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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.

VP, Research RAND President
Stephen Drezner James Thomson
. Arroyo Center NDRI .
Project AIR FORCE (Army) VP, Michael Rich Domestic

Logistics
Management

¢ Institute
Research Force Mix Study .
Department —_— Study Director: Information
RAND Bernard Rostker
Personnel - Panel of
Experts

Managing the Force Mix 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 NDR]I, 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 MR-140-1-OSD.

The Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) is also an FFRDC that suppotts the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and that had a separate contract with OSD



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 executive summary presents the major findings and conclusions of the
study, which are reported more fully in the NDRI report Assessing the
Structure and Mix of Future Active and Reserve Forces: Final Report to the Secre-
tary of Defense, RAND, MR-140-1-OSD, 1992. The study also produced the
following supporting documents:

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-133-0OSD, 1992.
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Adele R. Palmer, James H. Bigelow, Joseph G. Bolten, Jennifer H. Karwata,
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-OSD, De-
cember 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.



The Force Mix Study of the
National Defense Research
Institute

Ever since the republic was founded, Congress and various administrations
have debated the structure and appropriate mix of active and reserve forces.
Traditionally, Congress has favored a greater reliance on reserve forces for
the nation’s security and a higher reserve-to-active ratio in peacetime than
many administrations have wanted to accept. This study is the most recent
in a long line of studies generated by this debate. Congress mandated that
an independent institution provide “comprehensive analytic information”
that would 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 opera-
tions.”1 RAND’s National Defense Research Institute (NDRI) was chosen to -
provide that information.

This Executive Summary highlights the most policy-relevant aspects of the
study. We begin by discussing the policy issues that the study addresses; we
then describe how we developed and evaluated alternative force structures;
and we conclude with observations on building an effective force structure.
Readers who are interested in a full description of the alternative force struc-
tures should consuit the study’s final report, listed in the Preface.

The Policy Issues for Developing Force Structures
and Mixes

For this study, we conducted a review of force-mix policy history. The most
recent chapter in this history began in 1970. With the end of the Vietnam war
in sight, and 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

1House of Representatives, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and
1993 Report 1-2-114, U.S. Senate Comunittee on Armed Services; Assessment of the Structure and
Mix of Active and Reserve Forces, Conference Report, Report 102-311, Sec. 402, p. 62



and Reserves.”2 He proposed a new “Total Force Concept . . . be applied in all
aspects of planning, programming, manning, equipping and employment of
Guard and Reserve Forces.”?

What Is Total Force Policy?

The two tenets of Total Force Policy most often cited are (1) reserve forces as
the primary augmentation for the active forces and (2) integrated use of all
available personnel—active, reserve, civilian, and allied—in planning force
structures:4

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 [emphasis added].5

However, several of the military Service organizations and many in
Congress6 believe there should be a third tenet: 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. Although the Bush administration did not accept this tenet, it fig-
ures strongly in the current debate. For military planners, it also intensifies
concern about the availability and combat readiness of reserve forces.

Issues for Implementing Total Force Policy in the
1990s

In the Defense Authorization Act of 1990, Congress directed the DoD to un-
dertake an in-house study of Total Force Policy. That study was done in a
dramatically changing defense environment: With the end of the Cold War,
long-standing threats fell away, and planning scenarios became outmoded.

2Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Support for Guard and Reserve Forces, Department of
Defense Memorandum, August 21, 1970.

31bid.

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, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services, p. 202.

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



There was a major call-up of the reserves for the Persian Gulf War. And the
Services and the Joint Staff were defining a new military Base Force Strategy as
part of the FY 1992 defense budget. The study’s conclusions were presented
in a report to Congress and were reflected in the Administration’s FY 1992
defense budget.

Congressional response was predominantly negative. Rather than approving
the Base Force structure, Congress authorized and voted funds to support a
reserve manning level much greater than the Bush administration requested.
It also mandated the present study, specifying key elements that the study
should assess:

» Existing policies and practices for implementing Total Force Policy.

» The effectiveness of Total Force Policy and practices during the Persian
Gulf War.

» Possible mixes of active and reserve forces, assuming a range of manning
and funding levels; including all active and reserve component 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 also suggested key military and political issues raised by the
rationale and tenets of Total Force Policy:

¢ Can alternative structures meet military requirements?
» How long does it take to make forces ready for combat?
¢ What does it cost to train and maintain forces in peacetime?

