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The QDR in Perspective: 

Meeting Americaôs National Security Needs in the 21
st
 Century 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

Congress has required by law that every four years the Department of Defense conduct what 

would outside of government simply be called a ñstrategic reviewò of its existing plans and 

programs.  The Department calls this process the ñQuadrennial Defense Reviewò or the ñQDRò 

for short. 

 

The modern QDR originated in 1990 at the end of the Cold War when the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff undertook in the ñBase Forceò study to reconsider the strategy underpinning the 

military establishment.  Then in 1993, building on his own work as the chairman of the House 

Armed Services Committee, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin decided to conduct what he called a 

Bottom-up Review - an examination, with emphasis on the long term of the risks which America 

was likely to face, the capabilities necessary to meet them, and the various options for 

developing those capabilities.  As originally conceived, the process was supposed to be free 

ranging, with the initiative and analysis proceeding from within the DOD and flowing upwards.  

The point was to free the Department from the constraints of existing assumptions and refresh 

the intellectual capital of the top political leadership in Congress as well as the Executive branch. 

 

The initial Bottom-up Review was considered a success. Of course there was much debate about 

the conclusions, but Congress thought the process was worthwhile and mandated that it be 

repeated every four years.  Unfortunately, once the idea became statutory, it became part of the 

bureaucratic routine.  The natural tendency of bureaucracy is to plan short term, operate from the 

top down, think within existing parameters, and affirm the correctness of existing plans and 

programs of record. 

 

That is exactly what happened to the QDR process.  Instead of unconstrained, long term analysis 

by planners who were encouraged to challenge preexisting thinking, the QDRs became 

explanations and justifications, often with marginal changes, of established decisions and plans. 

 

This latest QDR continues the trend of the last 15 years.  It is a wartime QDR, prepared by a 

Department that is focused ï understandably and appropriately ï on responding to the threats 

America now faces and winning the wars in which America is now engaged.   Undoubtedly the 

QDR is of value in helping Congress review and advance the current vital missions of the 
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Department.  But for the reasons already stated, it is not the kind of long term planning document 

which the statute envisions. 

 

Congress constituted our Independent Panel to review the QDR, assess the long term threats 

facing America, and produce recommendations regarding the capabilities which will be 

necessary to meet those threats.  We have deliberated for over five months, in the process 

reviewing a mass of documents (both classified and unclassified), interviewing dozens of 

witnesses from the Department, and consulting a number of outside experts.   

 

This resulting unanimous Report is divided into five parts. 

 

Our Report first conducts a brief survey of foreign policy, with special emphasis on the missions 

that Americaôs military has been called on to perform since the fall of the Berlin Wall.  From the 

strategic habits of American presidents over the last century, and especially since 1945 ï habits 

which have showed a remarkable degree of bipartisan consistency ï we deduce four enduring 

national interests which will continue to transcend political differences and animate American 

policy in the future.  We also discuss the five gravest potential threats to those interests which are 

likely to arise over the next generation. 

 

In the next two chapters, we turn to the capabilities which our government must develop and 

sustain in order to protect those enduring interests.  We first discuss the civilian elements of 

national power ï what Secretary Gates has called the ñtools of soft power.ò  Our government is 

just coming to understand the importance of these vital, but neglected, tools.  We make a number 

of recommendations for the structural and cultural changes in both the Executive and Legislative 

branches which will be necessary if these elements of national power are to play their role in 

protecting Americaôs enduring interests.   

 

We then turn to the condition of Americaôs military.  We note that there is a significant and 

growing gap between the  ñforce structureò of the military ï its size and its inventory of 

equipment ï and the missions it will be called on to perform in the future.  As required by 

Congress, we propose an alternative force structure with emphasis on increasing the size of the 

Navy.  We also review the urgent necessity of recapitalizing and modernizing the weapons and 

equipment inventory of all the services; we assess the adequacy of the budget with that need in 

view; and we make recommendations for increasing the Departmentôs ability to contribute to 

homeland defense and deal with asymmetric threats such as cyber attack. 

 

In this third chapter, we also review the militaryôs personnel policies.  We conclude that while 

the volunteer military has been an unqualified success, there are trends that threaten its 

sustainability.  We recommend a number of changes in retention, promotion, compensation, and 

professional military education policies, which we believe will serve the interests of Americaôs 

servicemembers and strengthen the volunteer force. 
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The fourth chapter of our Report takes on the issue of acquisition reform.  We commend 

Secretary Gates for his emphasis on reducing both the cost of new programs and the time it takes 

to develop them.  But we are concerned that the typical direction of past reforms ï increasing the 

process involved in making procurement decisions ï may detract from the clear authority and 

accountability that alone can reduce cost and increase efficiency.  We offer several 

recommendations to Congress in this area. 

 

Finally, the fifth chapter of our Report deals with the QDR process itself.  We review the history 

of QDRs and analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the idea in concept and practice.  We very 

much approve the impulse behind the QDR ï the desire to step back from the flow of daily 

events and think creatively about the future ï and we suggest methods superior to the current 

process for Congress and the Executive to work together in planning our nationôs defense. 

 

The issues raised in the body of this Report are sufficiently serious that we believe an explicit 

warning is appropriate.  The aging of the inventories and equipment used by the services, the 

decline in the size of the Navy, escalating personnel entitlements, overhead and procurement 

costs, and the growing stress on the force means that a train wreck is coming in the areas of 

personnel, acquisition, and force structure.  In addition, our nation needs to build greater civil 

operational capacity to deploy civilians alongside our military and to partner with international 

bodies, the private sector, and non-governmental organizations in dealing with failed and failing 

states. 

 

The potential consequences for the United States of a ñbusiness as usualò attitude towards the 

concerns in this Report are not acceptable. We are confident that the trendlines can be reversed, 

but it will require an ongoing, bipartisan concentration of political will in support of decisive 

action.  A good start would be to replace the existing national security planning process with 

something more up to date, more comprehensive, and more effective. 

 

In conclusion, we wish to acknowledge the cooperation of the Department in the preparation of 

this Report -- and to express our unanimous and undying gratitude to the men and women of 

Americaôs military, and their families, whose sacrifice and dedication continue to inspire and 

humble us.   
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COMPILATION OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

The Panelôs findings and recommendations are as follows:   

 

Chapter 1: The Prospects for 21
st
 Century Conflict  

 

1. America has for most of the last century pursued four enduring security interests: 

a. The defense of the American homeland 

b. Assured access to the sea, air, space, and cyberspace 

c. The preservation of a favorable balance of power across Eurasia that prevents 

authoritarian domination of that region 

d. Providing for the global ñcommon goodò through such actions as humanitarian 

aid, development assistance, and disaster relief. 

 

2. Five key global trends face the nation as it seeks to sustain its role as the leader of an 

international system that protects the interests outlined above: 

a. Radical Islamist extremism and the threat of terrorism 

b. The rise of new global great powers in Asia 

c. Continued struggle for power in the Persian Gulf and the greater Middle East 

d. An accelerating global competition for resources 

e. Persistent problems from failed and failing states. 

 

3. These five key global trends have framed a range of choices for the United States: 

a. These trends are likely to place an increased demand on American ñhard powerò 
to preserve regional balances; while diplomacy and development have important 

roles to play, the worldôs first-order concerns will continue to be security 

concerns.   

b. The various tools of ñsmart powerò ï diplomacy, engagement, trade, targeted 

communications about American ideals and intentions, development of grassroots 

political and economic institutions ï will be increasingly necessary to protect 

Americaôs national interests.   

c. Todayôs world offers unique opportunities for international cooperation, but the 
United States needs to guide continued adaptation of existing  international 

institutions and alliances and to support development of new institutions 

appropriate to the demands of the 21
st
 century.  This will not happen without 

global confidence in American leadership, its political, economic, and military 

strength, and steadfast national purpose.   

d. Finally, America cannot abandon a leadership role in support of its national 

interests.  To do so will simply lead to an increasingly unstable and unfriendly 

global climate and eventually to conflicts America cannot ignore, which we must 

then prosecute with limited choices under unfavorable circumstances -- and with 

stakes that are higher than anyone would like. 
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Chapter Two: The Comprehensive Approach 

 

1. Legislative Branch:  National Security reform effort 

a. Finding: The Panel acknowledges Congressôs crucial role in providing for 

national defense with both authorities and appropriations.  However, the Panel 

notes with extreme concern that our current federal government structures ï both 

executive and legislative, and in particular those related to security ï were 

fashioned in the 1940s and, at best, they work imperfectly today.   The U.S. 

defense framework adopted after World War II was structured to address the 

Soviet Union in a bipolar world.  The threats of today are much different.  A new 

approach is needed.  

b. Recommendation:  The Panel recommends a legislative reform package 

containing the following elements: 

i. Review and restructure Title 10, Title 22, Title 32, and Title 50 authorities 

to enhance integration of effort while clarifying the individual 

responsibilities and authorities of the Department of State, State/AID, the 

Intelligence Community, and all components of the Department of 

Defense.  

ii.  Review and rewrite other authorities to create and expand deployable 

capabilities of civilian departments, agencies, and institutions (particularly 

State, State/AID, Treasury, Energy, Justice, DHS, Agriculture, Health and 

Human Services, and Transportation). 

iii.  Establish authority for a consortium of existing U.S. government schools 

to develop and provide a common professional national security education 

curriculum.  This new authority should also establish an interagency 

assignment exchange program for national security officials. 

iv. Create a system of incentives for Executive branch personnel to work in 

designated ñwhole of governmentò assignments (including but not limited 

to participating in the exchange program described above). 

v. Reconvene the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress, which 

was established in 1945 and has convened two other times since then, the 

most recent being in 1993.  The Joint Committee on the Organization of 

Congress has the established precedent and authority to examine and make 

recommendations to improve the organization and oversight of Congress. 

Additional detail on the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress 

and draft terms of reference for its tasks are provided at Appendix 1.  
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vi. Recommend that the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress 

examine the current organization of Congress, including the committee 

structure, the structure of national security authorities, appropriations, and 

oversight, with the intent of recommending changes to make Congress a 

more effective body in performing its role to ñprovide for the common 

defense."  As part of this effort Congress should: 

1. Establish a single national security appropriations subcommittee 

for Defense, State, State/AID, and the Intelligence Community 

2. In parallel, establish an authorization process that coordinates 

Congressional authorization actions on national security across 

these departments and agencies. 

