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Problems with Previous Post-Cold War Constructs

The most recent previous attempts at formulating a joint force sizing construct have fallen short.  In 1993, the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) directed the Services to size and shape forces to conduct two nearly simultaneous Major Regional Conflicts (MRCs).  There were provisions for additive force structure that met other specialized requirements outside of conventional warfighting: nuclear deterrent forces, SOF assets, and a CONUS-based "strategic reserve" justified as a hedge against the emergence of future threats.  Beyond these military requirements other potential missions such as SSCs and other peacetime operations were considered lesser included cases, and therefore were not built into the two MTW force sizing construct.
In 1997, the QDR for the most part preserved the BUR construct with some slight adaptations and nuances of change.  At the time it was assumed that MTW deployments would be initiated from a "posture of engagement" instead of a near "cold start" using forces postured at their home bases.  In other words, selected forces would need to re-deploy from ongoing SSCs to meet MTW requirements.
  This change had some effect on force structure, for example, it increased force requirements for lift.  However, despite this slight change in recognition of new military missions, the 1997 QDR did not provide significant resources for additional requirements driven by military operations outside of the two MRC force sizing construct.

The greatest shortcoming of these attempts to develop a new force sizing construct has been their inability to free U.S. military forces from the "dilemma of the double-commitment" (to both ongoing operations and major war plans) that has become the staple cause of the decreased readiness of the armed forces in the post-Cold War security environment.  In addition to hurting warfighting readiness, the pace of military operations not accounted for by current force sizing constructs has led to the consumption of recapitalization/modernization resources, the acceleration of equipment aging, and the exacerbation of personnel retention problems. 

This is not a problem that the Services have ignored by any means.  All four Services have determined that force requirements are driven more by sustaining military operations outside of the "two warfight" metric rather than by the metric by itself.  In our case, the Air Force has implemented its Expeditionary Aerospace Force concept, which relies upon and is organized around rotational forces.  The Navy and Marine Corps base force structure on presence and crisis response.  There is a Global Military Force Presence Policy that governs High Demand/Low Density (HD/LD) assets.  The Army is currently studying how a rotational concept may work for its force structure.  Despite these individual Service institutions, still no unified Service-synchronized DoD policy for force positioning and response exists.  AF/QR is recommending the advent and adoption of a new National Military Presence Policy (NMPP) by DoD to fill this void.

Recommendation #1 - Proposing a National Military Presence Policy

The formulation and adoption of a National Military Presence Policy (NMPP) is a necessary step to developing a new force sizing construct.  AF/QR proposes that the NMPP be applicable to all Services and that it establishes policy for joint forces in three categories: permanently forward based presence and response forces, rotational presence and response forces, and crisis response requirements for CONUS-based forces.

The NMPP would codify once and for all presence as a mission for all Services.  Such a policy also would provide a more formal means for OSD to periodically review force posture in accordance with changes in the security environment and U.S. commitments around the globe.  Another benefit of a NMPP would be its provision of a CINC-based requirement for force planners to develop size and capability requirements for the rotational base.  The NMPP also would provide a framework for discussing cross-Service tradeoffs in rotational requirements (e.g., ICBT for a MEU, AEF for a CVBG, etc…).  The last benefit of a NMPP is its ability to function as another means to schedule joint experimentation among the Services.

If adopted by the Secretary of Defense a NMPP will provide all the Services with needed guidance on permanent and rotational presence requirements based on the new defense strategy.  As important as the creation of a NMPP is the need for rotational force presentation to be the key of any force sizing concept.  For this reason, AF/QR is in addition to recommending a NMPP is advocating that the foundation for the major force structure building blocks of a new force sizing construct be a Joint Rotational Base.

Recommendation #2 - Developing a Joint Rotational Base

Any new force sizing construct should meet all the requirements of a new defense strategy, rather than just meeting the requirements of a certain arbitrary number of conflicts.  The security environment demands that military forces be able to respond anywhere in the world and not be dedicated to one CINC.
  Accordingly, CINC OPLANs need to be more flexible and not rely upon "assigned" CONUS-based forces.  For these reasons, key force structure should be defined in "building blocks" constructed around a rotational base concept.  The illustration at the top of the following page shows the four major force structure building blocks that would form the center of a new force sizing construct as well as how the USAF would fit into such a construct.  The most important building block is a Joint Rotational Base designed to provide on-call forces to meet the Nation's demand for military capability over time at acceptable levels of risk, OPTEMPO, readiness, and quality of life for our people.  The next block consists of Fixed Deterrence Forces that include overseas forces that would not deploy out of a region in response to other contingency operations, as well as dedicated forces for homeland defense and nuclear deterrence.  Another block, National Assets, such as space, ISR, and mobility are used to support the full spectrum of requirements.  The last block consisting of Generation Force and Infrastructure sustains the employable forces.


