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 Introduction

The decade of 1945-55 offers many national security lessons.  Ideologues armed with nuclear weapons and a hatred of Western values maneuvered for world supremacy.  National survival hung in the balance as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower struggled to develop a global strategy that was winnable with limited resources.  Then, in the midst of the escalating strategic struggle, the U.S. entered a drawn out, limited war.  A war that snuffed out lives on the other side of the world yet did little to disrupt civilian lifestyles.  The era provoked an upheaval in strategy and a revolution in the defense establishment.  The similarities between then and now are startling.  

National security in a world of diverse but interdependent interests requires a strategy that interprets the values and needs of society then prioritizes resources to cultivate an international environment favorable to the realization of those values and needs.  Variance between strategy and resources is intrinsic because the President is architect of the former, while Congress controls the latter.  The military is allocated vast resources to support implementation of the national security strategy.  In turn, the military prioritizes and organizes those resources into a force structure that can achieve national security objectives. 

Obligations embedded in current national strategy are exhausting our military.  The tempo is affecting Active Components (ACs) and Reserve Components (RCs).  Researchers at RAND Corporation recently concluded that if overseas rotations continue at the current tempo the Army “would experience serious problems in AC unit readiness and the nation would have few if any ready AC brigades to turn to in a crisis.”
  Unless the strategy-capability gap is narrowed, our strategy cannot succeed. 


National security is at a critical junction.  Confronted by traditional adversaries, we now also face asymmetric, non-state threats.  Accepting the fact that budgetary constraints and political sensitivities prohibit a large standing military, other means must be found to win a protracted global conflict.  To have a military capable of this task we must effectively harness the  resources of our Nation.  Like our Cold War predecessors we must develop a force structure that meets the demands of a global strategy. 
The Emergence of a Cold War Global Strategy

”Communist ideology and Soviet behavior clearly demonstrate that the ultimate objective
 of the leaders of the USSR is the domination of the world.” – NSC-20/4


Two events in 1947 redefined U.S. national security.  First, the National Security Act of 1947 reorganized the military establishment.  It established the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of Defense, Department of the Air Force, Central Intelligence Agency, National Security Council (NSC), and triggered a review of RC forces.  Second, a strategy was created to contain communism and deter nuclear war.  Propelled by George Kennan’s article in the July 1947 edition of Foreign Affairs, a global strategy slowly emerged.  Meanwhile, as the new NSC wrestled to formulate policy, communism poured into the strategic void.  “As of May 1948, however, the NSC had developed no broad foreign policy guidance.” 
 By late 1948 the NSC began to show its cards with NSC-7.  The document had a broad agenda but lacked definition, “it recommended a military buildup of unspecified size, together with a ‘worldwide counteroffensive’ of political and economic measures to arrest the momentum of Communist advance.”
  What followed in November 1948, NSC-20/4, was the defining strategy.  It clarified the capabilities needed for execution but fell short of sounding the war tocsin.  “NSC 20/4 was a restrained and cautious assessment of the world situation.”
   Nevertheless, it did signal the Pentagon to “Develop a level of military readiness which can be maintained as long as necessary as a deterrent to Soviet aggression.”


Communist behavior soon prompted a toughening of NSC-20/4.  In April 1950, the first iteration of NSC-68 was released to shore up preparations for a clash with the Soviet Union.  NSC-68 was urgent in tone and resource intensive.  Hostilities in Korea caused a final revision in December 1950.  This time the NSC imbedded a clear message to Congress and the Department of Defense (DOD).  “Present conditions make unacceptable the delay involved in the phasing of our military build-up over a four year period….  We must also proceed at once to establish a production and mobilization base that will permit a very rapid expansion to full mobilization.”
  Thus, by the end of 1950 a new strategy was in place.  The question was, could the military be structured to meet the task?

A Force Structured to Contain and Counter  

“our present military strength is grossly inadequate to protect our vital national interests.”

 – NSC-68

As World War II victory celebrations subsided, a plague of uncertainty gripped our defense establishment.  Truman’s post-war priority was to get the country back on its economic feet and the defense budget was a choice target for saving money.  In the absence of a defined threat, DOD spending was in precipitous decline as the President and Congress sought to reduce the debt.  By March 1947 active duty forces bottomed at 1,399,000; a frenzied reduction from 12 million two years earlier.
  Despite bellicose acts by the Soviets in Berlin and Czechoslovakia, defense outlays bottomed in Fiscal Year (FY) 48 at $9.1 billion.
  Secretary of Defense Johnson’s support for Truman’s frugal defense budget, coupled with the public’s indifference to the new strategic environment undercut Congressional support for more DOD appropriations.  Hence, by 1949 the defense establishment was in disrepair and incapable of enforcing the Nation’s burgeoning strategy.

