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Summary:
The main issue of this memorandum is that United States Army needs to change its force structure in
order to meet the challenge of stability operations. The Army has elevated stability operations as equal
to offensive and defensive missions in its doctrine. The Army also is performing stability operations in
Iraq, Afghanistan, and other locations, and stability operations will be a primary mission for years to
come. However, the force structure of the Army is still fundamentally suited to high intensity
conventional warfare. In particular, the modularization program of the Army does not give proper
consideration to stability operations. A decision is needed in order to rectify the imbalance between the
structure of the Army and the requirements of its doctrine and mission.
This memorandum will describe why this issue is a concern by outlining the increased importance of
stability operations and the military requirements of such missions. It will then show why reform is
necessary by explaining the Army’s modularization plan and describing how the priorities that undergird
it are not suited to stability operations. The memorandum will describe the main issue that needs to be
confronted, which is the need for the force to maintain full spectrum dominance, or the ability to
successfully perform whatever kind of operation is required, including stability operations,
counterinsurgency, or high intensity conventional warfare. The memorandum will then outline three
options, including the maintenance of the status quo, the creation of a separate force for stability
operations, and dedicating more resources to an existing support brigade that is suitable for stability
operations. This report recommends that an existing support brigade, the Maneuver Enhancement
Brigade (MEB), should have greater resources dedicated to it. This option would increase the Army’s
ability to successfully wage stability operations while minimizing the political costs and military risks.
Background:
Stability operations are defined by the Army as those operations that “promote and protect U.S.
national interests by influencing the threat, political, and information dimensions of the operational
environment through a combination of peacetime development, cooperative activities, and coercive
actions in response to crisis.” Whereas the focus of high intensity combat operations is the subjugation
or destruction of an enemy force, stability operations are primarily directed at the civilian population in
the area of operations. Violence itself may not even be a part of these operations. In sharp contrast to
combat operations, which is sometimes held to be an “apolitical” purely military exercise, stability
operations encompass an explicitly governmental and political role.
The United States Army traditionally has been skeptical of stability operations, especially after the
experience of the Vietnam War. Both this historical experience and the Army’s traditional conception of
itself as primarily a force for warfighting have led to distaste for missions derided as “nation building.”
Stability operations and counterinsurgency were held to be “lesser included” operations by the Army,
meaning that a solider trained in high intensity conventional warfare could be expected to competently
wage counterinsurgency or undertake stability operations as a matter of course. Following the

interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, the Army confronted insurgencies that could not be defeated by
purely military operations. In response, the Defense Department elevated stability operations to a core
mission of the Army with Directive 3000.05 in 2005. The Army was instructed to fundamentally
reorganize itself to accomplish this core mission and implement this change throughout its organization,
training, and doctrine.
The Army responded with a new focus on stability operations in both doctrine and training. In February
2008, the new capstone manual FM 3-0 Operations restated that stability and civil support operations
were elevated to equal priority with combat operations, essentially creating a new category of warfare
for the first time in the history of the Army. It also recognized the essentially political nature of all forms
of warfare, emphasizing that operations will be conducted “among the people” with the effects on
populations serving as the primary characteristic of success. The Army also issued FM 3-07, Stability
Operations, which was a guide to nation building that identified, explained and analyzed missions that
had no relationship to combat.
However, the Army’s organization did not fundamentally change in response to this new doctrine. The
basic element of the Army’s reorganization plan is modularization. Traditionally, the division has been
the basic self sufficient unit of organization for the Army. Under modularization, the entire Army is
being reorganized into highly mobile self-sufficient modular brigades that could be deployed quickly
with all of the components needed to fight. The basic unit of the Army would be brigade combat teams
(BCT). There would be three types, including Heavy BCT, Infantry BCT, and Stryker BCT. To fulfill
capabilities outside of these units there would also be five standard multifunctional support brigades:
an aviation brigade, a fires brigade, a sustainment brigade, a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target
acquisition brigade, and a maneuver enhancement brigade.
The main purpose of modularization is for standard designs and greater self sufficiency to create more
combat power, more rapid deployment, more independence of action, and more rapid adjustment to
changing circumstances. The design focus is on Rapid Decisive Operations, which emphasizes smaller
forces with large amounts of combat power that use superior information technology, precision
engagement, and “dominant maneuvers” to quickly close with and destroy enemy forces. The problem
is that this focus is irrelevant to stability operations. Stability operations require a large number of
troops to be physically present in the area that is occupied. Emphasis is on staying power rather than
the ability to strike quickly or eliminate an enemy force. Successful reconstruction requires troops to
mingle among the population and form personal relationships that allow for cooperation. Rather than
sudden violence and overwhelming force, the focus is on patience and discretion.
