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EMW in the 21st Century: How Do We Get There?

An argument for consolidating the three standing MEF command elements in order to create four cohesive MEBs, expertly trained in their respective deployment options.  

In the Quadrennial Defense Review, the Secretary of Defense has recently mandated that each Service take another hard look at how to structure their force in order to deliver more rapid and relevant combat power to the combatant Commanders-in-Chief (CinC).  The Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC) just put forth his strategy for the "transformation" of the Corps with the capstone capabilities-based concept of "Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare (EMW)." EMW stresses the flexible character of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) and the Marine Expeditionary Brigade’s (MEB) unique ability to enable the Joint Force Commander (JFC) to fight and win small-scale contingencies (SSC).
  However, as noted business historian Alfred Chandler pointed out in his landmark book, Strategy and Structure, when organizations change strategy without changing their structure, serious inefficiencies and management difficulties occur, and the new strategy will not realize its potential.
 Moreover, he points out that the overall effectiveness of an organization and its strategy is influenced by certain major “contingency factors,” such as the dominant type of technology used, the organization’s size, and the structural methods for promoting innovation.  (See Figure 1.)
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Figure 1.  Major Components Influencing the Design of Effective Organizational Structures.

Consequently, the Marine Corps must ask itself, "How do we reorganize to deliver the MAGTF capabilities that we advertise?"  To answer this question, the Marine Corps must examine its congressional requirements, assess its history and current environment, and then consider how its strategy meets organizational goals.  In order for the potential of EMW to be realized, however, one thing is clear: the Marine Corps must reorganize its operating forces by consolidating its “large, redundant units [that] reduce the structure available to achieve other capabilities.”
 

A Congressional Charge to the Corps

US Code, Title 10 states the Marine Corps shall have three divisions, three air wings, and an appropriate “supporting establishment,” but one may ask for what purpose? 

In 1951, the 82nd Congress [clearly] expressed its intent for the Marine Corps in the following manner: it called for the Marines to be a "strong…ground and air striking force ready to suppress or contain international disturbances short of full scale war", [sic] one that was "versatile, fast-moving, [and] hard hitting". The Corps was charged with being "prepared to prevent potential conflagrations by prompt and vigorous action during their incipient stages", [thus requiring: "The nation's shock troops] to be most ready when the nation is generally least ready".  Marines were further charged with being “able to hold a full-scale aggressor at bay while the American nation mobilizes.”

This sounds good, but how do these requirements translate into combat force structure/organizations?  Perhaps the most concise definition was offered by Marine Major General T. S. Jones when he said, "We don't win wars, the Army does that; the Marine Corps wins battles" and related that the commandant sees the Corps’ niche "somewhere between a MEF [Marine Expeditionary Force] and Special Ops."
  

Doctrinally, that "versatile, fast moving, [and] hard hitting…force in readiness" is defined as the MAGTF.  To fight at the high end of the conflict spectrum, to "win our nation's battles," the Marine Corps employs the MEF.  To keep the enemies of the United States “at bay while the American nation mobilizes” or to "suppress or contain international disturbances short of full scale war" and "to be most ready when the nation is generally least ready," the Marines employ MEBs. To "prevent potential conflagrations by prompt and vigorous action during their incipient stages," Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable) [MEU (SOC)] are forward deployed (See Figure 2.).
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Figure 2: MAGTF Scalability and Employment Options (Figure modified from EMW pamphlet)

 Given limited resources, the current global environment, and EMW as the new strategy, the Marine Corps must rethink which capabilities it should organize to accomplish first, while still maintaining the potential ability to accomplish all of them successfully. Then, it must decide how many of each type of MAGTF it needs to man permanently.

Retaining the ability to guard the nation’s most vital interests notwithstanding, logic seems to dictate that the Corps should structure its forces first to accomplish current operations and then contingencies in order of their likelihood.  In other words, the Marine Corps should structure first for the near fight, while maintaining the ability to fight in a major theater war.  Figure 3 graphically depicts the relationship between the size of the MAGTF needed for various levels of hostilities and the likelihood of employment.  The graph does not imply that the forces should prioritize training to prepare for the more likely, less deadly scenarios; rather, prudence dictates that the planners train to the most dangerous contingency first—high intensity conflict at the major theater war (MTW) level.  It does suggest, however, that the Marine Corps should develop standing organizations capable of waging war at all levels of the spectrum, starting with the most dangerous scenario, a major theater war, and then by the most likely units to be employed.  Currently, the Marine Corps does a superior job with its MEU (SOC) program, but it has some significant problems, discussed later, fielding a cohesive MEB- and MEF-sized unit.
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Figure 3. Note: A MEB (H) is usually deployed via ACF/MPF means because of the paucity of amphibious lift. Such was the case with the 7th MEB (H) during the Gulf War of 1990-1991.  The 4th and 5th MEBs afloat were MEB (L)s because they lacked enough assault shipping to lift an entire traditional Regimental Landing Team (RLT).

