphasized in the
study mandate.

To this end, we sought to answer the following questions:

* Were options presented?

* What criteria were used to examine the options?

* Were costs, benefits, and risks of the options assessed?
¢ What was the interactive character of the debate?

* In short, did the process provide the best information available for the
Secretary of Defense to make his decisions regarding the force structure
and its composition?

The answers to these questions are essential to understanding how well the
process functions as a means of implementing Total Force Policy.

Study Sources

Our assessment drew upon a variety of sources: extensive interviews with
individuals who participated in the process, official documentation, internal
memoranda, informal notes, and published reports, including congressional
testimony. Since the internal decisionmaking process of the DoD was our fo-
cus, and the inner workings of the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System (PPBS) have always been considered privileged information, specific
ground rules had to be worked out with the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff (JS). We were allowed to examine materi-
als associated with the process, including critical predecision memoranda, in
order to characterize the nature of the process. We agreed not to take specific
notes conceming any option, or quote specific numbers except where appro-

4According to the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense definitions, the Base
Force is defined as the optimum mix of forces necessary to execute the National Military
Strategy (NMS). See National Military Strategy of the United States, January 1992.
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priate and permission was granted. We agreed not to attribute positions to
specific people or offices except where desired and permission was granted.
Our focus was the information provided to the decisionmaker, not who pro-
vided the information. Naturally we cannot claim to have exhausted every
piece of relevant information. Nevertheless, we were given access to many
sensitive documents and our discussions were very candid. Thus, in our
judgment we have been able to portray the elements necessary to support
our analysis and conclusions regarding Total Force Policy implementation.

In the remainder of this chapter, we first describe the PPBS. The PPBS is the
DoD’s primary system for planning and managing resources, and its sched-
ule largely shaped development of the Base Force. In that context, we then
describe the Base Force decision process, including the participation of the
Services. Finally, we present our conclusions about the effectiveness of the
process for implementing Total Force Policy.

The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System

In their review of the total force decisionmaking process in the DoD, the
GAO noted that “decisions on the use of reserve components occur as by-
products of overall force structure decision-making under the planning, pro-
gramming and budgeting process. . ..”>

The PPBS is DoD’s primary system for planning and managing its resources.
It is a process that is supposed to link national security strategy to specific
programs. It was designed to facilitate fiscally constrained planning in terms
of complete programs (i.e., forces and systems), rather than through artificial
budget categories.® The goal is to determine force, system, and program
costs; the PPBS is designed to elicit options and provide for an evaluation of
these options in terms of costs and benefits. The output of the process, the
Defense Program (DP), is the official record of major resource allocation deci-
sions made by the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF).

The PPBS is an evolving process; it has undergone many changes since its
implementation in the 1960s. One of the most recent changes to the process

5GAO, 1989, op. cit.

6By fiscally constrained planning we mean that a set of activities is accomplished to in-
clude the generation and evaluation of the broad outlines and options inherent in defense pro-
grams and budgets. The process should also support the smooth transition to Program
Objectives Memorandum (POM) evaluation and final POM preparation (issues analyzed and
debated in more detail). Finally, it provides the basis for developing the annual budget request
and the analytic framework for budget defense and congressional testimony.
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was implementation in 1986 of the Goldwater-Nichols legislation.
Goldwater-Nichols has had many effects on the DoD resource allocation pro-
cess. It argued that serious deficiencies existed in the utilization of resources
and decisionmaking, as well as inordinate “Service” influence in the
planning and budgetary process. The legislation directed that (in order to
increase civilian participation), the roles of the Service Secretaries, OSD, and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would have to be changed.

In particular, the legislation gave the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(CJCS) both the authority and the resources for a new and expanded role in
the resource allocation process. The CJCS and his expanded staff were di-
rectly responsible for providing the SECDEF with fiscally constrained mili-
tary strategies and net assessments.

Below we briefly summarize the PPBS process from the perspective of the
OSD. There is a hierarchy to the PPBS. Figure 4.1 illustrates that the
planning phase starts with broad decisions involving the senior
decisionmakers in the OSD and progresses to the budgeting phase where
previously made decisions are reviewed in detail to determine how they can
best be implemented.

Issues are proposed during the planning phase, developed during the pro-
gramming phase, and reviewed for feasibility during the budgeting phase.”

Planning Phase

A new PPBS cycle begins immediately after the budget is submitted to
Congress. During the first phase, the planning phase, the existing military
posture of the United States is assessed against various concerns, including
national security objectives and resource limitations, available military
strategies, and national security objectives contained in National Security
Decision Directives (NSDDs) and National Security Study Directives
(NSSDs).

The output of the process, the strategic plan for developing and employing
future forces, is defined in the SECDEF’s Defense Planning Guidance (DPG),
which is published in the fall or early winter. The DPG contains the

7This discussion draws on several sources. The details of the PPBS discussion may be
found in The Defense Resource Allocation Process, 1990, or Army Command and Management: Theory
and Practice, 1992-1993.
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Figure 4.1—Decision Process as Shaped by the PPBS

SECDEF’s top-level guidance for producing the defense program. It is re-
sponsive to the president’s national security strategy, from which the na-
tional military strategy and fiscal guidance comes, as set out by the president
through the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). It may also contain
very explicit guidance regarding Program Priority Objectives (PPOs), which
are the core programs that the SECDEF wants the military departments and
DoD agencies to fund in their POMs. The POMs are the military
departments’ and DoD agencies’ resource programs that reflect the DPG and
the fiscal guidance.

Programming Phase

The transition from the planning phase to the programming phase (from the
OSD perspective) falls somewhere between the issuance of the DPG and the
submittal of the POMs by the military departments and defense agencies in
the spring. The POMs are reviewed by the Joint Staff and OSD to determine
whether the programs meet the SECDEF’s guidance.

The CJCS’s evaluation of the POM, based on input provided by the Joint
Staff, is contained in the Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA). The CPA
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assesses the risks in the total force proposed by the Services and defense
agencies in their respective POMs. Included in the assessment is an evalua-
tion of how well the POMs satisfy the requirements identified by the CINCs
of the unified and specified commands.

OSD reviews the military departments’ POMs and the CPA. Using these
analyses, the various OSD offices raise “issues” if there are problems
perceived during the review. The decisions taken regarding issues are
published in the Deputy Secretary of Defense’s (DEPSECDEF’s) Program
Decision Memorandum (PDM), which is normally written in mid to late July.

Budgeting Phase

The PDM marks the end of the programming phase and provides a starting
point for the budget phase. After the military departments receive the
DEPSECDEF’s program decisions in late July, they must adjust their pro-
grams and budgets to bring them into line with program decisions. Their
programs and budgets are submitted to the OSD Comptroller in early
September (called the Budget Estimate Submission (BES)) to be followed by
several months of budget hearings. Major budget issues may be heard in a
Defense Planning and Resources Board (DPRB) Review with final decisions
announced in a series of Program Budget Decisions (PBDs). The totality of
the final PBDs, when used to revise the BES, becomes the president’s budget,
which is submitted to Congress.?

