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Execut.i've.Summary
‘Title: Joint Forcible Entry in the Future Threat Environment
-Author: Major Matthew D. Lundgren, United -States Marine Corps

Thesis: The complexity of joint forcible entry operations requires a deliberate and holistic effort
on the part of the U.S. military in order to provide the capability to the joint force commander.

Discussion:

The wars in Trag and vAfghanistan have rightfully been the focus of effort df the U.S. military

_for the past nine years. The intellectual, resource, and human capitol that has been devoted to the

current fight has come at the expense of other capabilities. The Joint Forcible Entry capability,
.which is arguably the most complex and risky joint military operation, has not been validated
since the wars began. The U.S. diplomatic efforts with its future adversaries will be dramatically
different once the U.S. loses its ability to conduct forcible entry. A failure to look at forcible
~entry from a joint perspective by all four of the armed services has led to the questioning of the

. individual part of the whole.

There is nothing to suggest that the requirement for forcible entry will cease to exist or '
disappear, -Accepting this proposition, it is incumbent upon thejoint force to find tactical and
technological means to counter the challenges that the current and future threat environments
present to a forcible entry operation. Solutions to emerging threats will take the form of various
parts of the Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Personnel, Leadership, and Facilities
(DOTMPLF) spectrum. The creation of a Joint Operational Forcible Entry Concept would create
a framework for the development of the forcible entry capability i in Department of Defense.

The armed services must ensure that their efforts to restructure themselves to achieve
efficiency do not prevent them from fulfilling their part of the nation’s forcible entry capability.
The training programs of the individual services rieed to be coordinated to create forcible entry
~ exercises that simultaneously conduct airborne and amphibious forcible entries with the
~ introduction of follow on forces. This type of actual graduate level training exercise is the only
way to truly validate the joint capability. The acquisition process for each of the services needs
to air mobility and amphibious shipping maintain levels that will support joint forcible entry.

Conclusion: The Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps must increase their efforts to form a

legitimate joint (and as appropriate combined) forcible entry capablhty in order to meet the
: requ1reme11ts of future joint force commanders ‘

vi
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Preface
On several occasions over the past year, United States Secretary of Defense Robert B. Gates
has prdposed questions about the future viability of the amphibious assault. Ibegan my research

for this paper with the intent of answering the questibn of how to conduct an oppdsed ‘

amphiBious landing against enemies poséessing new anti-access and area denial capabilities.

What I>1earned Was\that ’rhe~ éxﬁphibious assault and ‘the Marine Corps’ role in it are ohly two .
parts of what would be émuch .larger jo.int operation. Answeﬁng Fhe questions about
arnphibiéusz assault without ﬁrst de%zel'oping a joint concept for forc;ible entry creates the pétential
for stove ﬁipe capabilities that do nbt .complement each other when put to the test in combat.
- There is a need for an overarchihg joint concept for i:orcjble entfy. ThlS quld provide the
emphasis on the capability fof the services to pﬁoritizé resourcés and ﬁain together. - As my
MMS Mentor cérhmpnted about the Mm{ne Corps’ innovation ip amﬁhibibus warfare ~d1iring the
20;s and 30’s, “It was more th'an just doctrine!” The comp()sition 6f a joint capaﬁility requires
the devel;)pﬁlent df the apprdpriate doctrine, organization, training, material, persontel,.
| leadcrship, and facilities (DOTMPLF). As the sﬁhiteﬁéiscussions ‘rega'rding the optiﬁ_lal

‘ composition and cépabﬂiti es of the U.S. miiitary contihue,. defense leaders must ensure

: piecerneal‘cﬁnc;ellation of indi\vidﬁal service ‘pro grams do not have the qnintéﬂded_effect of
" negating overarching joint capabilities. Fdrdblé entry and operational éccess capabilities are
criﬁcal elemen‘fs ofthe U.S.’ ability to project power overseas» in order to protect and further its
interests. | |

My intelit for this paper isv to demonstrate the need for a joint approéch to fhe concept of

forcible entry. The examples of capability gaps afe biased tqwards ‘amphibiou‘s forcible' entry

because of my experience and access to research material. This is not to suggest that there are

iv



not similar issues with the airb‘o.me capability. The reality is that both capabilities need to be
resourced properly so .th’at the U.S. military has ‘the ability seize lodgements for followvon forces
“in a variety of ‘situation's |
I am indebted to my Masters of Mlhtary Science mentor Dr Donald Blttner for his guldance'

and insight which wias mvaluable to the completlon of thJs paper. T would also like to thank my

Afamﬂy and especially my mfe for her unwavermg support during the development of this

project. -



Some Thoughts on Forcible Entry: Past, Present, and Future

“The United States remains the only nation able to project and sustain large-scale fnilitary
operations over extended distances. We maintain superior capabilities to deter and defeat

" adaptive enemies and to ensure the credibility of security partnerships that are fundamental to

regional and global security. In this way, our military continues to underpin our national security
and global leadership, and when we use 1t appropriately, our secunty and leadership is
reinforced.”