2. Executive Branch:  Integrate national security efforts across the ñwhole of 

governmentò 

a. Finding: Just as Congress has a responsibility to improve our national security 

performance, so does the Executive branch.  The Panel finds that the Executive 

branch lacks an effective ñwhole of governmentò capacity that integrates the 

planning and execution capabilities of the many federal departments and agencies 

that have national security responsibilities.  

b. Recommendation: Executive branch reform should begin with an Executive 

Order or directive signed by the President that clarifies interagency roles and 

responsibilities for ñwhole of governmentò missions. This directive should: 

i. Establish a consolidated budget line for national security that 

encompasses, at a minimum, Defense, State, State/AID, and the 

Intelligence Community. 

ii.  Task both the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the National 

Security Council (NSC) to develop a mechanism to track implementation 

of the various budgets that support the Comprehensive Approach.   

iii.  Identify lead and supporting departments and agencies and their associated 

responsibilities for notional national security missions.  This Executive 

Order or Presidential directive should also establish a process to define 

interagency roles and responsibilities for missions not specifically 

addressed therein.  

iv. Establish standing interagency teams with capabilities to plan for and 

exercise, in an integrated way, departmental and agency responsibilities in 

predefined mission scenarios before a crisis occurs.  
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3. Enhanced civilian ñwhole of governmentò capacity 

a. Finding: Today civilian department and agencies lack the capacity to provide the 

array of capabilities required for effective support to the Department of Defense 

in stability and reconstruction operations in unstable host nations.  In many cases, 

even pre-conflict and certainly post-conflict, our civilians will be deployed in 

situations of ñsecurity insecurityò and thus will have to be able to operate in an 

integrated way with security forces [whether with indigenous forces (especially in 

a pre-conflict, failing state case), with international peacekeepers, or with U.S. 

forces (especially in post-conflict situations)]. 

b. Recommendation: Congress and the President should establish a National 

Commission on Building the Civil Force of the Future.  The purpose of the 

commission would be to develop recommendations and a blueprint for increasing 

the capability and capacity of our civilian departments and agencies to move 

promptly overseas and cooperate effectively with military forces in insecure 

security environments.  Attached at Appendix 2 is a proposed TOR for the work 

of this commission. 

i. The U.S. government should be encouraging and helping to develop 

similar capabilities among its international partners and in international 

institutions to supplement or substitute where required for American 

civilian capability and capacity. 

ii.  Until these capabilities and capacities are developed, at least in U.S. 

civilian institutions (and perhaps even after), stabilization will continue to 

be a military mission and must be adequately resourced (as part of the 

U.S.  military strategy for ending operations such as in Iraq and 

Afghanistan). 

iii.  To develop and support these capabilities, relevant civilian agencies need 

to develop credible internal requirements as well as development/ 

budgeting and execution processes to create confidence that they can 

perform these missions. 

iv. The Department of Defense needs to contribute to training and exercising 

these civilian forces with U.S. military forces so that they will be able to 

operate effectively together.  

v. The Defense Department and relevant civilian agencies need to conduct a 

biennial (every other year) exercise involving both the international 

community and the national agencies integrating the Comprehensive 

Approach in addressing particular scenarios or contingencies.   
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4. International Security and Assistance reform   

a. Finding: The final element of reform involves changes to International Security 

Assistance and cooperation programs.  The realities of todayôs security challenges 

have revealed the institutional weaknesses of the existing security assistance 

programs and framework.   If unchanged, the United States will fail in its efforts 

to shape and sustain an international environment supportive of its interests.  

b. Recommendation: Specifically, appropriate departments or agencies should:  

i. Include selected allies/partners, select international organizations, and, 

when possible, Non-Governmental and Private Voluntary Organizations 

(NGO/PVO) as part of U.S. government efforts to define roles and 

missions for the Comprehensive Approach.  If successful, this effort could 

be expanded to include the development of improved unity of command 

and/or unity of effort arrangements and operating procedures among U.S. 

government and allied governments, international organizations, and 

participating NGO/PVOs.  

ii.  Document and institutionalize training of U.S., allied governments, and 

NGO/PVO roles, missions, and operating procedures in support of the 

Comprehensive Approach. 

iii.  Coordinate and implement the development and acquisition of selected 

capabilities (e.g., communications, support, coordination, etc.) that support 

the Comprehensive Approach with key allies and partners.  Expand this 

effort to willing international organizations and NGO/PVOs. 

iv. Seek authority to establish pooled funding mechanisms for selected 

national security missions that would benefit from the Comprehensive 

Approach, including security capacity building, stabilization, and conflict 

prevention. 

v. Develop a cost profile for different missions requiring a Comprehensive 

Approach that identifies the major cost elements and alternative funding 

arrangements (national, multinational, shared) for providing the needed 

resources.  Seek authority for and conclude agreements to share selected 

mission costs with key allies and partners. 

vi. Designate an Assistant Secretary level official to oversee and standardize 

management of contractors in contingencies, increase the number and 

improve training of contracting officers, integrate contractors and 

contractor-provided tasks into contingency plans, and integrate contractor 

roles into pre-deployment training and exercises.  Improve education and 

training requirements for contractors, particularly those supporting 
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complex contingencies abroad.  U.S. government departments and 

agencies should also improve their oversight and accountability of 

contractors who perform security-related tasks under their direction to 

ensure they are legally as accountable for their conduct as are deployed 

service or diplomatic members. 

vii.  Continue efforts at Building Partnership Capacity, recognizing that these 

efforts have several complementary aspects. 

1. Low-end institution building in post-conflict/failing states 

2. Developing high-end capacity of our traditional allies [which 

entails not only security assistance reform but also, as part of 

acquisition reform, to build in sharing our defense products with 

our allies from the outset (requiring export control reform and 

national disclosure policy reform)].  Put another way, we need a 

ñbuild to shareò policy from the outset. 

3. Viewing rising powers as potential partners that offer us 

opportunities for collaboration as well as potential challenges. 

viii.  Ensure the integration of lessons learned from the current wars within the 

programs of instruction of Department of Defense education and training 

institutions.    

 

Chapter Three: Force Structure and Personnel 
 

1. Force Structure  
a. Secretary Gates is correct to focus all the necessary resources of American 

national security on the success of U.S. forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

 

b. The QDR should reflect that, but it must also plan effectively for threats that are 

likely to rise over the next 20 years.  The legal mandate to the Panel is to submit 

to Congress ñan assessment of the [QDR], including the recommendations of the 

review, the stated and implied assumptions incorporated in the review, and the 

vulnerabilities of the strategy and force structure underlying the review.ò   

 

c. Consistent with its mandate, the Panel found the following:  

 

i. A force-planning construct is a powerful lever that the Secretary of 

Defense can use to shape the Defense Department.  It also represents a 

useful tool for explaining the defense program to Congress.  The absence 
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of a clear force-planning construct in the 2010 QDR represents a missed 

opportunity.  

 

ii.  The force structure in the Asia-Pacific area needs to be increased.   In 

order to preserve U.S. interests, the United States will need to retain the 

ability to transit freely the areas of the Western Pacific for security and 

economic reasons.  The United States must be fully present in the Asia-

Pacific region to protect American lives and territory, ensure the free flow 

of commerce, maintain stability, and defend our allies in the region.  A 

robust U.S. force structure, one that is largely rooted in maritime strategy 

and includes other necessary capabilities, will be essential. 

 

iii.  Absent improved capabilities from ñwhole of governmentò Executive 

branch departments and agencies, U.S. ground forces will continue with 

post-conflict stability operations, consuming critical force structure 

resources.  Civilian agencies that are properly resourced and staffed can 

contribute significantly in stability operations, and they may be able to 

enhance military readiness by removing tasks more appropriately 

performed by civilian professionals.    

 

iv. The QDR force structure will not provide sufficient capacity to respond to 

a domestic catastrophe that might occur during a period of ongoing 

contingency operations abroad.  The role of reserve components needs to 

be reviewed, with an eye to ensuring that a portion of the National Guard 

be dedicated to and funded for homeland defense.   

 

v. The expanding cyber mission also needs to be examined.  The Department 

of Defense should be prepared to assist civil authorities in defending 

cyberspace ï beyond the Departmentôs current role. 

 

vi. The force structure needs to be increased in a number of areas to counter 

anti-access challenges, strengthen homeland defense (including defense 

against cyber threats), and conduct post-conflict stabilization missions. It 

must also be modernized.  The Department can achieve cost savings on 

acquisition and overhead, but substantial additional resources will be 

required to modernize the force.  Although there is a cost to recapitalizing 

the military, there is also a potential price to be paid for not re-

capitalizing, one that in the long run would be much greater. 

 

d. To compete effectively, the U.S. military must continue to develop new 

conceptual approaches to dealing with the operational challenges we face.  A 

prime example of such an approach is the Capstone Concept for Joint Operations 

(CCJO).  The Secretary of Defense has directed the Navy and Air Force to 
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develop an Air-Sea Battle concept.  This is one example of a joint approach to 

deal with the growing anti-access challenge. We believe the Chief of Naval 

Operations and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force deserve support in this effort 

and recommend that the other services be brought into the concept as soon as 

appropriate. 

 

e. Meeting the force structure challenges of the next 20 years, and creating the 

financial wherewithal for these capabilities, will not happen if the Department of 

Defense and Congress maintain the status quo on managing fiscal resources. To 

reap savings that may be reinvested within defense, and justify additional 

resources for force structure and equipment modernization, the Department and 

Congress should reestablish tools that restore fiscal responsibility to the budget 

process lost when balanced budget rules were abandoned and restore fiscal 

responsibility to the budget process.  

 

 

2. Personnel  
 

a. Although the pay and benefits afforded to U.S. military personnel can never 

adequately compensate for their sacrifice and the burdens placed upon their 

families, the recent and dramatic growth in the cost of the All-Volunteer Force 

cannot be sustained for the long term.  A failure to address the increasing costs of 

the All-Volunteer Force will likely result in a reduction in the force structure, a 

reduction in benefits, or a compromised All -Volunteer Force. 

 

b. To accomplish the QDRôs goal of preserving and enhancing the All-Volunteer 

Force and to develop future military leaders, major changes will be necessary in 

the military personnel system:  

 

i. Greater differentiation in assignments and compensation between one or 

two terms of service and a career  

 

ii.  A change in military compensation, emphasizing cash in hand instead of 

deferred or in-kind benefits to enhance recruiting for those serving less 

than an entire career  

 

iii.  The use of bonuses and credential pay to attract, retain, and reward critical 

specialties and outstanding performance 

 

iv. Instituting a continuum-of-service model that allows service members to 

move fluidly between the active and reserve components and between the 

military, private sector, civil service, and other employment 
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v. Current limitations on the length of service provide insufficient time for 

the education, training, and experiences necessary for 21
st
 century warfare. 

To gain the best return on investment and experience, and because of 

improvements in health and longevity, it is necessary to modify career 

paths to permit the educational and assignment experiences required to 

meet the challenges the military faces in the 21
st
 century.   

 

vi. To ensure a healthy All -Volunteer Force for the next two decades, the 

militaryôs personnel management system should be revised to include  

modifying the up-or-out career progression, lengthening career 

opportunities to forty years, instituting 360-degree officer evaluations, and 

broadening educational experiences both in formal schooling and career 

experiences for officers heading toward flag rank.  

 

vii.  Modify TriCare for Life to identify solutions that make it more affordable 

over the long term, including phasing in higher contributions while 

ensuring these remain below market rates, and adjusting contributions on 

the basis of ability to pay. 

