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• The Army should restructure the Future
Combat System program, placing more
emphasis on fielding capabilities that will
enhance overall system architecture and
provide new technologies for individual
soldiers as soon as possible, and continue
to invest in research and development on
next-generation technologies rather than
buying expensive new platforms that only
marginally improve capabilities.

• Congress should support funding for the
FCS in the FY 2005 budget.

• The Army needs a larger rotational base.
In the near term, this can best be achieved
by shifting more force structure into “fox-
hole strength,” consolidating commands,
eliminating unnecessary overseas mis-
sions, and transferring non-military posi-
tions to civilians and contractors.

• Congress should refrain from permanently
increasing Army end strength until the
Army first determines what additional
resources are needed beyond those made
available by an earnest restructuring of
the current force.

The Army Goes Rolling Along: 
New Service Transformation Agenda Suggests 

Promise and Problems
James Jay Carafano, Ph.D.

In August 2003, the senior military leadership in
the Department of the Army changed. Almost imme-
diately, the new Army Chief of Staff, General Peter
Schoomaker, began revising service plans for trans-
forming its forces for the missions of the 21st century.

The Army leadership has demonstrated a percep-
tive appreciation of future national security needs and
has taken encouraging steps to appropriately restruc-
ture transformation programs, but additional initia-
tives are required. Army forces will be needed for a
wide range of missions including homeland security;
military engagement (assisting other countries in
developing anti-terrorism measures); war fighting
(including conventional military operations as well as
special forces missions such as raids, hostage rescue,
search and recovery, and non-combatant evacua-
tions); and post-conflict activities.

At the same time, Congress should ensure ade-
quate funding for Army programs, carefully weigh
proposals for increasing force structure, and push for
further reforms in military education.

The Future Security Environment
A decade of living in the post–Cold War world has

much to suggest about the global security environ-
ment and its implications for future military require-
ments. Specifically:

America is in for a long war. Some debate
whether the United States should or even can be
engaged in a protracted, global war against terrorism.
One objection argues that there is no universal defini-
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tion of terrorism, and thus no clear enemy.1 This
rationale fails to address a salient point: The terror-
ists are most certainly at war with the United States
and have been for at least a decade.2

Moreover, they think they are in a war that they
can win. In an interview before the September 11
attacks, Osama bin Laden declared: “[W]e no longer
believe in the great powers…. [W]e have heard from
our brothers who fought in Somalia, American sol-
diers are weak and cowardly…. [T]hey ran away.”3

Al-Qaeda leaders frequently cite such incidents as
proof that the United States can be defeated if blood-
ied.

There is, in addition, little doubt that this conflict
will be protracted. In testimony before the Senate
Intelligence Committee, Director of Central Intelli-
gence George Tenet concluded that despite the
destruction of terrorist sanctuaries in Afghanistan
and the death or capture of al-Qaeda leadership, the
group remains committed to conducting attacks
against the United States, as well as recruiting and
fund-raising to rebuild its international network.4

There is much work to be done. The U.S. Army’s
challenge is to avoid becoming a hollow force.
Reductions after World War II and the conflict in
Vietnam left the Army without sufficient soldiers,

training, and modern equipment to handle its
worldwide commitments. As a result, U.S. troops
were dangerously unprepared for the Korean War
and lacked the conventional forces to deter the Sovi-
ets in Western Europe throughout the 1970s.5 To
avoid a similar fate, today’s Army must have suffi-
cient resources to balance overseas commitments,
readiness needs, and modernization requirements.

The military must be prepared for many mis-
sions. A second objection raised against the global
campaign against terrorism is that this conflict is a
matter for law enforcement, intelligence agents, dip-
lomats, and social workers. It is not “traditional”
war, as one U.S. defense analyst declared, in the
sense understood by military professionals. Wars, he
argues, are supposed to have “clear beginnings and
ends” and “clear standards for measuring success in
the form of territory gained and enemy forces
destroyed.”6

While it is true that any war against global terror-
ism will require a host of political, economic, and
diplomatic measures, the struggle undeniably has an
important military dimension. Indeed, U.S. military
power has already been required to destroy al-Qaeda
sanctuaries in Afghanistan, provide security against
insurgents in postwar Iraq, hunt down terrorist cells

1. Jeffrey Record, “Bounding the Global War on Terrorism,” U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, December 2003, 
p. 4. See also Michael Vlahos, “Terror’s Mask: Insurgency Within Islam,” Johns Hopkins University, Applied Physics Laboratory, 
May 2002, p. 2.