¢ What do alternative structures mean for the services’ ability to recruit and
retain reserve personnel (especially reservists who have served on active

duty)?

In the study, we addressed all of those elements and issues, covering all of
the Services. However, we emphasized the Army because the Bush Admin-
istration and Congress disagreed more about the end strength of the Army
than about the other Services. Basically, DoD asked for 187,000 fewer re-
servists than Congress authorized in the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993—and 82 percent of that difference is in the
Army. Thus, we put our emphasis where the greatest disagreement was and
where the mandate directed it by stating that the study should emphasize
“missions carried out by land forces.”



Developing Alternative Force Structures

To develop alternative force structures, we began by identifying the charac-
teristics that are most important in defining any active/reserve force models.
This set of defining characteristics provided the conceptual framework for
developing the structures. We filled out that framework by considering
probable military requirements of the decade and how likely it was that var-
ious organizations could be trained up and deployed to meet those require-
ments. The Persian Gulf War provided critical information on training and
deployment. We used this framework to develop alternative structures in-
tended to meet the requirements.

Defining Characteristics

Existing and proposed models can be described in many ways, but four
broad characteristics set the various models apart and limited the alternatives
that we finally developed:

¢ Purpose

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 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 nonconflict activi-
ties. However, the study mandate dictates that conflict is the purpose we
would assume 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. If reserve combat forces are going to be used in combat, the crisis-re-
sponse objective implies that they must be structured so that they can mobi-
lize, train up, and deploy within relatively stringent time frames.



Criteria for structuring forces are the crux of different interpretations of
Total Force Policy. In developing the alternatives, we focused on two crite-
ria: (1) cost-effectiveness, usually considered the central principle of Total
Force Policy and the primary criterion for force structuring, and (2) the polit-
ical criterion that reserve combat forces should be included early in any de-
ployment to ensure that the commitment of forces truly represents the politi-
cal 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 strongly affect the rate at
which reserve forces can train up and deploy in contingencies. The Services
differ considerably in the types and extent of active/reserve integration in
war and peacetime. We provide a few examples to prepare for discussion of
the analysis and the results:

¢ The Army roundout concept: When mobilized, one National Guard com-
bat brigade rounds out an active division, which has two active brigades
in peacetime. The roundout units are expected to deploy at the same time
or as soon as possible after their parent, active units.

¢ The Air Force associate unit concept: An associate unit is a hybrid that
combines active and reserve personnel into a single unit when mobilized.
An Air Force Reserve associate unit trains on its affiliated active unit’s
equipment; its air crew personnel are commonly mixed with active per-
sonnel for peacetime missions; and its maintenance personnel help main-
tain the equipment.

» Level of integration: Each Service typically integrates reserve components
at different echelons. For example, the Army roundouts are integrated at
the brigade level. Marine Corps reserves are integrated at the battalion or
company level.

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.

How We Defined Military Requirements

A critical decision was how we would specify the “expected future military
missions” for the analysis. We were aware that the missions chosen could



cause the Administration or Congress to dismiss the results as irrelevant or
biased.” We wanted our results to inform the debate and build a common
ground for both parties. Consequently, we began with the Bush Admin-
istration’s Defense Planning Guidance, the then-current authoritative state-
ment of military requirements. However, we were mindful 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.”8 Thus, we created new
scenarios by systematically varying critical assumptions contained in DoD’s
Ilustrative Planning Scenarios (IPS) about the timing of events and the effec-
tiveness of allied and enemy forces.

We conducted our own analysis of these scenarios using the RAND Strategy
Assessment System (RSAS). The RSAS is a global computer simulation that
can assess multiple theaters and national- and theater-level decisionmaking.
For example, we systematically reviewed the effects that 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.

However, we did not confine our force employment analysis to computer
modeling: It cannot deal with some of the most important questions about,
for example, the costs and risks of not meeting certain requirements. To an-
swer such questions, we supplemented the computer-based simulations with
extensive interviews and discussions with commanders and staff in the con-
tingency theaters. We also organized a political military game at which very
senior, retired general officers from all four Services were asked to evaluate
these kinds of costs and risks.?

Estimating How Long It Takes to Prepare Military
Forces for Combat

A critical question for active/reserve mix is how long it takes to prepare
forces for combat. We found that the readiness of support units was the
most critical because they are essential for managing overseas deployment,
but the readiness of Army reserve combat units was the most controversial—
specifically, estimates of how long it takes to prepare the roundout brigades
for combat. There is considerable uncertainty about the brigades’ post-

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

8Hearings, April 8, 1992, P. 80.