Awakened to the strategic-defense imbalance, Truman sought options.  In October 1948 he issued an Executive Order directing a reorganization of RCs.  Concurrently the DOD had begun to embrace a force structure that offset costs with a strategic reserve.  The plan was designed to provide manpower outfitted and trained to different levels of readiness.  In response to the Executive Order, the Byrne Committee called for boosting the Army’s Organized Reserve Corps (ORC) to 579,300 persons.  By June 1950 the ORC rose to 508,600 but only 186,600 were in a paid status.
   The new AC-RC initiative was a good step to keep pace with strategic growth but was immature, undermanned, and meagerly outfitted when the Korean War erupted.   


The Korean War was the wrong war at the wrong time.  Caught with a nascent strategy and disorganized military, officials scrambled to field forces.  Hasty studies produced three options.

(1) Exhaust volunteer enlistees then backfill with draftees.  Activate National Guardsmen as a stop-gap during the transition.

(2) Fight with ACs and bulk-up with volunteer enlistments.

(3) Implement compulsory active duty.  Train the mass of new personnel with combat experienced units.
  

Truman elected to go primarily with AC, new volunteers, and use draftees to shore-up shortfalls.  A partial mobilization was announced in July 1950 but before RCs could deploy, personnel and equipment were stripped from units and rushed to the front.  Combat effectiveness was further eroded by an unwieldy rotation policy that caused a continuous flux of draftees, AC and RC personnel, and Koreans.  To critics, the uncoordinated use of AC-RC forces was inexcusable.  In the words of historian Jim Hill, “Only 1.5% of all Army personnel on active duty June 30, 1953, were volunteer National Guardsmen or Reservists… Never in American military history has such limited use been made of willing and voluntarily-available citizen-soldiers.”
   

Nevertheless, once deployed, RC performance was on par with AC performance.  Many took this to heart and pursued a mechanism to further integrate RCs into AC plans and funding.  In many ways the Air National Guard (ANG) led the way.  In his history of the ANG Charles Gross identified four significant policy innovations:  “(1) including the air reserve forces in war plans, (2) the ANG's participation in the air defense runway alert program, (3) the gaining command concept of reserve forces management, and (4) the selected reserve force program.”
   

After the war Eisenhower shifted the emphasis from conventional forces to strategic (nuclear) forces.  Accordingly, to free up funds for strategic forces the DOD modified its force structure by cutting conventional AC numbers.  In effect, the AC reduction transferred more national security responsibility to RCs.

To facilitate a force structure with more RCs, reforms were needed.  Legislative changes began in 1948 that included the Reserve retirement point system, retirement benefits for 60-year-olds, and payment for inactive duty training.  It continued with the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952, a law that integrated RCs into the force structure and designated three RC categories:  Ready, Standby, and Retired reservists.  Lawmakers solidified the Cold War force structure with the Reserve Forces Act of 1955, which established seven RC branches, gave draft deferments to reservists, and offered four ways to meet compulsory service requirements.

A Global Strategy for the 21st Century
“The United States of America is fighting a war against terrorist of global reach.” – NSS 2002

September 11th had a decisive affect on the American public and strategic policy.  It forced the public to acknowledge growing anti-Western hatred in segments of the Muslim world.  The public’s reaction to the attack was an outcry for justice.  Jaded by 20th Century thinking, many assumed we faced another “Clausewitzian” enemy.  Rooted in superpower bravado, Americans believed the enemy–and their sponsors–could be quickly “found, fixed, and finished.”  But our new enemy uses irregular logic, is illusive, and employs ruthlessness without remorse.

September 11th was also compelling evidence that our strategy was in need of revision.  National Security Strategy (NSS) 2002 was a dramatic departure from earlier strategies.  Whether a byproduct or original intent, al Qaeda’s attacks profoundly influenced NSS 2002.  In Civilization and its Enemies, Lee Harris postulates, “the purpose of 9/11 was not to create terror in the minds of the American people but to prove to Arabs that Islamic purity, as interpreted by radical Islam, could triumph over the West.”
  The attack revealed a collective, deterrent strategy would no longer suffice.  Instead, unilateralism with assertiveness–if not preemption–was required.  “We will disrupt and destroy terrorists organizations by: … identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our boarders… [and by] denying further sponsorship, support, and sanctuary to terrorists.”
  

Current strategy is unique because today’s enemy employs unconventional tactics.  The use of terrorism by a non-state enemy has unique challenges.  To address this the White House released the National Strategic Strategy for Combating Terrorism in February 2003.  
Ours is a strategy of direct and continuous action against terrorist groups, the cumulative effect of which will initially disrupt, over time degrade, and ultimately destroy the terrorist organizations…. By striking constantly and ensuring that terrorists have no place to hide, we will compress their scope and reduce the capability of these organizations.