2. Since the mid-1990s, Osama bin Laden has repeatedly threatened violence against the United States to coerce withdrawal of 
U.S. troops from Saudi Arabia. However, in recent years his rhetoric has expanded to include a call for a campaign against U.S. 
interests in general. Magnus Ranstorp, “Interpreting the Broader Context and Meaning of Bin-Laden’s Fatwa,” Studies in Conflict 
and Terrorism, Vol. 21, No. 4 (October–December 1998), pp. 321–330. For an analysis of possible motivations that may have 
inspired the September 11 attacks, see Ahmed S. Hashim, “The World According to Usama Bin Laden” Naval War College 
Review, Vol. 54, No. 4 (Autumn 2001), p. 11–36.

3. Roland Jacquard, In the Name of Bin Laden: Global Terrorism and the Bin Laden Brotherhood (Durham, N.C.: Duke University 
Press, 2002), p. 260.

4. George Tenet, testimony in hearing, Current and Projected National Security Threats to the United States, Select Committee on 
Intelligence, U.S. Senate, S. Hrg. 108, February 11, 2003, pp. 9–10.

5. In 1980, Army Chief of Staff General Edward C. Meyer used the term “hollow Army” in congressional testimony to describe the 
shortage of soldiers available to fill the service’s field units. The term is now widely used to characterize shortages of personnel, 
training, and equipment that significantly impinge on military readiness. U.S. Department of Defense, CJSC Guide to the Chair-
man’s Readiness System, September 1, 2000, p. 3. For an illustration of the “hollow army” and its impact on the Korean War, see 
William W. Epley, “America’s First Cold War Army, 1945–1950,” Association of the United States Army, Institute for Land War-
fare Studies Land Warfare Paper No. 32, August 1999, at www.ausa.org/PDFdocs/lwp32.pdf. A similar pattern of neglect occurred 
after the Vietnam War. For example, see U.S. Department of the Army, Historical Summary FY 1989, updated May 19, 2003, p. 
4, at www.army.mil/cmh-pg/books/DAHSUM/1989/CH1.htm.

6. Record, “Bounding the Global War on Terrorism,” p. 4.
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in the Horn of Africa, supply security assistance
and training in Southeast Asia, and protect infra-
structure and points of entry in the United States.

In the future, as noted, Army forces will be
needed for a wide range of missions: homeland
security; assisting other countries in developing
anti-terrorism measures; war fighting, including
conventional military operations as well as special
forces missions such as raids, hostage rescue, search
and recovery, and non-combatant evacuations; and
post-conflict activities.

Demands for Army forces will wax and wane.
In the years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the
United States saw the need for the temporary use of
troops overseas not only increase, but also vary
considerably.7 In the near term, the Army will
clearly be pressed to meet the global demand for
ground forces. In January, it announced plans to
retain an additional 30,000 troops on active duty to
provide a larger rotational base for sustaining
deployments in Afghanistan and Iraq.8 This will
also allow for sufficient active-duty forces to
respond to other major contingencies, such as an
outbreak of fighting on the Korean peninsula.

On the other hand, long-term needs to fight the
global war on terrorism, and meet other demands
as well, are difficult to predict. Unlike determining
requirements to fight major regional conflicts,
future counterterrorism operations could vary sig-
nificantly in number, size, scope, and duration. A
chart of future needs might appear like a sine wave,
with troop deployments whipsawing up and down.

Currently, the Army surges its capacity to meet
unanticipated demands by modifying peacetime
personnel practices that limit how frequently sol-
diers can be deployed, reassigned, or kept on active
duty.9 In peacetime, these rules reduce personnel
turbulence, enhance unit readiness, and promote a
higher quality of life for soldiers and their families.
“Breaking the rules” allows the Army to rapidly
expand the size of the rotational base from which it
can draw forces for overseas deployments.

