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'PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

My desire to research this topic stems from my first 12 years as a Marine Cerps officer
and having served entirely from land bases. My experience is not unique in today’s ‘Marine
. Corps. For over nine years this country has been engaged in what amounts to land warfare with
no immediate need for a force capable of projecting naval power ashore. While working in
operatlonal units, I never put much con51derat1on mnto th13 fact. However, my time at Marine
Corps Command and Staff College along with 'recent comments from public officials,
questioning the feasibility of arnpliibioiis assault, has sparked my interest in justifying the need
for an arnphibious force. In this paper, I intend to build, for myself, a better understanding of the
amphibious environment and answer the question of whether or not amphlblous assault is still a
requlred capab111ty | | |

With great appreciation, Ibountifully received, from several indiViduals,_assistance on

this research in the form of time and guidance. For this mentorship, I am extremely grateful.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Title: Projecting Naval Forces Ashore: Justification in Today’s Fiscally Constrained
Environment

Thesis: The United States, more specifically the Marine Corps, must procure new equipment and
develop doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures in order to ensure amphibious assaults can
be conducted in today’s environment and into the future. China’s military modernization efforts
and its desire for increased influence in the Western Pacific combined with hybrid threats like
Iran require the United States to maintain a robust ability to conduct amphibious operations and
project naval power ashore, even in a fiscally constrained environment.

Discussion: The focus of this paper is projecting naval power ashore. Amphibious assault
operations cannot independently contain China, Iran, or any other country. While other military
capabilities and the remaining instruments of national power, diplomacy, information, and
economics, are fundamental in ensuring the security of the Unites States’ vital interest, they do
not fall within the scope of this work. As budgetary concerns mount and states increase their
anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD) capabilities, the ability to project naval power ashore comes into
question. Today’s threat environment consists of China on one. end with its military
modernization efforts and desire to expand its sphere of influence, and multiple smaller countries
on the other end like Iran with significant A2/AD capabilities. Although these capabilities
present obstacles to gaining a lodgment, the United States should not allow its capability to
conduct amphibious assaults to atrophy. Doing so will limit the options by which to gain a
lodgment, decrease maneuver space, and will present the opposing force with fewer options to
defend against. The United States must maintain a modular force capable of conducting
amphibious assault operations from the company to the Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF)
level, continue to develop technologies to facilitate operating within range of A2/AD weapons,
and increase situational awareness of small unit leaders allowing them to conduct operations
normally performed by larger units.

Conclusion: The ability for the United States to conduct amphibious assault operations
thereby projecting naval power ashore today and in the foreseeable future remains vital to the
military instrument of national power. Amphibious assault operations and the threat of such
operations would play a major role in a large scale conflict with China’s modernized military and
potentially with smaller countries such as Iran who possess significant A2/AD capability. By not
properly funding an amphibious force, one of only three sources of joint forcible entry, one
limits maneuver space and options available in addition to allowing the enemy to more precisely
employ assets. [Even in today’s fiscally conscious environment, with increased enemy
capabilities in A2/AD weapons, a robust amphibious assault force remains an integral part of the
United States’ power projection ability.
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Introduction

Pete Ellis’s 1921 production of the Advanced Base Operations m Micronesia document
expanded the focus of the United States Marine Corps from “the defense of advance.d bases iﬁ _
support of the fleet”' to amphibious assault operations to secure advanced bases. Ever since, tha
Marine Corps has maintalined. amphibious assault, also‘termetvi “forcible entry from the sea”, as a
core competéncy: Mar@ne Corps Vision & Strdtegy- 20.25,'as late as »2010, names forciblé entry
from the sea an enduring core competency.” Amphibious assaalts played a pivotal role in the
Pacific and European theaters duriﬁ'g World War II. Much'has changed sinca the last large scale
amphibious assault Aconducted at Inchon duriﬁg the Korean War. Changes in tha threat
énviromnerit have bfought into question the relcfranc}} of amphibious 'operatlions. Some of these
environmental factors include aﬂti;acces,s/area—denial (A2/AD) capabilities, absence of peer

competitofs, and the prolifération of non-state actors.
- Joint Puﬁlicaﬁon 1-02 defines power projection as “the ability of a nation to apply all or
soﬁe of it§ elém,ents of ‘national power - political, ef:onomic, i_nformatipnal, or milivtary;- to
~ rapidly and effectively deploy and sustain forces in and from multiple dispersed locations ‘ao
respond to crises, to coﬁtributevto deterreﬁce, anld to enhance regional stability.”® An a.mphibious'
operation, particularly the amphibious aséault, is oné way for the United States to project power.
Given tvoday”s ﬁscaliy conscious economic climate and the increased capabilities of A2/AD
‘weapons, some would argﬁe that maintaining a robust amphibious assault farca is not necessary.
Th1$ is a dangerous point of ﬁe’w. By not maintaining a robust amphﬂaioué assault force, \the
nation’s 'ability to project power as defined above becomas limited. The United FState‘s, ‘more.
Speéiﬁcallythe Marine Cax‘ps', must procﬁr_e new equipment and devélop doctrine, tactics,.’

techniques, and procedures in order to ensure amphibious assaults can be conducted in today’s.