Since strategy is the application of resources to achieve a desired end-state, strategy must be crafted in light of available resources, and resources must be provided to support the strategy.   Conventional strategies needed only to assess the resources of the enemy then apply superior resources to negotiate or deliver victory.  Strategy through a preponderance of resources has little value in the GWOT.
  What is needed is a strategy that engages the enemy whenever he appears until his resources are depleted.  To execute a global strategy of this nature will require discipline in Congress and sacrifices from the public.  

Austere budget constraints are hindering force structure changes.  Personnel costs are consuming a greater portion of the DOD budget each year.  Of the President’s $419 billion FY06 DOD discretionary budget (a 4.3-percent increase), 26-percent was for personnel expenses. 
 Given that defense costs are rising 2.6-percent faster than inflation, the FY06 budget will have less buying power than the FY05 budget.
  To be sure, our under-funded force structure remains frozen in time due to Congress’ failure to adjust to the new strategic environment.  Unless changes are adopted, NSS 2002 will not outlast the threat.  
A Force Structured for Versatility and Endurance

“It is a doctrine of war not to assume the enemy will not come, but rather 

 to rely on one’s readiness to meet him; not to presume he will not attack but rather to make one’s self invincible.” –Sun Tzu

  The document that shapes the military to meet strategic demands is the National Military Strategy (NMS).  The NMS prioritizes resources to minimize security risks.  Resources specified in the NMS are a byproduct of the force structure.  The current edition, NMS 2004, reveals a dependency on surge (i.e., RC) forces to win future conflicts.  “Some crises may prove more difficult than anticipated or may escalate quickly.  Reducing this risk and ensuring the ability of the Armed Forces to prevail will require “early-entry” capabilities forward for rapid action, while relying on surge capacity to provide follow on forces.”




Reserve forces are more important today than 50 years ago.  One reason for this is that public opinion has all but eliminated conscription as a means for surging personnel.  Accepted as the norm by earlier generations, conscription was a reliable way to quickly fielding an operational reserve.  During the Korean War, conscription gave Truman the luxury of retaining a strategic reserve at home and Europe.  “Conscription allowed the U.S. to fight in Korea and especially Vietnam without a full reserve component mobilization.”
  Direct contributions are obvious, but the draft also indirectly boosted numbers by offering better enlistment terms to volunteers.  “There had been a steady decline in enlistments and reenlistments following the termination of the draft in the spring of 1947…. Army strength dropped by 165,000 men in six months.”
  The affect of the draft on volunteer rates cannot be ignored.  A study in 1966 revealed that 38-percent of all AC enlistees and 71-percent of all RC enlistees said they would not have volunteered without the draft.
  

Today’s force structure is an offshoot from the early 1950s.  Early Cold War plans called for ACs–fortified with nuclear weapons–to arrest an attack, while a strategic reserve was mobilized for the knockout blow.  Not surprisingly, the number of RCs in a paid status today is similar to 1950 levels.  In 1950, 44-percent of all troops were paid RCs.
  In 2005, 41-percent of all troops were paid RCs.
  But the resilient Cold War force structure has run headlong into new strategic problems.  Threat diversity, termination of the draft, and the wane of nuclear deterrence have stretched contemporary forces to the breaking point.  


Force structure has not undergone a major adjustment since 1973, when the “Total Force” policy assigned key missions to RCs.  “Total Force” was designed to flesh out growing personnel requirements and make politicians think twice about waging war with a large recall of citizen-soldiers.  The NSS 2002 brought into question the suitability of “Total Force” in a protracted conflict.  Hence, the Services have begun to pursue alternatives.  For example, in 2004 the Navy embraced the Active-Reserve Integration (ARI) plan to “meet tomorrow’s national security challenges while simultaneously fighting the Global War on Terrorism.”
  More like a damage control initiative, ARI improves workforce efficiency, but falls short of toppling the force structure status quo with a superior blueprint for the future.  In fact, its debatable whether the RC reduction proposed in the ARI will reduce long term costs.  According to the Government Accountability Office, when developing the ARI, “The Navy did not analyze the most cost-effective mix of active and reserve personnel and in some cases used outdated mission documents as the baseline for analysis.”
    