 

viii.  The Department of Defense and Congress should establish a new National 

Commission on Military Personnel of the quality and stature of the 1970 

Gates Commission, which formulated policies to end military conscription 

and replace it with an all-volunteer force. The purpose of this commission 

would be to develop political momentum and a roadmap for 

implementation of the changes proposed here, including recommendations 

to modernize the military personnel system, including compensation 

reform; adjust military career progression to allow for longer and more 

flexible military careers; rebalance the missions of active, guard and 

reserve, and mobilization forces; reduce overhead and staff duplication; 

and reform active, reserve, and retired military health care and retirement 

benefits to put their financing on a sustainable basis consistent with other 

national priorities. A proposed TOR is at Appendix 3. 

 

3. Professional Military Education (PME)  

i. In order to attract more youth to military careers and recruit from the nationôs 
top colleges, the services should offer full scholarships on a competitive basis, 

usable anywhere a student chooses to attend, in exchange for enlisted service in 

the reserves (and summer officer training) during schooling, and five years of 

service after graduation to include officer training school. 

ii.  To attract and retain officers, and to broaden their experience, successful       

company grade or junior field grade officers should be offered fully funded 

civilian graduate degree programs in residence to study military affairs and 
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foreign cultures and languages, without specific connection to a follow-on 

assignment.  Additionally, all officers selected for advanced promotion to O-4 

should be required and funded to earn a graduate degree in residence at a top-

tier civilian graduate school in a war-related discipline in the humanities and 

social sciences.  Qualified career officers at these ranks should have available 

sabbatical assignments in the private sector, voluntary sector, or elsewhere in 

government, with the opportunity to drop back in year group so as not to fall 

behind their peers in the opportunity for promotion.  

iii.  Attendance at intermediate and senior service school should be by application, 

and require entrance examinations administered by the schools in cooperation 

with the service personnel offices.  Too many officers are poorly prepared 

and/or motivated for post-graduate PME, many treating it largely as a 

requirement for promotion.  The quality of the instruction, and the depth and 

rigor of staff and war colleges would be strengthened if students possessed the 

motivation and skills needed to make maximum use of the educational 

opportunity provided.   

iv. Officers selected for senior service school should be obligated for at least five 

years of additional service after graduation.  

v. Service on the teaching faculty somewhere in PME should be a requirement for 

promotion to flag rank.  Such service should be considered equivalent to joint 

duty for the purposes of meeting the 4 year requirement for service in a joint 

billet.  To facilitate this requirement, active duty officers should fill all ROTC 

instructor billets and a larger percentage of faculty billets at the service 

academies. 

vi. Foreign language proficiency should be a requirement for commissioning from 

ROTC and the service academies.  

vii.  To strengthen the education of the officer corps in the profession of arms, the 

service academies and ROTC should expand and strengthen instruction in 

ethics, American history, military history, security studies, and related subjects, 

including the responsibilities of military officers under the Constitution of the 

United States.  Changes to the curricula of these institutions in these subjects 

must be reported annually to Congress.  To insure that pre-commissioning 

education provides the necessary introduction to the art of war, there can be no 

disciplinary or subject matter quotas or limits on cadet/midshipmen majors at 

the service academies or in ROTC. 

viii.  To align the military with best practices in the private sector and to strengthen 

the officer corps at every level, as well as identify officers for higher command 

early in their careers, Congress should mandate 360-degree officer evaluation 

systems for all of the armed services. 
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ix. To provide PME the requisite proponency and influence in the Defense 

Department, there should be a Chief Learning Officer at the Assistant 

Secretary level in the office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and 

Readiness.  In addition, a senior flag officer, perhaps most appropriately the 

Commander, U.S. Joint Forces Command, should be designated as 

ñChancellorò for all service PME institutions. 

 

Chapter Four: Acquisition and Contracting 

 

1. Lead acquisition roles: 

a. Finding: Accountability and authority for establishing need, and formulating, 

approving, and executing programs have become confused within the Department 

of Defense. 

b. Recommendation: The Secretary of Defense should clearly establish lead 

acquisition roles as follows: 

i. For identifying gaps in capability - Combatant Commands supported by 

the force providers (services and defense agencies) and the Joint Staff 

ii.  For defining executable solutions to capability needs ï the force providers 

iii.  For choosing and resourcing solutions ï the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense supported by the force providers and the Joint Staff representing 

the Combatant Commands 

iv. For delivering defined capabilities on schedule and within cost ceilings ï 

the selected force provider. For multi-service/agency programs, there 

should be a lead service/agency clearly accountable. 

2. Accountability and authority:  

a. Finding: Accountability and authority has been widely diffused in increasingly 

complex decision structures and processes. 

b. Recommendation: For each program, the Secretary of Defense or delegated 

authority should assign accountability and authority for defining and executing 

each program to an unbroken chain of line management within the force provider 

community.  The Under Secretary of Defense (AT&L) and the Secretary/Deputy 

Secretary of Defense are in the line management chain.  The Service 

Secretary/Defense Agency head can then hold the military line chain, the Program 

Executive Officer (PEO), the program manager, and the commensurate defense 

contractor line management accountable for defining executable programs and, 
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when the program is approved, delivering the defined increment of capability on 

schedule and within the cost ceiling.  The roles of all other acquisition participants 

can be neither authoritative nor accountable and should be limited to roles such as 

advisory, assessment, and oversight of processes. 

3. Program definition and delivery: 

a. Finding: Major programs to provide future capability are often formulated with a 

set of requirements and optimistic schedule and cost estimates that lead to 

delivery times of a decade or more.  Programs with these long delivery times 

typically depend on the promise of technologies still immature at the outset of the 

program.  The long delivery times also imply ability to forecast the demands of 

the future operating environment that are well beyond a reasonable expectation of 

accurate foresight.  Examples of this are in the current acquisition program.  

b. Recommendation: With rare exceptions, increments of military capability should 

be defined and designed for delivery within 5 to 7 years with no more than 

moderate risk. 

4. Addressing urgent needs: 

a. Finding: There is no defined regular process within the acquisition structure and 

process to address urgent needs in support of current combat operations. 

b. Recommendation: Urgent needs should be met using the same principles and 

processes as for programs to provide future capabilities.  Adjustments to the 

formal process, including special processes and organizations, are appropriate for 

wartime response to urgent needs to ensure that an increment of capability can be 

delivered in weeks or months rather than years.  The warfighting commander 

should have a seat at the table in defining and choosing the solution.  The force 

provider remains accountable for ensuring that the proposed program is 

executable in cost, schedule, and performance.  

5. Unforeseen challenges: 

a. Finding: Even with the most competent front-end planning and assessment, 

complex programs are likely to experience unforeseen technological, engineering, 

or production challenges.  

b. Recommendation: When such challenges place the schedule or cost at risk, 

performance must also be within the trade space.  The force provider, to include 

the service component serving the Combatant Commander, is the proper source of 

credible operational experience and judgment to generate recommendations to 

USD (AT&L) for performance tradeoffs.    
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6. Dual source competition: 

a. Finding: During the dramatic post-Cold War defense cuts, most dual sources 

were dropped in favor of sole-source contracting.  But as defense funding has 

returned and exceeded levels that supported dual sourcing, the contracting 

strategy has remained sole-source. 

b. Recommendation: OSD should return to a strategy requiring dual source 

competition for production programs in circumstances where this will produce 

real competition. 

 

Chapter Five: The QDR and Beyond 
 

1. Establishment of a New National Security Strategic Planning Process:  

 

a. Finding: The QDR process as presently constituted is not well suited to the 

holistic planning process needed.  

 

i. Sufficient strategic guidance does not exist at the national level to allow the 

Department of Defense to provide to the military departments required 

missions, force structure, and risk assessment guidance.  This is especially 

true for long-term planning.  

 

ii.  Such guidance documents as are produced are often unavailable in time and 

do not provide sufficient, detailed guidance and prioritization for the 

Department of Defense to use them effectively.  

 

iii.  The QDRôs contemporary focus on current conflicts, parochial ownership of 

programs, daily requirements of current issues, and an increasingly staff and 

service-dominated process as opposed to a senior leadership run process are 

roadblocks to an unbiased, long term strategic review. 

 

iv. The QDR process as presently constituted should be discontinued in favor of 

the normal Department of Defense planning, programming, budgeting, and 

execution process and the new National Security Strategic Planning Process 

recommended below.  

 

b. Recommendation: The United States needs a truly comprehensive National 

Security Strategic Planning Process that begins at the top and provides the 

requisite guidance, not only to the Department of Defense but to the other 

departments and agencies of the U.S. government that must work together to 

address the range of global threats confronting our nation. 
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i. The Executive and Legislative branches should jointly establish a standing 

Independent Strategic Review Panel of experienced and senior experts to 

review the strategic environment over the next 20 years and provide 

prioritized, goal and risk assessment recommendations for use by the U.S. 

government. 

  

ii.  Convene the panel in the fall of a presidential election year to enable the panel 

to begin work the following January, the month in which the new President 

takes office, so that the international strategic environment would be reviewed 

every four years beginning in the January immediately following any 

presidential election (or more frequently on the panelôs own initiative in 

response to a major national security development that the panel believes calls 

into question the results of the most recent review). 

 

iii.  Charge the panel to: 

 

Á Review and assess the existing national security environment, 

including challenges and opportunities 

 

Á Review and assess the existing National Security Strategy and 

policies 

 

Á Review and assess national security roles, missions, and 

organization of the departments and agencies 

 

Á Assess the broad array of risks to the country and how they affect 

the national security challenges and opportunities 

 

Á Provide recommendations and input to the National Security 

Strategic Planning Process and the national security department 

and agency planning and review processes. 

 

iv. Six months after initiating its review, the panel would provide to the Congress 

and the President its assessment of the strategic environment (including in 

particular developments since its last review) and recommend to the President 

whether, in its view, those developments warrant significant changes in the 

National Security Strategy. 

 

v. In its report, the panel would offer its assessment of the national security 

challenges and opportunities facing the nation and also offer any innovative 

ideas or recommendations for meeting those challenges/opportunities.  A 

proposed TOR for this panel is included at Appendix 4. 
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c. As the coordinating and oversight body of the Executive branch, the National 

Security Council in its new formulation as the National Security Staff should take 

steps to increase its capabilities to fulfill its role and responsibilities in achieving a 

more comprehensive, ñwhole of governmentò approach.  The NSC should prepare 

for the Presidentôs signature an Executive Order or Presidential directive that at a 

minimum mandates the following: 

 

i. Using the assessment of the strategic environment prepared by the standing 

Independent Strategic Review Panel, develop a ñgrand strategyò for the 

United States that would be formalized as the National Security Strategy. 

 

ii.  It is vital that strategy at this level be the Presidentôs own strategy, 

constituting his direction to the government.  The strategy is signed by the 

President, albeit developed for him by his National Security Advisor and 

Cabinet in what is a top down rather than a staff-driven process. 

 

iii.  This strategy document would in turn drive reviews by the Executive branch 

departments involved primarily in national security (such as the State 

Department, State/AID, the Defense Department, Homeland Security, the 

Intelligence Community, etc.), as directed by the President and with the goal 

of deconflicting and integrating the results of these various reviews.  