9Appendix B of the Final Report describes the game more fully.



mobilization training requirements today, and even more uncertainty about
what they would be in the future. The answer depends on what reforms are
enacted, what resources are budgeted, and how new initiatives are imple-
mented. We chose to be conservative to minimize risk to the country and to
the individual reservists. As Chairman Aspin said: “Where inadequate
training and preparation would cost lives, any error should be on the side of
safety.”10

What the Estimates Implied for Force Structures

A typical combat brigade passes through 12 steps in preparing for deploy-
ment after mobilization, and our estimates indicate that it takes about 128
days to go through those steps. There have been many proposals for reduc-
ing the time it takes to prepare reserve combat units for deployment. We ex-
amined a number of these proposals, and our review suggested four primary
types that might lead to major improvements: (1) using computer simula-
tions for training; (2) reforming underlying conditions that constrain reserve
peacetime readiness; (3) using two sets of equipment to prepare early deploy-
ing reserve combat units; and (4) rounding out at lower echelons (company
or battalion) to cut training tasks and increase confidence in leadership skills.
We reviewed the first three procedural proposals and found that, while they
are “promising,” it is very problematical whether they could reduce prepara-
tion time in the near future. Therefore, we focused on the fourth, organiza-
tional change.

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 are involved
for higher level units. These effects can be seen in Table 1, which shows how
required training time differs at different levels and which also summarizes
our findings on train-up time for all four Services.

10Chairman Les Aspin, Combat Effectiveness for the Army Guard, House Armed Service
Committee, May 11, 1992, p. 5.



Table 1

COMPARISON OF POSTMOBILIZATION TRAINING TIMES

Service/Organization Army? Air Force? Navy®?  Marine Corps®
Ground units
Company 60 days — — 30 days
Battalion 70-90 days — —_ 60-70 days
Brigade/regiment 128 days — — 90-120 days
Combat service support  15-35 days 7 days 30 days
Air Units
Nonflying — <7 days — —
Airlift and tanker — <3 days — —
Air Combat — 14-21 days 60 days for 30 days
carrier units
Naval ships — — 2-5 months —
ANDRI estimates.
bCNA estimates.

The Force Structures and How Well They Met
Requirements

Based on all these analyses, we designed a range of force structures for the
Army and Air Force, and the Center for Naval Analyses did the same for the
Navy and Marine Corps. As directed by Congress, these “options consider
possible revisions in the missions assigned to some active and reserve units,
possible changes in training practices, and possible changes in the organiza-
tional structure of active and reserve components.”ll We designed the
alternatives to provide forces that can “carry out expected future military
missions.”12 They incorporate options designed to facilitate the early com-
mitment of reserve combat forces. They also include “a range of manning
levels and declining funding levels” and “manning levels . . . provided for
the Selected Reserves . . . for fiscal year 1993, levels significantly higher than
those levels, and levels significantly lower than those levels.”13 We then
evaluated the performance of these alternatives against the requirements.
Below, we present a general discussion of the structures and their perfor-
mance. The study’s final report contains a detailed description of the struc-
tures and active/reserve mixes in the various alternatives.

Usgection 402, p. 64.
Lpid, p. 63.
Bbid, p. 63.



The Army Alternatives

In designing and evaluating Army alternatives, we wanted to know if and
how reserve combat units could take part in a major regional contingency,
generally as part of a roundout division, and the size and mix of active and
reserve combat forces that would be available for a second contingency. If
reserve combat units could not be ready when lift was available to deploy
them, we wanted to know what force structure might correct that situation.
We also wanted to know what arrangements had been made for active units
to provide the required postmobilization training of reserve combat units.

We examined seven alternative force structures in detail: five at the existing
budget level and two at a budget level about 10 percent lower than the cur-
rent level. At the first level, we examined the DoD Base Force, a proposal by
the National Guard Association of the United States (NAGUS) (which has a
much higher reserve-to-active ratio), and the Enhanced Active Army alterna-
tive. We found that these alternative forces not only could not deploy fully
trained reserve combat forces in the required time, but did not adequately
provide for the training of later-mobilized reserve forces.