The question of how many standing MAGTFs of each different size the Marine Corps needs depends on several practical factors, such as the fiscal resources made available from Congress, the physical means available to deploy the forces, the readiness of sister Services, and the anticipated threats to national security.  Taken literally, however, the plural language of the 82nd Congress suggests that at a minimum, the Marine Corps was meant to have at least one MEF-, two MEB-, and two MEU-sized units that are able to operate independently and simultaneously.   To answer the question more definitively, requires a closer look at the composition of the Armed Forces, military history, and the needs of the regional CinCs. 

current environment: legislation & history

With the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, Congress formally divided the globe into regions and clearly established the operational chain of command from the President through the Secretary of Defense to the regional combatant commander. 
  With the passage of this Act, the Service Chiefs’ primary focus, aside from advising the President and Secretary of Defense, became manning, training, and equipping in order to provide forces to the regional CinCs for duty. 


From the Korean War with General MacArthur, to the Persian Gulf with General Schwarzkopf, and to the most recent experience in Afghanistan under General Franks, it appears that what the regional CinCs want first from their combatant forces is exactly what the 82nd Congress intended the Marine Corps to be: a highly capable and sustainable, flexible force for forcible entry, crisis response/deterrence, and "expeditionary" operations.  


Legally, the Marine Corps is the only Service required and currently able to provide these types of rapidly deployable forces; as discussed earlier, this is done through MEB and MEU (SOC) organizations. On 2 November 1999, the CMC stated that he had had a conversation with the Army Chief of Staff, General Shinseki, in which the latter stated, “I am essentially out of Army to respond to contingency operations.”
 In response, General Jones indicated that he intended to resurrect the MEB and advertise its capabilities to the CinCs.
 Upon hearing of the resurrection of the Marine Corps’ middle-tier warfighter, the NATO Supreme Allied Commander and the Commander-in-Chief of the U. S. Central Command both reportedly said that they are “enthusiastic about the resurgence of this capability and [they] plan to use it when we have it ready to go.” And use it they did… It is widely believed that the reason General Franks, the current Commander-in-Chief of the U. S. Central Command, was so intent on using Marines in Afghanistan is because the Marines are particularly well suited for that exact type of expeditionary operation; they are capable, flexible, sustainable and readily available.
 


A cursory look at U. S. history since the inception of the National Security Act of 1947 may help to illustrate the various requirements placed upon Marine Corps’ force structure so that it can better plan for the future. During the Korean War, all the Marine Corps forces, were barely enough to land the 1st Provisional MEB at Pusan; however, with wartime mobilization and the help of the 82nd Congress, the Corps expanded its forces in theater to a MEF-sized unit by the war’s end.
  In Vietnam, with a massive wartime manning level, it again fought using only a single MEF-sized unit for “sustained operations ashore” while maintaining amphibious MAGTFs and other air contingency MEBs for contingencies elsewhere.  During the 1990-91 Gulf War, the Marine Corps was at 198,000 personnel and again stretched to meet its wartime requirements.  With reserve augmentation, the Corps struggled to deploy one Air Contingency Force/ Maritime Pre-positioned Force (ACF/MPF) MEF for sustained operations ashore against Iraq, while threatening with two light amphibious MEBs off the coast of Kuwait.  The Marine Corps also manned an additional MEU (SOC) for other theater contingencies, while at the same time maintaining an ACF/MPF brigade on Okinawa for a Pacific contingency. 
   


Today, with a strength of 174,000 Marines, it is reasonable to believe that the Corps may have to perform many of the same types of operations with 24,000 fewer Marines than eleven years ago.  The key here is to look at three historical patterns: (1) MEUs had the ability to give way to MEBs, which either operated independently or enabled a single MEF-sized element to conduct sustained operations ashore; (2) MEUs and MEBs were deployed via amphibious assault shipping and/or by ACF/MPF means; and (3) at a minimum, the Marine Corps had to maintain the ability to deploy simultaneously at least one ACF/MPF brigade from Okinawa as an enabler to follow-on U.S. Forces in Korea, a MEF deployment elsewhere, along with other amphibious MEB and/or MEU(SOC) deployments. The latter either supported the former or conducted other independent missions.   


This analysis is supported by the “1990 Integrated Amphibious Operations and USMC Air Support Requirements Study,” commonly referred to as the “DoN Lift II Study,” which concisely concluded that in order to support the National Military Strategy—and by extension, the regional combatant commanders—the naval forces needed to provide a force structure that could float the equivalent of three amphibious MEB Assault Echelons (approximately fourteen Amphibious Ready Groups) for MEU (SOC) and/or MEB sized contingencies.
    