 

iv. This strategy development process would identify and assess strategic 

requirements and U.S. government capabilities to plan, prepare, organize, and 

implement a clear and concise strategy for deploying limited resources ï 

money, personnel, materiel ï in pursuit of specific highest priority objectives.  

 

v. The resulting strategy would identify the ñmission criticalò elements which if 

ignored would endanger the United States. 

 

vi. The National Security Advisor will accomplish these tasks using his/her NSC 

staff, and if appropriate could appoint a small panel of outside advisors, and 

obtain such other assistance as required. 

 

vii.  A draft of the Executive Order or directive establishing the new National 

Security Strategic Planning Process is attached at Appendix 5. 



 

 22 

 

 

 



 

 23 

1 

Prospects for 21
st
 Century Conflict  

In ordering the quadrennial defense reviews, Congress directed the Department of Defense to 

look two decades into the future, and appropriately so. The United States cannot determine the 

military forces it will need unless it makes a real attempt to envision the worldðand the 

international challenges it will faceðover the long term planning horizon. Unfortunately, 

because of the uncertainties involved in assessing the future and the lack of strategic clarity in 

Americaôs foreign policy in the aftermath of the Cold War, the current QDRðlike others before 

itðfocused too greatly on the short term.  

In this report the Independent Review Panel sets forth the enduring national security interests of 

the United States and examines how emerging trends may affect those interests over the next 20 

years. Our approach is less an effort to predict the future than it is to understand the choices the 

United States will face and how it might respondðfor the United States remains far and away 

the most powerful nation in international affairs and thus will shape the international 

environment in significant ways.  

There are great difficulties in doing defense planning during the postïCold War era and there are 

challenges associated with setting requirements in the absence of a single threat. The past failure 

to define American strategy in a way that provided sufficient guidance to force planners resulted 

in the United States reacting with forces that struggled to adapt to a series of surprises.  

In the last 15 years, America has too often been chasing the future rather than working to shape 

it. Nonetheless, we can discern the long-term patterns and habits of American strategy. Even if 

the United States has not as yet formulated a postïCold War ñgrand strategy,ò it has behaved in 

consistent ways, and todayôs Department of Defense must prepare for the future within the 

context of the strategic legacy it has inherited. There is no blank slate, no beginning over.  

Emerging trends will present challenges and opportunities for the United States. In this report we 

try to identify which trends will likely have the greatest impact on traditional American strategy 
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and demand a reconsideration of strategic ends, adjustments to military and other U.S. 

government means, or new ways of operating to better employ existing forces and other 

resources. We then try to frame some of the choices for military force planning.  

 

Enduring security interests 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has routinely failed to match capabilities to 

commitments. Many believed that the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet 

Union would lead to an era of lasting peace and a decline in American military commitments, 

but the opposite has proven to be true. In fact, the tempo of active American deployments over 

the last 20 years has far exceeded planning expectations.    

Most obviously, the number, duration, and character of conflicts in the greater Middle East have 

been unanticipated. The conflict with Iraq has gone through at least five phases: the initial 

response to the invasion of Kuwait, Operation Desert Shield,  defense of Saudi Arabia and its 

Gulf neighbors; Operation Desert Storm, ejection of Iraqi forces from Kuwait, and crippling 

Saddam Husseinôs offensive capacity; the period of containment, including more than 100,000 

ñno-fly zoneò sorties and the more-or-less permanent stationing of an Army brigade set of 

equipment in Kuwait, from 1991 through 2003; Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 2003 invasion and 

toppling of the Saddam regime; and the current and continuing post-invasion effort to build a 

viable Iraqi state, an effort thatðif successfulðwill stretch indefinitely into an ongoing strategic 

partnership. But Iraq is neither the only example nor an anomaly: the American commitment to 

Afghanistan is in its ninth year and disengagement is likely to be many years away.  

Americaôs service members also have been busy outside the Middle East. American forces have 

engaged in a wide and growing variety of missions around the globe, requiring an unusual range 

of skills and capabilities. These have included deterring conflict over Taiwan and Korea; 

securing the Panama Canal; stopping genocide in the Balkans; fighting drug cartels in Asia and 

South America; countering piracy; delivering humanitarian aid in Indonesia and Haiti; 

supporting anti-terrorist operations, from Mali to the Philippines; and maintaining an American 

presence in unstable areas around the world. 
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Four different presidents initiated and continued these missions over the last 20 years. Even in an 

era of intense political divisions, the missions have, with very few exceptions, enjoyed broad 

bipartisan support. Of course no president is ever eager to put American troops in harmôs way, 

but there has been a remarkable, albeit reluctant, degree of political unity about the need to do 

soðbecause of the often unarticulated but nevertheless clear belief that the missions were 

necessary to protect national interests that transcend party or politics.      

At the root of the Departmentôs force-planning problem is a failure of our political leadership to 

explicitly recognize and clearly define these essential strategic interests. To be sure, it would 

have been easier for the Department had postïCold War presidents provided more specific 

guidance on this subject. But what presidents actually do with Americaôs military, on a bipartisan 

basis and over time, indicates what they believe must be done to protect America. It is, therefore, 

possible to discern the strategic thinking that has guided our country from the strategic practices 

it has followed. 

Since 1945, the United States has been the principal architect and remains the principal leader of 

a durable and desirable international system. American security rests on four principles: the 

defense of the American homeland; assured access to the sea, air, space, and cyberspace; the 

preservation of a favorable balance of power across Eurasia that prevents authoritarian 

domination of that region; and provision for the global ñcommon goodò through such actions as 

humanitarian aid, development assistance, and disaster relief.  

The defense of the homeland and the surrounding regionðNorth America, the Eastern Pacific, 

the Caribbean Basin, as well as the United States properðmust continue as the priority. The 

ñcommonsò has traditionally referred to the oceans and airspace outside territorial waters, but it 

now includes near-Earth space and ñcyberspace.ò Securing these common domains is both a 

peacetime missionðso the free movement of people, goods, and information can continue 

unimpededðand a wartime imperative for force projection. But the ultimate success of 

American strategy has been to secure favorable geopolitical conditions in Europe, East Asia, and 

the greater Middle East, a broad region that now prominently includes parts of South Asia and 

the Persian Gulf region. 
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Key global trends 

Having been successful for the better part of the 20th century, the traditional American strategy 

must now contend with significant changes in the 21st century. Five key global trends face the 

nation as it seeks to sustain its role as the leader of an international system that protects the 

interests outlined above: 

Radical Islamist extremism and the threat of terrorism. Salafist jihadi movements, wedded to 

the use of violence and employing terror as their primary strategy, will remain both an 

international threat to the global system and a specific threat to America and its interests abroad. 

This remains true even as current al Qaeda leaders age and their goal of a restored caliphate 

becomes ever more impractical. Some ñassociated movementsò will pursue lesser and more local 

goals, with the biggest danger to Pakistan, where the ruling elite (including the army and 

intelligence services that helped createðcontinue to tolerate and aidðsuch groups) is vulnerable 

to an Iranian-style revolution that Islamists would exploit. Some of these groups will set their 

sights on the United States, as recent attacks linked to Yemen prove. The greatest risk to the 

United States is that weapons of mass destruction or the materials and expertise to produce them 

will find their way into the hands of fanatical, murderous jihadists. 

The rise of new global great powers in Asia. The increasing importance of China and India 

suggest an emerging ñmulti-polarò great-power balance. The rise of China and India also reflects 

and further foreshadows a shift in the geostrategic locus of power toward the Asia-Pacific region. 

While the United States will likely remain the preeminent power, its superiority (including its 

military superiority) relative to others is diminishing. At the same time, no rising power stands 

ready to assume the same global role played by the United States in maintaining a persistent and 

stabilizing forward presence in crisis or conflict.  

Continued struggle for power in the Persian Gulf and the greater Middle East. Since the 

removal of the Saddam regime and its bid for regional hegemony, Iran and its allies (like Syria) 

and terrorist proxies (like Hezbollah) have emerged as an increasingly destabilizing force in this 

vital region. The Iranian regimeôs drive to develop a nuclear capability seems first designed to 

deter American influence and intervention. But it may also embolden Tehran to increase its 

aggression through proxies, terrorism, and other forms of irregular warfare to undermine 
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neighboring governments, particularly the oil-rich Arab regimes. An Iranian threat, in turn, will 

compel these states to both accommodate Iran and consider their own nuclear and advanced 

conventional programs, particularly if there is doubt about U.S. capacity and commitment. This 

becomes a strong argument for continuing Americaôs long-term commitment to and presence in 

the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. 

An accelerating global competition for resources. The combination of the increasing demand 

for (particularly from a China and India on the rise) and diminishing supplies of hydrocarbons 

and the increasing global water scarcity will tend to link the two geopolitical trends above; that 

is, the turmoil in the greater Middle East will have ever-larger global consequences and attract 

increased interest from outside powers, both raising the potential for and perhaps the scope of 

instability and conflict. Indeed, as the QDR observed, and the Independent Panel agrees, 

ñClimate change and energy are two key factors that will play a significant role in shaping the 

future security environmenté Climate change may act as an accelerant of instability or conflict.ò 

The links between these stressful trends and any specific political effect or military requirement 

are currently difficult to predict; nonetheless, they could be of critical importance. Indeed, 

concern over such issues may affect strategic choices: ñPerceptions of a rapidly changing 

environment may cause nations to take unilateral actions to secure resources, territory and other 

interests.ò
1
   

Persistent problems from failed and failing states. The gap between strong and weak states 

will likely continue to widen. The corrosive conditions common to failed statesðcriminality, 

havens for terrorists, piracy, extreme poverty, and lawlessnessðonly add to the complexity of 

regional security situations, and thus complicate the burden of maintaining the integrity of the 

international system. As states break down and are overwhelmed by conflict, the immediate 

consequences are to the people living within their borders. Historically, however, contagious 

diseases, refugees, poverty, civil war, and transnational criminal networks spread to neighboring 

countries. The ability of diverse groups to exploit state failure and readily available advanced 

technology will enable them to employ asymmetric methods in global attacks, further 

endangering a global system made more vulnerable by the interdependence of globalization. 

                                                           
1 National Intelligence Council, Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World, U.S. Government Printing Office, 

Washington, D.C., 2008, p. 54. 
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Failures of governance now extend to the Americas, where savagely violent criminal cartels 

employ modern insurgent tactics and increasingly pose threats to the U.S. homeland. Coping 

with this challenge will require both increased international cooperation and greater ñwhole of 

governmentò civil capability on the part of the U.S government. 

A range of choices 

These five trends frame a range of choices for U.S. government and Department of Defense 

planners. First, these trends are likely to place an increased demand on American ñhard powerò 

to preserve regional balances. While diplomacy and development have important roles to play, 

the worldôs first-order problems will continue to be our security concerns; however, other 

agencies and elements have a critical role to play in failing or failed states, whose vulnerability 

to revolutionary Islam and criminal organizations is a strategic concern to the United States.   