environment and’ 'in‘_coA the future. Chiné’s military modeﬁ;ization efforts énd its desire for
increased influence in the Western Pacific combined with hybﬁd threats like Iran require the
United Stétes ,to maintain a robust ability to conduct ainphibi_ogs operatiOns and project naval
power ashore, even in a fiscally constrained env1ronment |

| ThlS paper w111 first explore the current global threats. China is oxamined ‘as an
ascending countervaﬂmg power threatening the interests of the United States in the Westem
Pacific. Further, as China’s sphere .o‘f influence increases, the threat to the United States’ ihterest
~in the Western Pacific increases. Iran will be discussed as a hybrid threat, defined as a threat
presenting a combinati'on'of conventional and unconventional methods and Weapoﬁo. _Next,. the_
val.ic.iity of projecting naval power ashore (i.e. é.mphibious assault) as it relates to joint forcible
entry will be investigated. The cost of maintaining a force capable of projecting naval power
ashore is, especially in today’s ﬁscélly constrained 'envir_onmenti a growing concern. In
co_nsiderétion of the current fiscal environment, however, is it in the United States’ best interest
to risk the nﬁlitary’s ability to' effectively conduct all types of amphibious operations by not
allocating ;esources to Aa;mphibious equipmenf? The final topic for discussion 1s the United
States’ projection of naval power ashore and which fypes of equipment are required, .
‘ Today’s Security Environment | |

The Soviet Union was th.e closest pe& competitor to the United States, dﬁring the Cold

‘War. It was also the only country capable of threatening the survival of the United States. Thus,
the United States’ instruments of national ﬁower" specifically the military, were relatively well
focused. Korea and Vietnam were the two major conflicts during this period. The. aim of both
conﬂlcts was to prevent the spread of communism. Today s environment is dlfferent in that

irregular forces are the prominent threat to the national security of the United States than do



conventionél forces..‘ Large terrorist organizétiohs such as Al Qaéda have grov;ln in strength and -
havé achieved greater access to more sophisticated weapons. China, as an ascending power with
conflicting interest to‘ those of the United States, poses the fnost dangerous threat. Iran exists
. between the non-state actors é.nd China and pfeéents a hybﬁd threat. |

China is the most formidable conventional threat to the United Stafes. Of late, China has
been coﬁcehtrating on beﬁeﬁng its A2/AD é'apabilities.’ To accomplish this increase in
~ca,pability, China has in the last 20 years pursued a military modemization‘ effort. “China’s mostx

| formidable naval weapon systems”4

its anti-ship Ballistic missiles (ASBM) and anti-ship cruise
missiles (ASCM) are of main concern for naval and afnﬁhibious forces. Table 1 (see Appendixl
A) summa_rizes some of the anti-ship missiles China maintains. China is currently developing a
new ASBM, the DF-21D, with a range of 1,500km (930 miles). ' The long range of the newer
missile necessitate_s the United States’ .rrijl_itary maintain an inére_ased standoff distance -from k,
coastlines where such ASBMs are assessed to be located. Complicating the problem is the
méneuvéring capability of thé DF-21D, which makes ‘the task of couniering the missile after
launch more difficult. In addition to the anti-ship missiles, China has, over the last 12 yeafs, A
. purchased three Soviet aircraft carriers. Currently renovations continue on the Varyag, o‘n‘e of
. the purchased Soviét aircraft carriers. Even thouéh none of the carriers are operatio;la‘l', it can be -
.c'(_)ncludedv China has used them aslearniﬁg‘ tools, especially when one considers their desire to-
domestically build an aircraft carrier.’ | | |

Ac%rding to China’s 2008 White P.aper céncgming national defense, “China pursues a
national defense pdl_icy which is purely defensive in rliature.”6 The defensive p'olicy set forth by
th’e‘ éhinese does not_sﬁggest they will wait for an oppohent to conduct é military strike before

conducting offensive operations. This means if China views actions by other states as infringing



(_Sn its sovereignty or areas of perceived vital security impoﬁance, China may conduct a -
- preemptive strike. If China’s views matched that of the United States’, fhis issue -would be -
~irrelevant. However, China’é views of what comprises its te’rritory do not match that of the
United States. For_exﬁmple, potential conflict exists wheﬁ examining the “two island chains”.
Since World War II, Chingl has predominately been résfricted to Qperating inside the first island
chain fumﬁng from Japan south to Taiwan and then to the Philippines. | The United States has'
“kept this area unobstructed and allowed the free flow of Asian commerce. Chinais aware that at -
any point, the U.S. could prohjbit such activities in this area. China is further aware that if the
United States controls the first island chain, it is also able to move naval aﬁd land based forces to
within stﬁkiﬁg range of China.”

As a result, Beijing established an exclusive economic zone from China’s shoreline out to .
© 200 miles.! China maintains that U.S. naval vessels should not be allowed to conduct opefations
in this area. The United State;s holds a very diff&ent view of this area and as Secretary of
Defense Gates stgted it is “impossible to compromisé”g oﬁ téhis topic. Since the EP-3 inéident in
2001 the United Stateé has ekperienced increasing difficulty operating within this zone. Most
.recently_, teﬁsion arose when Chinese aircraft and ships disijlayed- aggressive behavior in March
2009.'® Potential conflict with the United States will be ever present so long.as China c;ontinﬁes
to assert itself in an effort to increaée inﬂuénée-iﬁ the region. |

China’s chief concern, however, is Taiwan, which it views as Chinese territ(‘)ry.ll The .
Peoples Liberation Ammy. (PLA) has been massing_ “SRBMs, enhanced amphibious warfare
capabilitiés, and modem, advanced long;raﬁgé anti-air systems across the Strait from Taiwan.”?