----President Barrack Obama Natzonal Securzty Strazegy 20] 0"

Amenca s interests and role in the world require armed forces with unmatched capabilities and
a willingness on the part of the nation to employ them in defense of our interests and the
common good. The United States remains the only nation able to project and sustain large-scale
operations over extended distances. This unique position generates an obligation to be
responsible stewards, of the power and influence that hlstory, determination, and circumstarce
have provided.” - o \ : . ; _
-—-Quadrennial Defense Review 2010> : .0

] _
“Today only the United States and Britain (and possibly France) are capable of mounting
independent operations of any scale overseas. This is not solely because of the armies’
capabilities: overseas campaigns are joint operations, involving army, navy, and air force. Nor is
it just a matter of size: there are many larger armed forces Britain’s...: It is the range and balance
of capabilities within a nation’s armed forces that determine whether or not they are able to
mount an independent campaign far from home. A force must be able to acquire intelligence on -

‘the enemy; manoeuvre against him; bring fire support to bear (from land, sea, and air); protect

~ against the enemy’s own fire; and sustain itself. And when all these capabilities are lined up, a

further capability — to command them — becomes key, for as Montgomery’s American

counterpart in Normandy, Omar Bradley, said, ‘Congress can make a general, but only

communications can make him a commander.””

- --—-Alan Mallinson, The Making of the British Army, 2009°

‘ “Large—scale amph1b1ous operations such as those in Sicily and Normandy w111 never occur
again.” (11 months before the amphibious landings at Inchon)

----General Omar Bradley in testimony to the House Committee on Armed Serv1ces 19 October '
1949* :

S




INTRODUCTION

| As anation ;vith global interests, the United States needs to be able to proj ect‘ its power o
throughout the world. The increasmgly' interconnected planet Wﬂl require the U.S. to c'onﬁnue to .
use its influence to protect.and further its ihtere_sts.r President Barrack Obama reiterated the -

importance of U.S. influence in the National Security Strdtegy (NSS) 0of 2010. “Going forward, |

there should be 1o dbubt; th¢ United VStateé,}—c;f' America will contihue to underwrite global
security through our /con.]mitments to allies, partners, and institutipns\; ou; focus on defeating al- |
| Qaida and its afﬁliates m Afghanistan, Pakistan, and\ around the globlé; and our detemmation to
deter aggression and preveﬁt the prbliferatiori of tﬁe world’s most dangerous weapons.” The
commjtment of U.S. forces acrb‘sg the range of military oi)erations Will réquiie tl'.lé» military to
Proj éc’t Iﬁower over great distances”., Onekokf the fundamental capabiliﬁes required to do this Will
be forcible entry operations. Joint Publication 3-18 Forcible Entry of 2008 defines forcible
entry as, “Seizing and holding of a military iod grneﬁt in the fac’c of arined opposition.”6 Without
access to a secure lodgement near the area of operations to use as a base of operations, U.S.
A forcesk must be able to seize one’A by either air or sea.

Doctﬁhe is only one part of what makes ﬁp a capability. This is especially the case with
forcible entry Which requirés:the coordinétion'of multiple service capabilities to execute
successfully. The Department of Defense has J oiht »Operatin‘g Concepts to serve as gﬁidance fér
the development of inulti service capabilities@ Current overseas contingency opéraﬁons ha\fg |
been the‘focus of .effdrt for the last ten years to the expensé of many conventional c;apabilities.
In order to prepare for deterring and w1nn1ng the wars of tomorrow, the U.S. must develop a

legitimate joint capability to conduct a forcible entry operation.



-The economic crisisv in the U.S. has led to.a spirited discussion in the U;S. defense
connnunity regarding the capabilities required for the 21st century; While’ a 'constant review of
capabilities in terms of equipment.and tactics is always healthy, the need for a joint forcible entry
capability will remain an enduﬁné requirement for the U.S. military. Defense Secretary f{obeﬂ
Gates has 1n1t1ated efforts to dramatlcally reduce defense spendmg In addition to cutting |
programs, he has posed some serious questlons to the services in order to get them to evaluate
their future structure and capabihtles.‘ At the Navy League Sea-Air-Space Exposition in May of ~.
2010, he stated, “We haVe to take a hard look at Where it ‘Woufd-be necessary or'sensible to
launch another major arnphibious landing again — especially as advances m anti-ship.systems

keep pushing the potential launch point further from shore. ...In the 21st century, what kind of
. ampmbious caI;ability do we really‘need' to deal with the rnost likely scenarios, and then how
much7”7 The answer to this question is an i_rnportant one but it is only a small piece of what Will
be a Jomt answer to the question of how-the U.S. rn111tary will conduct a forc1b1e entry operatlon :

The conﬂ1cts in Iraq and Afghamstan haveri ightly been the focus of the services for the
last nine years As the Wlthdrawal from Iraq is completed and the end of 31gr11ﬁcant combat
operatlons in Afghamstan comes 1nto focus, it is imperative that the U.S. military take a hohstic
look at how it will conduct forcible entry operations in the decades to corne. Forcible entry
requires the coordination and cdoperation of at least two seryices. Neither the Almy nor the
Marine Corps is capable of self- deploylng itself from the United States to a conflict area
overseas. While the Air Force and the Navy have the moblhty, they do not have the ground
combat forces required to seize and hold a lodglnent until follow on forces arrive. This
interdelaendence between the services requires that forcible entry be evaluated as a holistic

capability and not a sum of the parts. A reductionist approach that does not assess all of the



capabilities required for forcible entry will. fail to adequately answer the question of whether or
ot the joint fofce is capable of executing one of these missions:.' It is not enough that the Ahny,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps are capable‘of executing their roles individually. All'four -
capabilities must be trained and evaluated together to ensurethét the doctrine; o‘r»gz.n\l_ization,
tfainihg, equipment, and personnel can work to gethgr.dun'ng all phases of the forcible entry
operation.
TIIEV NEED FOR-J OINT FORCIBLE ENTRY