During times of emergencies, multiple or pro-
longed deployments and involuntary call-ups of
reserves are understandable. Over the long term,
however, frequent deviations from personnel poli-
cies could strain the force, adversely affecting both
recruiting (attracting new volunteers to the Army)
and retention (getting soldiers to reenlist when
their term of duty expires). The Army requires
means to expand its rotational base without suffer-
ing the detrimental affects of personnel turbu-
lence.10

America needs an expeditionary Army. The
global war on terrorism and other future demands
on the military may demand a different kind of
Army. During the Cold War, most battle plans called
for the service to be prepared to fight prolonged
ground campaigns supported by well-established
support bases and supply lines. In contrast, the wars
in Afghanistan and Iraq required mounting major
operations without the massive buildup of troops
and support infrastructure. In recent years, the
Army has also been required to deploy mixes of
forces tailored to specific missions rather than its tra-
ditional brigade, division, and corps formations.11

7. Overseas deployments increased during the mid-1990s, peaking at 30,000 with the deployment of U.S. peacekeeping troops 
to Bosnia. For the remainder of the decade, the number of deployed Army soldiers varied between 15,000 and 20,000. Num-
bers increased substantially during operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Today, deployments exceed 150,000.

8. The Army’s authorized active-duty troop level is about 480,000. The additional soldiers would provide a force of about 
510,000. Higher troop levels are expected to be maintained for four to five years. Vernon Loeb, “Army Expansion Could Last 
5 Years: Ranks Will Swell During Restructuring,” The Washington Post, January 30, 2004, p. A19.

9. Bruce R. Nardulli, “The U.S. Army and the Offensive War on Terrorism,” in Lynn E. Davis and Jeremy Shapiro, eds., The U.S. 
Army and the New National Security Strategy (Santa Monica, Cal.: Rand Corporation, 2003), pp. 44–47.

10. For example, see James Jay Carafano, “Terrorism, Myth & the Citizen-Soldier,” Heritage Foundation Commentary, January 29, 
2004, at www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed012904a.cfm. Among the Army’s promising initiatives to reduce personnel tur-
bulence and improve unit cohesion is a plan to extend tours and home-base soldiers at stateside military posts. See Thomas 
E. Ricks, “Army Policy to Reduce Soldier Relocations,” The Washington Post, February 10, 2004, p. A1.

11. For an explanation of Army formations, see John B. Wilson, Maneuver and Firepower: The Evolution of Divisions and Separate 
Brigades (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998).
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Additionally, in the future, the military might
encounter enemies that could employ anti-access
strategies—defenses with missiles, mines, computer
attacks, and possibly chemical, biological, or nuclear
weapons—designed to keep U.S. forces out of a the-
ater. Army units might well find themselves having
to fight their way into a country before they begin a
campaign.12 Deploying forces with minimal sup-
port, tailored in size and composition, and capable
of conducting combat operations from the outset is
the acme of expeditionary warfare. The Army has
had difficulty adapting to this challenge.13

Conversely, while expanding the Army’s expedi-
tionary capacity would be desirable, other factors
should also be considered. Faster deployments, for
example, will rely heavily on expanding military air
and naval transport, as well as use of commercial
assets, capabilities that may not be available to meet
the Army’s deployment goals.14

Reducing the weight and support requirements
(such as fuel and ammunition) for Army forces will
prove equally challenging. A common misnomer is
that the weight of armored vehicles, like tanks, is the
greatest limiting factor in deploying U.S. forces. In
fact, the vast preponderance of the force’s total
weight is driven up by logistical and other support
requirements.

Dramatic advancements in reducing the size and
weight of ground forces will require enormous
investments and exploiting technologies which are

not fully mature.15 At the same time, the preponder-
ance of American power and global alliances gives
the United States a lot of options in how to address
regional challenges. It may not be wise to “break the
bank” to field extremely expensive expeditionary
capabilities when an adequate capacity might be suf-
ficient. The Defense Department needs an invest-
ment strategy that balances the needs for an
enhanced Army expeditionary force with other pri-
orities.

Network-centric operations should become the
Army’s way of war. The centerpiece of defense
transformation is linking disparate systems into a
“system of systems” that integrates sensors, decision
makers, and operational units.16 This network-cen-
tric approach to military campaigns will place an
even greater emphasis on joint operations: the coor-
dinated use of land, sea, and air forces.