At that same budget level, we developed and assessed alternatives with
structures and procedures intended to address those problems. These alter-
natives included the following key differences:

» Integrated selected reserve units into active formations at lower levels
(battalion or company roundout) to ensure that early reinforcing divisions
can deploy, when required, with a fully trained reserve complement

* Provided for a personnel account to ensure that units had fully trained
personnel assigned to authorized positions

* Created a specialized active-component trainer command to provide ef-
fective and timely postmobilization training, as well as providing in-
creased levels of full-time support for peacetime training of the reserves

» Shifted selected portions of the support missions to the reserves, consis-
tent with the assumption that the reserves will be rapidly activated during
a crisis

* Extended the associate unit concept to provide extra crews, operators, and
maintenance personnel for select Army units, such as attack helicopters,
and certain support units to provide around-the-clock support operations.
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At the 10-percent lower budget level, we examined a force option put forth
by Chairman Aspin and one that had features similar to those described
above.

When we compared the performance of these alternatives against the re-
quirements, our analysis indicated that Army reserve combat units are not
likely to be deployed until after the conflict has begun, unless specific
changes are made to improve reserve readiness. There are many suggested
means of improving the readiness of reserve units. Lower echelon roundout
and a more integrated force structure hold the promise of committing reserve
forces to combat early—something that many in Congress seem to want.

The Air Force Alternatives

In developing Air Force alternatives, we faced a different policy situation,
because Congress and the DoD generally agree on the size and balance of ac-
tive and reserve components for that Service. Thus, we focused on the man-
date to develop and assess smaller force structures at budget levels lower
than the Base Force level, specifically, 10 percent lower.

Air forces must provide three fundamental capabilities: projection, mobility
and lift, and battle control. The Base Force reflects a major drawdown in the
active forces, predominantly in the fighters and bombers that provide power-
projection capability. However, if additional cuts become necessary, it may
not be appropriate to continue applying this formula because it would signif-
icantly diminish power projection capability for crisis response. However, it
seems even less desirable to cut mobility and lift and battle-management ca-
pabilities. Consequently, the challenge in developing smaller force struc-
tures was to provide appropriate power-projection capability, while main-
taining adequate overall force size and balance.

Two of the force structure alternatives we analyzed rely on the current ap-
proaches to training and integration. They differ primarily in the composi-
tion of the fighter force and, to some extent, in the size and mix of the mobil-
ity and lift component of the force. The third alternative differs from the
others primarily in its heavy reliance on the reserve associate concept
(described above). In doing so, that altemative realizes cost savings that it
uses to “buy” more power projection capability than the other two have. In
fact, it has only one multirole wing and two attack wings less than the Base
Force. However, relying more on air reserve wings in this way does entail
uncertainties, among them the long-term effect on prior active-duty experi-
ence of the reserve pilot force.
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The Navy Alternatives

Following congressional direction, the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA)
considered alternative cases corresponding to three levels of Navy reservists:
(a) the level included in the FY 1992-1993 congressional authorization (about
142,000), (b) levels substantially below 142,000, and {(c) levels substantially
above.l* They generated seven alternatives that span a large range of forces,
from about 450 ships to 340 ships, and reservists, 65,000 to 161,000. In
comparing the alternatives, CNA considered four characteristics: (1) combat
capability, (2) time required for training, (3) feasibility for recruiting and re-
tention, and (4) cost. The alternatives are similar in their ability to meet
requirements for concurrent contingencies. They differ in their ability to sup-
port reconstitution, carry out counternarcotics operations, and recruit and re-
tain personnel.

Within the range of 340 to 450 active ships, the current reserve force structure
and end strength far exceed the requirements for two major contingencies.
However, if the active Navy were smaller than 340 ships (the smallest active
component in any of the alternatives), it would be difficult to meet that re-
quirement without using reserve combat forces in some capacity. A mini-
mum number of 65,000 reservists is necessary to meet military requirements,
and some number above this might be justified in contingencies where un-
certainty is high.

Almost any capability or type of ship can be put in the reserve. Fleet support
and shore-based support are promising areas for an increased or restructured
reserve, especially personnel support, individual training, and fleet support
training. Either active or reserve personnel can contribute in those areas.
However, constraints may argue against putting particular capabilities, such
as submarines, or missions, such as peacetime forward deployment, in the
reserve. The active manning for these capabilities might still have to be so
high that little money would be saved.