The Natioﬁal Security» Strategy of the United States lists the folll.owing conc;apts as U.S.
interests: The Seéilrity c;f the United States, its citizens, and U.S. allies and partners; a strong,
iﬁnovative, and growing U.S. economy in an dpen international economic syétem that promotes
opportunity and prosperity; respect. for universal values at home and around the Wor_ld; and an
international ordgr advanced by U.S. leadership that promotes peace, security, and opportunity
.thro‘ligh stronger éodperétion to meet: global challenges.‘s‘ Tn order to protect and ﬁlrther tﬁese
interé?cé, the US government employs.all four of the eleiﬁents of national power (diplomatic,
information, military, and econorriic).»gl Th‘e use of the military to pursue these ends can be
categorized as prevention.(building alliances, partnerships, gnd Sec;urity assistancé), deterrence
(.the’ threat pf force), or reaction (the use of force or other militaryw means). The viability of the A
U.S. mﬂitary as an mstrvument‘of national power is contingent on its ability to be employed.
‘Without a forcible entry capability, the U.S. dramatically reducés its ability to pfoject pow_ér and '
deter adversaries because it no longer has the ability to unilaterélly deliver itsinﬂitary to a
conﬂif:t area in ofder to aclﬁeve a decision.

Forcible ;_antry pr'ovides‘the nation’é leadership with a conventional deten‘ehce option

beyond airstrikes and the means to u:ﬁlatérally project power onto forei gnsoil. The credible



-

forcible entry capability is necessary across the range of military operations because it enables all
other follow on missions. Without it, the nation is kdependent on the willingness of a soverei gn
state adjacent to its intended adversary to act as a staging area for an invasion. The U.S. will not
be able to guarantee that this will always be the case. The concept of deterrence has been -
traditionally associated with nuclear weapons. This quotation from the 2010 Quadrennial
Defense Review illustrates the role of conventional forces in deterrence: “Our detetrent remains
grounded in land, air, and naval forces capable of fighting limited and large-scale conflicts in
environments where anti-access weaponry and tactics are used, as well as forces prepared to
respond to the full range of challenges posed by state and non-state groups.”’® The capability to
deliver a ground combat force to a contested area is an'essential element of the U.S. military’s
deterrence of threat actors across the range of mrlrtary operatrons
The debate over the regular or 1rregular nature of the U. S military’s future adversanes
. does not negate the need for a conventional forcible entry capability. Regardless of whether or
not the conﬂrct is conventional or 1rregular a key element of the U.S. rnlhtary 8 response will be
the closing of the force to the area where the operation will take place Wlthout a nation willing
to grant U.S. forces access adjacent to the area of operations, a forcible entry operation from the
sea and/or air will have to be conducted. Joint Forces Command addressed this requirement in
its assessment of the future threat environment titled The Joint Operating Environment 2010 .
.In America’s two.recent wars against Irag, the enerny made no effort to deny U.S.
forces entry into the theater. Future opponents, however, may not-prove so
accommodating, Hence, the second constraint confronting planners is that the
United States may not have uncontested access to bases in the immediate area
from which it can project military power. Even in the best case, allies will be
-essential to providing the base structure required for arriving U.S. forces. But
there may be other cases in which uncontested access to bases is not available for *
the projection of military forces. This may be because the neighborhood is hostile,

smaller friendly states have been intimidated, negative perceptions of America
i exist, or states fear giving up a measure of sovereignty. Furthermore, the use of



bélses‘vby the. Joint Force might involve the host nation in conflict. Hence, the
ability to seize bases in enemy territory by force from the sea and air could prove
‘ the cntlcal opening move of a campaign. 1
‘This excerpt illustra’tes just how hnpoﬁant a'viable forpible entry capability will‘be for the
nation’s security in the future.. There is a compélling argumeﬁt to re-evaluate the methods and
equipment that will be used for forcible entry but the requirement t(.) conduct it will endure as
| long as the ﬁ.S has interests outéide Qf its bordersv. Regardless o‘f the conventional or
, unconventional ﬁature-of the threat, the U.AS. will need to be able to cl‘}ose forces to the area where
the conflict will occur’, seize an area to operate from, and provide support to the follow on
qmissiorvl. | | - A |
LESSONS f‘ROM HISTORICAL EXAMPLES OF FORCIBLE ENTRY

A review of past for‘cible.entry operations illustrates how/cofnplex they are. The largest
and fnost famous exarriple is the Allied invasion of northwestern Burope in 1944. The
Norméndy landings combined amphibiousv and airborne forcible entry. Due to jts size;, it was the
most complex forcible entry op,eratibn in history. Planning for the invasion took ox;er a year and
numerous rehearsals were conducted 5y subordinate units. Over three million meﬁ took part in
the invasion. On D-Day thousands of ships énd aircraft delivered 176,000‘ troops across the
beach and info the drop zori’es. Without the detailed plénning, pfeparation, and coordination
betweeﬁ the air, sea, and grouﬁd forces this Qpé.ration would ﬁot hav.e been< a success. AAnother
' key element was the unity of command exercised By C/%eﬁerai Eisenhowef as the Supreme Allied .
Commander.'? It is unlikely that ‘a future forc'ible“entry (Sp eration will reach th;e same scale 'as the
Normandy invasion. Nevertheleés, the coordination and planm'né for future airborne;
ainphibious, or cbmbined forcib‘leAentry operation will be extensive. Thev complexity of friendly

command and control architecture, sustainment requirements, force protection considerations,



and.offensivé capabilities will prevent a successful ad hoc combination of service specific forces -
in a time coinpetitive environment. These factors pb'int té the need fqr a trained and’equipped
fofcible entry capability prior to the emérgeﬁce bf the crisis.