The DPRB is an integral part of the PPBS structure. It consists of the
SECDEF; the DEPSECDEF; the CJCS; the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy (USDP); the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition (USDA); the
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Program Analysis and Evaluation (ASD,
PA&E); the DoD Comptroller; and the Service Secretaries. It serves as the
principal formal vehicle for focusing deliberations regarding all resource
planning and allocation at the highest levels for the SECDEF’s consideration.

There is another deliberative body that is now also an integral part of the
PPBS and the advisory structure to provide information to the SECDEF: the
DoD Executive Committee (EXCOM). Its membership comprises the CJCS,
DEPSECDEF, Service Secretaries, the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, and the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.

85ee also the DoD Instruction 70456.7 for another description of the entire process.
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It is very important to an understanding of the process to recognize that
these deliberative bodies are the senior forums for debate regarding major
defense issues and, as such, create a demand for information, options, and
analysis that are intended to provide the SECDEF the best possible informa-
tion for decisionmaking,.

Base Force Decision Process

Overview

The Base Force development process took place over approximately a year
and a half and spanned the three phases of the PPBS. Its features were ana-
lyzed within the PPBS, which was an adaptable vehicle for transmitting the
guidance given by the president and the SECDEF to reduce the force struc-
ture in response to the changed strategic environment and domestic fiscal
constraints. During the planning phase, a broad number of force structure
and reduction options were developed and debated. The programming
phase saw a narrowing of these options, as fiscal constraints were overlaid
on the analysis. Finally, the budgeting phase was driven by ensuring that a
narrower set of options adhered to the stringent fiscal guidelines. The force
structure issues followed this “funnel down” process; broad force structure
concepts were gradually narrowed to a specific option.

Force reduction issues were critical to how DoD managed to meet the di-
rected budget reductions of the October 1990 Budget Summit Agreement,
during which the Congress and the president agreed to a new budget that
included further reductions in DoD fiscal guidance. The Base Force decision
was among the major decisions that shaped the FY 1992-1997 DoD budget
submission to Congress.

Planning Phase (Spring 1989-Early Spring 1990)

The events in the Soviet Union were the impetus for a complete review of
U.S. military roles and missions. Soon after his inauguration, President
George Bush requested that the U.S. national security agencies examine the
changes in the strategic environment. In the spring of 1989, the Joint Staff ini-
tiated the Force Structure/Force Mix Quiet Study.? The directors of J-5 and J-
8 (Force Structure, and Resources and Assessment, respectively), with a small

IHereafter referred to as the Quiet Study.
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staff, began to examine the changes in the strategic environment and assess
their implications on the upcoming FY 1992-1997 DoD program.

Initially, the Joint Staff concentrated its analysis on the reduction of the U.S.
force structure in Europe. Another issue addressed during the study was
how to maintain the global forward military presence that was essential to
U.S. security. The study contained neither fiscal nor force mix guidelines.

The fact that the Joint Staff was working on force structure issues directly for
the CJCS without formal participation by the Service chiefs was a natural
outgrowth of the Goldwater-Nichols legislation, but it was still without
precedent. However, Service staff members frequently met with members of
the Joint Staff to discuss issues that we found to be integral to the Quiet
Study.

In the late summer of 1989, the incoming CJCS, General Colin Powell, asked
the Quiet Study team to focus on two issues: (1) what was needed to execute
the National Military Strategy and (2) how force structure issues could be
framed within a regional orientation. Both issues would become central to
development of the Base Force, and, at this point, the Quiet Study evolved
into the Base Force study. Through the summer and well into the fall, the
Joint Staff formulated what they viewed as a new National Military Strategy.

The resulting Base Force needed to meet the operational demands across a
spectrum of environments. The Base Force had to have sufficient flexibility
to adapt to changes in the environment while preserving a set of core
capabilities. Resulting force structures needed to incorporate the strategic
principles of readiness, collective security, arms control, maritime and
aerospace superiority, strategic agility, power projection, technological
superiority, and decisive force. The study team provided a “regional
orientation” by focusing on four conceptual military force packages: Pacific
force, Atlantic force, contingency force, and strategic force. Later, four
support capabilities, transportation, space, reconstitution, and research and
development (R&D) were to be added.

Prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union, most defense planning documents
indicated that defense resources, particularly force structure, were derived
from the national strategy to counter a global threat. Now, forces would be
linked to regional threats and generic requirements for capabilities.

In November 1989, General Powell discussed the study with the Service
chiefs. In December 1989, President Bush was briefed by Secretary of
Defense Cheney and CJCS Powell on the new strategic environment and the
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concept of a Base Force. At the same time, the SECDEF used the PPBS
structure to initiate a “Policy and Program Review,” a series of discussions
regarding future planning and programming issues to be heard in the DPRB
meetings. He asked his principal staff officers and the Services to prepare
“issue papers” that might help him think about the implications of the
current changes for the future. In December 1989, the DPRB published a
force structure alternatives paper to foster a debate about U.S. force structure
for NATO. It discussed several force size and force mix options and asked
the Services to review and comment on them.® A second issue paper
requested that the Services review and comment on the force structure
planning assumptions being used by the Base Force study group.!! This
high-level debate certainly addressed many aspects of the active/reserve
mix.

If the situation in terms of planning guidance was “uncertain” because of
changing perceptions of the threat, it was also uncertain in terms of fiscal
guidance. In February, the SECDEF published the fiscal guidance for POM
FY 1992-1997. The guidance also provided some general notions about the
size of budgets in various program areas.

By early spring 1990, the basic structure of the Base Force was defined. The
central issues to be resolved were: When to begin the drawdown? Is the
Base Force affordable? When should growth and modemization be planned
in the out years? And how can long-range planning be accomplished with-
out some solid fiscal guidance? In March 1990, the CJCS briefed and
discussed these Base Force issues with the OSD leadership.

On April 24, 1990, the CJCS briefed the CINCs (with the Service chiefs
present) on the status of the Base Force work. This briefing revealed the ex-
tent to which the analysis had matured. The attendees agreed that the Army
would be the Service most affected by the changes.

Programming Phase (February 1990-September 1990)

During the programming phase, the Base Force decision process became fur-
ther interwoven into the program considerations, consistent with the notion
that the process is designed to narrow options as it moves from phase to
phase. In general, the internal view of the programming phase was that it

10ppRB issue paper, Army and Air Forces for NATO, December 1989.
1Eyaluation of Planning Assumptions Paper.
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would be used to make budget and force structure adjustments. But all of
the participants—OSD, the CJCS, the Joint Staff, and the military de-
partments—acknowledged that the programming cycle would probably be
out of synchronization with the rapidly changing domestic and strategic en-
vironments.