Second, the various tools of what Secretary Gates has called ñsmart poweròðdiplomacy, 

engagement, trade, targeted communications about American ideals and intentions, and the 

development of grassroots political and economic institutionsðwill be increasingly necessary to 

protect Americaôs national interests. Those tools are inherently civilian in nature and ought to 

reside in civilian agencies; but the burden of exercising them will continue to fall, by default, on 

the Department of Defense unless a sustained effort is made to reshape and appropriately fund 

the civilian elements of national influence.  

Third, todayôs world offers unique opportunities for international cooperation, but the United 

States needs to guide continued adaptation of existing  international institutions and alliances and 

support the development of new institutions appropriate to the demands of the 21st century. This 

will not happen without global confidence in American leadership and its political, economic, 

and military strength and steadfast national purpose.  

Fourth, there is a choice our planners do not have. As the last 20 years have shown, America 

does not have the option of abandoning a leadership role in support of its national interests. 

Those interests are vital to the security of the United States. Failure to anticipate and manage the 

conflicts that threaten those interestsðto thoughtfully exploit the options we have set forth 

above in support of a purposeful global strategyðwill not make those conflicts go away or make 

Americaôs interests any less important. It will simply lead to an increasingly unstable and 
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unfriendly global climate and, eventually, to conflicts America cannot ignore, which we must 

prosecute with limited choices under unfavorable circumstancesðand with stakes that are higher 

than anyone would like. 

 



 

 30 



 

 31 

            2 

The Comprehensive Approach 

Clearly the future will require greatly increased cooperation among the various departments and 

agencies of the U.S. government, an integrated approach that goes beyond what is suggested in 

the Quadrennial Defense Review. As a government we need to take both a broader view, beyond 

the Department of Defense itself, to what we have called the ñwhole of governmentò approach to 

national security planning and execution and, beyond that, to the ñComprehensive Approachò we 

discuss below. At the same time, the Department of Defense needs to look past the QDR and its 

focus on today's conflicts and today's planning needs to the broader set of defense challenges our 

nation will face in the next 20 years. Most importantly, we need to pay attention to the 

substantial changes the Department needs to start making today (in force structure, personnel, 

benefits, acquisition, and so on) if we are going to be able to meet this broader set of defense 

challenges successfully within existing and projected resources. 

 

The Comprehensive Approach in the 2010 QDR   

Both the QDR and the recently released National Security Strategy (NSS) use the term ñwhole of 

governmentò to denote the integration of all tools of national power (defense, diplomacy, 

economic, development, democratic reform and human rights, homeland security, intelligence, 

strategic communications, and the American people and the private sector) in support of U.S. 

national security goals and objectives. 

As inclusive as that definition is, ñwhole of governmentò remains limited in that it doesnôt 

include the full range of capabilities that may be required to address the complexity of todayôs 

domestic and international security challenges. Additional capabilities include those of our allies 

and partners, non-governmental and private voluntary organizations, and international 

organizations, all working in partnership with U.S. government departments and agencies. In this 

report we use the term ñComprehensive Approachò to refer to efforts that include these non-
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governmental or non-U.S. actors.  On the other hand, ñwhole of governmentò is used to mean 

U.S. government departments and agencies only.  

Success in military operations requires comprehensive planning and a commitment to train in the 

way we expect to operate. That simple principle is not reflected in the QDR discussion of these 

issues. As to ñwhole of government,ò the QDR apparently did not separately address the issue of 

ñwhole of governmentò planning and execution. Indeed, the QDR in fact suggests that ñwhole of 

governmentò is something to be addressed when the tempo of combat operations in Iraq and 

Afghanistan abates.
2
    

The panel also found that the QDR avoids any discussion of structural changes with regard to 

how the Department of Defense would approach its own objectives and missions in light of the 

recognized need for better integration and collaboration with the interagency and our 

international partners.  

The defense strategy for tomorrowôs security environment as presented in the QDR is a 

combination of its four defense objectives and six mission sets. Those objectives are: 

1. Prevail in todayôs wars 

2. Prevent and deter conflict 

3. Prepare to defeat adversaries and succeed in a wide range of contingencies 

4. Preserve and enhance the All-Volunteer Force. 

 The mission sets to meet these objectives include: 

1. Defend the United States and support civil authorities 

2. Achieve success in counterinsurgency, stability, and counterterrorism operations 

3. Build the security capacity of partner states 

4. Deter and defeat aggression in anti-access environments 

5. Prevent proliferation and counter weapons of mass destruction 

                                                           
2
 QDR 2010, p. 1. 
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6. Operate effectively in cyberspace.
3
 

These mission sets require the government to be more agile, flexible, and mobile.  Of these 

missions, four (1, 2, 3, and 5) require a robust Comprehensive Approach involving other U.S. 

government departments and agencies and international partners. In many cases, the Department 

of Defense will not be the lead agency for operations conducted under these mission categories. 

Indeed, the QDR recognizes the need for civilian leadership in some missions, including 

humanitarian assistance, development, and governance.
4
  The QDR also sees the need for 

defense capabilities to provide security and support to civil and local authorities. It states in part 

that the Department of Defense ñsupports the Department of Homeland Security and other 

federal civilian agencies as part of a ñwhole of government,ò whole of nation approach to both 

domestic security and domestic incident response.ò More comprehensive approaches are 

exclusively considered under the QDRôs ñprevent and deterò objective, as it mentions that it will 

act ñwherever possible as part of a ñwhole of governmentò approach and in concert with allies 

and partners.ò
5
 At the same time the QDR does suggest, but without elaboration, the need for the 

Department of Defense and the government at large to invest more heavily in understanding 

comprehensive approaches beyond the ñprevent and deterò objective. For example, it suggests 

that the lessons learned from the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan and 

Iraq can be used ñtoward improving a ñwhole of governmentò approach,ò
6
 in this case in service 

of the ñprevail in todayôs warsò objective. 

The problem is that the civilian government departments and agencies do not have the needed 

capability or capacity to adequately support needed ñwhole of governmentò and Comprehensive 

Approach strategies. All of the civilian departments and agencies involved in the ñwhole of 

governmentò effort face the need to adapt their internal cultures, processes, and structures to 

work comprehensively together to meet 21
st
 century challenges.  For instance, within the 

interagency process on national security, the State Department, State/AID, Department of 

Defense, the Intelligence Community, and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) all have 

                                                           
3
 ñQuadrennial Defense Review: Report Addressed Many but Not All Required Items,ò p. 12. 

4
 QDR 2010, p. 69. 

 
5
 QDR 2010, p. 44. 

6
 QDR 2010, p. 70. 
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important roles in protecting our nation from threats to our way of life. But each agency has its 

own perspective on national security challenges, its own methods of operation, its own personnel 

system, and its own culture. Enhancing ña whole of governmentò culture requires the 

development of shared attitudes, values, goals, and practices that both transcend and integrate the 

department and agency into this comprehensive perspective on national security.  

The Panel notes the need to better define which U.S. government departments, agencies, and 

institutions, or portions thereof, should be included in a "whole of government" approach. The 

number and diversity of potential participants and their likely relationships suggest the 

complexity and scale of the challenge. Although, to an extent, this will be event-dependent, time 

can be saved by studying likely future contingencies in advance and identifying now the critical 

organizational participants and the appropriate relationships among them.    

 

The Comprehensive Approach: What it is and why it matters   

The need for enhanced ñwhole of governmentò capabilities will be driven by the complex 

operating conditions, strong potential for civilian interaction, and the need in many cases to work 

closely with the agencies of a foreign government. It is in the interest of the Department of 

Defense to work closely with the National Security Council, the State Department, State/AID, 

and DHS to develop support for more enhanced civilian capability and for putting into operation 

ñwhole of governmentò and Comprehensive Approach solutions to security challenges.  As just 

one example, we need to strengthen our ability to improve governance of failing states so that we 

do not have to deploy our military because a failing state became a failed state that threatens our 

vital interests.  But governance is a civilian function.  We need to define the capabilities required 

for these kinds of missions and then draw together the civilian departments and agencies that 

have or need to develop these capabilities and ensure that they are organized for rapid 

deployment overseas. This is one example of how a ñwhole of governmentò approach could 

reduce our need to resort to our military. 

In addition, coming in after a military operation with the whole range of civil skills required for 

post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction will contribute to reducing the duration of a military 

deployment and accelerating the point where the military can shift to a supporting role and 
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ultimately hand over security to either international peacekeeping or indigenous forces. Such an 

approach can ultimately shorten the duration of U.S. military deployments to these troubled 

regions. 

As depicted in figure 1, the future operating environment is likely to comprise overlapping 

domains of the host nation; joint military engagement on the U.S. side; some variety of U.S. 

interagency civilian cooperation; combined actions with foreign military and civilian 

organizations; and a role for international organizations (as well as Non-Governmental 

Organizations (NGO) and Private Voluntary Organizations (PVO)).   

The U.S. joint military dimension invariably attracts the most public attention, but the other five 

domains may include more assets and personnel and be more important in terms of achieving the 

desired end state, particularly over time.  

  

Figure 1: The Notional Operational Environment of the Comprehensive Approach 
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Before any type of contingency arises, U.S. governmental efforts typically rely on the U.S. State 

Department and other interagency interactions with the host nation on a day-to-day basis, 

including the military through the ongoing and routine activities of the Combatant Commands.  

This persistent engagement is required up to and through the end state of a contingency or crisis, 

and thereafter.  A crisis or conflict will require the addition and integration of ñwhole of 

governmentò and Comprehensive Approach capabilities. Although civilian agencies have 

historically held the lead role in maintaining and developing international relationships, the need 

to deploy civilian and international personnel in settings of ñsecurity insecurityò (e.g., post-

conflict states, failed states) requires a more integrated approach in terms of partnership with the 

military forces up to and through the end state of a crisis or conflict. This point is illustrated in 

figure 2ôs depiction of the shifting degrees of civil and military levels of effort and responsibility 

before, during, and after a notional complex contingency. 

  

Figure 2: The Comprehensive Approach:  Relative Military and Civil Levels of Effort as an 

Illustration  
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The Department of Defenseôs ability to work effectively with other departments and agencies as 

the focus of the U.S. governmentôs efforts shifts over time depends greatly on the quality and 

degree of prior integrated planning and coordination. Integrated planning is done at three levels: 

joint, interagency, and combined.  Several important principles apply to this process.  First, an 

inclusive structure needs to be developed at every level, including all relevant participants 

organized towards the same end state. Second, consistent communication, outreach, and 

feedback are keys to building the partnership capacity that the Comprehensive Approach 

requires. Third, a cadre of national security professionals with perspective, experience, 

education, and training in the Comprehensive Approach must be developed.   

The activities of a Comprehensive Approach need to be transparent to our international partners 

and allies, to all departments and agencies and levels of government, and to the private citizen.  