Aﬁ historical example for fhe ,uﬁco‘ordinated execution of a forcible entry opération'
would be the assault on Gallipoli d’urihg World War I.. The poor coordination aﬁd preparation -
were signiﬁcanf contributors to the failure that attackers experienced. Gallipoli séfves as a |
Wanﬁﬁg for those who Believe that a forcible enﬁ’y capability can be pieced toéether when a
cns1s occurs.”® A contemporary example of this is the U.S. invasion of Grenada, codenamed
" Operation URGENT FURY. This operation Wés conducted on very short notice by a very small
forée. A carrier striké group, an amphibious ready group with an embarked Mﬁne
‘Expeditionary Unit, Anﬁy__airb ome and ré.nger units, Aﬁ Farce attack and transport aircraft, as
well as .syeveral special operations units conducted the opf;ration with almost no planning or .
coordin‘ation, Fortunately, a small and inept enemy force prevented disasﬁéus results from

,occurrihg. Many of the lessons from Operatioﬁ URGENT FURY are still valid for o‘peratiohal
| planners tbdagl. A thorough intelli genée picture, joint planning anq coordination, unity of
command, Vand cbmpatible co1nmﬁﬁcation architecture aré essential elements to rapidly
executing cﬁsié fespbnse missions.'* |

The lessons that were learned from the Grenada operation provided some of thé energy
that spurred the 'refor'ms‘ of the Goldwatgr—Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act.
This legislation streamlined the operational 'coﬁmmd structure for joint forces deplbyed
overseas Vaﬁd better facili:tated unity of command under the geographic combatant cormﬁander. It

also created a more integrated process fo1'L_thé procurement. of equipment and levied joint duty



: fequirements on the personnel system for ofﬁcers..15 These reforms strepgthened the joint force.
but they did not addres’s any requirements for joint traiﬁiﬁg or exereises.

For a period ef time before 2001, the fo_uf services did conduct large scaie forcible entry
exercises but the operational tempo created by the wars-in Afghanistan and Iraq prevented them
from being continued,'® These‘e'vents combined amphibious and airbome assaults to seize a
.llodgmer‘lﬁ for follow on forces to exploit. Reeource 'consﬁamts ‘and an increesed operational
tempo have subsequently prevented the U.S. military from eonducting these lar»ge_‘scale exercises
since 2001. The Army and Marine Corps still maintain rapidly deployable forcible entry units |
but.they» do not train te gether or as apartof a J~T>F . |

CITRRENT JOINT FORCIBLE EN TRY CAPAB]LITIES

Joint Publication 3-1 8 F orcible' Eﬁtry Operations outlines U.S. doctrine for meducﬁﬁg
forcible entry. The manual provides the broad doctrinal construct for conduciné forcible entry.
It lists nine ﬁﬂﬁciples for conducti;lg a successful forcible entry. They are:

— Achieve Surprise. Planners should strive to achieve surprise regarding
exact objectives, times, methods, and forces employed in forcible entry operations’

L - Control of the Air. Air superiority should be achieved in the operational
.area to protect the force during periods of cnt1ca1 vulnerability and to preserve
lines of communications

- Control of Spac‘e.'Space superiority allows the joint force commander
“ access to communications, weather, navigation, timing, remote sensing, and
intelligence assets without prohibitive interference by the opposing force

- ‘Sea Control. Control of the sea in the operational area enables the joint
force to project power ashore in support of the joint forcible entry operation and
to protect sea lines of communications

- Isolate the Lodgment. The joint foree attacks or neutralizes élly'enemy
-capabilities with the potential to affect the establishment of the lodgment

- Gain and Maintain Access. Gaining and rnamtalmng access isa critical
precondition for successful forc1b1e entry

;
A
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- Neutralize Enemy Forces Within the LLodgment. The joint force must -

neutralize enemy forces within the lodgment to facilitate the establishment of

aitheads and beachheads within the operational area and to provide for the
‘immediate protection of the force -

- Expand the Lodgment. The joint force quickly builds combat power in
order to: enhance security and the ability to respond to enemy counter attacks;
enable continuous landing of troops and materiel,; and facﬂltate transmon to
subsequent operations ' : ‘

- Manage the Impact of Environmental Factors. Managing the impact of .. - e e

_environmental factors refers to overcoming the effect of land and sea obstacles;
anticipating, preventing, detecting, and mitigating adversary use of chemical,
biological, radiological, nuclear, and high- yield explosive weapons; and,
determining the impact of climate, weather, and other natural occurring hazards

—  Integrate Supporting Operations Intelligence, 10; civil—rnilitary
- operations, and special operatlons are key to setting the cond1t1ons for forcible
entry operatlonal success. :

This list of principles démonstrates the cqmplexitjf of a forcible entry Operatioﬁ.f‘ The
suc'f:essﬁJl coordination and execution of the diverse capa;bitlikties and tasks to aclﬁeve rnaxnnum
efficiency in» sucY:h’ a complex environment requires a joint task 'force headquarters which has;
conducted an extensive amount of training in preparation fof such an undertaking. 'Doé:trine
does not preséribe a training regimen for such a joint task force. Thc creationlof a legitimaté

forcible entry capability is aéhieved by addressing the implications of all of the elements of

DOTMPLF. .