The phase was shaped by DoD’s uncertainty over the changing strategic en-
vironment and the mood of Congress concerning the deficit and expendi-
tures on domestic programs. In March 1990, in his Report on the National
Security Strategy of the United States12 President Bush indicated that force
structure must be rethought, asserting that we must thoroughly explore plac-
ing more emphasis on reserve forces, which “are generally less expensive to
maintain as one alternative.” Those missions that require a “high surge” ac-
tivity in wartime, but have a comparatively low activity in peacetime, are
ideal for reservists. President Bush also noted that cost considerations
should be carefully weighed.1® These points reflected some of the planning
principles used in the Base Force considerations.

Another factor that helped shape the justification of the FY 1991-1992 budget
and the FY 1992-1997 program was a series of floor speeches given by
Senator Sam Nunn in March and April. The speeches focused on the DoD
budget and defense strategy.14

In his March 29, 1990, speech Senator Nunn indicated that as a result of the
major changes in the “nature of the Soviet threat,” the strategic environment
would change. The challenge for the United States, he argued, was to distin-
guish between threats and risks. The most critical question facing the United
States is “how much force is enough”; what is sufficient to deter or defend
against these threats and protect our security interests? He further noted
that, “To answer these questions requires new thinking on the part of
DoD."13

In his second speech (April 19, 1990), Nunn explicitly stated that U.S.
capabilities had to be restructured. The restructuring needed to look across

127y, Report on National Security Strategy of the United States is an annual report that must be
prepared by the president and his national security staff. 1t defines the U.S. security objectives,
from which the U.S. National Military Strategy and objectives are derived. In 1990 this
document was critical because it established the new foundations—the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the resulting new strategic environment—for the new military strategy.

13Report on the National Security Strategy of the United States, March 1990.

l4pop Summary of Speeches, April 21, 1990.

15Defense Floor Speeches by U.S. Senator Sam Nunn, Defense Budget Blanks, March 29,
1990.
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various contingencies. Integral to the restructuring of the new U.S. military
strategy was a proper force mix. Nunn noted that in this “period of
increased warning time and fiscal austerity, we must conduct a fundamental
reexamination of the use of reserves in the military services.”16

In his final speech on April 20, 1990, Senator Nunn summarized what a new
strategy should contain: (1) nuclear deterrence, (2) reduction in forward de-
ployed troops, (3) focus on the reserves, and specifically, their force structure for a
reinforcement mission, (4) employment of the concept of flexible readiness, and
(5) increased use of prototypes for smarter systems (not necessarily new
ones). Nunn stated that “over a five year period, the savings from imple-
menting this strategy would be more substantial. A determined, yet practical
implementation of this new strategy would save approximately $225-$255
billion in budget authority and $180-$190 billion in outlays from fiscal year
1991 through 1995.”17

It was reported to us that, at this time, the SECDEF and CJCS decided that an
unclassified NMS would be published. It would lay down the whole concept
of the Base Force, with particular emphasis on how DoD’s program was
derived from the president’s Report on the National Security Strategy of the
United States. Published in January 1992, the NMS would show how the new
military strategy and the Base Force were an outgrowth of the national
security strategy—demonstrating the top-down linkage and guidance
explicitly called for by Congress. The NMS drew a direct connection between
the Base Force and the new military strategy.

These congressional concerns were raised as DoD was beginning the sum-
mer program review. Two major issue papers that focused on force structur-
ing and force mix options were prepared for the DPRB meetings during the
review. The first issue paper reflected the nature of the debate: Do the Ser-
vice programs reflect a conventional force posture that adequately responds
to the emerging strategy? Were the proposed force structure and force mix
options sufficient to respond to the current and projected threats and strategy
with the available resources? How flexible were the proposed force struc-
tures and force mixes? A variety of alternatives were debated, including an
alternative that was the Base Force. This paper was presented jointly by the
CJCS and the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, and we believe it was
the lead analytic presentation that resulted in the Base Force decision.

161001 Speech, Senator Sam Nunn, April 19, 1990.
17E00r Speech, Senator Sam Nunn, April 20, 1990.
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The second issue paper, presented by ASD (FM&P)/ASD (RA), focused on
the active/reserve mix issue directly. It posed five force structuring alterna-
tives. Alternative 1 was the POM submission, Alternative 2 was the Base
Force option, and Alternatives 3 through 5 contained varying degrees of re-
liance on the reserves. The paper also noted that tradeoffs need to concen-
trate on capabilities and costs. In terms of views presented, not only were a
variety of options raised but members of the Total Force Policy study group
were active participants in the construction of the issue paper.

The active/reserve mix paper elicited a strong debate among the members of
OSD, the Joint Staff, and the Services. Some argued that reserve forces were
almost always less expensive to organize and maintain than comparable ac-
tive forces. Others argued that cost-effectiveness had to include all costs as-
sociated with reserves. This included the supporting infrastructure—train-
ing, medical care, base facilities, etc.—and peacetime operations. Thus, they
argued that reserves might not be all that less expensive than active forces.
Further, comparisons had to include all elements of capability. In other
words, the notion was that reserves might not provide the same capability as
the active component. The active component was challenged and alternatives
were made to compete on cost-effectiveness principles.

On July 9, 1990, the SECDEF and the CJCS briefed President Bush on the
Base Force and the various force structure options. Much of the material pre-
sented at the DPRB on June 25 was given to the president. It was incorpo-
rated into his August 2, 1990, speech at the Aspen Institute Symposium. In
that speech, the president discussed the 25 percent reduction in force struc-
ture by FY 1995. He also indicated that the force structure needed to be
rethought, and that the military strategy would have a regional focus.
Concerning force mix issues, President Bush indicated that the active forces
will respond to crises and that the reserves would be utilized in new ways,
particularly given the diminished need for short-term mobilizations.18 In a
sense, then, the president approved implementation of the Base Force—just
when Iraq invaded Kuwait.

An August 9, 1990, PDM directed the Services to stay with their POM num-
bers generally for the time being, but also to be prepared to make adjust-
ments in keeping with the fiscal guidance. The number of reserve units
were, however, reduced to those in the Base Force.

181n Defense of Defense, President George Bush’s Speech to the Aspen Institute
Symposium, August 2, 1990.
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The programming phase concluded with the issuance on September 5, 1990,
of a Program Assumption Memorandum (PAM)/PDM. The PAM/PDM di-
rected the military departments to implement the Base Force, but allowed
some latitude for additional options as long as the Services provided “a force
structure that is logical and stays within fiscal constraints.”19 The
PAM/PDM contained guidance on several force structuring issues: For in-
stance, the Army was directed to reduce its reserve combat structure and to
equip two cadre divisions at reduced strength. The Air Force was directed
by the DEPSECDEF to reduce the number of active force tactical fighter wing
equivalents (TFWEs) by FY 1995.20

Budgeting Phase (October 1990-January 1991)

The central feature of the budgeting phase was the need to stay within the
fiscal guidance. The debate was structured around the effectiveness of the
Base Force versus the cost of proposed alternatives, which were repeatedly,
but only marginally, changed in response to the changed fiscal constraints.?]