The aggressive positioning of these forces provides China with the capability of crossing the



.' Taiwan Strait should Taiwan pursue' de jure independence. Additioﬁally, this positioning of
forces providés a layer to the A2/AD strategy.

The Chinese have had the opportunity to observe the manner in which the Uhited States
and coalition forcc;s, built up combat power prior to Operations Desert Storm, iraqi Freedom, and |
Ehduring Freedom. The Chinese will not willingly allow opposing férces to build up iq the areas
surrounding China. As such, China will consider any Buildﬁp of forces as provocatidn, similar t;)

a “first ﬁring.”lj |
| The actions o_f the PLA have seemingly takén the civilian leadership in China by surprise
~several times revealing a possible breakdown in communication betweeﬁ the two. .For éxample,’
President Hu of China was unaware of the fli ght of a stealth aircraft during Secretary Gates’ visit
to China in J aﬁuary 2011. Two other events were the “2007 anti-.satellit.e missile test and a 2009
confrantation between Chinese véssels and a U.S. surveillance s'hip.”M‘ These events raised
concerns among policy makers in the United States with regards to who maintains control of
military forces. Chiﬁa’s intent is unclear and disjoinfed when the PLA conducts. operations
~without the knowledge of the civilian leédérship.
~ As an example of what could happen, look at the fishing boat incident befween Japan and
China from September 2010. A Chinese fishing boat collided with two Japanese Coast Guard
boats near the; contésted Diaoyu (Senké.ku) Islands. J apan arrested the éaptain of the fishing boat
and China was butraged when his detention was extended' 10 d,ays.15 . Hypothetically, ‘what
_would héppen if the PLA decided to conduct rescue oﬁerations to free the captain from Japanese |
detention and wrest control of the disputed island from Japan? The United Statcs would then,

bound by the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, be required to aid Japan. If escalations

continue the United States could find itself in a situation similar to that of thé World War II



island ﬁopp’ing campaign. ]n this instance, an arhphibious assault would be a critical‘capability o
worthy of posseséion.

Some argue.tha't oonﬂict with China is highly unlikely due to China’s economic ties with
the world, the United States in particular, and its current inabiiity kto project and sustain large
forces significant diétances. While that might be true, especially in the near term, if China is .left '
‘ uncheckéd and allowed to extend its area of influence, at wha'f point is China 'going to be

satisfied? Once China is unopposed Within the economic zonewill it belsatisﬁed or will 2 more
* expansive economic Zone be pursued? Perhaps China extends the economic zone to 400 miles,
which would then inch;de OldnaWa. China will continue to pu;rsué increased influence if ieﬁ
unchecked by an outside force. History is full of examples of such behavior. Using the United
States as a reéént exa.tﬁple, it becomes evident that a state will feverishly. seek a larger sphere of
influence if left unopposed. The United States is currently the sole” gloBal sﬁper power and
exerts more influence throughout the world than any other state. Unjted Statés global presencé
and active foreign policy attempt to shape the pblitical landscaﬁe in order to‘further its natioﬁal
interests. It is eVident that the United States rerﬁains unsatisﬁed with the ’amount of powér and
inﬂuence it maintains. rIf left unobstructed, China, like the United States, will continue in its .
. quest for greater'poWer and influence. It is in the nétional interest of thekUnithf States n_ot'tor
~ allow China to expand to the'deﬁ-iment of US vital interests. Any action that results in
decreasing the cépabilities Q% the United States, particularly capabilities that decrease the ability
to opefate within the first iéland chain, coulci be viewed by China as capitulation and \{/iil likely
serve to exﬁedite the expansion of its influence. Lécking an amphibious assault force limits fhe
military options available to the .Uni_ted States in thé Westem Pacific, which will result in‘

allowing China to increase its influence in the region while decfeasing US influence.



Where China posés a‘qonventiona‘l-thre.at to U.S. security interests in East Asia, Iran
presents a hybrid threat. Even more worrisome is Iran’s Willinéﬁess to supply known terrorist
organiéaﬁions with weapons. Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Gﬁard Corps (IRGC) focuses on
“protect[ing] Aitself from foreign, prinvla;il}v/ U.S., interference or attack, and to exert regional
influence.”*® To accomplish this, Iran currently maintains a large stock pile of éntifship missiles,
wifh ranges'fr;)rﬁ 95-100km for the HY-3 up to 120km for the C-802. These missiles are mobile
and fired from either the‘ .shofeline or a ship. The mob_ility of these systems makes exact
locations and subsequent destruction of the systems difficult. Mines form Aanother layer of the
defense. The Ifania.ns maintain a “fast nline—Iaying platform”"’ alloWing them to plaég “smart”
and “dumb” free ﬂogting mines. Unmanned Anal Systems (UAS) monitor the passive défenses,
while a fleet of patrol Boats place an'active. elément intq the defeﬁse.' The boats are able to
employ tﬁe C-802 anti-ship missile, thus, extending the range at which Iran canh engage s;hips.1E=
Even though Iran’s military is extensive, “they are widely considered relatively combat
ineffective vin a head-on éonfrontat_ion agaiﬁst a Wéll trained, sophisticated military.”lé‘

iran’s ﬁuclear prolgram adds to the instability in the region. Because of the. difﬁculty in
verifying the stafus of Iran’s nu-élearprogral‘n, it cannot be corilcvluded, vﬁth certainty, whether or
not Iran is developing a nuclear weapon. Due to Iran’s unwillingness to fully comply and be