Even though forcible entry is a‘dritical capability for the U.S. military, the Quadrennial .
Defense Review (February 201 0} and the National Military Strategy (February 2011) only briefly

mention it in their discussions of operational requirements. The lack of atter.ltion‘to forcible

entry in the Defense Department’s strategic guidance documents detracts from a unified

approach to forcible entry by the services. As evidenced by the operations in Gallipoli and

Grenada, the friction created by an in-extrenis integration of these forces will represent a



challenge that vﬁll rival the eneniy threat to the mission. An ad hoc approach to condlicting a
- forcible entry operation will not sﬁfﬁce against a legitimate threat that is prepared to contest U.S.
forces as they arrive by sea or air.

Without a valid joint capability, thé U.S. military will face significant issues throughout
the plarming and execution of a highly complex real world operation. Lieutenant General Frank
Helmick, the Commanding General of the XVIIIth 'Airborrié Corps, highlighted the need for
closer integration between the amphibious and airborne forcible entry capability during his brief "

regarding forcible entry to the Army’s Infantry Warfighting Conference on 15 September 2010.18‘ ‘
" The need for a joint forcible entry concept was also identified at the 2009 Army and Marine
"~ Corps Staff Talks and the 2010 Army and Marine Corps Warﬁghter Talks.” Lieutenant General -
* Helmick also discussed the absence of forcible entry in the sfrategic guidancé from DOD and the
impadt that it creates in the requirement process. By not articulating the need for fordible entry,
DOD fundamentally handi'caps the resourcing of forcible entry as a capability.? '
In an article in Army Magazine from 2009, retired Generals Cérl Stiner and Daniel
Schroeder highlighted how little emphasis the joint community has placed on forcible entry;
Doctrinal l‘anguage“about forcible entry is found in Joint Publications 3-17,3-18
and 3-31, and the Army Field Manuals 3-0 and 3-92. In Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) documents, however, there has been no mention of forcible entry
since the 2001 QDR. The 2002 edition of the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
~ (JSCP) was the last mention of forcible entry as a required capability. There is no
joint integrating concept on the-subject. Thus we now find a divergence of
approaches being taken unilaterally to what are probably the most complex and
complicated joint operations, and no comprehensive statement of the requirement
in Department of Defense documents. Worse, the approaches are ad hoc in that
there is no forcing function such as mandated joint airborne air trans- portability
- training (JAAT) or joint amphibious /airborne training. The Global Response
Force (GRF) executive order makes no mention of forcible entry capability,
training or exercising. Joint Publication 3-18, Joint Forcible Entry Operations,
cites three primary forcible entry operational capabilities: amphibious assault, -

airborne assault and air assault. These are not trivial evolutions, and they require
formal statements of requirements in defense planning documents. 21
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General Stiner was the former commanrling genersl of the 82d Airborne Di\lision, the XVIII |
Airborne Corps and the United States Special‘Oijerations Command. Schroeder served as the
Chlef of Staff for the XVIII Airborne Corps. | | |

The generals artlcle relates to the Army s forcible entry capability but the1r comments
apply equally across the services. There is not a single service that is capable of conducting a
forcible entry op erelion on its own yet there is very llttle in the \lvay of joint training to conduct
one of these missions as a four service joint task force The Navy and the Manne Corps’ have
| conducted l1m1ted amphibious tra.mmg since 2001 The Army and Air Force, on'the other hand,
have conducted Joint Forcible Entry Exercises in conJunchon with the1r Global Response Force
) training approxlrnately four tlrnes a year. These events involvecl roughly 1000 paratroopers and
an assortment of equlprnent.22 Despite these exercises, the most glaring absence in joint rraininé |
is an exercise involving all four of the services which would e_valuate a force large enough to
seize a lodgrnent from a s1gn1ﬁcant conventlonal threat.

The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have occupled the Army’s tralmng and resources for

- thelast nine years. This has resulted in an atrophy of lts forcible entry capability. Generals .

 Stiner and Schroeder highlighted this in their érti_cle.

What used to be called strategic brigade air drop was a joint capability specified
in the JSCP that was jointly frained through the formal JAAT program. It was -
through that program and Department of Defense guidance that sufficient air
drop-qualified aircrews were trained to provide the capability to conduct a
brigade-sized drop from 500 feet at night, as would be required in a joint forcible
entry. That capability has not been trained in at least seven years. ... Projection
issues from 20 years ago persist today; such as secure en route communications
for the airborne element of the joint force. .... Station-keeping equipment issues
make the trail of aircraft so long that it precludes a BCT siZed air drop at night. A
dual-row air-drop system from the C-17 - a capability the Army asked for years
ago - is still not demonstrated. Those three capabilities were conceived to allow .
the rapid build-up of combat power on the ground.
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The Joint Forcible Entry Exercises conducted hy the Army and the Air Force have maintained

the alrborne capablhty but only at the bngade minus 1eve1 Lieutenant General Helmick also

noted in h1s brief to the Infantry Warﬁghtlng Conference that® many of the new pieces of

equipment such as up-arnlored HMMWVS have not been certified for' a1rdrops. This represents
. a sigmﬁcant deficiency in the training and capab"ilit.y of the Arrny to conduct a brigade sized

airborne drop.