In addition, funding streams for a Comprehensive Approach must be flexible. Comprehensive 

contingency planning, where possible, is needed so that the government can respond more 

quickly to a crisis. Aligning funding with this planning is essential.  Civilian agencies will need 

to develop more capabilities and a mindset more accepting of austere deployment, while both 

civilian and military cultures will need to adapt to a ñwhole of governmentò approach.  To assist 

in transparency, clearly defined roles, missions, responsibilities, and authorities need to be 

communicated to each participating department, agency, and organization. Coordination and 

integration would be enhanced by the exchange of liaison personnel. The level and depth of 

integration has to be measurable and real. Oversight and accountability are essential to an 

effective Comprehensive Approach.  

Finally, unity of command is a military concept ill-suited for defining interagency processes and 

relationships. Unity of effort is a more applicable concept for integrated activities where equal 

participation from the widest group provides the greatest benefit. A current example 

demonstrating successful unity of effort under difficult and often insecure circumstances is the 

Provincial Reconstruction Team. These integrated teams are hybrid civil-military organizations 

whose objective is to establish an environment that is secure and stable enough to permit U.S., 

allied, international, and host-nation civilian agencies to provide development support. It is the 

combination of civilian reconstruction and development agencies with military contingents that 

permits wide latitude in working with local populations in what would otherwise be non-secure 
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areas. In Africa, a U.S. Navy-led program, the Africa Partnership Station (APS) focuses on 

strengthening emerging partnerships in West and Central Africa to increase regional and 

maritime safety and security. APS is a unique venue to align the efforts being made by various 

agencies and nongovernmental organizations from Africa, the Americas, and Europe to improve 

maritime safety and security and help build prosperous African nations.  

Key enablers for the Comprehensive Approach   

Translating the above principles into an effective U.S. government capability that supports the 

Comprehensive Approach requires actions across the ñwhole of governmentò by participating 

departments, agencies, and organizations.  Given our current national security structure and legal 

authorities, however, four key lines of effort, or enablers, stand out.  

Improved interagency planning.  Improved structures and processes for interagency strategic 

planning is a foundation for development of a coherent and integrated ñwhole of governmentò 

capability for national security responses. An important focus is to enhance awareness of 

different departments' authorities, roles and responsibilities, resources, and core competencies for 

national security matters. The key planning issue concerns which government department leads 

in a given event. The National Security Council, by virtue of its institutional position and 

authority, is best placed to resolve this issue. It is properly situated to settle disputes regarding 

prioritization, budget issues, agency responsibilities, or mission definition.   

There may be value in more formally designating lead and supporting agency responsibilities 

and to establish more formal structures for interagency contingency planning.  Another tool for 

inducing, if not forcing, improved interagency planning is to create a single national security 

budget in which accounts from the Department of State, State/AID, the Department of Defense, 

and the Intelligence Community that support the same or similar missions are presented and 

defended together but are then appropriated to their respective accounts.   

Rebalancing civil and military capabilities.  As stated in the QDR, "a strong and adequately 

resourced cadre of civilians organized and trained to operate alongside or in lieu of U.S. military 

personnel é is an important investment in the nation's security."
7
 Rebalancing civilian and 

military capabilities, in part through developing an expeditionary civilian force to prevent or 
                                                           
7
 QDR 2010, p. 69. 
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respond to overseas crises, is a key enabler for the Comprehensive Approach. This would require 

the development of personnel policies that promote a more mobile, deployable, and flexible 

workforce, among other things.  Currently, the U.S. military is the only government institution 

with both the organizational capabilities and personnel policies to plan, execute, and support 

large deployments of personnel overseas. Civilian agencies operate under personnel policies that 

prevent some types of involuntary operational deployments and require a different pay structure 

and support system. Until these differences are addressed, the military will continue to fill the 

gap between civilian capacity and the requirements of stability operations, counterinsurgency, 

and building partnership capacity.
8
   

Better management of contractors.  Today, the Department of Defense spends more money on 

contractor services than on acquisition, and, in Iraq and Afghanistan, the ratio of contractors to 

military personnel is approaching if not exceeding one-to-one. Because contractors are not 

subject to limiting civilian personnel policies, they tend to be more deployable and hence provide 

a useful way of extending an agency's reach or influence in a contingency.  

Contractors can and should have an important role in supporting the Comprehensive Approach, 

but better management and improved oversight is essential.  In addition to the ongoing 

Department of Defense review of what constitutes inherently governmental tasks, better 

oversight should include designating an Assistant Secretary of Defense-level official to oversee 

and standardize management of contractors in contingencies; increasing the number and 

improving the training of contracting officers; integrating contractors and contractor-provided 

tasks into contingency plans; and integrating contractor roles into pre-deployment training and 

exercises. Improving education and training requirements for contractors, particularly those 

supporting complex contingencies abroad, is also essential. The Department of Defense should 

also improve its oversight and accountability of contractors who perform security-related tasks to 

ensure they are legally as accountable for their conduct as are deployed military service 

members. The State Department should make a comparable change. 

                                                           
8
 One area of particular concern is the lack of civilian capacity to train civilian police and police trainers, especially 

in areas where civilian safety cannot be guaranteed.  A civilian corps that is pre-designated, trained, and prepared to 

deploy overseas to train civilian police and police trainers is needed.  
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Security Assistance reform. As the QDR points out, a security assistance regime designed to 

support long-term relationships with technologically and politically developed allies and partners 

is ill suited to providing defense equipment or services immediately to a less-developed partner 

confronting immediate security challenges. The Department of Defense has initiated a number of 

important improvements in the management of security assistance, including streamlining the 

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) process in support of current operations, which must be continued. 

However, broader reforms to expand the scope and flexibility of our security assistance programs 

are essential. The Department of Defense has not yet increased its force structure dedicated to the 

security assistance mission despite the clear and increasing need for more capacity and capability 

to help our friends and allies defeat our common enemies.   For example, building partnership 

capacity requires increased Department of Defense support to civilian bureaucracies that oversee 

foreign militaries, yet current security assistance authorities center on training and equipping 

foreign military organizations not their civilian overseers. In addition, the Department can and 

should play a central role in training counterterrorism security forces, but may be constrained 

from doing so if the trainee organizations are not part of a foreign military establishment. 

Finally, we need new approaches to funding U.S. security assistance programs. Examples 

include a unified national security budget and the establishment of pooled funding mechanisms, 

such as those recently proposed by Secretary Gates, to enable interagency collaboration for these 

and other missions.  

 

Findings and Recommendations   

The Panelôs findings and recommendations on legislative reform, changes in Executive Branch 

roles and responsibilities, enhanced civilian ñwhole of governmentò capacity, and streamlined 

international security assistance programs are presented below.   

 

Legislative Branch:  National Security reform effort 

Finding: The Panel acknowledges Congressôs crucial role in providing for national defense with 

both authorities and appropriations. However, the Panel notes with extreme concern that our 
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current federal government structures ï both executive and legislative, and in particular those 

related to security ï were fashioned in the 1940s, and, at best, they work imperfectly today.  The 

U.S. defense framework adopted after World War II was structured to address the Soviet Union 

in a bipolar world.  The threats of today are much different.  A new approach is needed.  

Recommendation:  The Panel recommends a legislative reform package containing the 

following elements: 

 Review and restructure Title 10, Title 22, Title 32, and Title 50 authorities to enhance 

integration of effort while clarifying the individual responsibilities and authorities of the 

Department of State, State/AID, the Intelligence Community, and all components of the 

Department of Defense.  

 Review and rewrite other authorities to create and expand deployable capabilities of civilian 

departments, agencies, and institutions (particularly State, State/AID, Treasury, Energy, 

Justice, DHS, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, and Transportation). 

 Establish authority for a consortium of existing U.S. government schools to develop and 

provide a common professional national security education curriculum. This new authority 

should also establish an interagency assignment exchange program for national security 

officials.
9
  

 Create a system of incentives for Executive branch personnel to work in designated ñwhole 

of governmentò assignments (including, but not limited to, participating in the exchange 

program described above). 

 Reconvene the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress, which was established in 

1945 and has convened two other times since then, the most recent being in 1993. The Joint 

Committee on the Organization of Congress has the established precedent and authority to 

examine and make recommendations to improve the organization and oversight of Congress. 

Additional detail on the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress and draft terms of 

reference for its tasks are provided at Appendix 1.  

                                                           
9
 Al ternatively, Congress could adapt the existing interagency personnel assignment (IPA) authority to facilitate 

such a program.  
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 Recommend that the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress examine the current 

organization of Congress, including the committee structure, the structure of national security 

authorities, appropriations, and oversight, with the intent of recommending changes to make 

Congress a more effective body in performing its role to ñprovide for the common defense.ò  

As part of this effort, Congress should: 

o Establish a single national security appropriations subcommittee for Defense, 

State, State/AID, and the Intelligence Community  

o In parallel, establish an authorization process that coordinates Congressional 

authorization actions on national security across these departments and agencies. 

 

Executive Branch:  Integrate national security efforts across the ñwhole of governmentò   

Finding: Just as Congress has a responsibility to improve our national security performance, so 

does the Executive branch.  The Panel finds that the Executive branch lacks an effective ñwhole 

of governmentò capacity that integrates the planning and execution capabilities of the many 

federal departments and agencies that have national security responsibilities.  

Recommendation: Executive branch reform should begin with an Executive Order or directive 

signed by the President that clarifies interagency roles and responsibilities for ñwhole of 

governmentò missions. This directive should: 

 Establish a consolidated budget line for national security that encompasses, at a minimum, 

the Department of Defense, Department of State, State/AID, and the Intelligence 

Community.
10

   

 Task both the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the National Security Council 

(NSC) to develop a mechanism to track implementation of the various budgets that support 

the Comprehensive Approach.   

                                                           
10

 As an interim measure, OMB should identify and ñcodeò programs or appropriations from different departments 

and agencies that support or address the same mission or requirement, e.g., building foreign ministerial capacity, 

humanitarian assistance, etc., that are part of a Comprehensive Approach. 
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 Identify lead and supporting departments and agencies and their associated responsibilities 

for notional national security missions. This Executive Order or Presidential directive should 

also establish a process to define interagency roles and responsibilities for missions not 

specifically addressed therein.  

 Establish standing interagency teams with capabilities to plan for and exercise, in an 

integrated way, departmental and agency responsibilities in predefined mission scenarios 

before a crisis occurs.  

 

Enhanced civilian ñwhole of governmentò capacity 

Finding: Today, civilian departments and agencies lack the capacity to provide the array of 

capabilities required for effective support to the Department of Defense in stability and 

reconstruction operations in unstable host-nation situations. In many cases, even pre-conflict and 

certainly post-conflict, our civilians will be deployed in situations of ñsecurity insecurityò and, 

thus, will have to be able to operate in an integrated way with security forces [whether with 

indigenous forces (especially in a pre-conflict, failing state case), with international 

peacekeepers, or with U.S. forces (especially in post-conflict situations)]. 