What matters most in joint warfare is the overall
performance of the system of systems, not individ-
ual platforms. That said, even in network-centric
warfare, platforms (like tanks and artillery pieces)
still matter. In war, systems do not always perform
as expected. Sometimes they fail, forcing soldiers to
depend on platforms. In close combat, robust plat-
forms still matterthey are a hedge against the
inevitable friction of battle that drags against any
system in wartime. Thus, while Army transforma-
tion efforts should fully embrace a network-centric

12. Andrew Krepinevich, testimony before the Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities, Committee on Armed Ser-
vices, U.S. Senate, March 5, 1999, at www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/Archive/T.19990305.Emerging_Threats,_/
T.19990305.Emerging_Threats,_.htm. In contrast, Norman Friedman argues that the threat of emerging anti-access strategies 
should not be overstated. See Norman Friedman, “Globalization of Anti-Access,” in Sam J. Tangredi, ed., Globalization and Mar-
itime Power (Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 2002), pp. 487–500.

13. For example, in support of combat operations in Kosovo, the Army was required to deploy an attack aviation task force. The 
Army experienced significant difficulties in organizing and deploying the force. John Gordon IV, Bruce Nardulli, and Walter L. 
Perry, “The Operational Challenges of Task Force Hawk,” Joint Force Quarterly, Autumn/Winter 2001–2002, pp. 52–57.

14. John Gordon et al., Future Army and Joint Concepts: Issues and Challenges, draft report, Rand Corporation DRR–2923–A, May 
2003, p. 111. For a cogent overview of the challenges of moving U.S. military forces around the globe, see Congressional Bud-
get Office, “Moving U.S. Forces: Options for Strategic Mobility,” February 1997, at www.cbo.gov/show-
doc.cfm?index=11&sequence=0.

15. James Jay Carafano, “After Iraq: Learning the War’s Lessons,” Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 1664, July 3, 2003, at 
www.heritage.org/Research/MiddleEast/bg1664.cfm. See also Michael E. O’Hanlon, Military Technology and the Future of War 
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2000). O’Hanlon argues that of the emerging new technologies, only advance-
ments in information systems and computers are sufficiently mature to dramatically affect military developments in the near 
term.

16. U.S. Department of Defense, Office of Force Transformation, Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach, 2003, p. 13.
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approach, they should also sustain an appropriate
focus on dependable and survivable platforms.

Adapting to the Strategic Environment
In testimony to the Senate Armed Services Com-

mittee during his nomination hearing, General
Schoomaker made a point of noting:

[O]ur Nation is at war and we are…an 
Army at war…. As an Army at war, we 
must adjust our priorities…. In a world 
where the strategic environment is 
transformed, we should be prepared to 
even reexamine our fundamental way of 
thinking.17

A survey of recent Army initiatives suggests that
since taking over, the new Army Chief has made
good on this promise, although there is still much
to be done.

Restructuring the Future Combat System 
Program

In November 2001, General Eric Shinseki,
Schoomaker’s predecessor as Chief of Staff,
unveiled the Army’s transformation strategy, a plan
to make over all of the Army’s current units (legacy
forces) into new organizations (objective forces).18

He also established the Future Combat System
(FCS), a major acquisition program, to provide the
equipment needed for the new commands.19 The
FCS included developing new, lighter combat vehi-

cles, equipment for individual soldiers, and a host
of other combat assets (e.g., intelligence, communi-
cation networks, and fire support).20

Since becoming Army Chief of Staff, Schoomaker
has rightly continued to emphasize that the FCS
will be the centerpiece of the Army’s modernization
efforts. He has, however, tried to make the program
more flexible to achieve the benefits of some trans-
formational systems sooner.

As originally conceived, the FCS represented a
huge and complex undertaking with great promise
and many problems. It called for transformation at
a snail’s pace. The first FCS-equipped (objective)
unit would not be operational until 2011, and
transforming the entire force would take until
2032.21 Nor would transformation be cheap. Out-
lays for the first 15 years of the program alone were
calculated at $70 billion.22

There were other causes for concern as well.
Costs and fielding objectives appeared to be overly
ambitious, based on assumptions that key new
technologies could be rapidly matured,23 and the
Army’s Comanche helicopter program, another
major acquisition effort, was also problematic.
Originally proposed in 1986, this platform was
later envisioned to support FCS-equipped units,
but providing only a modicum of additional capa-
bility at great expense. In fiscal year (FY) 2005
alone, the Army requested over $1.2 billion for a
program that is clearly less than transformational.24

17. Peter J. Schoomaker, opening statement before the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, July 29, 2003, at 
www.army.mil/leaders/CSA/testimony/29Jul03OpeningStatement.htm.