forthright with the International Atomic Energy Agency, it is logical to assume Iran does seek a
| nuclear W’eapbn capability. A ,.nilclear Iran has huge implications for the region. There is an
existing poséibility that Tran could use the threat of a nuclear attack as a te_rror weapon against
neighboring states. The focus of fhe threat.co‘ulld range fror_n controlling oil policies, eiimin;ting
support fbr the \United States, aﬁd even to the destruction of Israei. If and when Iran acquires a

nuclear weapon, the United States will be forced to respond.' Depending on how Iran utilizes the



nuclear capability, an amphibious assault would prove to be a valuable means, oompl_‘ernentary to
the other joint forcible entry methods; to gain a lodgment. |
Another key component to the Iran puzzle is their chemical and biological weapons. Iran

(113

is currently pursuing a chemical weapons infrastructurevand may have already’ stoekpiled a
blister, blood, ehoking,Aand nerve ag‘ents.”20 Combine the previous fact with the fact that Iran
has the ‘;Iargest inventory of ballistic missiles in the Middle East,”*! and the Middle East has
: another destabilizing Weapon' controlled by an unpredictable/rogue state. Worsening the
i situation is _Iran’s'support of terrorist organizations. If Iran continues to see their support of
ierrorist organizations as advantageous, it will carry on this supportive action further
 destabilizing the region. |
Many of Iran’s neighliors are leery of Iran’s influence in the region. With each acquired
‘capability and irresponsibie action, anxiety in the region further inereases. Even though most
states in the Middle East are very’conoerned with the situation, none are willing to overtly
support U.S. led actions against Iran because of possibie retaliation.”” Notably, Syria is iran’s
closest ally inthe region. "i‘he basis for this relationship is the mutual dislike for Israel. Further,
Syria allows weapons to transit from Iran to their common support organizations, Hamas,
Hezbollah, and other Palestinian terrorist groups. It is priinarily the Islamio Revolutionary
Guard Corps’ Qods force that provides weapons, training, -and funding to the aforementioned
groups.? H
On February 20, 2009 statements were made by Ali Akbar Nateq-Nouri, an advisor to * -
Iran’s supreme leader, “that Ba.‘nrain was at one time an Iranian proivince.”24 This stance when

~ taken a step further would result in Iran attempting to take control of Bahrain. With nuclear

weapons and a Syrian ally, Iran’s neighbors may think twice before intervening in a conflict



between Iran and Ballrain.v Iran, feeling emboldened, would be more likely to réclairﬁ Babhrain as
a territory. Due to the Middle Eastern States reluctance to oppose Iran, the United States could
be required to> address the situation unilaterally. Because Bahrain is an island state in the Persian
Gulf between Saudi Arabia and Qatar, options for a unilateral operation to liberate Bahrain érg
limited. An amphibious assault would be one of the very few methods of freeing Bahrain from
Iranian occupation. Comi)licating the equation even more is Iran’s position along ’the Strait of
Hormuz. Wﬁh adequate A~2/ADF capabilities, Iran.would \Be able_ to close the one and only
maritime approach int6 the Persian bGulf.,’ In order for an amphibious assault to operate in this
situation it would need to possess the ability to effectively nullify a substantial AZ/AD threat.
The tlﬁeats discussed above arebrepresentative of an emerging pqur competing with the
United States for regional influence and of 2 state, possibly With nuclear weapons; who is
thrgatenihg to its neighboré. China’s papaBilities are well ahead of those Iran possesses and
impl'oﬁng upbn éach &ay. As China seeks to inérease its influence to the first and secqﬁd island
chains, the threat it poses to the national inferests of the United States in the Western‘ Pacific will
increase. As a result tﬁe United Stafe;s éﬁbuld not discount China as a threat. Should the United
States discount China and not allocate fesourqes’ fof developing equipment to cour;ter future
‘Chinese capabilities», the ability to decisi?eiy engage China’s “forces will be lost. Potential
conflicts w1th China would likely be rooted in territorial disputes, sucﬁ as Téiwan and the
disputed waters in the So.uth‘China Sea. Though Iran’s conyeﬁtional military .cépabilities are not
as robust as China’s, the threat Iran poées is worth the discussion. Ir\an’s weapon capabilities are
gréat and if the IRGC is presentpd with an opposing military force like the Uhited States, .its
weapoﬁs (cherhical, biological, and -any foreseeable nuclear) will be employed in an

unconventional and irresponsible way. A conflict with fran would come from a relatively slow



escalation of van issue, possibly the cc;ntinugd pursuance of a nuclearAweflipon. In regards to
: \amphibious assault, the best épproach is to resource a force for the most capable and dangerous
* threat. The force should not be res.tricted‘ to conducting only large scale operations as the most
likely conflicts are of smaller scale. This \;vill lead to a module forc;e. cabe;ble of conducting
distributed operations at the proportional size relative to the situation.
Forcible Enti‘y

According to Joint Publication 3-18, ““Forcible entry’ is a joint military operation
conducted agéinst armed opposition to. gain“ entry into the tgrri'fory of an adve;sary by seizing a
10dgmént as rapidly as possible in order to enable the cqnduct of follow-on operations or conduct

a singular operation.””®

Amphibious as;ault is 1:;ut one method‘ to conduct joint forcible eﬁtry, a
method to which the Marine Corps is committed. However, several issu_eé ariée when
scfutinizing_ the need for an athphibious assault capability.