Recommendation: Congress and the President should establish a National Commission on 

Building the Civil Force of the Future. The purpose of the commission would be to develop 

recommendations and a blueprint for increasing the capability and capacity of our civilian 

departments and agencies to move promptly overseas and cooperate effectively with military 

forces in insecure security environments. Attached at Appendix 2 is a draft TOR for the work of 

this commission.  

 The U.S. government should be encouraging and helping to develop similar capabilities 

among its international partners and in international institutions to supplement or substitute 

where required for American civilian capability and capacity. 

 Until these capabilities and capacities are developed, at least in U.S. civilian institutions (and 

perhaps even after), stabilization will continue to be a military mission and must be 
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adequately resourced (as part of the U.S. military strategy for ending operations such as in 

Iraq and Afghanistan). 

 To develop and support these capabilities, relevant civilian agencies need to develop credible 

internal requirements as well as development/budgeting and execution processes to create 

confidence that they can perform these missions. 

 The Department of Defense needs to contribute to training and exercising these civilian 

forces with U.S. military forces so that they will be able to operate effectively together.  

 The Defense Department and relevant civilian agencies need to conduct a biennial (every 

other year) exercise involving both the international community and the national agencies 

integrating the Comprehensive Approach in addressing particular scenarios or contingencies.   

   

International Security and Assistance reform   

Finding: The final element of reform involves changes to International Security Assistance and 

cooperation programs. The realities of todayôs security challenges have revealed the institutional 

weaknesses of the existing security assistance programs and framework.  If unchanged, the 

United States will fail in its efforts to shape and sustain an international environment supportive 

of its interests.  

Recommendation: Specifically, appropriate departments or agencies should:  

 Include selected allies/partners, select international organizations, and, when possible, Non-

Governmental and Private Voluntary Organizations (NGO/PVO) as part of U.S. government 

efforts to define roles and missions for the Comprehensive Approach. If successful, this 

effort could be expanded to include the development of improved unity of command and/or 

unity of effort arrangements and operating procedures among U.S. government and allied 

governments, international organizations and participating NGO/PVOs.  

 Document and institutionalize training of U.S., allied governments, and NGO/PVO roles, 

missions, and operating procedures in support of the Comprehensive Approach. 
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 Coordinate and implement the development and acquisition of selected capabilities (e.g., 

communications, support, coordination, etc.) that support the Comprehensive Approach with 

key allies and partners. Expand this effort to willing international organizations and 

NGO/PVOs. 

 Seek authority to establish pooled funding mechanisms for selected national security 

missions that would benefit from the Comprehensive Approach, including security capacity 

building, stabilization, and conflict prevention. 

 Develop a cost profile for different missions requiring a Comprehensive Approach that 

identifies the major cost elements and alternative funding arrangements (national, 

multinational, shared) for providing the needed resources. Seek authority for and conclude 

agreements to share selected mission costs with key allies and partners. 

 Designate an Assistant Secretary-level official to oversee and standardize management of 

contractors in contingencies, increase the number and improve training of contracting 

officers, integrate contractors and contractor-provided tasks into contingency plans, and 

integrate contractor roles into pre-deployment training and exercises. Improve education and 

training requirements for contractors, particularly those supporting complex contingencies 

abroad. U.S. government departments and agencies should also improve their oversight and 

accountability of contractors who perform security-related tasks under their direction to 

ensure they are legally as accountable for their conduct as are deployed service or diplomatic 

members. 

 Continue efforts at Building Partnership Capacity, recognizing that these efforts have several 

complementary aspects. 

o Low-end institution building in post-conflict/failing states 

o Developing high-end capacity of our traditional allies [which entails not only 

Security Assistance reform but also, as part of acquisition reform, to build in 

sharing our defense products with our allies from the outset (requiring export 

control reform and national disclosure policy reform)].  Put another way, we need 

a ñbuild to shareò policy from the outset. 
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o Viewing rising powers as potential partners that offer us opportunities for 

collaboration as well as potential challenges. 

 Ensure the integration of lessons learned from the current wars within the programs of 

instruction of Department of Defense education and training institutions.      
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3 

Force Structure and Personnel  

America has no choice but to play a strong international role. This requires a strong and vibrant 

economy, vigorous diplomacy rooted in our treaty alliances and partnerships with other nations, 

robust intelligence services, and the superb defense capabilities that have underpinned our 

nationôs security since the end of the Cold War.  

U.S. defense strategy for the near and long term must continue to shape the international 

environment to advance U.S. interests, maintain the capability to respond to the full spectrum of 

threats, and prepare for the threats and dangers of tomorrow. Underlying this strategy is the 

inescapable reality that, as a global power with global interests to protect, the United States must 

remain diplomatically, economically, and militarily engaged with the world. To do so requires 

confidence, both at home and abroad, that the United States can and will continue to play a 

leading role in world affairs and can and will defend its homeland; guarantee access to global 

commerce, freedom of the seas, international airspace, and space; and maintain a balance of 

power in Europe and Asia that protects Americaðall while preserving the peace and sustaining a 

climate conducive to global economic growth. 

To do this our nation needs adequate military force levels. In the absence of a force planning 

construct indicating otherwise, the Panel recommends the force structure be sized, at a minimum, 

at the end strength outlined in the 1993 Bottom Up Review (BUR). We further recommend the 

Departmentôs inventory be thoroughly recapitalized and modernized, and special emphasis be 

placed on continuing the improvements in cyber defense and the effective use of the reserve 

components in civil defense and to respond to an attack on the homeland.  
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21st Century strategy and force planning challenges 

The Panel was assigned the responsibility of examining the force sizing construct used in the 

2010 QDR to distinguish enhancements related to near-term threats, review the QDR process to 

determine necessary and enduring capability enhancements and the capacity of forces needed to 

meet long-term threats, and assess (against the current Department of Defense program) resource 

requirements for optional force-structure enhancements. In addition, the Panel was given the task 

of reviewing the All-Volunteer Force, including the cost growth in military personnel budget 

accounts, particularly military personnel elements, including accession, career progression, 

healthcare, family quality of life, and other entitlement benefits.  

The panel conducted its work with the utmost respect for American military personnel serving 

around the world, particularly the members of the armed services who have been deployed in 

Iraq and Afghanistan over the course of almost 10 years. The professionalism of our military 

forces is a great resource to our country, and Secretary Gates is correct to focus all the necessary 

resources of American national security to the success of those forces in combat. 

In performing this examination, the panel noted that, since World War II, a strong military has 

been necessary to secure Americaôs safety and freedom. Although such a military benefits the 

rest of the world, its primary purpose is the protection of vital U.S. interests. These include the 

following: 

 Defending the homeland. Protecting American lives and property is the most fundamental 

responsibility of the U.S. government. For most of its history, the United States has relied on 

the fact that it is girded by oceans and unthreatening neighbors to ensure threats would 

remain far from our shores. After World War II, we began stationing forces overseas to deter 

conflict and prevent threats from growing, but with the advent of intercontinental bombers, 

atomic weapons, and ballistic missiles, the United States faced dramatic new threats to the 

homeland. The September 11, 2001, attacks and subsequent terrorist plots demonstrated that 

foreign states no longer hold a monopoly on threats on the U.S. soil.  

 Ensuring unimpeded access to the sea, air, space, and cyberspace. Since its founding, the 

U.S. military has acted to protect American lives and commerce abroad. Moreover, the 

military has defended freedom of navigation across the globe, especially since the close of 
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World War II. The continued global presence of the U.S. military underwrites stability and 

the free flow of travel, commerce, and ideas. Our military aircraft patrol the air and can 

dominate and protect airspace as needed. Together with the rest of the peaceful international 

community, the United States insists on the right to fly in international airspace to assure 

access and travel that is so important to our citizens and our commerce. In recent decades, 

space has become another indispensable venue for commerce and national security. The 

ability to use space for peaceful purposes provides us great benefit, and space is steadily 

increasing in importance to our military. To protect our citizens, our commerce, and our 

nation, we must continue to have unimpeded access to space, and to protect our assets in this 

most challenging area.  

 Maintaining a favorable balance of power in Eurasia. For much of the past two decades, the 

center of gravity of American military activity has been in the Middle East and Southwest 

Asia. Since World War II, the United States has maintained a forward-stationed military to 

protect our nation and our allies from aggressors. During the Cold War, American leadership 

of NATO helped protect Western Europe against the Soviet Union and enabled Western 

Europe to recover from the ravages of war and grow in peace and prosperity. Similarly, our 

presence in the Pacific allowed the region to recover from war and stabilized it against 

historic regional rivalries. More recently, the United States has sought to prevent a single 

power from dominating the greater Middle East. For much of the past two decades, the center 

of gravity of American military activity has been in the Middle East and Southwest Asia.  

  Providing for the common global good. The United States has acted as the nucleus of 

international action to support the global good. We have provided relief in the wake of 

natural disasters and alleviated human suffering in the face of genocide and starvation.   

The possession of a strong military does not mean the United States should act in isolation. 

Although the United States faces governments and movements that are hostile to our vital 

interests, most of the world should be seen as potential allies, partners in particular initiatives, or 

peaceful competitors. For the foreseeable future, the ability of the United States to promote new 

alliances, assemble global support for its policies, and shape the international environment in 

which rising powers will make strategic choices will depend on sustaining the umbrella of 

American national security leadership.    
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Of course, military power is but one of the tools of American foreign policy. That foreign policy 

cannot be successful unless the United States also maintains effective intelligence, an integrated 

homeland defense, vigorous diplomacy, constructive exchanges with other nations, the ability to 

communicate effectively about American intentions and actions, and the ability to assist other 

peoples in building economic and political institutions that are a bulwark against violence, 

aggression, and extremism. But without strong and modern military capabilities, these important 

instruments of national power are less likely to be effective in securing American interests in the 

world. 

Today the United States faces the most diverse range of security challenges. Although no one 

can predict the future with any certainty, three long-term challenges to our ability to protect our 

interests stand out: violent Islamist movements, regional aggressors, and the rise of new great 

powers that threaten to upset the balance of power or promote instability. Although the 2010 

QDR was correct in emphasizing the crucial importance of winning the wars in Iraq and 

Afghanistan, we face these other challenges now and will continue to face them over the next 

two decades.  

 Violent Islamist movements. Al Qaeda, Hezbollah, and other radical, violent Islamist 

movements will continue to threaten U.S. security, even after our forces complete current 

operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. For many years to come, we may neither be at peace 

nor fully mobilized for war. Because the protracted struggle with these movements spans 

the globe, we will have to continue to fight them in different regions. Quite apart from 

Iraq and Afghanistan, this prolonged conflict will generate significant demands for 

resources over the long term. It is also possible that this protracted conflict will evolve in 

ways that we cannot currently envision as our adversaries seek to challenge us with new 

forms of attack and in new theaters.  

 Regional aggressors. Although we must expend every effort to bring regimes like those in 

Pyongyang and Tehran into compliance with their international obligations, we must also 

hedge against the probability that North Korea and Iran will continue to operate outside 

the norms of international behavior. These states, which possess (in the case of North 

Korea) or seek (in the case of Iran) nuclear weapons, have used terrorism as an 

instrument of their foreign policy. They threaten U.S. friends and allies as well as the 
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stability of key regions. Also of concern are non-state actors such as Hezbollah, which 

increasingly possess state-like capabilities that include highly accurate weapons and 

sophisticated logistics.    