The leadership of the Marine Corps recognizes the importance of providing the nation with precisely these types of capabilities. In fact, as indicated, the Commandant of the Marine Corps recently put forth his vision for linking the Corps’ Congressional mandate to the 21st Century warfighting environment with the capstone concept of Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare.

EMW: The Commandant’s Vision
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  Figure 4: EMW: Integrating Congressional Mandate and Warfare in the early 21st Century


The EMW concept describes the way the Marine Corps plans to execute its congressional mandate and contribute to future joint and multinational operations, while embracing its rich heritage.  (See Figure 4.)  This strategy reiterates the unique skill sets, "core competencies,” that make Marines relevant to the nation, while embracing “evolving capabilities and innovative concepts to ensure that we provide the joint force commander (JFC) with forces optimized for forward presence, engagement, crisis response, antiterrorism, and warfighting.”
  EMW recognizes the recently resurrected MEB as the “optimally scaled and task-organized [force] to respond to a full range of crises.”  Moreover, it points out how to bridge the gap between EMW as a theory and EMW as a reality with its "Integrating Concepts," that is, by constantly revising how the Corps "organizes, deploys, and employs" its forces [emphasis added]. (See Figure 5.)
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Figure 5.  EMW: Tying It Together


If EMW advertises the salient features of the MEUs and MEBs for the CinC as "scalable, tailorable, joint integrated, and strategically agile," then each MAGTF, by definition, must be able to plan and execute missions independently and be easily absorbed, or “composited,” by the next higher level MAGTF.
 


Given the geographic dispersal of Marine forces, their unique training requirements, the impact of different climates and terrain on training, the paucity of C4 (command, control, communications, and computers) equipment, and the means by which they will most likely deploy (ACF/MPF and/or amphibious assault shipping), serious consideration must be given to how the Corps can better organize itself to deliver these capabilities.  In doing so, the guidance from our former Commandant, General Mundy, is still valid: “The following four factors must be considered and balanced to determine how the Marine Corps can best fulfill its roles and functions: Jointness, Duplication, Fiscal Reality and Relevant Structure.”

Problems with Current Structure

Duplication.  According to General Mundy, duplications are a problem because they are “frequently a waste of scarce resources that could better be applied to develop other capabilities [sic].”
  Since 1962, the Marine Corps has tolerated three standing MEF CEs because limited technology required regionally located MEF headquarters to coordinate contingency planning for MTW.  This top-heavy structure of three standing MEF command elements was not intended to imply that the Corps had the mission, personnel, or material resources to fight three MEFs simultaneously.  In fact, even with a much larger Marine Corps than exists today, the Corps has only managed to field one MEF-sized unit at a time during the last three major wars (Korea, Vietnam, and the Persian Gulf) while still providing forces for its other Congressional missions (forward presence/deterrence in another theater).  Why then, given modern technology, does the Marine Corps still have three standing MEF CEs, all of which advertise that they are capable of controlling up to six divisions and wings?
    


Maintaining this anachronism is duplication that the Corps can ill-afford and one whose negative effect on the operating forces is considerable.  With a 3,000+ man capital investment for each MEF Command Element, duplication hollows the force because it siphons-off the personnel and material resources needed to develop effective subordinate commands and cohesion between smaller units. Moreover, it jeopardizes the Corps’ ability to be effective in the joint environment.  Consider the following five examples:

· Each standing MEF is dissimilar and during a MTW contingency, cannot function without “globally sourcing” personnel and materials from its sister MEFs, further compromising the capabilities of the releasing MEF.  For example, III MEF’s Ground Combat Element (GCE) does not have an assigned tank battalion and has only two regiments of light infantry; these units would have to come from either I MEF or II MEF, severely handicapping the contributing MEFs and interrupting unit cohesion in the receiving MEF.
 

· Currently, each MEF is experimenting with different techniques of “embedding” its MEB Command Element by assigning its deputy commanding general as the MEB CG and then “battle rostering” the MEB staff from the existing MEF staff.  This technique deprives the parent MEF of its resources and could prove disastrous if that MEF CE were later called to deploy to a different contingency. Further, it has complicated traditional reporting senior relationships between the MEB and MEF CEs once the MEB is deployed.
   For instance, a deployed MEB G-3, that was formerly the MEF G-3A, could be put in a position where he is making operational demands from his administrative boss.

· The Marine Corps has not had a standing MEB CE for the last eleven years.  Embedding MEBs within the MEFs continually obviates the operational expertise and uniquely perishable skills required to perform amphibious and/or ACF/MPF operations.  The fact that the Marine Corps does not have a combatant command that regularly plans these specialized operations has led to several problems.  Doctrinally, the Corps has no MEB Table of Organization and Equipment (T/O&E).  This has resulted in confusion among the CinCs as to what the Marine Corps’ capabilities are,
 and it has led to severe programmatic and tactical employment problems with the Navy because amphibious lift requirements cannot be articulated.
  Further, the lack of practical experience in MEB-sized amphibious operations between Navy-Marine Corps commands has caused the Navy amphibious squadrons to become defunct warfighting organizations. It has also caused delay and confusion during real world contingencies.