The first issﬁé to address is the equipment cbst. The last two prografns the Marine Corps
pursued in an effort to fmprove amphibious capabilities and e;bility to projecf power ashore, the
MV-22 Osprey and the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV), went well over both timeline and
“ budget. For example, if Congress does not cancel the EFV, which bégan in 1988, it is estimated
.that the program will cosf over $11 billion consﬁming “up,:to 90% of the Marines’. ground '
équipment budg‘et.”26 Add to th‘is~cost th;a expense of maintaining 33 amphibious ships and all
the landing craft required to conduct a large scale landing, and the price of sustaining an
\amphibio\us force becomes substantial. In today’s shrinking military budget, it seems logical to
conduct ope;ati’ons in the most economic manner'poésible. From a cost persﬁective, regarding
the current .1and’ baéed conflicts in Iraq;'and Afghanistaﬁ with'unquestionabl'e‘ air superiority,

focusing on equipment designed to operate solely on land makes sense. That being said, this
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aipproach will create a more narrowly focused and less flexible forpe that may not serve the
country well in future conflicts. |

_ Utility is a second factor to exainine. The United States has historically uséd other
countries to build up and insert forces. For example, Saudi Arabia was used as a staging area
~ prior to Operation Desert Storm and again prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom. States bordering
conﬂict"‘zones. have historically gi“anted the United \States territorial access. - To assume similar
acceés in the future is a huge risk. ‘Political pressure will weigh héai_vily and depending on the
situation; neighboring countn'es may be unwilling to give the’United Siates a staging area.
Turkey’s r_efusal to allow the United States use of its territory during Operaitidn Iraqi Freedom is -
a prime example. Strategic planners must remain mindful that countries boardiné a conflict will
' ndt always willingly grant access td their territo.ry. Additionally, especially in the case of China, |
: ihe opposing iorce may not allow thé buildup of fdri:és in neighboring countries. In such

instances amphibious. assault could be the only option.

| Longfrange i)ombing provides another means:other than projecting naval pqiwver to strike
the enemy. Precision guided munitions have the gbility to strike key targets leaving a gap lar.ge
N | enough to insert forces with air power.A To accomplish this task, more’than likely foreign support
in the' forrn of airspace .'i.s required, Thus, the reliance on foreign and possibly neutral countries
still exists. The United States in either case could disregard the desires of the countries in
~question by violating their airspace. Howéver, consequences would result following obvious
disregard for a state’s soveieignty. It is unlikely that the United S_tates. would encounter a
situation where no state would allow them, at a minimum, the une of airsi)ace.' Though an -
unlikely situation for the Unit’ed States, it is not outside the realm of possibility. In this instance,

a forcible entry from the sea operation is a key capability the United States requires for power
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projectiqn. Additionally, relying solely on IOﬁg rangé bombing and air insértion, and not using
the sea as maneuver space, only simplifies the situation for the enemy. Using airpower’s
capabilities of bdmbing and insertion in concert with the a.mphibioust forces’ ability to assault
~ from the sea puts the enemy 1n a dilemma. if the enemy chooses to guard against airpower it
bc;,comes vulnerable to an amphibious asséult, and vice versa. This situation forces the eﬁemy to
either defend more effectively against one of the two capaBilitie's or less effectively against bo‘rh;
Secretary Gates is likely correct 1n questioning fhe feasibility of “iarge—scale amphibious

assault landings along the lines of Inchon.”’

Many implications exist if large-scale landings are
~ deemed not féasible; thus, determining the capability to conduct amphibious assaults is no longer
ngeded. Joint Publications 3-02 lists amphibious. assault as one of five types of amphibious
operations. The Other four types are émphibious raids, demons&ations, withdrawals, and
amphiﬁious support '.to other operations.Az‘8 .These ;)thef types of amphibipus éperations have
proven necessary in the paSt. In fact, General Schwarzkopf ordered ank amphibious
demonstration duriﬁg Operation Desert Storm.” Conducting the deﬁom&aﬁon caused the Iragi
military to focus attention toward the coast line allowing the Unitéd States Army’s VII Corps

( : . ) <
maneuver to the west and attack from an unanticipated position.

and XViII Airborne Corps to
Operaﬁdﬁ Eag’le/ Claw included a long range arhphibious raid to rescue hostages held in Iran.
.Even in. its failure, the operation’s ability to project naval power ashore deﬁionstrated. the
usefulness of the amphibious raid capability. Following the eartlﬁﬁake in Haiti on 12 January °
12010, the 22nd MEU provided support in the form of moving food, water, and supplies into and
around Haltl The z_unphibious assault capability is linked to four other capabilitieé. Givingup

the amphibious assault capability does not mean the resources freed from that capability can go

~ elsewhere; the other four capabilities and resource requirements remain..
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Giving up the- amphibious assault capability also means giving up valuable Iﬁaneuvqr
space. This means that the enemy has one less poséible course of action to consider, allowing
him to more precisely placé his defenses. An article in July 2009°s Marine Corps Gazette makes
this point by using a chess strategy, “the move not played” as an analo gy’ In this analogy one.
is fbrcing his/her opponént to consider all threats on fhe board. When one sidé reduces the
number of threats (amphib-ious assault), the other side has feWer courses .of actioﬁ to consider.
Since tﬂe enemy can better defend agaiﬁst fewer threats, his opponent will have a rﬁore difficult -
' time conducting the chosen course of action. The Operation Desert Storm example mentioned
Vabove ciemonstrate's ﬂﬁs logic. Take the Marines out of the Persian Gulf and Irag can sudc.lenlyv
concentrate soiely on the forces in Séudi Arabié._ This would make ‘the wheel movement of the
XVIII Airborﬁe'Corps aﬁd VII Corps much more difficult.