In October, the Congress and the administration reached an agreement on
the size of domestic and national security spending to cover the next five
years. It reduced FY 1991-1994 defense expenditures to levels that
represented a 2 percent real decline; this equaled approximately $106.9
billion in FY 1992 dollars. The budgeting phase now focused solely on
bringing the budget into alignment with this Budget Summit Agreement.2?

During the period between the Budget Summit Agreement and the
president’s budget submission, the Services developed options in response to
the anticipated lower fiscal guidance. In a November 29, 1990, EXCOM
meeting on the FY 1992-1997 DoD budget, the SECDEF presented his
detailed directions for accommodating the lower fiscal guidance.3 A four-
pronged approach characterized his strategy presented for reducing costs: (1)
management initiatives to streamline procedures and streamline staffs and
(2) a hard budget scrub, both of which had already been executed. The
remaining options were (3) additional force structure reductions and (4)
adjustments in the military departments’ modernization and operations
accounts.

19pAM /PDM, September 5, 1990.

2OPAM, September 5, 1990.

2lInterview, Sean O'Keefe, DoD Comptroller, June 25, 1992.
22November 29, 1990, DoD Budget Briefing to the Services.
2?’November 29,1990, DoD Budget Briefing.
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The force structure debate was not settled until after December 6, 1990, when
the Services presented to the EXCOM their responses to the November 29,
1990, DoD budget presentation. A number of agreements were struck by the
Services, in particular the Army, concerning the force mix. The Base Force
numbers were implemented, therefore, but with a few minor modifications.
The final agreements were formalized in the January 11, 1991, PBDs, which
directed the Services to implement the results, and in the January 15, 1991,
PBD, which directed that all of the DoD implement its contents.24

Service Participation in the Base Force Decision
Process

The Services were responsible for both commenting on and generating new
options. Some of the key issues conceming their participation are: How did
the Services participate in the debate, and what was the character of the par-
ticipation? How did they view and respond to the guidance? All of the Ser-
vices were affected by the changes in force structure. However, they took
different approaches in responding to the fiscal guidance and the develop-
ment of the Base Force decision, and in negotiating force structure and force
mix reductions. The Army chose to utilize both the formal and informal pro-
cesses to present and justify its force structure and force mix. The Navy ex-
ercised the formal process to present and negotiate a compromise position.
The Air Force, on the other hand, utilized the informal process to reach an
agreement on its force structure and mix. It then used the formal process to
record the already agreed to changes.

Army

The Army began to re-examine the strategic environment in the fall of 1987.
The incoming chief of staff of the Army concluded that the Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) talks had long-term implications on the U.S. Army’s
presence in Europe. This analysis evolved into the justification of the Army’s
FY 1992-1997 POM.

After considerable internal debate and discussion, the Army leadership con-
cluded that the best course (in such a period of strategic uncertainty) was to
retain as much of its force structure as possible. This position drove the
Army’s analysis and responses to OSD through the programming and bud-

24pBDs, January 11, 1991, #725, 726, 727; PBD, January 15, 1991, #731.
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geting phases. During these two phases the Army traded off its modemniza-
tion and acquisition programs in order to sustain its force structure.

Initially, because of the strategic uncertainty, the Army’s arguments held
sway. But in the face of external events—the further decline of the Warsaw
Pact threat and reduced fiscal guidance—the Army found that it could no
longer analytically support its force structure levels and active/reserve mix.
Its early analyses were derived from a quantitative computation of require-
ments. These requirements were based on such factors as attrition,
consumption rates, threat, OPTEMPO (operational tempo), costs, and
acceptable risks. As uncertainty and risk changed, analysis could no longer
justify a large active force structure, and the Army was finally externally
directed to bring its force structure into alignment with the Base Force
numbers.

Department of the Navy

Similar to the Army, the Navy was also hesitant to accept a radical change in
the threat environment. In the early phases of the Base Force analysis, the
Department of the Navy in several formal responses to OSD indicated that
sharp reductions in resource levels could inhibit the Service’s ability to wage
a general war.

However, the Navy also recognized that, given the new strategic realities,
there would be force structure adjustments. Early in the programming
phase, it accepted the concept of the Base Force, but the Navy leadership
continued to have serious questions about the size of the force and the force

mix.

By the November 29, 1990, OSD budget briefing, which directed the Services
to implement the Base Force, most of the Navy’s issues had been resolved.
The manpower, both in the active and reserve components, reflected a
compromise between the Navy’s and the Base Force’s numbers.

Air Force

The Air Force pursued a course of preserving as much of its modernization
and acquisition accounts as possible. Early in the program deliberation, the
leadership accepted that its force structure would be reduced; it also ac-
cepted the concept of the Base Force. The issue was force size and mix. The
Air Force’s force structure was fairly well established following the
September 5, 1990, PAM/PDM. Throughout the program review and budget-
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ing phase, the Air Force did internal analyses of force structure reductions so
that it could plan for the anticipated reductions.

Conclusions and Implications

In keeping with the congressional mandate for this study, our purpose was
to assess DoD’s “existing policies and practices” for implementing Total
Force Policy. The mandate pointed us particularly to “methodologies” used
to assign missions and force reductions between active and reserve compo-
nents. For us, this guidance translated into a mandate to examine the process
rather than the outcome of implementing Total Force Policy. We reasoned
that the best way to accomplish this is not to generalize from n examples of
force structures, as represented in DoD budgets since the establishment of
Total Force Policy, but to look at what actually happened. We chose the
process of developing the Base Force presented in DoD’s FY 1992 budget.

The Base Force Process Improved upon Past Practices

We began our study by reviewing previous analyses dealing with Total Force
Policy. With the exception of the Total Force Policy study, of 1990, the
studies identified deficiencies in the implementation (or practices) of the
policy that resulted in suboptimizations. They noted that the PPBS was the
appropriate process to implement the policy but that aspects needed to be
changed. These included stronger guidance from OSD and the CJCS,
increased horizontal integration, the generation of options and a decision
factor framework, and top-down linkage of requirements.

The evaluation of the Base Force decision process indicates that, as the de-
fense environment changed, the SECDEF and the CJCS concluded that many
of these same elements had to be included in the DoD’s “practices.”
Members of the Joint Staff and OSD who participated in the Base Force pro-
cess indicate that these changes—which are still being institutionalized—
were only logical, given the new environment.

During this period, Goldwater-Nichols legislation enhanced the role of the
CJCS and the Joint Staff in the resource allocation process. As the Base Force
decision unfolded, the CJCS evidently functioned as a major integrator in the
resource management process. This position could not have been sustained
without the analytical support provided by his realigned staff.

These changes in DoD’s structure created a great deal of tension with the
Services. Up until this program (FY 1992-1997), the Services held the
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preponderance of influence in defining and allocating what they viewed to
be “their resources.” The Services now had to take not only the OSD
guidance but also the guidance of the CJCS, and generate options. And those
options not only had to satisfy the respective Service’s leadership and OSD,
but also had to be credible and justifiable to the CJCS and the Joint Staff.