· The “embedded MEB” concept does not build cohesion between the MEB CE and its major subordinate commands (MSCs), given the uniqueness of geographically disparate commands and their potential missions/deployment methods (ACF/MPF or Sealift).  Currently, a deployed MEB is a hastily formed, ad hoc organization that may be tasked to plan a battle independently.  However, efficiency suffers as the staffs struggle to learn each other’s first names, logistics, and the capabilities of their new equipment.

· The specialized C4 equipment needed to be “joint operable” is a scarce resource. It is in high demand and has to be sourced globally when a crisis occurs.  This can be a time consuming process and again renders the releasing MEF ineffective as a warfighter.

Relevant Structure.  As discussed, a major problem the Marine Corps has with relevant structure is that it has been without its standing middle-tier warfighter, the MEB, for the past eleven years.  Its “embedded MEB” solution is really no solution at all.  In addition, structural deficiencies exist within each of the MAGTF’s subordinate elements. These problems are just as detrimental to the Corps and must be remedied in order to realize the potential of EMW.  Consider one example from each of the three subordinate MAGTF elements:

· Ground Combat Element. Each of the Marine Corps’ U. S. based regimental headquarters (1st, 2nd, 3rd, 5th, 6th, and 7th) represents a 294-man capital investment in personnel. Yet with this costly overhead, operationally the best a regimental commander can hope to command and train with at any one time is half of his allotted battalions.

· Aviation Combat Element.  Although the ACE is most effective when its various communities are combined to provide the lion’s share of combat power to the MAGTF commander, its MEU-sized command elements are almost exclusively directed by the CH-46 helicopter community. This fact illustrates the structural problem with the ACE: its Marine Air Groups are predominately organized around peacetime logistical concerns rather than wartime fighting requirements.   This causes the same types of problems caused by creating ad hoc MEBS: the newly formed ACE lacks unit cohesion. Efficiency is also lost while it struggles to recreate standard operating procedures and learn the capabilities of its various communities.

· Combat Service Support Element.  Like the ACE, the CSSE also suffers from being organized around peacetime logistical concerns rather than wartime requirements.  Support to combat units is often less than optimal because habitual relationships are not formed between supported and supporting units.  The new Integrated Logistical Concept is attempting to address this deficiency.
Fiscal Reality.  Fiscal reality must also be considered when planning force structure.  Not only must the Marine Corps stretch to cover its missions with the current limited end-strength of 174,000 Marines, but inadequate funding also adversely affects the Corps’ ability to employ its forces because of the paucity of amphibious lift.  Despite the need for the three MEB assault echelon sealifts, Congress has fiscally constrained the Navy and Marine Corps by funding only 2.5 MEBs worth of lift.
   Moreover, the projected combat power that the Marine Corps can actually float for the foreseeable

 future, measured in vehicle square feet, is approximately 2.07 MEBs or less. (See figure 6.) 
Figure 6.  “Vehicle Square” Equals the Combat Power of Amphibious Forces.

Jointness.  The current fiscal reality, poor combat organization, and structural duplication intensify competition for scarce resources which further erodes the Marine Corps’ operational capabilities, expertise, unit cohesion, and timeliness. The Marine Corps then, by definition, becomes less relevant to the regional CinCs. 

Consequently, the dilemma is providing a MEF CE to fight in a major theater war while at the same time maintaining a forward deterrence with the MEU (SOC) program and developing MEB CEs capable of independently fighting the nation’s more likely small-scale contingencies.
Recommended Approach: “Economy of Forces”

The best way to develop the robust MEU- and MEB-sized forces required by the national military strategy, combatant CinCs, and envisioned by the CMC, while maintaining the MEF warfighting capability, is to abandon the standing three MEF structure and reorganize the operating forces.  Structure should reflect the most effective utilization of resources and the manner in which forces are intended to be deployed.  In terms of organizational theory, the best way to structure the force is to adopt a hybrid divisional-functional structure that groups self-sufficient MAGTFs according to their resources, geography, and employment options so they could respond (in a decentralized fashion) quickly to different geographic or environmental uncertainties, while capitalizing on functional economies of scale and developing in-depth expertise.