18. As a bridge to the objective force, the Army also proposed an “interim force” consisting of six Stryker Brigades, designed to 
complement today’s mix of heavy (armor) and light (infantry) forces. See Bruce R. Nardulli and Thomas L. McNaugher, “The 
Army: Toward the Objective Force,” in Hans Binnendijk, ed., Transforming America’s Military (Washington, D.C.: National 
Defense University Press, 2002), pp. 110–112. The Army is in the process of fielding the Stryker brigades. The first Stryker 
brigade is currently deployed to Iraq.

19. U.S. Army, White Paper, Concepts for the Objective Force, November 2002, p. 1.

20. Nardulli and McNaugher, “The Army: Toward the Objective Force,” p. 109.

21. Ibid.

22. U.S. General Accounting Office, Defense Acquisition: Army Transformation Faces Weapons System Challenges, GAO–01–311, 
May 2001, p. 1.

23. An analysis by the General Accounting Office concluded that of 31 critical FCS technologies, 22 required risk mitigation pro-
grams because the technologies might not be sufficiently developed to support FCS acquisition goals. U.S. General Account-
ing Office, Future Combat Systems, GAO–030101OR, April 2003, p. 21. See also Dan Caternicchia, “GAO at Odds on 
Program Timeline,” Federal Computer Week, August 18, 2003, p. 14, and Roxana Tiron, “Future Combat Systems Under Tight 
Scrutiny,” National Defense, September 2003, p. 29.
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In a promising initiative, however it was reported on
February 23, that the Army planned to cancel the
program.

Overall, the objective force program offered lim-
ited prospects for speeding up the Army’s capacity to
meet the demands of the emerging strategic environ-
ment.

In August 2003, General Schoomaker redesig-
nated the objective force as the “future force,” a
change that reflected a shift in program emphasis.
Rather than stress fielding an ideal objective unit
almost a decade in the future and attempting to
reshape the entire Army force structure, the goal of
the future force is more process-oriented and open-
ended, emphasizing fielding future capabilities as
soon as they are available with less concern over
what the final state of the force might look like.

The Army intends to restructure the FCS program
to place more emphasis on overall systems architec-
ture (networks integrating various capabilities
together) and linking them with assets from the
other military services. Additionally, the program
will make “spiral development” a priority.25 Finally,
more attention will be devoted to long-neglected
enhancements to make individual soldiers more
effective. In contrast, less emphasis will be placed on
expensive new platforms.

If the Army follows through on restructuring the
FCS program, the result will be an acquisition effort
that is fiscally prudent, appropriate to strategic
needs, sufficiently flexible to meet unexpected chal-
lenges, and realistic given available technologies.

The Army should also pay particular attention to
managing the FCS program. The FCS represents
some 19 different major systems. Army leaders have
argued for maintaining a single, large acquisition
program so that they can easily shift resources
toward the most promising developments. Con-

gress, on the other hand, preferred splitting the pro-
gram into smaller pieces to provide more effective
oversight.26 The FY 2004 budget divided the FCS
into three separate acquisition programs.27

While both arguments have merit, perhaps more
important than the number of programs is the future
of the FCS’s overall management. The Welch Panel,
an outside task force of experts tasked by the Army
to study the issue, recommended appointing a
three-star general to head a center at the Army’s
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) in Fort
Monroe, Virginia, to oversee transformation
efforts.28 In response, TRADOC established the
Futures Center in October 2003.

While the Welch Panel was right to recommend
consolidating responsibility for future initiatives
under a senior officer, shifting the supervision of
Army transformation efforts out of the Pentagon was
a mistake. Army transformation, and the FCS in par-
ticular, should be managed by a senior general
officer in Washington working closely with the
Army leadership, other services, the Defense secre-
tariat, and Congress to ensure the constant commu-
nication and interchange necessary to guarantee that
the transformation is well understood, expertly
coordinated, and adequately supported.