There is some debate among the participants concerning the level of guid-
ance provided by the DoD leadership. Although some assert that the
interactions among the OSD staffs, the Joint Staff, and the Services reflected a
“general lack of guidance,” our findings suggest that this interaction was
more in response to the strategic and budgetary uncertainties. The new
planning environment necessitated that options now had to be shared and
debated in the broader DoD forum, and this was done. The process pro-
moted option-building and debate. The Services indicated (and the docu-
mentation substantiates) that key issues were raised and discussed with the
DoD leadership before an issue paper was formally published.

The Debate Was Dynamic and Lent Itself to
Considering Multiple Options

In this analysis four key issues were identified:

* Was the SECDEF given sufficient information to make decisions regarding
the active/reserve mix decisions?

* Were options presented to the DoD leadership?
* Were costs and benefits assessed for the options presented?

e Was the debate interactive?

Our review of the process suggests that the answer to all the questions is

” ”

yes.

The end of the programming phase and the entire budgeting phase have
been criticized by some for an apparent lack of options. Many see the pro-
cess at this point as driven disproportionately by the Base Force and the fiscal
considerations. The DoD leadership had probably decided before the end of
the program review that the Base Force was going to be implemented. The
options, therefore, might be seen by some to reflect a less open process. On
the other hand, early analysis had dealt with broad issues of strategy, policy,
risk, and costs. It is only natural that issues later in the debate would appear
less broad and more detailed. The real evidence for a flawed process would
exist if a new option or set of options far removed from previous con-
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siderations were suddenly raised and decided upon at this stage in the pro-
cess. We did not see this. Moreover, with the uncertainty introduced by
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, it seems to us that it was prudent to retain some
flexibility in force structure until the situation was clearer.

Various CINCs have indicated that they did not participate in the Base Force
process. Evidence suggests, however, that they were informed and even dis-
cussed various force structure and mix options with their respective Service
leadership, as well as in the several CINC colloquiums. These divergent
viewpoints are attributable, in part, to the way that many CINCs viewed
their roles within the changing DoD resource allocation environment.
Although the CINCs’ role in the resource allocation and management process
had increased through a number of DoD initiatives in the 1980s, their
orientation continued/continues to be focused mostly on their immediate
(1-2 years) and somewhat on their near-term (3-5 years) requirements rather
than on the long term. Their orientation is on their respective theaters. They
view the job of the CJCS and his staff as providing the horizontal integration
across theaters and time.

The quality of the options also needs to be addressed. Often the responses to
OSD positions did not appear analytically sound, but largely because of dif-
ferent assumptions about the threat, Service roles and missions, and interpre-
tation of the National Military Strategy. The process accommodated advo-
cacy, but it also required that the positions could be supported analytically.
At times, they were not, and, when options/alternatives and responses had
no analytical underpinning, our evidence shows they were quickly
dismissed.

The studies we reviewed all concurred on another point: All Total Force
Policy, if properly implemented, follows cost-effectiveness principles. From our
analysis of the Base Force decision process, it is clear that not only were vari-
ous criteria used to evaluate options during the planning, programming, and
budgeting phases of the Base Force decision process, but that cost-effective-
ness was paramount.

The two foci of the planning phase were the changing strategic environment
and the uncertainty about the eventual size of the defense budget. The force
structure and force mix issues were shaped by arms control, an ill-defined
threat, and an uncertain defense budget (floors and ceilings had yet to be de-
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termined).2> Risk, mobilization, deployment, and cost-effectiveness were all
considered.

Risk was an integral part of this phase of the Base Force analysis and ulti-
mately was one of the key determinants of the distribution of forces. We be-
gan to see that the guiding principle for distribution of forces was flexibility
(readiness) to meet or adapt to any threat: Base Force analysts concluded
that there should be “a carefully managed blend of highly ready forces en-
gaged in activities.”26

The Base Force decisions reached during the planning phase were shaped by:
(1) projected Base Force costs and capabilities and (2) fiscal realities. During
this phase several Base Force options were costed, and much of the debate
concentrated on what should be included in the costs of reserve forces.

The programming phase was marked by increased emphasis on cost, as well
as on risk and force effectiveness. In the informal process, costs were rigor-
ously debated. The Services and the Joint Staff were quite vocal in asserting
that cost must include total costs rather than just direct costs. Thus, force ef-
ficiency, particularly how the force mix was arrayed across the force pack-
ages, was included in the cost debate.

The budgeting phase was driven by the alignment of the DoD program with
the top line initially established by the PAM issued in September, and later,
by the October Budget Summit Agreement. Some elements of the Base Force
were directed by the PAM. The OSD leadership directed the Services both to
respond to stated alternatives and to develop new ones. But the guidelines
for what the new alternatives had to include were very specific. And most
important, new options had to be within the force structure and fiscal guide-
lines.

In sum, despite the challenges of a very dynamic, complex environment, our
assessment indicates that the Base Force decision process took a remarkably
successful course. Participation in the evaluation was widespread. Issues
were pulled into the PPBS process as they should have been. Options were
evaluated from the appropriate perspective of costs, risks, and capabilities.
Thus, we believe that Total Force Policy can be said to have been
implemented in the “practice” of the Base Force decision process.

2SJoint Military Net Assessment, Draft 1990.
26National Military Strategy, January 1992, Base Force—A Total Force, Internal working
papers.
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5. Developing Alternative
Active/Reserve Structures
and Mixes: Defining
Characteristics

Overview of Section III

In Section 402, Congress asked that this study provide “an assessment of a
wide range of alternatives relating to the structure and mix of active and re-
serve forces appropriate for carrying out assigned (military) missions in the
mid- to late-1990s.”1 Responding to this mandate required that we under-
take an iterative process: First, we had to identify the characteristics that are
most important in defining active /reserve force options. This set of defining
characteristics provided the conceptual framework for developing the struc-
tures. Second, we had to fill out the framework by considering what the mil-
itary requirements (“missions”) of “the mid- to late-1990s” were likely to be
and how likely it was that various organizations could be trained-up and
deployed to fulfill those requirements. Third, we used this information to
develop and evaluate the potential of alternative structures to meet the re-
quirements. Finally, we had to assess the military effectiveness, cost, and
personnel sustainability of the alternatives.

In this section of the report, we describe the first three steps. Section IV pre-
sents the final steps. The purpose of this chapter is to identify the defining
characteristics that provided our framework for designing alternative force
structures.