None of the BCT types are explicitly designed for stability operations. Stability operations require large
numbers of civil affairs units, military police, combat engineers, and psychological operations units as
well as staff sections for those units and a larger headquarters staff to coordinate all of the different
activities and shift resources over a prolonged occupation. While the BCT types have some of these
units, they barely have enough to sustain combat operations, never mind stability operations. Of the
multifunctional support brigades, only the maneuver enhancement brigade (MEB) has something of this
kind of capability. Doctrine for the MEB also explicitly states that it can be used for stability operations.
However, only three active duty MEB brigades are set to be created in the entire Army. Furthermore,
Infantry, Heavy, or Stryker BCTs receive priority in manning and equipment over an MEB, even if the
latter is set to deploy sooner.

The Army’s modularization plan therefore neglects stability operations, which is supposedly a core
element of doctrine as much as offensive or defensive operations.
Issue:
The main issue that has to be addressed is whether the Army can maintain a force that is capable of full
spectrum dominance, including being able to wage offensive, defensive, counterinsurgency, and stability
operations.
While stability operations have been elevated to a core mission of the Army, the requirements,
operational tempo, and forces required for the mission are different than those required for high
intensity conventional warfare. The United States Army’s current style of warfare emphasizes mobility,
the use of superior technology and communications, precision weaponry, and violence to eliminate
enemy forces quickly. It substitutes speed and firepower for size. Stability operations require large
number of troops to occupy an area and an emphasis on using as little force as possible. The United
States Army is not organized for such a mission. It is therefore a legitimate question as to whether the
current Army is capable of such a task.
The Army itself believes that its current forces are capable of full spectrum dominance. The Army
committed to the full spectrum force in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review. Changes in doctrine and
training are held to be sufficient for the Army to successfully complete stability operations.
However, other analysts and defense commentators have called for a separate force that will specifically
deal with nation building operations. In 2005, the Congressional Budget Office published a study on
restructuring the Army to deal with unconventional missions and proposed a force that would be
dedicated purely to nation building operations. The National Defense University made a similar
recommendation in 2004. The Association of the United States Army also called for a separate
command for stability operations.
There are two major objections to such a proposal. First, the creation of a separate force, especially
within the Army, could take away from the Army’s conventional capabilities. Secondly, stability forces
would be unable to properly defend themselves, would inspire opposition from their weakness, and
would ultimately need help from conventional forces anyway. The nature of modern warfare is that
there is no firm distinction between war and stability operations and any given situation could devolve
into combat. This similar to Marine General Charles Krulak’s concept of the “Three Block War” which
stated that Marines must be able to operate in an environment in which they are distributing
humanitarian aid on one city block, conducting peacekeeping operations on the next block, and trying to
kill enemies on the next block.
While the Army’s position does match with the reality of modern warfare, it also privileges organization
for conventional combat and reduces stability operations to its former status as a lesser included
operation.
Options:
The first option is for the Army to maintain the status quo. The modularization schedule would remain,
with Infantry, Heavy, and Stryker BCT groups receiving first choice in personnel and equipment. The
Army remains committed to the full spectrum force and maintains that its current organizational model

is sufficient to undertake stability operations. The Army has made changes in training and doctrine to
prepare soldiers for stability operations and the Army has been undertaking stability operations in Iraq
with reasonable success for the past several years. Left to its own devices, the Army would prefer this
outcome.
There are several advantages to this approach despite the fact that the Army is not fundamentally
designed for these kinds of operations. First, although stability operations are still being treated as a
“lesser included” operation to some extent, the Army has been able to execute this mission at a
competent level. The Army is not fundamentally broken, therefore, why fix it. Secondly, the demand on
Infantry, Heavy, and Stryker BCT groups because of the constant deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan
mandate that they should receive priority in personnel and equipment. Third, Army forces as currently
organized are capable of transitioning quickly from stability operations to combat should circumstances
change. They are not as vulnerable as specially designated stability operations forces. Finally, there are
no negative political consequences if the Army’s organizational model remains the same.
The disadvantage to the status quo is that the Army is being asked to perform a mission that it is not
organized to perform. First, the BCT groups and most of the support brigades lack sufficient numbers of
military police, civil affairs, and combat engineers to credibly undertake stability operations.