What Should Be Done

• The Army should restructure the FCS, placing
more emphasis on fielding capabilities that will
enhance overall system architecture and provide
new technologies for individual soldiers as soon
as possible. Meanwhile, it should continue to
invest in research and development on the next-
generation technologies (such as directed
energy29 and nanotechnologies30) rather than
buying expensive new platforms that only mar-
ginally increase capabilities. At the same time,
the Army should continue to rely on proven cur-

24. In response to these concerns, in February 2004, the Office of Management and Budget requested an independent review of 
the Comanche program. Office of Management and Budget, “Comanche and F/A–22 Study: Outline of Terms of Reference,” at 
www.pogo.org/m/dp/dp-ombfa22-2004.pdf (February 13, 2004).

25. Spiral development is an acquisition process that emphasizes getting new technologies out in the field as they become opera-
tional and then upgrading them later. This term is frequently used in regard to defense acquisition.

26. Frank Tiboni, “Future Weapon Program Could Be Broken Up,” Defense News, August 4, 2003, p. 20.

27. Public Law 108–136, section 214.

28. “FCS Panel Recommends TRADOC ‘Future Center’ for Objective Force,” Inside the Army, August 4, 2003, p. 1.
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rent-generation platforms until truly advanced
new platforms are available.

• Overall management of the FCS and Army
transformation programs should remain with
the senior Army leadership in the Pentagon.

• Congress should support funding for the FCS in
the FY 2005 budget. Funding for the Comanche
helicopter program might be better employed on
more promising near-term FCS systems and
long-term research and development for next-
generation platforms.

Revising Army Force Structure

In order to provide more forces for overseas mis-
sions and greater expeditionary capabilities, the
Army Chief of Staff has directed a reorganization of
the current Army division, increasing the number
of brigades in the command and developing means
to deploy and sustain them independently. As a
prototype, the Army directed its 3rd Infantry Divi-
sion to reorganize from three to five maneuver bri-
gades, each capable of autonomous operations.31

Other initiatives include reorganizing Army
National Guard units. The Army National Guard
will take some armored commands and combat
support units, like artillery and air defense, and
reorganize them as lighter and more flexible infan-
try-centric organizations, including mobile light
brigades and other units as well.32

While the Army’s efforts to make its combat orga-
nizations more flexible and modular are laudable, it
is not apparent either that these initiatives are well
thought out or that they will speed transformation
efforts. For example, it is not clear that the reorga-
nization of the 3rd Infantry Division will offer a
desirable or even feasible model for future units.

Breaking the division down into smaller indepen-
dent commands will likely require more support
troops than are in the current division design. As a
result, future divisions might be even larger and
more cumbersome than the current organization.

In the near term, the Army might profitably put
more emphasis on expanding the size of its rota-
tional base to ensure that it has enough forces to
meet overseas commitments. Rather than adding
additional active-duty units, this could be accom-
plished by eliminating administrative and staff posi-
tions and ending nonessential overseas missions.
The Army, for example, might consider dismantling
TRADOC and its plethora of branch schools and
folding their activities into its other two existing
stateside commands. The Army should also con-
sider increasing the size, training, and capabilities
of the Reserve Components to provide a cost-effec-
tive means of rapidly expanding the forces available
to meet unexpected demands.33

In addition, the Army should eschew modest
reorganizations that will disrupt the force for, at
best, only marginal improvements in creating mod-
ular, expeditionary forces. Instead, the service
should consider adopting an approach similar to
the “strike force” concept recommended by former
Army Chief of Staff General Dennis Reimer. This
would involve building specialized task forces,
when needed, out of current units through force
enhancements (e.g., advanced training and simula-
tions, new command and control systems, and
improved logistics). This approach would be far
less costly and disruptive than permanently reorga-
nizing current forces.34

At the same time, the Army should experiment
with more radical and far-reaching innovative orga-

29. For example, see Lexington Institute, Directed-Energy Weapons: Technologies, Applications, and Implications, white paper, Febru-
ary 2002, at www.lexingtoninstitute.org/defense/DirectEngery.pdf.

30. See Shannon L. Callahan, “Nanotechnology in a New Era of Strategic Competition,” Joint Force Quarterly, No. 26 (Autumn 
2000), pp. 20–26.

31. Elaine M. Grossman, “Third Infantry Division Redesign May Require Thousands More Troops,” Inside the Army, January 22, 
2004, p. 1.

32. U.S. Department of the Army, DAMO–FMF, “Restructuring Army National Guard Divisions to Meet the Current Defense 
Strategy,” memorandum, December 2, 2003.