Defining Characteristics

We drew on a number of sources to identify the characteristics that define—
and make distinctive—different active/reserve force structures and mixes.
Foreign military services provided a number of active and reserve paradigms

INational Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, op. cit.; Conference
Report, Report 102-311, Sec. 402, op. cit., p. 62.
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or models. There is a rich diversity of approaches within the U.S. military,
both across Services and within a single Service. Individual experts, other
research organizations, and military affiliate organizations such as the
National Guard Association of the United States (NGAUS) and the Reserve
Officer Association (ROA) made specific proposals that emphasized
principles for organizing active and reserve forces. Still other suggestions
came out of interviews with senior leaders in all of the Services, and their
active and reserve components, as well as with senior staff in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff.

Although the existing and proposed models can be described in a great many
ways, we found that a limited number of characteristics truly defined the al-
ternatives. Four broad defining characteristics set the various models apart
and limited the alternatives that we finally developed. These characteristics
were:

¢ Purpose,

National Military Strategy,

Criteria for structuring forces, and

Integration of active and reserve forces.

Purpose refers to the reason why a military force exists. The National
Guard'’s concern about their state role and the discussions about non-combat
roles for active units center around the issue of purpose. If the primary mis-
sion of reserve forces under Total Force Policy changed from primary aug-
mentation of active forces in conflict to, for example, peacetime support of
the nation, it might require significant changes in both active and reserve
forces to accomplish the new mission. Thus, purpose provides the raison
d’étre of active and reserve forces.

The National Military Strategy provides the performance goals that active
and reserve forces must be designed to meet and against which they will be
evaluated. The congressional mandate asks us to consider force structures
and mixes that are “appropriate for carrying out assigned missions” and asks
the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to de-
termine what “mix or mixes of reserve and active forces . . . [that our study
provides] are considered acceptable to carry out expected future military mis-
sions [emphasis added].”2 The National Military Strategy defines the “ex-

21bid., p. 63.
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pected future military missions” and identifies other constraints, such as the
requirement for forward presence.

Criteria for structuring forces lie at the heart of different interpretations of
Total Force Policy. The two tenets of that policy most cited in DoD publica-
tions are (1) reliance on reserve forces as the primary augmentation for the
active forces and (2) integrated use of all available personnel—active, re-
serve, civilian, and allied. Cost-effectiveness is the primary principle under-
lying these tenets. However, many in Congress (and several of the military
service organizations) believe there is a third, political, tenet that suggests
other design goals besides cost savings and the ability to meet the demands
of the National Military Strategy.

Finally, the way active and reserve forces are integrated is the “oldest” defin-
ing characteristic of all. Ways and kinds of integration were central to the
arguments of Calhoun and Upton, to the proposals of Root, and to the
recommendations of Stimson, Wood and Palmer, all discussed in Chapter 2.
They are central to discussion of roundout and roundup. Indeed, as we de-
veloped alternative active and reserve force structures, we operationalized
the preceding three characteristics through ways in which active and reserve
forces are integrated.

We also found a number of factors, some of which were mentioned in the
congressional mandate, such as “missions assigned to some active and re-
serve units, .. . training practices, (and some) organizational structures of ac-
tive and reserve components”3 that were important in terms of implementing
an alternative but were not at all important in defining the alternative. For
example, disagreement between the administration and the Congress about
criteria for structuring forces is much more fundamental than what training
strategy will be used or what model of aircraft will be assigned to a given
reserve unit. In this chapter, our primary focus is on the defining char-
acteristics that shape the alternatives that we developed for further analysis.
Below, we examine each of these defining characteristics in more detail and
indicate how they informed our design framework.

Purpose

Military forces have two broad purposes: conflict and non-conflict. The con-
flict role is usually thought of as the principal purpose of military forces and

31bid., p. 64
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the role for which forces are generally structured.# However, historically the
military has had such non-conflict roles as civil engineering, the maintenance
of civil order, disaster relief, and fire fighting. Responsibility for these non-
conflict missions cuts across all the components: active, National Guard, and
federal reserve forces.

In addition to serving in federal missions, the National Guard also has re-
sponsibilities for state missions. During Fiscal Year 1989, the National Guard
was called upon to assist state governors in four civil disturbances and 53
natural disasters.® The National Guard has also taken on a significant role in
counter-drug support. Acting in Title 32 (state) status, rather than Title 10
(federal) status, the National Guard provided 875,000 man-days in support of
marijuana eradication operations, container searches, aerial and ground
transportation, and other counter-drug activities in FY 1991.7

Currently, there are proposals for expanding the non-conflict role of the mili-
tary into new mission areas. Senator Nunn, for example, described some of
these new areas in a floor speech.8 These include military-based training to
improve the basic skills of high-school dropouts, rehabilitation and renewal
of community facilities, and other activities. The Army has studied areas in
which it could provide cost-effective and timely support of federal and state
non-conflict missions.?

Despite the evident importance of the non-conflict missions and the counter-
drug mission, almost all active and reserve forces have been structured for
military missions.1® A force structured for non-conflict missions would
surely look different from one structured solely for conflict. Recently, the

4This is not to say that there has not been a great benefit to the country from military
training and technological developments, but these are secondary effects.

5The Army does have an organization—The Army Corps of Engineers—structured for
non-conflict missions. lIts emphasis is civil works, including flood control and maintaining and
regulating inland waterways.

6Depzu'tments of the Army and Air Force, National Guard Bureau, National Guard Bureau
Annual Review Fiscal Year 1989, Washington, D.C., 1989.

7Honorable Stephen M. Duncan, Statement of the Department of Defense Coordinator for Drug
Enforcement Policy and Support, Hearing before the Subcommittee on Investigations, House
Armed Services Committee, April 29, 1992.

8Senator Sam Nunn, “Forging Civil-Military Cooperation for Community Regeneration,”
Floor Speech, Congressional Record, p. S8602, June 23, 1992.

Jus. Army Concepts Analysis Agency, Army Support Options Study: Study Plan, briefing,
n.d.

104 recent Congressional Budget Office study noted that “These arguments (for National
Guard domestic missions) not withstanding, the need to be ready to fight foreign wars will
largely determine the mix of the National Guard and the other reserve forces. That has been the
case in the past, and the remainder of this study assumed wartime requirements remain the
basis of future planning.” Congressional Budget Office, Structuring U.S. Forces After the Cold War:
Cost and Effects of Increased Reliance on the Reserves, September 1992, p. 13.
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Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) commented on the role of

National Guardsmen in support of law enforcement agencies,
soldiers and airmen are not trained in law enforcement skills. They are

. most

trained to destroy tanks, to engage in and win in armed combat. Law
enforcement [officers] are trained to preserve evidence for presentation by
prosecutors in courts of law—a much different mission.”11

We found no written disagreements with this force-structuring strategy
among those arguing for expanded or new non-conflict missions. For exam-
ple, in his proposal for civil-military cooperation, Senator Nunn said, “Any
such project must be undertaken in a manner that is consistent with the mili-
tary mission of the unit in question. . .. The attention of DoD’s civilian and
military leadership must remain focused on training the Armed Forces for
their primary mission, which is the military mission.”12

We recognize the important role played by the military in non-conflict activi-
ties and the unique role played by the National Guard in its stated missions.
However, Section 402 focuses the efforts of this study on assessing the
“ability of the alternative base-force to successfully prosecute a range of
military operations . . .” Thus, conflict is the purpose we assume in designing
alternative force structures in this study.