Amphibious assault remains a vital capaBility of joint forcible entry. Maintaining this
skill set is é costly endeavor. In spife of the cost, maintaining amphibious assault énsures -tﬁe
maintenance of the vother four types of amphibious operations. There are two other types of
forcible entry operations: airborne assault and air assault. Both of these operationé \.Nﬂl likely
require a third sfate to allow territbrial access for either the buildup or deployment of forces. | In
most instanceé, ‘amp}ﬁbioﬁs assaﬁl‘; is the only forcible entry operatioﬁ not’ dependent on a thfrd
state. Consequently, the United Stétes’f ability to project power reiies heavily on ‘its ability to
quickly move troops to the area in’que‘stion. " Amphibious assault, in turn, is a réduirement to
ensure troobs can be employed at a moment’s notice.

Projecting Naval Power Ashore
The Marine Corps maintains a modular and scalable force. The Marine Air Ground Task

‘ Force (MAGTF) can be sized appropriately to operate across the range of militéry operations. Its
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capabilities can be tailored for operations requiring more aviation assets or operations requiring
more ground assets. This type of organizational setup is well equipped to optimize the size and
makeup of its forces for each conflict. The Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) is capable of
amphibiotls assault while the Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) has only a limited capability of
such oper"ations..31 leen the likelihood that future conﬂicts, at least in the near to mid-term, are
to be of limited scale, the MEU should be capable of amphibious qssault, although at a far lesser
scale than that of a MEF. Forcible entry operations, of which amphibious assault is one type, '
seek to seize “a lodgment as rapidly as possible in order to eneble the conduct of follow-on
operations or conduct a singular operation.”*? If all t.hat is required is for e lodgmerlt to be
established and maintained long-enough t”or the ‘buildup of follow on forces, a MEU ’could
achieve the objective against limited enemy forces witlu'n the MEUs ability to defeat. The unrest -
in Tunisia during J anuary 2011 ‘would be a situation where the MEU couldl conduct an
amphibious essault. During the unrest President Zine El Abidine Ben Al‘i resigned and fled to
Saudi Arabia. The resignation was followed by the designation of two presidents in two days. '
Had the Unitetl States deeme(l the instability in Tunisia a threat to national security, Worthy of
troop deployment, a MEU would be able to gain and maintain a lodgment for follow orl forces.
The Rim of the Pacific (RIMPAC) 2010 exercise took a step toward prov1ng the ability of
smaller units to conduct complex operations that in the past were left to larger forces A
.company le.ndmg team (_CLT) was used to conduct sustamed operations ashore. The first
platoon, once inserted, selzed a littoral objective and WastIIOWed by an artillery' platoon that set
up ﬁrmg positions to support two other platoons 50 kilometers to the northwest. The platoons in

the northwest were conducting countermsurgency ope1at1ons. The Marine Corps’
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decentralized command and control system is a l<ey enabler in scenarios like this. MCDP 6
states “our approach should be based on mission command and contr_ol.”34
Utilizing this approach, th'e.cornpany is giVen a mission stating what the goals are as
opposed to specific “how to” directives. The company commander provides his un1ts missions
in the same manner. This approach allows the commanders closest te the scenario, with the
knowledge of what the rnission is intended to accomplish, to make the best and ‘quickest
decision. The weapon of tempo is not only maintained, but it is also increased, allowing small
units to outpace large forces. While this exarnple is of a CLT, it is one of a smaller unit -
conducting amphibiqus operations that previously required a larger one.
. Another'enabler in the experiment was the use ef advanced communications equipment.- -
The new capability bettered voice and data communications and position reports. The result was
“leaders down to the squad level benefited from selicl voice and data eemmunieatiens and

3 There is no doubt all leaders involved

timely, accurate -pesition-locations inforrnation.
enjoyed unprecedented situational avsiareness. _As promising as this ‘capability is, it cannot be
allowed to become a critical Vulnerability. Oppesing fo.rces,: China in particular, are bettering
their capabilities daily, in efforts to disrupt cemmunication systems. In fact, in January 2007
China displayed the capability to destroy satellites in orbit, > a key piece of the aforementionecl
communications system. The security of this capability requires-attention. Satellite defense
must be able to- counter ariti-satellite missiles and defend against cyberattacks attempting to
corrilpt.the intended satellite properties. 1t is impe_rative that terrestrial equipment be able to
negate any attempts at corrupting or intercepting information as it is sent through the airwaves.
While this new era of cornmunication ‘has vulnerabilities, it does allow the United States to

conduct high tempo operations with smaller forces. The amphibious assault force, and all forces

~
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for that matter, can mitigate tile effect of losing ‘rhis advanced connnunicatiens equipment by
fostering initiative in small unit leaders and using a mission command and control system.