33. For recommendations, see James Jay Carafano, “Maximize Our Military,” Heritage Foundation Commentary, September 25, 
2003, at www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed092603a.cfm, and Jack Spencer, “Growing the Army the Right Way,” Heritage 
Foundation Executive Memorandum No. 912, February 10, 2004, at www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/em912.cfm.
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nizational designs so that its future units could bet-
ter exploit the new technologies provided by the
FCS.35

What Should Be Done

• The Army needs a larger rotational base. In the
near term, this can best be achieved by shifting
more force structure into “foxhole strength,”
consolidating commands, eliminating unneces-
sary overseas missions, and transferring non-
military positions to civilians and contractors.

• Rather than reorganizing divisions, the Army
should make the current force more modular
while continuing to experiment with more radi-
cal organizational designs.

• Congress should refrain from permanently
increasing Army end strength until the Army
determines what additional resources are needed
beyond those made available by an earnest
restructuring of the current force.

Rethinking the Army’s Roles in Post-Conflict 
and Homeland Security Operations

Army transformation efforts are woefully deficient
in addressing two potentially critical missions. First,
the Army has no significant initiatives on how to
improve performance in post-conflict operations.
Post-conflict activities are an integral part of any
military campaign in which U.S. forces seize and
hold territory either to free an occupied country, as
with Kuwait during the 1991 Gulf War, or to dis-
pose of an enemy regime, as during the postwar
occupations of Germany and Japan. Such missions
are not “optional” operations; they are an integral
part of any military campaign.

As recent operations in Afghanistan and Iraq
demonstrate, these missions are extremely demand-

ing. They require careful planning and forces that
are trained and equipped for the task. The Army
simply lacks these kinds of troops.

Second, the Army has made only limited progress
in better preparing its forces to support homeland
security. The Army National Guard Bureau has pro-
posed “dual-missioning” (assigning both overseas
and domestic missions) some units and, when
required, forming them into task forces that could
support homeland security missions. The Guard
plans to create 10 Chemical, Biological, Radiologi-
cal, Nuclear, and High-Yield Explosive (CBRNE) bri-
gade-size Enhanced Response Force Packages that
might include Civil Support Teams,36 a medical
company with decontamination assets, an engineer
company with search and rescue capability, and a
combat unit capable of supporting law enforce-
ment.37

The Army Guard initiative, while encouraging,
also has significant shortfalls. First, homeland secu-
rity will be a secondary, not a primary, mission; thus,
troops may well lack the skills, training, and equip-
ment needed to respond effectively to catastrophic
terrorism. In addition, the military needs to have far
more forces available to respond to catastrophic ter-
rorism than the number currently envisioned by the
Pentagon. One analysis found that as many as half a
million Reserve troops might be needed to respond
to catastrophic disasters—more than four times the
number that the Army has estimated is required for
homeland security.38

A solution to meeting requirements for forces at
home and abroad is to create large specialized units
that could be assembled from existing National
Guard and Reserve commands. These would include
security, medical, engineer, and civil affairs assets
capable of supporting emergency response activities

34. “The Strike Force Operational Concept Paper,” in Dennis J. Reimer, Soldiers Are Our Credentials: The Collected Works and Selected 
Papers of the Thirty-Third Chief of Staff, United States Army (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2000), 
pp. 254–263.

35. For example, see Douglas A. Macgregor, “XVIII Airborne Corps: Spearhead of Military Transformation,” Defense Horizons, Jan-
uary 2004.

36. Civil Support Teams assist state and local responders in determining the nature and extent of a chemical, biological, or radio-
logical incident; provide expert technical advice; and help identify and support the arrival of follow-on state and federal mili-
tary response assets. They can consist of both Army National Guard and Air National Guard personnel.

37. H. Steven Blum, “The Army National Guard—Back to the Future,” Association of the United States Army Landpower Essay No. 
03–3, September 2003, at www.ausa.org/PDFdocs/LWPapers/LPE_03-3.pdf.
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and critical infrastructure protection and reconsti-
tution.

Since many postwar responsibilities are similar to
possible homeland security missions, these forces
could perform double duty, having utility for both
domestic and overseas missions. In addition, these
units could be used to perform consequence man-
agement in a theater during a conflict, helping to
protect civilian populations from the threat of
attacks involving weapons of mass destruction.39

What Should Be Done

• The Army should develop large organizations
that are better prepared to perform post-con-
flict, overseas consequence management, and
homeland security duties.