When the Corps is tasked to fight a MTW, it needs one standing MEF CE that is capable of efficiently absorbing its component MAGTFs.  Current doctrine and technology make it possible for a single MEF CE to coordinate the activity of multiple divisions and wings from geographically distant locations.  By incorporating one Crisis Action Module for each CinC into a single CONUS-based MEF to coordinate regional contingency plans, the Marine Corps can consolidate the primary function of the three separate MEF headquarters groups without increasing the manpower already dedicated for these functions (see Annex A and Figure 8).
 Once this is done, the Marine Corps could release enough officers to man four standing MEB headquarters. These MEBs could then be employed for independent operations along specialized deployment options and/or as an enabler for the MEF.   Figures 7 and 8 provide a comparison between current structure and the proposed structure.
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Figure 7.  Simplified Illustration of Current MAGTF Organization.
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Figure 8.  Proposed hybrid functional/divisional structure features a single CONUS MEF with a consolidated command element and four standing MEB CEs split along functional deployment methods. The Title 10 requirement for three divisions and wings is maintained in order to avoid negotiating legislation that will put the Marine Corps’ “force of combined arms” at risk; besides, these organizations are needed to fight a MTW.  During peacetime they perform the same administrative functions as they currently do. The CONUS ACF MEB would have the Norway Air-Landed MEB responsibility.

Even with the increased independence and flexibility of the four new MEB-size units, the Marine Corps can still realize additional savings in manpower, equipment and efficiency by consolidating the three MEF command elements.  (The MEF CE encompasses not only the headquarters group, but also the Force Reconnaissance Company, Radio Battalion, Communications Battalion, Intelligence Battalion, Special Operations Training Group, and the Marine Liaison Group.)  This principle can be demonstrated with the Force Reconnaissance Company, even though whether or not the Marine Corps currently has enough reconnaissance assets is debatable.  There are currently thirteen Force Reconnaissance Platoons supported by three headquarters platoons.
  By consolidating the three MEF CEs, the Marine Corps could conceivably halve the number of headquarters platoons and reduce the actual reconnaissance platoons by two.  This would still leave one platoon for each MEU (SOC) (three deployed and three working-up and then entering deployment rotation with the MEB reconnaissance platoons), one platoon for each of the four MEB CEs (subtotal, ten), and one platoon for the MEF CE (a total of eleven reconnaissance platoons as opposed to thirteen).  Similar manpower savings could be realized by consolidating the other elements of the MEF CE.  Likewise, consolidation of materials and equipment within a single MEF CE, C4 assets for example, would not only save the Corps money, but also quicken the deployability of these assets.  That is, the Marine Corps would not have to “globally source” them through what can be a time consuming, bureaucratic and political process.  

“Train as you Fight”

If the argument that an organization “fights as it’s trained” is valid, then the converse “train as you fight” should be equally true.  The proposed CONUS-based MEF should divide its four new MEB CEs by the way the Marine Corps envisions employing them.  The proposal in Figure 8 takes into consideration the geo-political realities of our current force structure and enhances the proficiency, cohesiveness, and responsiveness of Marine Forces by dividing the new MEB CEs along functional deployment methods, in other words, two amphibious MEBs and two air contingency-based MEBs.  The “MEF (Fwd) CE” in Okinawa is really a robust MEB, but for regional political sensitivities, it may be referred to as a “MEF (Fwd).”  


Notice that Figure 9 further defines the new proposal with GCE-centric examples.  Its two ACF/MPF MEB CEs have three additional “MEB nuclei,” which the command elements could absorb during a crisis.  These MEB nuclei represent well-developed relationships between the local major subordinate commands, such as the Ground Combat Element, Brigade Service Support Group, and Marine Air Group, that would be under the operational control (OPCON) of a parent MEB command element.  This approach recognizes that the Marine Corps must keep major units in their current geographic location. For example, the Marine forces at Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii already form a “nucleus” of MSCs that the “MEF (Fwd) CE” in Okinawa can command and control without the administrative overhead of establishing two separate MEB CEs.  This consolidation would benefit the Marines in Kaneohe by facilitating cohesion between the MSCs in peacetime.  By formalizing these simple habitual relationships that reflect how the Corps currently globally sources/augments combat units during real-world contingencies, the Marine Corps can increase its performance and timeliness, and thus, its relevance in the joint environment.    
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Figure 9.  GCE-centric Example of Proposed Force Structure.  Units in parentheses are shown to be on the Unit Deployment Program under OPCON of RLT 4.  Units in brackets are similarly shown to be on a MEU (SOC) deployment and therefore not under the OPCON of the respective RLT commander.


The establishment of four new MEB CEs along functional deployment methods maximizes the proficiency and efficiency of the Marine Corps, and, therefore, makes the Corps more relevant to a Joint Force Commander.   With this streamlined structure, the Marine Corps’ organizational problems of developing and fielding MEB-sized units go away.  By design, the four MEB CEs are staffed and capable of operating independently.  Amphibious and ACF/MPF operational expertise is realized in the operating forces. Further, defining doctrinal and programmatic issues with the Navy is solved in a “real life laboratory.”  With each MEB CE having a liaison team for its sister-type MEB, coordination for compositing MAGTFs can be taken care of at the lowest level.  