As MCDP 3 illustrates, one of the objectives of using the sea for maneuver space “is to
use the mobility provided by naval power to avoid enemy strengths and strike where the enemy
is weak.””r Thus, an ideal goal of an amphibious assault is to maneuver to a position where the
landing force is able to disembark the ships and land on an unoppesed beach, taking the enemy
'completely by surprlse The amphibious assault at Inchon during the Korean War is an example
of using ‘the sea as maneuver space and assaulting an unsuspecting enemy. The X Corps was
able to land at Inchon against lightly prepared and uncoordinated defenses. The goal of
conducting an unopposed amphibious assault becomes more attainable with non-state players..
Since this goal generally can’t be accomplished, not getting ‘bo.gged down in the ‘engageinent
areas and moving to the lodgment area as quickly as possible is the primary,‘ concern. With the
proliferation and increase in capabilities of A2/AD weapens, the engagernent- area is -growing
deeper, extending further from shore, and wider, covering more shoreline.

Destruction of A2/AD weapons is one way to allow an amphibious assault force access to
a hostile eoast line. Because of the difficulties of locating, targeting, servicing, and verifying
destruction, the safety of the force cannot be guaranteed. However, standeff distance can assure
‘A2/AD weapons will not be capable of striking an amphibious fleet. By not maintaining
‘ . sufficient standoff distanee and operating within the range of A2/AD weapons the amphibious
force will be at risk. The threat rings span at least 75 rniles. The.capai)ilities of this threat were‘
proven when Hezbollah struck an Tsraeli ship with what is belieyed to i)e a C-802 emise missile
in 2006.®* To remain outside this range requires amphibious ships to reinain a minimum of 75 .

- miles from the shore. The increase in range of anti-ship missiles is happening faster than the
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corresponding increase in range of vehicles capable of ship-to-shore movement. For instance,
examine the expeditionary fighting vehicle (EFV) program. Initiated in 1988, the EFV had a -
range obj ectfve ‘Qf 25 miles. At the titme, due to limitations in target acquisition from over the
hoﬁ'zon, 25 miles was sufficient distance to be out of the range of anti-ship missiles. Today, the
Secretary.of Defense has recommended cancellation of the EFV program, while’anti-ship missile
| range has increased to 75 miles or better.

Two solutions to the aﬁti-ship missile probiem exist. The first is an iﬁcreased capability
te destroy the missile eithef prior to or after lauslch. The Pentagon’s Ballistic Missile .Defense
Organization is developingA technology to employ UA\‘/s/to detect theater ballistic missiles and
| launch 'inceiator missiles. An amphibious force -could use this‘capability to form a sereen,
allowing it to get closer to the shoreline. The seeond ,soluﬁon is to continue ;c'o develop a \'/eh.i'cle,
similar to the EFV, able to conduct ship-to-shore movements at extended range. This solution
A 'has proven difficult to accomplish. Aiﬂifting troops -inte the area has potential, bst once
inserted, troops lack assault Vehicles like the AAV. The need for an assault vehicle cainable of
conducﬁng long range ship-to-shore mOVemeﬁts still exis‘;s. A combinetion of the two solutions
above will help reduce ﬂle impact of anti-ship missiles. Due to the fast paced increases in
- capabilities, it is not feasible to operate outside the growing threat ringﬂof -anti-ship ballistic snd
cruise missiles. The United States must continue to find solutions, material and procedural, to
neutralize the impact these missiles have on its ability to eo'nduct amphibieus operations.

Addressing the anti-sﬁip missile threat and projecting naval power ashore is something
the Navy and Marine Corps must collaborate on and train toward. The landlocked conflicts of
the last 10 years in Iraq and Afghanistan have preoccupied both services, but primarily the

Marine Corps. This has limited the training opportunities and degraded the two services’ ability
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~ to come together and execute an amphibious assault. In order to regain and increase proficiency
in amphibious assault.operations, the’ Névy and M_arine Cotps team must add emphasis to .
‘training exercises like Bold Alligator. Bold Aliigator 2011 was the first of many planned
exeréises in ‘whi’ch the Navy and Marine Corps conducted a “joint ‘ﬂ‘eet synthetic amphibious
exercise.”® Exercises like Bold Alligator and RIMPAC should continue with added emphasis in -
refining amphibious doctrine, identifying shortfalls in amphibious eqﬁipment, and improving
coordination between the two services. | |
The MAGTF provides a modular model to build a force with. It can be tailored to

operate .ﬁcross the range of .military oﬁerations. The doctn'ﬁe should, however, be adjusted to
- recognize present day fealities. It should be clearly and emphatiéally.art'icula{ed in doctrine that
- the MEU is capableA of condu-cting amphibious assault operations. Missioh command and
control, and improved communications capéﬁility give the smaller units the tools to‘ condﬁct
larger missions. The expen'méﬁt duriﬁg RIMPAC 2010 provided an example of the same (in this -
case a coinpanyAconducting what doctrinally required a battalion). - ‘Forl a Marine force of any
size to conduct arnphibioué assauits, the United States must conﬁnue to seek imi)rovements in
~ the ability to neutralize the A2/AD threat, specifically anti-ship missiles. Folrces must be capéble
of conducﬁﬁg operations from inside the growing threat rings by preventing the léunc}ﬁné of the
missiles or interceptin’glthe missiles. Additionally, a more capable arnp}ﬁbious assauIt vehicle or
systém must be developéd to quickly aﬁd from great d;is’tah'cc transport.a combat vehicle ashore.
Conclusion

~ In order to ensure the security of the nation, the Urﬁted States must invest in and develop
ﬁew technologies to ehha.ﬁcé ‘key cap'abillities in order to cope with the changing sécuﬁty