National Military Strategy

The end of the Cold War has dramatically reduced the threat facing the
United States and its allies, and that diminished threat has significant impli-
cations for how the nation structures its forces. The National Military
Strategy has established a broad philosophy about the missions of U.S. mili-
tary forces in the post-Cold War era.13 Through its implementing documents
and Illustrative Planning Scenarios, it provides guidance for structuring the
force and helps identify the role of each Service in peacetime and conflict.
Each Service’s role, in turn, determines the range of possible structures and
missions for its reserve forces.

11Stephen M. Duncan, “DoD Drug Czar Speaks Out,” National Guard, March 1992, p. 25.

12Nunn, “Forging Civil-Military Cooperation .. .,” op. cit.

13Colin L. Powell, The National Military Strategy 1992, Joint Staff, Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C., 1992.
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The current National Military Strategy is built upon four objectives: strategic
deterrence and defense, forward presence, crisis response, and
reconstitution.14 The latter three are relevant to the purposes of this study.1>

Forward Presence

A key feature of U.S. forces over the past 40 years has been their worldwide
forward presence, which is intended to “show our commitment, lend credi-
bility to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and provide a crisis-re-
sponse capability.”16 Since the end of World War II, the United States has
permanently based forces in a number of locations around the world. The
forward presence of land-based forces “sends explicit signals about the firm-
ness of U.S. commitment in a region.”17 The bulk of these forces has been in
Europe, with the total there approximately 323,000 in the late 1980s.18 But we
have also stationed forces in Korea and Japan and have had smaller con-
tingents in a number of other locations, such as Panama, Turkey, and
Iceland.

The U.S. Navy has maintained continuous forward presence by “home port-
ing” ships in Japan and in several ports in the Mediterranean, by maintaining
naval bases overseas, and by maintaining deployed carrier battle groups,
Marine expeditionary units, and surface action groups in foreign oceans. This
practice also provides a clear message concerning U.S. regional interests and
fosters regional stability.

Forward-deployed forces strongly influence force structure and the balance
of active and reserve forces. Any substantial forward presence requires a ro-
tation base large enough so that overseas assignments do not become oner-
ous.!? Traditionally, the rotation base and forward elements have generally
been drawn from active forces. In the cases of the Army, Air Force, and
Marine Corps, each Service’s forward deployed forces and rotation bases ac-
count for less than the total force structure requirement. Hence, reserve com-

14be'd., pp- 6-7.

Reserve forces provide additional formations, personnel, and equipment in times of
crisis. However, the current nature of U.S. strategic deterrence and defense is that it requires no
such augmentation.

16Powell, op.cit.,, p.7.

17Department of Defense, 1991 Joint Military Net Assessment, March 1991, p. 4-2.

18These forces consisted of approximately 5 division equivalents and 700 combat aircraft.
Richard L. Kugler, The Future U.S. Military Presence in Europe: Forces and Requirements for the
Post-Cold War Era, RAND, R-4194 EUCOM/NA, 1992, p. 18.

19For example, the commander of Air Combat Command believes that the CONUS active
duty rotation base should be 1.5 times as large as that of the forward deployed force. General J.
M. Loh, speech to the AFA Air Warfare Symposium, Orlando, Florida, January 31, 1992.
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ponents provide additional fully equipped and manned units needed after
mobilization. The Navy is different. In addition to rotating people, it must
rotate its ships. With some exceptions, for example non-deploying
minesweepers, the Naval Reserve provides additional manpower to
augment active force, rather than providing fully manned ships.

Although forward presence has traditionally been the role of active units, the
obvious question arises: In the future, could the periodic deployment of re-
serve units “show our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, enhance
regional stability, and provide a crisis-response capability.” In the past, re-
serve units routinely participated in exercises in Europe, and augmented
maintenance facilities overseas during their annual training periods to assist
in eliminating maintenance backlogs. They have also participated in civil
engineering exercises that the Army routinely conducts in Latin America.20

Without knowing the precise nature of a reserve forward deployment, we
note that staffing any part of a continuous forward presence with reserves
poses the most difficult and perhaps most expensive challenge2! Given two-
week active training periods each year and the time it would take to move
the unit to the overseas location, more than 26 reserve units must be found to
replace an active unit stationed overseas?? We also note that in foreign
counties, particularly in Europe, facilities and ranges are limited and, in the
face of a significantly reduced threat, the willingness of host nations to per-
mit extensive training exercises in the countryside has diminished.

Discussion with senior Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve officers
suggests that they could maintain a small forward presence if they were free
to rotate air crews frequently, as often as weekly, and could maintain a very
sizable rotation base made up of volunteers from a large number of CONUS-
based units.23

205ee the discussion by Senator Stevens in the Senate Appropriations Defense
Subcommittee Fiscal 1993 Appropriations Hearing for Programs Under Its Jurisdiction, May 21,
1992. He suggests that the National Guard and reserve could provide approximately one-third
of the approximately 150,000 personnel planned to be forward deployed in Europe.

21We understand from discussions with the Joint Staff that there are no cost savings
associated with a continuous rotation of reserve units in Europe. We did not undertake an
independent assessment of the cost of such a program.

22There may be potential for significant cost savings with an intermittently forward
deployed reserve combat force in Europe, and, under some circumstances, that might not
involve significant risks. However, examining the cost and effectiveness of such a force requires
are-evaluation of the National Military Strategy, which is beyond the scope of this study. Thus,
although we recognize the potential importance of the issue, we assume that combat forces
deploi;esd outside the United States require a continuous presence.

tudy group discussions with ANGC and USAFR leaders.
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Although the reserves could possibly provide a small forward presence, it
would be difficult to maintain a sizable forward presence using reserves, for
the reasons discussed above. Such a small presence would not be apprecia-
ble enough to significantly alter conclusions about the appropriate ac-
tive/reserve mix. Given these considerations, the alternatives we developed
assume that all combat forces forward deployed outside the United States are
active.

Crisis Response

To meet the crisis response objective, U.S. forces must be able to project
power and decisively use military force when and where it is needed. The
Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) assigns roles to the active and reserve
components: Active forces are to “supply combat and support forces for the
initial response to contingencies that arise on short notice.”2* Reserve forces
“contribute mobility assets in short notice crisis, support and sustain active
combat forces and provide combat forces in especially large and protracted
contingencies.”2> And, most important, the DPG recognizes that
“Mobilization of some Reserve Component combat forces can provide the
force expansion need to enhance the U.S. capability to respond to another
contingency.”26

As the DoD sees it, the National Military Strategy and the specific scenarios
that “describe in greater detail . . . (the) plausible circumstances that might
call for the application of U.S. military power”?7 define the future roles and
missions that would be assigned to reserve units.