 Asia-Pacific. Looking across the Pacific and to Asia, the emerging powers of the 

previous decade are now key players and global economic powers. Asia, led by a 

dynamic China and India, has emerged to lead the global economic recovery; it will be 

essential for America to engage with Asia in all areasðeconomic, security, and energy. 

These relationships will lead to collaboration and partnership, but also exceptional 

diplomatic and political complexity.  

In this remarkable period of change, global security will still depend upon an American presence 

capable of unimpeded access to all international areas of the Pacific region. In an environment of 

ñanti-access strategies,ò and assertions to create unique ñeconomic and security zones of 

influence,ò Americaôs rightful and historic presence will be critical. To preserve our interests, the 

United States will need to retain the ability to transit freely the areas of the Western Pacific for 

security and economic reasons. Our allies also depend on us to be fully present in the Asia-

Pacific as a promoter of stability and to ensure the free flow of commerce. A robust U.S. force 

structure, largely rooted in maritime strategy but including other necessary capabilities, will be 

essential. 

To compete effectively, the U.S. military must continue to develop new conceptual approaches 

to dealing with operational challenges, like the Capstone Concept for Joint Operations (CCJO). 

The Navy and Air Forceôs effort to develop an Air-Sea Battle concept is one example of an 

approach to deal with the growing anti-access challenge. It will be necessary to invest in 

modernized capabilities to make this happen. The Chief of Naval Operations and Chief of Staff 

of the Air Force deserve support in this effort, and the Panel recommends the other military 

services be brought into the concept when appropriate.  

As a general rule more attention should be devoted to avoiding the circumstance in which the 

United States has all too often found itself in the past few yearsðon the losing side of cost-

imposing strategies employed by our adversaries. The United States should be seeking ways to 
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impose defense dilemmas on potential adversaries that cause them to invest in capabilities that 

do not threaten the United States or our allies and partners.  

 

Force Structure 

The Panel is concerned by what we see as a growing gap between our interests and our military 

capability to protect those interests in the face of a complex and challenging security 

environment. 

Force structure trends 

Over the last two decades, in the wake of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 

size of the U.S. armed forces declined by roughly a third. In 1990, U.S. ground forces consisted 

of 28 active and reserve Army divisions and 4 active and reserve Marine Corps divisions. Today, 

the United States has 18 Army divisions, which are organized into brigade combat teams, and 4 

Marine divisions. Similarly, in 1990 the Navy consisted of 566 ships and the Air Force 

comprised 37 tactical fighter wings. Today, the Navy consists of 282 ships, and the Air Force is 

organized into 10 air expeditionary forces. The ground forces have experienced some growth 

since September 11, 2001, due to the demands of current operations, but Navy and Air Force end 

strength has declined. 

Each QDR has emphasized new missions for the U.S. armed forces. These missions include the 

need to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and remediate their 

use, defend the homeland against a growing range of threats, respond to pandemics, and conduct 

stability operations. In some cases, these are genuinely new missions (such as the Bush and 

Obama administrationsô emphasis on cyber defense issues). In other cases, they are a 

continuation or modification of an existing mission, and the QDRs have called for the fielding of 

new military organizations, ranging from the establishment of new Combatant Commands (such 

as U.S. Africa Command and U.S. Cyber Command) to the establishment of joint task forces 

(such as the 2010 QDRôs call for a Joint Task Force headquarters to eliminate WMD) to new 

tactical formations. These new headquarters and specialized formations, while individually 
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reasonable, represent a considerable source of overhead that has limited military flexibility and 

versatility for the U.S. armed forces. 

There is increased operational tempo for a force that is much smaller than it was during the 

years of the Cold War. In addition, the age of major military systems has increased within all the 

services, and that age has been magnified by wear and tear through intensified use. For example, 

the average age of Air Force tactical aircraft is more than 20 years, and the average for Navy and 

Marine Corps tactical aircraft is more than 15 years. Surface ships, bombers, and transport 

aircraft fleets are all aging, as are armored and mechanized forces. Notable exceptions to this 

overall trend include recent efforts to modernize some rotary wing aircraft and procure large 

numbers of UAVs. There are programs to replace these aging systems, but many programs have 

been delayed because of problems in the acquisition system. In addition, many systems and 

platforms have been used at an operational tempo that was never anticipated when they entered 

into service.  

The Department of Defense now faces the urgent need to recapitalize large parts of the force. 

Although this is a long-standing problem, we believe the Department needs to come to grips with 

this requirement. The general trend has been to replace more with fewer more-capable systems. 

We are concerned that, beyond a certain point, quality cannot substitute for quantity.  

The increased capability of our ground forces has not reduced the need for boots on the ground 

in combat zones, and the increased capability of our naval forces has not reduced the need for 

ships to demonstrate (in an unshrinking world) a U.S. presence abroad. We think it is time 

technology be used not to simply to increase performance (as important as that is), but to 

dramatically drive down cost so that we can increase quantityðperhaps even with more than a 

one-for-one replacement of some systems. 

In still other areas, the development of new systems and operational concepts has created new 

demands for personnel. The increasing use of uninhabited systems, both for persistent 

surveillance and strike, has greatly improved military and intelligence capabilities. But the 

introduction of this new technology has also led to new and significant personnel requirements.  
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Evaluation of the 2010 QDR force structure 

The 2010 QDR is a solid framework for current military activities. Secretary Gates has rightly 

emphasized the need for success in the wars in which we are currently engaged. As he has 

repeatedly noted, the costs of failing to do so would be considerable. He is also justifiably 

seeking a defense posture that strives for balance ñbetween trying to prevail in current conflicts 

and preparing for other contingencies, between institutionalizing capabilities such as 

counterinsurgency and foreign military assistance and maintaining the United States' existing 

conventional and strategic technological edge against other military forces, and between 

retaining those cultural traits that have made the U.S. armed forces successful and shedding those 

that hamper their ability to do what needs to be done.ò
11

 

The QDR should reflect current commitments, but it must also plan effectively for potential 

threats that could arise over the next 20 years. As described below in our alternative force 

structure, we believe the 2010 QDR did not accord sufficient priority to the need to counter anti-

access challenges, strengthen homeland defense (including our defense against cyber threats), 

and conduct post-conflict stabilization missions. 

In evaluating the QDR force structure, we were hampered by the lack of a clearly articulated 

force-planning construct that the military services and Congress can use to measure the adequacy 

of U.S. forces. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has measured the adequacy of its 

force posture against the standard of defeating adversaries in two geographically separate 

theaters nearly simultaneously. Between 1993 and 2006, that requirement evolved from the 

desire to maintain the capability to defeat two conventionally armed aggressors to the need to 

conduct a campaign against a conventional adversary while also waging a long-duration irregular 

warfare campaign and protecting the homeland against attack. The 2010 QDR, however, did not 

endorse any metric for determining the size and shape of U.S. forces. Rather, it put diverse, 

overlapping scenarios, including long-duration stability operations and the defense of the 

homeland, on par with major regional conflicts when assessing the adequacy of U.S. forces. 
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A force-planning construct is a powerful lever the Secretary of Defense can use to shape the 

Department of Defense. It also would help explain the defense program to Congress. The 

absence of a clear force-planning construct in the 2010 QDR represents a missed opportunity.  

The challenges outlined above should serve as the basis of force planning over the period under 

consideration for the QDRðthat is, the next two decades. The United States will need agile 

forces capable of operating against the full range of potential contingencies. However, the need 

to deal with irregular and hybrid threats will tend to drive the size and shape of ground forces for 

years to come, whereas the need to continue to be fully present in Asia and the Pacific and other 

areas of interest will do the same for naval and air forces.  

Maintaining a fully modern force that is sized with a rotation base sufficient to meet operational 

tempo has been the hallmark of the postïCold War era. The Panel feels strongly that the 

Department of Defense must be fully resourced if it is to continue to protect American interests 

against the range of challenges we have outlined. We also feel strongly that we need to fully 

modernize the force. To do this, we will have to spend money betterðmaking tradeoffs, 

reducing the number of headquarters, insisting on more accountability from contractors, and then 

investing substantial additional resources into modernization. A fully resourced military must 

begin with making better use of the dollars that are currently available, followed by expending 

the resources necessary for strategic reinvestment.  

The current end strength of the active duty ground forces is close enough to being correct that 

adjustment to that number is not a top priority. However, we have long been living off the capital 

accumulated during the equipment investment of 30 years ago. The useful life of that equipment 

is running out; and, as a result, the inventory is old and in need of recapitalization. Because 

military power is a function of quantity as well as quality, numbers do matter. As the force 

modernizes, we will need to replace inventory on at least a one-for-one basis, with an upward 

adjustment in the number of naval vessels and certain air and space assets.  

Alternative for ce structure  

Several principles should be borne in mind in the planning of forces. First, we cannot ignore or 

underrate a risk because it is inconvenient to plan for it. The risk we don't anticipate is precisely 

the one most likely to be realized. We will most likely be challenged where we are least 



 

 56 

prepared. Second, where we do need a capability, we should plan for sustaining that capability at 

a level that creates a high confidence we can accomplish whatever mission is undertaken. 

Although overwhelming power may not be necessary, the Department should plan for a force 

structure that gives us a clear predominance of capability in a given situation. One purpose of 

force structure is to deter conflict, but that requires a level of capability that fosters a high 

confidence of success. 

In the absence of a clear force-planning construct in the 2010 QDR, the Panel looked to past 

efforts to determine the minimum force structure needed to protect Americaôs vital interests. 

These efforts included the 1993 Bottom Up Review and the 1997, 2001, and 2006 QDRs. In the 

end, we took as a baseline the force structure derived from the BUR. Although it may seem 

counterintuitive to look to a 17-year-old review for guidance for the future, the Panel decided to 

do so for two reasons. First, we take seriously the planning efforts of the past and the analytical 

work that underlay them. Second, given the stress on the force over the last 15 years and the 

increasing missions that the Department of Defense has assumed, it is unlikely that the United 

States can make do with less than it needed in the early 1990s, when Americans assumed the 

world would be much more peaceful post Cold War.  

The Panel largely embraces the current mix of forces of all four services. We further believe both 

the current size and current end strengths of the Army and Marine Corps, should be retained. We 

do basically accept the BURôs size and end strengths for the Navy and Air Force, both of which 

are smaller than in the 1990s. 

A comparison of the BUR force structure with that of the 2010 QDR appears in Figure 3-1, 

which shows the size of the Army and Marine Corps as roughly the same, but the projected size 

of the Navy and Air Force as smaller than was deemed wise in the 1990s. Moreover, the armed 

forces are operating at maximum operational tempo, wearing out people and equipment faster 

than expected, using the reserve component more than anticipated, and stressing active duty 

personnel in all the military services.  
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