The Marine Corps Alternatives

Because the Marine expeditionary force (MEF) is the Marine Corps’ basic
warfighting organization, CNA adopted it as a means of depicting alterna-
tive force structures. Each alternative was characterized in terms of its ac-
tive/reserve ratio—for example, the 2/1 alternative contains two active and

Wpid, pp. 62-64.
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one reserve MEFs. The DoD Base Force has 2.2 active and 0.8 reserve MEFs.
The standard MEF is the baseline defined by the Marine Corps Force
Structure Planning Group (FSPG). At its wartime strength, it has about
40,500 Marines. In designing alternatives, CNA’s intent was to be compre-
hensive but keep the alternatives within a range that reflected historical real-
ity and projected national needs.

They evaluated ten alternatives on the following bases:

¢ Capability of responding to a major regional contingency (MRC)
¢ The forces remaining after response to MRCs

» Forward presence and rotation capability

* Reserve force sustainability

¢ Transition costs in comparison with the DoD Base Force

» Total force size

¢ Long-term annual costs compared with Base-Force costs.

The lowest cost (1.5/1) force costs $2 billion less than the Base Force, but its
capability is commensurate with its cost. It cannot respond to any contin-
gency on time, does not have enough forces for two of the contingencies, and
cannot maintain peacetime forward-presence requirements. The 2.5/1 alter-
native meets more of the requirements than any of the other alternatives, in-
cluding the Base Force. However, it would cost about $1 billion more than
the Base Force.

Sustaining Experienced Reserve Forces

Congress mandated that we consider “the sustainability of reserve recruiting
and retention.”1® 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.
Recognizing the importance of prior-service personnel, Congress enacted the
“Army National Guard Combat Readiness Reforms Act of 1992.”16 It estab-
lishes a minimum percentage of prior active-duty personnel in the Army
National Guard: By September 30, 1997, 65 percent of all officers and 50 per-
cent of all enlisted members should have at least two years of active duty.

Bbid, p. 64.
16Nal:ional Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 1993, House Report 102-966, p. 231.
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While Congress enacted prior-service goals only for the Army National
Guard, we compared the prior active-duty content of each service to the
goals as a benchmark. Our analysis shows that, in FY1989, the ARNG officer
and enlisted personnel fell far below the goals, as did the 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
USNR and USAR officers were nearly at the goal, as were the USNR enlisted.
The USAR enlisted force was somewhat below the goal. Both Air Force re-
serve components exceeded the goal.

This picture is likely to get grimmer because the drawdown of military forces
will, in and of itself, create problems for the reserves in recruiting prior-ser-
vice personnel. Further, our analysis indicates that the larger the proportion
of reserve forces in a force structure, the greater the reserves’ shortfall for
prior-service personnel.

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 components could maintain current levels of prior-service per-
sonnel. However, even it would have to recruit nearly all the active forces
leaving active duty who are currently willing to join the reserves. For the
remaining components, there will be a loss of prior active-duty personnel
under most envisioned force sizes. This means a significant loss of the base of
military experience that prior active-duty 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 retention of prior active-duty
personnel longer than they currently serve. 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 per-
sonnel and compensation policies that are the basis of the current problems
as well.

Observations on Building an Effective Force
Structure

In this study, we compared and assessed a number of alternative active and
reserve force structures and mixes for each of the Services. In this final sec-
tion, we move beyond the specifics of the study to present a broader set of
observations intended to help Congress, the new Administration, and the
various active and reserve components deal with the future.
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Lessons from the 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 combat service sup-
port and combat support units. Even the experience of the reserve combat
brigades was much better than in similar call-ups. 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 size
units into their total deployed force was impressive.

However, the total force that existed when Operation Desert Shield /Storm
began was developed to meet a global threat from the 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 peace-
time 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 postmobilization training than many had assumed, both to ensure basic
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
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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, if the planning scenarios are at all correct, 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 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
during normal peacetime periods, but, during a mobilization, they should
constitute mobilization training units to bring reserve brigades rapidly 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 capitalize further 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
concept 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 require more flexibility on the part of Congress in the rules that it sets.
For example, the services need total-force-duty payback periods, rather than
active-duty payback periods for officers who receive their college education
at government expense.

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
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must be tried, but they will require changing many of the current personnel
practices 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.
The substantial role that reserve combat service support and combat support
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 expanded. In the future, the role of the reserves
will increase in importance, particularly as a critical element in deterring po-
tential enemies who might try to take advantage of a situation when we are
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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