This new force sizing construct improves crisis response by providing the NCA with a known pool of immediately deployable, on-call forces capable of meeting a wide range of challenges.  This rotational base construct also facilitates and aligns joint training, thereby improving joint training.  For example, large force training events such as NTC, aircraft carrier work-up, RED FLAG would be key events for units in the same rotational increment to train together.  This force sizing construct also provides a means for joint experimentation that minimizes impact on readiness and has the potential to expose a larger portion of each Service force to opportunities presented by joint experimentation. In conclusion, development of this force sizing construct centered upon a Joint Rotational Base would size and shape military forces to meet both day-to-day demands and provide the NCA with a wide-range of rapid response capabilities.

Recommendation #3 - Establishing Standing Joint Task Force HQ Elements

The idea of having standing joint task forces (JTFs) is not new to U.S. defense planning.  From the 1960s through the 1980s, Strike Command (later Readiness Command) maintained a standing JTF that was globally focused.  In the early 1980s, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) was formed with a focus on Southwest Asia.  Both of these standing JTFs faced constraints.  Without a regional focus for the Strike Command JTF it was difficult to clearly define its mission.  Meanwhile the RDJTF had its forces dual allocated for RDF and NATO missions although it was incapable of conducting both simultaneously.  Both of these standing JTFs proved to be inefficient and costly.

The challenge then to DoD, is how to organize to realize the benefits of standing JTFs without the inefficiencies of dedicated forces associated with them.  AF/QR believes this challenge can be met by adopting the previous recommendations (to adopt a NMPP and use a Joint Rotational Base of military forces) along with establishing standing JTF HQ elements for each regional CINC.  Despite attempts since Desert Storm to institutionalize theater C2 doctrine and tactics, techniques and procedures JTF C2 still remains an ad-hoc arrangement more or less.  Having each regional CINC establish a small permanent standing JTF HQ element under the command of a flag officer would create professional, institutionalized JTF C2.

JFCOM has outlined three employment options for a Standing Joint Task Force Headquarters (SJTF HQ) element.  First, the STJF HQ could become the Joint Task Force Headquarters.  Second, the STJF HQ could augment a Service component HQs staff if that component is designated as the JTF lead.  Third, the STFJ HQ could deploy forward to support the CINCs staff if the CINC is the JFC.  No matter what employment option is used, the STFJ HQ concept has numerous benefits.  It helps develop regional ties with allies that are critical for coalition operations.  The STFJ HQ allows for a seamless shift from planning to execution due to its improved coherence of operational level advanced Joint planning and C2.  The STFJ HQ concept if successfully adopted also will serve as a forcing function to drive Component HQ development (e.g. JFACC, JFLCC, JMCC…).  Creating standing JTF HQ elements is a better option than relying on penny packet forces that have the high potential of being tailored as the wrong force for the next contingency and unable to address the full spectrum of defense strategy requirements.

QDR 2001 - Sizing the Force, A New Construct Needed





In the last issue of this newsletter, we presented general information regarding the QDR's schedule, organization, and major issue areas.  This newsletter discusses an issue that will impact major issues of this year's defense review such as the conduct of joint operations and our future force size and structure.  The issue is the creation of a force-sizing construct that will serve the next defense strategy best.





As the new Administration's defense strategy starts to emerge so do the requirements it demands upon the military.  The nation's military forces must be able to conduct operations across the full spectrum of operations with more modular and flexible units.  These force modules have to be able to operate together immediately without extended preparation or training and in an inherently joint fashion.  The military needs to project power for the "first battle", thereby being able to repel attacks and swiftly defeat a range of adversaries early in a conflict. Lastly, the new defense strategy will put a premium on capitalizing and improving upon our military's training advantage to conduct better joint training without sacrificing unit level training.  These emerging requirements demand developing a new and innovative force sizing construct for the U.S. military as part of this year's defense review.





As open press accounts relay, the two "warfight" force sizing metric that was adopted during the Bottom-Up Review of 1993 and adapted for use in the 1997 QDR is being given a serious review.  A force-sizing construct is being sought that does not double commit our force structure, strain readiness, exacerbate retention problems, or stymie new operational concepts.  As part of this review AF/QR has suggested developed the following three recommendations for QDR consideration:





Assess the benefits of establishing a National Military Presence Policy (NMPP) that would serve as a unified, Service synchronized DoD policy for force positioning and response





Investigate alternatives for developing a Joint Rotational Base as a major force structure element that provides the NCA with a known pool of on-call, immediately deployable expeditionary forces





Realize the immediate and lasting benefits of establishing standing JTF HQ elements for each regional CINC, vice creating new standing JTFs





Each of these recommendations and supporting rationale is provided in more detail in the pages that follow.  AF/QR looks forward to representing the Air Force's views and priorities as the QDR assesses new force sizing constructs to meet the new defense strategy.  It is our intent to leverage the entire nation's military power--not only aerospace power--and the joint forces that provide it effectively and appropriately.














					DAVID A. DEPTULA, Major General, USAF


Director, Air Force Quadrennial Defense Review
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� The 1997 QDR did affirm that in the case of two MTWs (formerly MRCs), military forces would have to withdraw from ongoing SSCs.


� Except in the case of specific forward based forces, e.g. Korea.
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