- environment. Over the last 20 years, the United States has enjoyed the role of sole superpower;
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however, this status is at risk. China’s military modernization efforts aré quickly increasing its
capabilities and closing the gap between it and the Unifed States. Because China is seeking more
influence in the Western Pacific where the United States has historically been the dominate
influence the potential for conflict between the t§vo states is 'incréaSing. With China’s increased
capabilities and interest in participatioﬁ on the global stage iﬁ combination wifh opposing views
to-those of fhe United States,'China poses the nibst dangerous threat to 'yche. secﬁrity interests of
the United- Sfatcs in Asia and the Weétern Pacific. However, conflict with sfnaller, less stable
countrieé is far more likely than conflict with China. In this paper, Iran is used as an example,
yet numerous states could be substituted. Syrial, for instance, while currently not as vocal, is in
much thé sanie position as Iran. These types of coﬁntries pose numerpué threats. For instance,
when confronted by an overwhelming military force they are likely {o resort to unconventio_nal‘
~ warfare using guerrillé tactics. Iran having chemical, biologicai, and pAossibly nuclear weapons
further complicates its resoﬁing to unconventional warfare tactics. Using such tactics while
employing 1'élative1y modern weapons, Iran is capable of presenting a forrhidable opposition in
the event of a conflict with the United States. |
The United States must be able to ensure its secur_ity in a wide range of e_nviroriments—

from humanitarian/disaster relief operations, to medium intensify conﬂicf, to éll ogf unlifnited '
- war, In Operation Enduﬁng Freedom and Opération Iragi Freedom land warfare proved

prominent, with Operatioﬁs at séé and in the air playing a supportiilg role. Other than Task Force

58’s aerial movement ashorg,- the United States’ ability to proj ect naval forces ashore in a combat

~ enviromment was unexercised. It is unWise to develop a military strategy based on these two

éonﬂicts, as the envirénment wilI not always be so one éided toward the present day land

‘component. According to the Strategic Vision Group “as much as 75% of the world’s population
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will live within 4VO Inﬂ.BS. of coasts by ;2035‘”40 The likelihood of conflicts arising in littoral
regions is high, and the Um'ted‘ States must be capable of projecting n'avéﬂ power ashore in such
conflicts.

In order to pfojéct naval pqwerv' ashore, the Uﬁited States must' be able to effectively
counter the increase in A2/AD capabilitiés as weil as oberate within fange of AZ/AD weapons.
Investment in long range Bombardment, at the expense of investment in proj ecting naval power
‘ashore, will cause the latter capabili;y to atrophy and limit power proj ectiOh options. By limiting
the available opﬁoﬂs, the enemy is perrnitted to focus on fewer options. Thus, the enemy will Be
“able to counter any chosen action more effectively. Applying a combined arms mindsetvto the
idea, the United States engages a forc.:e namely by air, land, and sea. If the opp‘osing forc;,e-,
concentrates Oﬁ defeating the air, it then becomes suscep.tible‘ to the land and sea. By willfully
| eliminéting the sea option, simply because of cost, the enemy only has tq be concerned with the
air and land «compoﬁerlts. Another result of losing the ability to project naval power ashore is the
‘decreased influence of the United States and the increased‘inﬂueﬁce of the opposing force. If the
.Um'ted Stétes is willing to accept less influence it must élso B_e willing to accept that another state
: _will fill the influence vacuum. The result will be the loss of the prominent position fhe United
* States cui‘rently enioys and possibly the loss of the ability to control its own (iéstiny. This is ﬁot |
a position'mosf Americans are Wi.lling to take.

:One must remember that the ability to project naval pdwer ashéfe is but one piece of the
Arr:1i1itlary calculus. The pursuit of one capability has an effect on and comes at the expense of
another capability. Projection of naval péwer ashore must weigh ink relation to long range
bombardlﬁént,.ground warfére, and other critical‘milit;ry capalbilitiés.: Amphibious equipment

must be developed and procured in an economical way in order to achieve a balance with other
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key capabilities. In the future, programs such as the Osprey and EFV néed to be more budge‘;

conscious or contribute more to the military organization. Just as projecting naval pdxver ashdre

is a subset of military powér; military power is only part of national power and the government’s

ability to provide security to its citizens. If the government allo‘tted. all resources to the mili;cary,

the govemment could guarantee. secqrity from external threats; but who would provide for the
internal security | of fhe nation? Who Would govem the economic system and oversee its

| interactions 1n ’the world markets“? In pé)int, this is a balancing act, one that the military and
projecting nava.l. power ashore plays a fundamental part in.

The abilityAf.or the ﬁnited States to conduct amphibious assaults and project naval power
ashore foday and in.the foreseeable future remains vital to the military instrument of national
power. Amphibious assaults and the threat of such operations would play a major roie in a large
scale conflict with China’s modernized military as well as conflict with smaller countries stch as

“Iran who possess significant A2/AD capability. By not properly funding an amphibious force,
“one of only three fnethods of joint forcible entry, one limi.ts ﬁanguver space and options
available in addition to allowing the enemy to more precisely employ assets. Even in today’s -

- fiscally conscious environment with incréased enemy ‘capabilities in A2/AD weapons, a robust o

amphibious assault force is an integral part of the United States’ power proj ection ability.
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| Appendix A
Chinese Anti-Ship Ballistic/Cruise Missiles

C-301 B 100-200 km - | Coast

DF-21D (In
development)

Table 1
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