Finally, the problem of a hollow force is minimized.  For instance, notice that the GCE-centric example contained in Figure 9 consolidates the 1st and 5th Marines’ Regimental Headquarters.  As stated earlier, the dissolved regimental headquarters funded the nucleus of the fourth MEB CE in much the same way that the new Anti-Terrorism Brigade recently absorbed the 8th Marines’ headquarters.  This change facilitates cohesion within the regiment, and enhances the tactical value of regimental exercises by allowing the commander to have tangible operational control of up to four battalions (using current battalion life-cycles).  Not graphically depicted, but also feasible under this proposal, is an additional personnel savings in manpower of 294 Marines that could be realized by consolidating the 6th Marines Headquarters with RLT 2 in a similar fashion on the East Coast.   If this approach were taken, then a small liaison team would have to exist within the RLT to conduct ACF/MPF liaison planning with the CONUS ACF MEB.  This added reduction in force structure could then boast the same benefit of rotating East Coast Battalion Landing Teams through the Unit Deployment Program and MEU (SOC) deployments much like the West Coast Amphibious MEB.   In addition to the savings in force structure by eliminating another “hollow regiment,” the CONUS MEF still retains enough active duty regimental headquarters to fight two traditional Marine divisions in a single major theater war while the third division performs the Corps’ other duties.

Summary

If the Marine Corps wants to remain the nation’s choice as a “Force in Readiness” in the future, it must adopt a force structure that more effectively organizes itself for the combat roles it faces.  The Corps must abandon the current top-heavy, three MEF structure and adopt a hybrid functional/divisional structure that delivers the capabilities it advertises while facilitating resident expertise and cohesion within its combat units.  It must be structured to “train the way it is congressionally charged and expected to fight.”  The Marine Corps would do well to heed the adage: “If you hate change, you’ll really hate being irrelevant” (author unknown).


  Background of the MEB: “Prior to WWII, and for a time thereafter, Marine units dispatched for overseas service were generally designated as expeditionary brigades. During WWII, the term

Amphibious was adopted because it depicted the Marine Corps’ missions in the Pacific

Theater. After the war, the previous expeditionary designation was restored. In 1962,

MCO 3120.3 formally defined the MEU, MEB, and MEF organizations as a flexible

menu of responsive MAGTFs. In 1965 as Marine Corps units were committed to combat

operations in the Republic of Vietnam, it was felt that the term “expeditionary” carried

the negative connotations of the previous colonial French Expeditionary Corps and

therefore unpopular with the Vietnamese. From Vietnam until 1988, Marine task units

carried the amphibious designation. In 1988 Marine Air-Ground Task Force designations

changed from MAU, MAB, and MAF back to the historical MEU, MEB, and MEF

terminology. This change was made to more accurately reflect the Marine Corps missions

and capabilities of the time, and it was a change back to the historical precedent. In

1990/1991, MEBs participated in Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm before their

deactivation.

“As part of a force structure reduction, the 1991 Force Structure Planning Group (FSPG)

recommended eliminating the Table of Organization for the standing MEBs. The FSPG

determined the Marine Corps could no longer afford standing MEB CEs and the standing

MEB CEs were disestablished. The Marine Corps then fashioned the MEF-Forward

concept. In times of crisis, elements of the MEF would be pulled away to staff the MEF-Forward,

giving the Corps an MEB-like capability. Because the MEF Forward did not

have a training program or a concept of operations, the MEF (Fwd) was not understood –

it provided no real indication as to force size or composition. Consequently, the

capability a MEF (Fwd) brought to the fight was not clearly understood. [Sic]

In 1999, the Marine Corps reactivated the MEBs to provide another capability that the

joint warfighter can use. Furthermore, with the high tempo of operations that the armed

services sustain, this capability will help lighten the load for the Army. Because the

utilization rates for the Army are high, the Marine Expeditionary Brigade could be used

in the Army’s unit rotation cycle.

ORGANIZATION

“There are three standing MEB command elements: 1st Marine Expeditionary Brigade,

assigned within I Marine Expeditionary Force, and located at Camp Pendleton, CA; 2d

Marine Expeditionary Brigade, assigned within II Marine Expeditionary Force, and

located at Camp Lejeune, NC; and 3d Marine Expeditionary Brigade, assigned within III

Marine Expeditionary Force, and located in Okinawa, Japan. 1st and 2d MEB CEs were

activated in November 1999. 3d MEB CE was activated in January 2000.”

 --Doctrine Division: “Marine Expeditionary Brigade Information Paper” dated 25 February 2000.