Ill defined in space and time, today’s threat has forced military planners to shift from a threat-based approach to a capabilities-based approach.  As stated in the National Defense Strategy 2005, “We will operationalize this strategy to address mature and emerging challenges by setting priorities among competing capabilities [emphasis added].”
  The envisioned force would be able to “enhance operational flexibility, ensure a power projection capability, achieve a balance between operational freedom and coalition support and give top priority to homeland security.”
  Not knowing where or when the enemy will appear calls for flexibility.  To provide flexibility while avoiding expensive AC costs will require a robust operational reserve.
Reducing Risk, Creating Options 


War is about resources and resolve.  A successful strategy harnesses available resources and public resolve.  The GWOT is winnable, but resources must be configured to support an enduring, agile strategy.  Scholar Paul Hammond believes flexibility is the key to future security, “Where strategy used to be something that we could think of as a plan to be executed, now it must be increasingly a set of capabilities for dealing with contingencies.  Where strategy once was a matter of inventing the future, now it is increasingly a matter of adapting to it.”
  


At the dawn of the Cold War bold changes were made to reshape the military for a global mission.  Similarly, today’s DOD is exploring ways to rebalance forces.  In a July 2003 memorandum, Secretary Rumsfeld directed DOD leaders to “correct imbalances that result in lengthy, repeated, or frequent mobilization of RC individuals and units.”
  A reduction in forces in Iraq will present a strategic pause that must be exploited.  It is time to rearrange our force structure to place more emphasis on an operational reserve.  Figure 1 depicts the structural change the military should adopt.
Figure 1

 Force Structure Building Blocks





                    Early Cold War                                                                  21st Century 

Both force structures are based on a tiered level of readiness, but today’s security environment, coupled with AC fiscal constraints and the absence of draftees, obligates RCs to fill the operational void.  To address the requirement for a cost-effective, ready force, an operational RC should be developed.  Operational RCs would be staffed by personnel that work a 20-hour week.  The predictable schedule and steady income of this AC-RC hybrid would be appealing to many and transform RC participation from a part-time job into a genuine career.  Duration and recall to active duty limitations would be agreed upon upfront.  In return for greater participation, individuals would be eligible for a prorated, non-medical retirement after 20 years of service.  


The additional costs of operational RCs could be met by shifting funds from strategic RCs and by cutting Full Time Support (FTS) positions.  The increased readiness of operational RCs would mitigate contingency risks, and thus make tolerable a less-ready strategic RC.  To that end, savings could be realized by reducing Annual Training requirements for strategic RCs from two weeks to one week.  Moreover, operational RC output would reduce the need for FTS, enabling the funding of two operational RC positions for every FTS eliminated.  The following would give additional strength and flexibility to a new force structure.  
1. Expand the National Guard (NG) to strengthen Homeland Defense.  Shift assets from the Boarder Patrol, Customs, Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms, etc. to the NG.  

2. Strengthen Armed Forces Auxiliaries.  Integrate Auxiliaries into Homeland Defense.  Promote participation with tax-saving incentives.  Assign–and compensate with retirement point credits–Individual Ready Reservists (and Inactive NGs), Standby Reservists, and Retired Reservists​​ to organize and train volunteers. 

3. Require DOD Civil Servants to affiliate with a RC.  This would broaden the manpower pool, impart first-hand knowledge to Civil Servants, and reduce medical costs because the two positions would be covered by a single premium.

4. Eliminate the federal income tax for AC and RC personnel.  Much more than a pay increase, this policy would catch the attention of every citizen. 

Conclusion


Within the American public there is a latent force that once fielded cannot be denied.  To release that energy, the public must recognize that national security requirements have changed.  When the Cold War set in, many doubted a democracy could endure an open-ended, global war.  Like today, the early Cold War strategy cast a heavy burden on the DOD.  Our predecessors met the challenge by reengineering the process for fielding forces.  The cost-effective solution they implemented was a force structure founded upon RCs.  Similarly, our challenge is to build a bridge between the public and our uniformed services that provides efficient access to manpower.  The bridge must have entry ramps for trained and untrained personnel.  It must be capable of handling surges as well as providing a continuous flow of ready personnel for enduring conflicts.    
 


Today’s strategy is different, yet force structure remains much the same.  Before, a large strategic reserve was needed to support a deterrent strategy.  Now, operationally ready forces are needed to support a preemptive strategy.  The Assistant Secretary of Reserve Affairs indicates change is beginning, “The purpose of the Reserve Components has changed.  They are no longer a strategic reserve–a force to be held in reserve to be used only in the event of a major war.  They are an operational reserve that supports day to day defense requirements.”
  The implication is that changes are occurring ex post facto due to a shrinking budget.  To have a force structure that will secure the prosperity and survival or our Nation, we must undertake a “creative destruction” of the status quo.
  While conditions permit, we must transform our strategic-oriented reserve into an operationally ready reserve.  
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