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Summary

Congress has taken great interest in the capabilities of the U.S. Army as the service has transi-
tioned to its new, modular force structure. Congress recently requested an independent study 
to determine

(A) The operational capability of the Army to execute the core mission of the Army to con-
tribute land power to joint operations.

(B) The ability to manage the flexibility and versatility of Army forces across the range of 
military operations.

(C) The tactical, operational, and strategic risk associated with the heavy, medium, and 
light modular combat brigades and functional support and sustainment brigades.

(D) The required and planned end strength of the Army.1

This study addressed these questions through comparative analysis, considering how the 
earlier, division-centric force structure compared to the current force structure. Many of the 
data to support the analysis were provided by the Army. In particular, the U.S. Army Train-
ing and Doctrine Command’s Army Capabilities Integration Center provided Army Struc-
ture Messages that allowed us to track changes in the Army’s force structure between 2003 
and 2008, the period when much of the transition to the current modular force structure was 
taking place. The research team also made use of the Army’s Structure and Manpower Allo-
cation System (SAMAS) database and FMSWeb for data on manpower and organizational 
characteristics of the force.

We concluded that the present force structure is superior to the earlier force structure 
in terms of its ability to contribute land power to current and reasonably foreseeable joint 
operations, its flexibility and versatility across the range of military operations, and its associ-
ated risks. The analysis also demonstrated that the modular force structure produced a larger 
tactical force with a larger number of more aggregated capabilities than its predecessor force 
structure.

Several insights from the analysis are worth special mention here. First, the Army’s long-
standing practice of task organization (the process whereby senior commanders temporar-
ily attach some of their units to subordinate commanders to execute a given mission) is not  
a symptom of flaws in the Army’s organizational design. Rather, it is a practice that allows a 
commander to tailor the force to the specific requirements of a given operation. For example, 
a commander might strip units from a subordinate commander who has a relatively easier 

1 Public Law 111-84, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, October 28, 2009, Sec. 344.
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task in the operation and assign them to another subordinate who faces more demanding  
tasks. Task organization is a practice that contributes to the Army’s flexibility and versatility, 
allowing it to adapt to changing circumstances. 

Second, larger headquarters at the BCT, division, and corps levels are not in themselves 
signs of bloat. They too contribute to the force’s flexibility and versatility because their size 
allows them to operate around the clock. They have more senior noncommissioned officers 
(NCOs) and field-grade officers than was the case in earlier headquarters designs, which 
enables better planning and wider spans of control (that is, the headquarters can effectively 
employ and control a larger number of subordinate maneuver units and integrate enabling 
organizations). Furthermore, senior NCOs and officers can be deployed to command company 
teams, battalion task forces, and other ad hoc organizations that allow the BCT, division, or 
corps to respond to unexpected challenges (or opportunities).

Third, the current force structure has been developed for current operations. It is very dif-
ferent in design from the forces that the Army organized to oppose the Soviet Western Group 
of Forces, but that adversary no longer exists. The current force structure provides “overmatch” 
(overwhelming advantages) against today’s foes. Moreover, the process of adapting and adjust-
ing the Army’s fielded forces continues. In this regard, the move to the current force structure 
should not be viewed as revolutionary; it really reflects long-standing Army practices of react-
ing to changed circumstances by updating its forces and their organization, doctrine, and 
equipment.

Finally, concerns have been expressed regarding the absence of a third maneuver battal-
ion in the heavy and infantry BCTs. The Army has been aware, almost from the beginning of 
the move to the brigade-centric force, of the limitations that the missing maneuver battalion 
imposes on the force, and it has crafted compensating tactics, techniques, and procedures. 
Former BCT commanders with whom we spoke would surely prefer a third maneuver bat-
talion, but none believed that the two-battalion organization has led to greater risk in current 
operations. If circumstances changed and more capable adversaries appeared, the Army could 
reorganize to provide a smaller number of larger, three-battalion BCTs with the same end 
strength if it concluded that doing so would provide a clear advantage. 