• To ensure that the resources for creating these
mission-essential, but often neglected, capabili-
ties are not crowded by other defense needs,
Congress should consider establishing a sepa-
rate funding appropriation, much like the spe-
cial funding set aside from the service budgets
to develop special operations assets.

Creating Training and Education Programs 
for a 21st Century Force

During the Cold War, Army training and educa-
tion programs prepared soldiers and leaders to
meet the challenge of ground warfare against
Soviet-style forces. Future enemies could present a
dizzying array of threats from high-tech conven-
tional combat units to low-tech insurgents.

To prepare soldiers for a variety of challenges, the
Army has directed that operations at its Combat
Training Centers be unscripted, presenting a greater
range of missions. The goal is to make Army leaders
more flexible, adaptable, innovative, and expedi-

tionary-minded. This effort is laudatory. But while
Army training has begun a significant transforma-
tion, military education lacks similar initiatives.

A particular challenge for the Army will be to
expand joint education to meet the demands of net-
work-centric warfare. Joint education received a
significant impetus from the Goldwater–Nichols
Act of 1986, which established joint education
requirements for officers assigned to joint duty
assignments and for promotion to general officer/
flag rank.40 In the 21st century, however, most sol-
diers and officers will need extensive joint educa-
tion. In particular, Reserve and National Guard
officers, who are now deployed much more fre-
quently for joint duty, will require much greater
access to joint education opportunities. In addition,
it is likely that officers will need more training in
interagency operations (activities that involve mul-
tiple federal organizations).

These demands far exceed the needs envisioned
by the Goldwater–Nichols Act.41 The Army’s edu-
cation process requires fundamental reforms to
match advancements in training.

What Should Be Done

• The Army needs to continue to revamp its train-
ing programs to provide more modular, flexible,
and expeditionary-minded forces.

• Congress should consider crafting legislation, as
a follow-on to the Goldwater–Nichols Act, to
ensure that the Department of Defense ade-
quately addresses emerging joint and inter-
agency education requirements.

Conclusion
The Army has made significant progress in

adapting its programs to today’s strategic realities.

38. John Brinkerhoff, “The Changing of the Guard: Evolutionary Alternatives for America’s National Guard,” Journal of Homeland 
Security, May 2002, at www.homelandsecurity.org/journal/Articles/Brinkerhoff_guard.html.

39. James Jay Carafano, “Shaping the Future of Northern Command,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments Back-
grounder, April 29, 2003, p. 12, at www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/Archive/B.20030429.NORTHCOM/B.20030429.NORTH-
COM.pdf. See also James Jay Carafano, “Post-Conflict and Culture: Changing America’s Military for 21st Century Missions,” 
Heritage Foundation Lecture No. 810, November 20, 2003, at www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/HL810.cfm.

40. For the scope and evolution of the Goldwater–Nichols Act, see James R. Locher III, Victory on the Potomac: The Goldwater–
Nichols Act Unifies the Pentagon (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2002).

41. For example, see Scott W. Moore, “Today It’s Gold, Not Purple,” Joint Force Quarterly, No. 20 (Autumn/Winter 1998–1999), 
pp. 100–106.
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Ensuring that the service is prepared to support a
protracted war against terrorism, however, requires
further changes in the Army’s agenda. Initiatives
should be more fiscally prudent, preserve combat
readiness, and promote further transformation. The
Army’s next steps should be taken in concert with
the other services, the Department of Defense, and
Congress.

In particular, the Army should:

• Refine research and development priorities and
management of the FCS program;

• Expand the Army’s rotational base through force
restructuring;

• Establish new specialized Reserve Component
forces that can perform homeland security, over-
seas consequence management, and post-con-
flict missions; and

• Develop training programs that develop leaders
prepared for expeditionary warfare.

For its part, Congress should:

• Support FCS funding,

• Refrain from legislating permanent increases in
Army force structure,

• Create separate funding appropriations for spe-
cialized Reserve Component forces, and

• Pass legislation, as a follow-on to the Goldwa-
ter–Nichols Act, to improve joint and inter-
agency education.

—James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fel-
low for National Security and Homeland Security in the
Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for Interna-
tional Studies at The Heritage Foundation.
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