Fundamentally, the Army is using units to do jobs that they are not equipped to do. Though the job is
being done, it could be done better. Second, the prioritization of combat BCT groups in personnel and
equipment meets immediate shortages but it does not provide a way of reducing the strain on resources
in the long term. Rather than constantly scrambling to refit one unit after another, an emphasis on
supplying units specially designated for stability operations could reduce the demand in the long term.
Finally, the lack of organizational change means that whatever the actions of the troops on the ground,
the Army is not developing a constituency within the organization for stability operations. When the
Army is called upon again to perform stability operations, as it surely will, it will be caught as unprepared
for the demands of such a mission as it was when the insurgency first took hold in Iraq.
A second course of action would be creating a special force specifically for stability operations. This
could involve creating an entirely new service, which is politically unlikely. A more likely scenario would
involve creating a new kind of BCT or support brigade specifically designed for stability operations.
The main advantage is that this unit would be specifically prepared for the kind of mission it would
encounter. First, it would be able to move in after other Army forces have destroyed the enemy and
could secure the population and the political benefits of military victory. It would be more effective
than the existing method of using artillery or armored units as nation builders. Second, it would create a
constituency within the Army to ensure that the force is prepared for future stability operations. It
would therefore align the Army’s organizational model with the Army’s doctrinal emphasis on stability
operations. Third, by more effectively performing stability operations, it would reduce the strain on the
Army’s combat units, thus improving the service as a whole.
However, the disadvantages of a new force are serious. First, the political consequences would be
difficult to manage. The Army is already in a state of “culture shock” because of the new emphasis on
stability operations as opposed to conventional warfare. It remains opposed to the creation of any kind
of separate force within the Army that would further undermine its focus on high intensity combat. The
creation of an entirely new department that would focus on nation building would be even more
politically difficult. Second, modularization has already cost tens of billions of dollars. Creating a new
kind of support module would cost tens of billions more, at a time when budgets are under strain

because of the costs of war and recession. Third, specifically designated stability units would undermine
the entire concept of the full spectrum force. Units that are specially trained for stability operations
would be less capable of responding to conventional threats. They would therefore need protection
from conventional units if the threat situation was ambiguous. This would increase the strain on combat
units and undermine one of the very rationales for having a separate force.
Recommendation:
The final option is what this memorandum recommends. The maneuver enhancement brigades should
be expanded in number and should receive a greater priority in personnel and equipment.
The advantages to this plan far outweigh the disadvantages. First, unlike a separate stability force, this
plan is politically feasible. The plans for the units already exist and it is simply a matter of transferring
more resources to them. It is less costly than creating an entirely new kind of support brigade and it
does not challenge the institutional identity of the Army. Second, it does not challenge the concept of
the full spectrum force. An MEB would be able to conduct both conventional and stability operations
and would not be as vulnerable to attack or perceptions of weakness as a specially designated stability
force. Third, the maneuver enhancement brigade is uniquely capable of effectively managing stability
operations. It has essentially the same staff as a Brigade Combat Team, plus a chemical, biological,
radiological, nuclear, and high yield explosive staff section, an engineer staff section, and a military
police staff section. It also has the largest modified table of organization and equipment staff of any
brigade in the Army. Therefore, the MEB’s organic components give it capabilities suitable to stability
operations which no other brigade can match. It also still has sufficient combat power to credibly
control an area of the battlefield. For this reason, the MEB should be considered not merely a support
brigade, but a brigade combat team in its own right. Finally, the MEB, if created in sufficient numbers,
would constitute a critical concentration of expertise within the Army for stability operations and ensure
that the force is not so ill prepared for these kinds of missions in the future.
The disadvantage is that the MEB is still not specifically designed for stability operations. While doctrine
for the MEB notes that it is the “potential unit of choice when conducting stability or civil support
operations,” the Army makes a similar claim that the force in general is capable of undertaking stability
operations. Following the recommendation of this memorandum would essentially confine stability
operations to the status of a “lesser included” operation.
However, on balance, this seems to be the best choice. The MEB, if given the proper resources and
created in sufficient numbers would increase the Army’s effectiveness in stability operations while not
being prohibitively expensive or politically difficult. It would also not be as vulnerable on the battlefield
as a force solely concentrated on stability operations.
This is not a perfect solution. However, it is not possible politically or even theoretically to create a
force focused on stability operations that would also be capable of managing high intensity conventional
warfare. Given political considerations, the need to maintain the full spectrum force, and the current
structure of the army, a greater priority on the maneuver enhancement brigade is the best choice. By
expanding the Army’s unit of choice for stability or civil support operations, the likelihood of success in
these increasingly common missions will be increased.