 Today, U. S. Central Command CENTCOM illustrates the “reach-back” technology that eliminates the need to have a MEF CEs in theater solely for contingency planning.  In fact, during the Gulf War, General Gray convened a small cell of planners in Quantico, VA to devise a MEF-sized war plan, and then he flew over to LtGen Boomer to propose its implementation (Gordon and Trainor. The Generals’ War. Little, Brown, and Company 1995, pages 160-161 and 173-177). Even in Afghanistan today, CONUS based HQMC routinely and independently enhances the intelligence capabilities of Marines deployed there separate from I MEF headquarters in California.
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� “All MAGTFs have four separate elements: i.e. a Command Element (CE), an Air Combat Element (ACE), a Ground Combat Element (GCE), and a Combat Service Support Element (CSSE).  Each of these elements varies in size proportional to the size [and mission] of the MAGTF.  A MEU consists of up to 2,200 personnel. A MEB consists of personnel up to 17,000 personnel [sic].  The MEF is the largest of the three MAGTFs and can consist of 50,000 personnel. MCRP 5-12D: Organization of Marine Corps Forces.” Major Michael A. LeSavage. “Building the Marine Expeditionary Brigade Command Element” CSC 2000, page 22.


� Attributed to Chandler in Management by Kathryn M. Bartol and David C. Martin (McGraw-Hill, New York 1991) pages, 369-371.  Figure 1 is largely derived from this source.


� CMC’s guidance for force structure contained in the Marine Corps Master Plan (MCMP) 1994-2004, page 4-1.


� MCMP, page 3-1.  See also, U. S. House Armed Services Committee. Fixing the Personnel Strength of the United States Marine Corps as a Member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  82nd Congress, 1st Session. Report No. 666, pp.2-4, of 30 June 1951.


� Attributable speech to Amphibious Warfare School on 9 January 2002.


� MCDP 1-0, Marine Corps Operations (HQMC, Washington DC, September 2001) page 1-14.  The Secretary of Defense "Forces for Unified Commands" memorandum is the document that assigns forces from each Service to the regional CinCs.


� H. Keeler. “Marines to Revive the Expeditionary Brigade.” Defense Daily News, 2 November 1999.  See also, LeSavage, page 10.  


� Kamal Hyder. “Sources: Marines Could Be Sent to Tora Bora.” CNN Correspondent, 20 December 2001.


� Simmons, Edwin H.   The United States Marines: The First two Hundred Years 175-1975.  Chapter 15 and 17, for Korea and Vietnam respectively.


� History and Museums Division, HQMC 1998, “U.S. Marines in the Persian Gulf, 1990-1991: With the Forces Afloat in Desert Shield and Desert Storm,” pages 73-74.  Air Contingency Forces are specially designated units that fly over their personnel and small arms to a theater of operations.  Once there, they are supplied with massive amounts of bulk materials and heavy weapons from one or more of three Maritime Preposition Ship squadrons strategically staged around the world.  MPS shipping was also used during the Gulf War to provide “black-bottom” Assault Follow-on Echelon (AFOE) forces for the two amphibious MEBs due to the paucity of assault shipping.


� This study was “reinforced by the JCS Mobility Requirements Study (Volume II) of 5 June 93, [and] reemphasized in congressional testimony, and restated in SECDEF’s 26 June 00 Report On Naval Vessel Force Structure Requirements and the PO letter to OPNAV N75 of 5 Nov 01,” POE, PP&O, Headquarters Marine Corps Information Paper, “Amphibious Lift Force Structure.” Prepared by Cdr Stephen V. Burke, USN and LtCol John T. Germain, USMC 14 January 2002.  Figure 6 is reproduced from LtCol John T. Germain's document. 


�“Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare” pamphlet, CMC, 10 November 2001.  Figures 4 and 5 are reproduced here from this pamphlet.


� For a discussion of the misnomer that the MEB is always a MEF enabler, or MEF (FWD), see LeSavage, pages 27-29.  For a discussion of the difficulty of absorbing a MEB into a MEF, see LeSavage pages 25-26. And for information pertaining to the MEB’s need for high caliber independent staffs see Fleet Marine Force Reference Publication (FMFRP) 12-15, Small Wars Manual. (Washington, DC Department of the Navy, United States Marine Corps, 22 December 1990) page 12. See also, LeSavage page 14.


� MCMP, page 4.1.


� Ibid.


� For the U. S. based MEFs, major resource shortfalls include sharing high value assets like Radio Battalion (I MEF and III MEF) and losing units to current deployment cycles.  The author recognizes that the primary function of the MEF CE, as currently employed, is contingency planning and administrative coordination between its subordinate units, but argues that this could be done better and cheaper by consolidation.


� Major Michael A LeSavage, “Building the Marine Expeditionary Brigade Command Element” pages 41-42.  


�Doctrine Division: Marine Expeditionary Brigade Information Paper dated 25 February 2000.


 MCRP 5-12D, Organization of Marine Corps Forces lists no TO&E. 


� Interview with Major Brian K. Wilhoit, former Division Head, Amphibious Warfare Requirements Section, MCCDC, Quantico, VA on 19 January 2002.  Figure 4 in the text was taken from the recently released EMW pamphlet and it highlights the problem that the Marine Corps has with defining a MEB (note the wide variation in numbers).