Large protracted or concurrent contingencies and long develop-
ing crises are the situations in which reserve forces—especially
reserve combat units—can be recalled, trained (if necessary),
deployed, and employed to support, augment, reinforce, and
sustain active forces. The availability and responsiveness of re-
serve units count heavily in determining the most effective ac-
tive-reserve mix, but cost savings and appropriateness of task-
ing to the “part-time” nature of the reserve have been consid-
ered.?8

24Department of Defense, Defense Planning Guidance 1992.
Lppig,

26pg,

27DoD, 1991 Net Assessment, op.cit., p. 1-5.

281pid, p.11-10.




Chapter 5 93

In short, crisis-response requirements dictate the kinds of active/reserve
mixes that are feasible in designing alternative force structures. We have re-
lied on the DPG, particularly the Illustrative Planning Scenarios, for guidance
on crisis response in developing alternative forces. However, this study pro-
vides an independent assessment of “the ability of . . . alternative (forces) to
successfully prosecute a range of military operations” (see Chapter 6).

Reconstitution

During the Cold War, the United States maintained forces in the active and
reserve components to counter the global threat represented by the Soviet
Union. Now, this global threat has disappeared and the forces required for a
global conflict will not be retained in the force structure. The reconstitution
objective establishes the goal of preserving “a credible capability to forestall
any potential adversary from competing militarily with the United States.”29
One component of this objective is preserving the potential for expansion of
air, ground, and maritime forces.30 This part of the reconstitution require-
ment provides a potential additional role for reserve forces: to retain the core
force structure elements required to implement a reconstitution strategy.
Although we did not conduct an independent analysis of the Base Force’s
ability to meet this objective, the alternative forces we developed and
assessed reflect that objective.

Criteria for Structuring Forces

Since the early 1970s, Total Force Policy has reflected two, sometimes
competing, views concerning the structure and mix of active and reserve
forces. DoD policy, which embodies one view, holds that cost-effectiveness
considerations alone should determine component assignment. A second
view argues that some reserves must participate in any conflict to ensure that
the commitment of forces truly represents the political will of the American
people.

Cost-Effectiveness

The emphasis on cost-effectiveness was clearly seen in Chapter 2 in both the
original Laird memorandum and the subsequent move by Secretary of

29Powoll, op.cit., p.7.

30The other components include stockpiling critical materials, protecting the industrial
base, and investing in basic science and high-payoff technologies. Ibid., p. 25.
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Defense Schlesinger to make Total Force Policy the official “policy” of the
Department of Defense. It was also seen in Chapter 3 on how Total Force
Policy was implemented during the development of the Base Force. While
there was some discussion about what constituted the appropriate costs to be
included in any analysis and how to measure effectiveness, the cost-effec-
tiveness criterion has dominated the debate for over 20 years.

The principle of cost-effectiveness implies no explicit assumptions about the
roles of reserve forces. Instead, those roles are based on scenario require-
ments—the National Military Strategy—and whether reserve units can mobi-
lize and train-up to meet desired deployment dates at less cost than active
units.3! However, there is another view on what criteria should be used to
structure active and reserve forces.

The Political Consideration

Several of the military service organizations and many in Congress>2 main-
tain that including reserve forces in any significant deployment will serve as
a check on the president, precluding a so-called “presidentially declared
war.” In other words, the need to mobilize the reserves for any significant
contingency will make it incumbent upon presidents to be certain that they
have that support before committing the nation to a contingency. Some peo-
ple argue that it is not just any reserve forces, but reserve combat forces that
need to go early in any deployment to ensure the support of the American

public.

The late Army Chief of Staff General Creighton Abrams is credited with the
argument that presidents “would have to seek, or feel assured of, popular
support for a major conflict, by requiring them to mobilize citizen-sol-
diers.”® More recently, Congressman Les Aspin argued:

{Iln some contingencies . . . the decision to go to war and risk
large numbers of American lives must be shared with, and
supported by, the American people and Congress. Abrams and
Laird set us on the right path for dealing with this issue, by in-
sisting that it involve a decision to send America’s citizen sol-

31The CBO defines the “criteria (that) deserve consideration” as costs, reserve response
times, total capability needed, and limits on the peacetime use of reserves. CBO, op. cit., p. ix.

32gee Hearings before the Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, April 8, 1992.

33 Lewis Sorley, “Creighton Abrams and the Active-Reserve Integration in Wartime,”
Parameters, Summer 1991.
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diers into war. If we stick to that path, we’ll make the right de-
cisions.

The largest role for the Guard’s combat forces should be a ma-
jor regional contingency, like the one we fought in Operation
Desert Shield /Desert Storm.34

While we recognize that these arguments have developed a certain face va-
lidity and are driving the debate, our own analysis suggests there is some
ambiguity in their logic.

Limiting Presidential Action. The history of the presidential call-up author-
ity discussed in Chapter 3 clearly demonstrates that, in order to get the DoD
to expand the role of the reserves in the total force, Congress has been willing
to grant the president expanded authority to call up the reserves without noti-
fying Congress or declaring a national emergency. Specifically, to encourage
the DoD to make more use of the reserves, Congress has increased the call-
up authority from 50,000 to 100,000 and finally to 200,000. In addition, during
ODS/S, Congress amended the law in response to the Secretary of Defense’s
argument that the 180-day limit was a factor in his decision not to call the
roundout brigades. Late in the Persian Gulf crisis, as the deadline for Iraqi
response to the ultimatum approached and the United Nations had passed
the resolution authorizing the start of offensive operations, President Bush
put the question to Congress. While there were many reasons that President
Bush asked Congress for an affirmative vote, the issue of the reserves did not
seem to be a significant factor, as compared to the issue of a “constitutional
crisis” under the War Powers Act.

Popular Support. The available evidence also fails to confirm the notion that
popular support is ensured by calling up the reserves. Generally, three types
of data relate to this argument: opinion polls, employer support for activated
reservists, and anecdotes. The opinion polls showed clear support for the
president’s actions. His approval ratings reached the highest levels of his
administration.3® For example, 84 percent of those polled supported the

34Congressman Les Aspin, Chairman, Combat Power from the Reserve Component,
memorandum to members, Committee on Armed Services, May 7, 1992, p. 3. The former
President of the Adjutants General Association of the United States, Major General Robert F.
Ensslin, Jr.,, has also argued that “for larger scale operations, the Guard and Reserve—to include
major combat units, should have to be called. The reasoning is threefold; first, the importance of
involving the Congress and the people; second, to allow the diplomatic and political processes to
be as fruitful as possible; and third, the Guard and Reserve’s proven ability to perform the
mission and the attendant peacetime cost savings [emphasis added].” Major General Robert F.
Ensslin, Jr., the Adjutant General of Florida, Public Policy Dimensions of Base Force and
Reconstitution Strategy for the National Guard, February 1,1992, p. 9.
5Im:luding ABC News/Washington Post, CBS News/New York Times,
Gallup/Newsweek, and the Associated Press.
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