Amphibious forcible entry capability has also declined. Naval surface fire support is

currently limited to the five inch guns onboard destroyers which will not be sufﬁcient for a large

.

scale arnphlblous for01b1e entry operatlon This deﬁ01ency was hi ghhghted by the Commandant

of the Marine Corps General James Amos dunng Congressional test1mony in2011.

Planned reductions in the procurement of certain naval ships along with cancellation
of specific weapons programs over the past few years have led to a deficiency in :
. systems available for naval surface fires. Completed in 2009, the Joint Expeditionary
Fires Analysis of Alternatives identified the optimum U.S. Navy programs to support
Marine Corps naval surface fire support requirements. This study established the
baseline capabilities of the current naval surface fire support program of record
(13nm projectile of the 5-inch gun and the Advance Gun System of the DDG-1000)
to be insufficient in mitigating fire support gaps. The study determined that extended
range 5-inch munitions would serve as a complementary alternative to the three DDG
1000s. Dramatic improvements in 5-inch projectiles can extend the naval surface fire
support maxirfium range, across the 106 guns in the surface fleet, from 13 to 52
~ nautical miles with precision, high angle attack for use in operations in urban terrain,
and potential effectiveness against movmg targets.”’

- The cancellat1on of the Arrny s Non-Line of Site Launch System (N LOS LS) due to cost 1ssues
has also impacted the Navy s ability to provide naval surface fire support to arnph1b10us landing
forces. This precision weapons system was’being developed by the Arrny but was also going to
become amission’package for the Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship (LCS). There continues to be a-
‘need for a more robust cap ab111ty to de11ver fires to ground units from the surface combatants off
shore. This will have to be ﬁlled in the future by the DDG—lOOO class destroyer or a replacement

for the N-LOS LS for the LCS.26
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_Frem an ~a.mphibious lift perspective, the,Nav;zl Operatiqns Conceﬁt 2010 outlines tne
requirement to move a forcible entry force by the sea. “Generally, an ESF in support of the
assault echelon of a single amphibious Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) will te;.cal 17
afnphibioﬁs ships; a seeond MEB would require the surging of all remaining‘U.S. Nayy
- amphibiens ships.”?” The present plan for amphibious shlps accepts risk with a ﬂeet of 31 ships -
in 2010 and 34 ships by 2021." The identiﬁed:requirement for amphibious ships is 382 Rising '
| ship building costs and 1nudge‘ca.ry con‘strai'nts,haVe called irito question the ability to maintain the
eurfent fleet? Asthe entire jeint force assesses 1ts requirments for the future, it is important
that DOD articulates the requirement for forcible en‘sry to ensure that 'ship building pians and
' other naval capabilities aceount for the systems that’vvv"illv be needed*te deliver and support an

amphibious landing force.

The complexify of amphibious operations requires careful coordination and a mutual
unde;standing between the 'landingvferce and the amphibious tesk force. This can only be
aclln'eved through a close working relationshin deVeleped by actually Worldng together. The

~ Naval Operqfions Concept 2010 states, “Effective aggregation of maritime forcesvrelies on
) comlnon tactics, techniques and procedures assoeiated with intelligence, C2, fires, maneuver,v'

\,

logistics and ferce protection. _This underscores the inlpeftance of sufficient joint and combined

tranung, and of interoperable systems to ach1ev1ng and sustaining operatlonal readmess 30 The
demands of the wars in Iraq and Afghamstan have prevented the Navy and Manne Corps from
conductlng 1arge scale amphibious tra1n1ng. There has been‘momentum in late 2010 and into

131

2011 to return to amphibious tra1mng Exercises such as Bold Alligator 11°" and Dawn Blitz

2010% signal a refurn to amphibious training by the Navy and Marine Corps. The Marlne C01ps
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Title 10 Wargame, Exped1t1onary Warrior also covered forc1b1e entry. with a joint force. Itis
unportant that these efforts continue with mcreased part1c1pat10n by all of the sérvices. |
FUTURE JOINT FORCIBLE ENTRY
In the forward to the Capstone Concept for Joint Operatzons version 3, Admiral Michael

Mullen, the Chairman of the J oint Chiefs of Staff describes how the Jomt force w111 operate in

'response toa w1de variety of security challenges in 2016-2028. He proposes that future Jomt e

force commanders will combine and subsequently adapt some combmatlon of four bas1c
categories of military activity -- COmb at, security, engagement and relief and reconstruction - in
accordance with the umque requirements of each operatlonal situation.”® This doculnent serves
as the vision for future operatio‘ns by the joint force. It begins by afﬁrrning the role of the

m111tary as an instrument of national power “The fundamental purpose of military power is to

- deéter or wage war in support of national pohcy In these capac1t1es 1n111tary POWET 1S a coercive’

instrument, designed to achieve by force or threat of force what other means cannot.”** These
statements validate the continuing need for a substantial forcible entry capability in the U.S.
~ military.