� “U. S. Marines in the Persian Gulf…” pages 22-30 and 105.  In the haste to assemble forces, ships, and materials, the 4th and 5th MEBs had to overcome significant obstacles that could have been mitigated if they were already standing amphibious MEBs.


� For a discussion of the difficulties that ad hoc wartime organizations have had to overcome, see  U. S. Marines in the Persian Gulf… pages 43, and 73-74. For the importance of cohesion in MEB command elements, see interview excerpt of Major General Hopkins in LeSavage, page 20.  For information pertaining to the MEB’s need for high caliber independent staffs, see Fleet Marine Force Reference Publication (FMFRP) 12-15, Small Wars Manual. (Washington, DC Department of the Navy, United States Marine Corps, 22 December 1990) page 12. 


�For Regimental Table of Organization see, MCRP 5-12D, Organization of Marine Corps Forces (MCCDC Quantico, VA 1998), page 4-3.  The 4th MEB (AT) CE recently absorbed the 8th Marines Headquarters.  It is recommended that this headquarters not be reconstituted in the future.  Furthermore, any increase in the Marine Corps’ end-strength should be used to increase the manning levels of the operating forces so that they more closely resemble their T/Os.


� POE, PP&O, Headquarters Marine Corps Information Paper, “Amphibious Lift Force Structure.” Prepared by Cdr Stephen V. Burke, USN and LtCol John T. Germain, 14 January 2002.  To float a single MEB (H) amphibious assault echelon requires approximately 22 ships (US Marines in the Persian Gulf 1990-1991, page 95) while a MEB (L) can squeeze on 15-18 ships.  There are only 36 amphibious assault ships currently in the Navy.


� Management, pages 370-378.


� Taking the II MEF wartime requirement of 252 officers (in contrast to its 119 peacetime requirement) as the notional manning level of a single peacetime consolidated MEF headquarters group and subtracting it from the total of 452 officers that the Marine Corps has now serving in the three separate MEF headquarters. This leaves 200 officers to man standing MEB headquarters.  This equates to enough officers to man three separate MEB headquarters for independent operations according II MEF’s model.  The officers needed for the fourth standing MEB recommended in this paper would come from eliminating a California-based regimental headquarters.  (Peacetime MEF and MEB structure information taken from, LeSavage, page 47, as these numbers were higher—and presumably more current--than what is published on page 6-5 of the MCRP5-12D.)  The idea of a “CAM” derives from the 1991 Force Structure Planning Group report to CMC.  Considering the number of Joint staffs, there is no reason why this proposal would decrease the number of general officers in the Marine Corps (See ANNEX A).


� MCRP 5-12D, page 6-19.  
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Regional War Plan Development
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MARFORCMD provides a Service Component Commander (SCC) with a small staff to each CinC.  Each SCC would then be responsible for relating the Marine Corps’ capabilities to that CinC as well as coordinating administrative issues with the MARFORCMD.  Additionally, each SCC is responsible for delivering his CinC’s war-plan requirements for the Marine Corps to the designated Crisis Action Module (CAM).  In turn, the CAM is responsible to the MEF for development of the Marine Corps’ portion of the war-plan. The various war-plans, from each regional CinC, are coordinated through the CAM manager and are trained to by the MEF and its subordinate MAGTFs.


�  Background of the MEB: “Prior to WWII, and for a time thereafter, Marine units dispatched for overseas service were generally designated as expeditionary brigades. During WWII, the term


Amphibious was adopted because it depicted the Marine Corps’ missions in the Pacific


Theater. After the war, the previous expeditionary designation was restored. In 1962,


MCO 3120.3 formally defined the MEU, MEB, and MEF organizations as a flexible


menu of responsive MAGTFs. In 1965 as Marine Corps units were committed to combat


operations in the Republic of Vietnam, it was felt that the term “expeditionary” carried


the negative connotations of the previous colonial French Expeditionary Corps and


therefore unpopular with the Vietnamese. From Vietnam until 1988, Marine task units


carried the amphibious designation. In 1988 Marine Air-Ground Task Force designations


changed from MAU, MAB, and MAF back to the historical MEU, MEB, and MEF


terminology. This change was made to more accurately reflect the Marine Corps missions


and capabilities of the time, and it was a change back to the historical precedent. In


1990/1991, MEBs participated in Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm before their


deactivation.
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UNCLASSIFIED

- Fiscally constrained 2.5 MEBs = 36 ships in 2008.



- 3.0 MEB Equivalents is the requirement. 



- A MEB measured by the five “fingerprints” of amphibious lift.



- The DoN position is that the fiscally constrained 2.5 MEB lift capability is satisfied now with a combination of active ships and mobilization assets.  
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