While the need for forcible entry is an enduring requirement, the environment in which -
these operations will be conducted has changed significantly. The Capstone Concept for Joint
- Operations Ac'tivit;t/ Concept v 1.0°3 5describes‘the conditions that will need to be met for a U.S.
force to successfully close with an enemy force on a foreign shore:

To react globally despi_te the diminished access to overseasbases projected in the

CCIO, as well as to deny enemy forces the opportunity to harden or reposition

between a U.S. decision to commit joint forces and their arrival in theater, some

joint forces must be able to maneuver from strategic distances directly into

combat without the need for staging bases in the operatlonal area -- poss1b1y

conducting forcible-entry operations in the process against increasingly powerful
- enemies. This applies equally to land forces deploying by air or sea; self-
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deploying aircraft conducting strike, reconnaissance or other missions; or naval
forces conducting a variety of missions.*®

The\future threat environment envisioned in this document requires all four of the armed erces
to work together at every leyei. To equnter the anti~aecess and srea dern'al capabilit'ires; U.S.
forces will rhitigate the risk to the force by reducing their exposrlretqervremy capabilities.
| The Major Combat Operatioﬁs Joint Operating Coneepr, which outlines how a joint:
force will ﬁght a conventlonal enerhy, resporrris to 'the_ evolving threat to US. ’f:erces as they clese -----
with the objective area with this 'statement: , |
- Ideally, forces and capabilities are rapidly ernployable;r most requirir'rg little or no
_ Teception, staging, onward movement and integration (RSOI) support. By design,
these forces are adaptive, modular, scalable, and highly mobile. Operational
movement and maneuver from inter-theater distances and from the sea, as well as -
intra-theater maneuver occur in a distributed manner to create contlnuous pressure
and multiple dilemmas that enemy leaders find hard to combat.*’
Airberne and amphibious units conducting forcible entry will need ‘ro be able to meve
‘from the Continental U.S. directly into the fight. Thesurprise that is needed to accorhr)lish a
forcﬂile entry operation will be one of the most significant force pretection factors for the joint
forces against the enemy’s anti-access and area denial capability. This threa‘r 1s already r)resent
on ’roday’s battlefield as evidenced by this statemeht from a Congressional Research Report
regardrng the now cancelled EFV: ‘“There are concerns that the 25-mile over the horizon
operatmg capabrhty may no longer provrde the protection to the fleet that it once did. One
' example is the 2006 Hezbollah C-802 cruise missile attack against an Israeli ship where two’
missiles Were fired, with one hjfting the. Israeli warship, Whjch was about 10 miles from shore;
and the second missile striking an Egyptian shjp 36 1r1i1es frorh. shore.;’38 By moving from

outside of the theater to the objective, U.S. forces will require enemy defenders to account for

-multiple potential drop zones and landing sites in the desired lodgment area.”
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To umfy the NUIMErous capabilities that will play a role in gainmg access to a contested
area the Department of Defense (DOD) is developrng a Joint Operational Access Concept. T hrs
~ concept will conta1n forcible entry as one of the capabilities required to gain o'perational access.
The entire paper deals with the total efforts of the jAoint force to achieve access to operational
areas in the face of armed opposition. The purpose of the paper is. to-establish “a common
, intellectual framework for the challenge of opposed access, will inform subsequent joint and |

service concepts, and will result in doctr‘ine, organization, training, material, leadership,
personnel, and facilities (DOT MPLF) solutions.”*® By working to establish this rnental model
for operational access,v the U.S. military has taken an important step towards der/eloping a |
holistic capabihty for forcible entry. |
The conceptual thought regardrng forcible entry is complimented by several service-

'initiatives to address in functional terms the requirements and doctrine for future forcible entry
“operations. The Under Secretary of the Navy, Robert Work outlined the concept of Operational
Maneuver from Strategic‘Distances (OMF SD)‘ during a briefing to the 2010 National Defense' .
| Indusfrial Association’s Expeditionary Warfare Conference. He deﬁned the concept as,

Operatronal maneuver from strategic distance combines global force projection |

with maneuver against an operationally significant ObJ ective. It requlres strategic

reach that deploys maneuverable land power to an operational area that provides a

- position of advantage... Success demands full integration of all available joint

means. Thus, it combines force projection with land maneuver to operational

depth in an integrated, continuous operation;41 »

This concept provrdes a response to the emerging anti- -access and area denia] threats and
corresponds with the concept of employrnent for the joint force that is suggested in Joint Forces

Command’s Major Cornb at Operations Joint Operating Concept 2006. Under Secretary Work’s

‘brief outlines the,closure'of the amphibious force to the objective area, the seizure of the
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lodgment, and the sustainment of the force in preparation for follow on 0perations. These stages ‘

-

are graphically depicted in Appendices B, C, and D respectively.
The closure of the force to the obj ective area will.only be accomplished after the'enemy’s o

anti-access capahilrﬁes have been neutraliaed. Anti-access capabilities are defined as “those

capabilities, usually long range, designed to prevent an enemy from entering an operational

.~ area.”"? These emergrng threats are a common theme in the new Jomt literature concermng

future conflicts. It is broadly addressed in the Capstone Concept for J oint Operations Activity

ConCept version 1.0 0of2010. _Under implications for the joint 'force, it states: |

Improve the capabilities required to defeat advanced anti-access capabilities and
to conduct forcible-entry operations. Given the combination of the United States’
continuing global interests and the CCJO’s projection of decreasing overseas
basing, joint forces increasingly will find it necessary to project combat power
into a hostile operational area from afar without the benefit of staging bases in the
region. Joint forces therefore may find it increasingly necessary to defeat an
enemy’s anti-access measures, to include executing a forcible entry of land forces,
as a prerequisite to accomplishing the assigned mission. Lacking the capabilities
to conduct such operations, joint forces will be limited in their utility as strategic
‘instrument. The capabilities required for such operahons are specialized and will
have broad 1mphcat1ons for force development 3

Enemies aCross the range of military operations will have access to technolo gy such as integrated

air defenses, anti-ship cruise missile, mines, and other weapons that will present a serious

challenge to the joint force. /

Potential adversaries around the world have invested heavily in technolo'gy and-tactics

that would prevent U.S. forces from galnmg access to the operatlonal area. There isa reahzatlon

that the most hkely area to successfully counter U.S. capab111t1es is dunng the amval of forces

into theater. The Joint Operating Environment 2010 describes this future threat.

Given the proliferation of sophisticated weapons in the world’s arms markets,

potential efiemies — even relatively small powers — will be able to possessand ... .. ...._.. .

deploy an array of longer-range and more precise weapons. Such capabilities in

the hands of America’s enemies will obviously thireaten thie projection of forces

\
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into a theater. as well as attack the logistical flow on which U.S. forces will

‘depend. Thus, the projection of military power could become hostage to the

ability to counter long-range systems even as U.S. forces begm to move into a
theater of operations and against an opponent. The battle for access may prove not.
only the most important, but the most difficult. One of the ma] or factors in
America’s success in deterring potential aggressors and projecting its military
power over the past half century has been the presence of its naval forces off the
coasts of far-off lands. Moreover, those forces have proven of enormous value in

.. relief missions when natural disasters have struck. They will continue to be a

significant factor in the future. Yet, there is the rising danger with the increase in

. precision and longer range missiles that presence forces could be the first target of
. an enemy’s action in their exposed positions.**

Defeating these capahilities will fall mostly to the Navy and Air Force. In order to accomplish

this task, these two services have begun to develop the'Air Sea Battle Concept.

The complex nature of these matters W111 reqmre 1ntenswe 1ntegrat10n throughout the

joint force. While the development of the Air Sea Battle Concept is cl a351ﬁed the Center for

Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CBSA), a Washington based natlonal security think tank,

has produced literature outlining the need for and potentiaimeike up of this erper'ging' idea. In

order to defend against U.S. power projection capabilities, future adversaries will employ

titled “Why AirSea Battle”, Andrew Krepinevich, the president of CBSA; outlines the A2/AD

, weapons systems across all of the domains to exploit ﬁ-iendly'vulnerabtﬂities. In a 2010 paper |

threat. - )

Anti-access/area-denial operations can include coordinated operations by an
enemy’s air forces and integrated air defenses to maintain a degree of air parity or
superiority ovet its territory and forces. Land-based A2/AD operations might
include short- to medium-range artillery, rocket, or missiles strikes against US
forward-based forces and forward-deploying forces (which can include forcible

_entry forces) at either their littoral penetration points or at air-landing points.

‘-

These enemy forces can also be employed against friendly maritime forces, and ~
may also include anti-ship cruise, or even ballistic, missiles and submarines
armed with torpedoes or anti-ship cruise missiles (ASCMs). Closer to shore,
sophisticated mines, coastal submarines, and small attack craft could be employed

agamst US forces. 3 : ) i 2 e,
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The paper itself deals primarily with the threat posed by a peer competitor in the fct*m of China
| but the capabilities that will be required to gain access apialy to all of Vthe threat scenaﬁos that the
U.S. may face in the future. Krepinevich ccmpates the applicability of AirSea Battle to the |
applicability of AirLand Battle. While developed to counter the threat posed by the enormous
Soviet IrlilitaI:y ih EurOpe;AirLand Battle was tlsed in the desert to defeat Itaq in 1991. So too

- will AirSea Battle apply to not only the Western Pacific Theater of Operations but also to other

potential conflict areas like the Straitc‘ of Hormuz.
| ~Once access is gained, the next issue will hev the seizure of the lodgment.lThe traditi_cnal
ccncept of waves of Marines riding towards an opposed beach has become obsolete due to the |
proliferation of anti-access and area demal weapons throughout the world A Congressmnal
Research Semce Report on the Expechtlonary Fighting Veh1cle (EFV) stated

Some analysts contend that the operational environment has changed SO
significantly since the EFV’s inception that both the fleet and the EFV face
greater risks than anticipated. The Navy and the Marines envision that future
conflicts will require a “persistent presence in littoral areas™ characterized by
land-based anti-ship cruise missiles, mines, and small, fast suicide boats. Twenty
years ago, when the EFV was cdnceived, some defense officials suggested that
the fleet could operate 25 to 30 miles from shore, debarking EF Vs for amphibious
operations. However, with the advent of these new enemy weapons and tactics,
this is no longer possible. Instead, in order to sufficiently protect the large

~ amphibious ships that transport Marines and EF Vs, it has been suggested that the

- fleet might need to operate at least 100 miles from shore—beyond the EFV’s
range. If there are new developments in enemy weapons and tactics between now -
and 2025— when the EFV is scheduled to reach full operat1ona1 capab1hty—the
vulnerability to the fleet could increase further.*

' Taking these new threats into cons1derat1on, the joint force must retain its capability to project
" . combat power ashore.” This calls for innovation in technology, tactics, or more likely both. |

 The EFV program was cancelled in February of 2011 due to cost over runs and questions

dbout its capability.- The problems presented to amphibious.forces. are-nOtANSurmountable. - cor e nr cormn-
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Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus discussed the cancellatron of the EFV and the future of

amph1b1ous operatlons in an interview with the San Diego Union-T) rzbune on 25 February 2011 .

Itis cr1t1cal not to confuse the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle and combat assault

" capability. We absolutely have to have an amphibious force in readiness, and that -
absolutely has to be the Marine Corps. And they have to have the capability of
putting two brigades across the beach in a contested environment. The EFV is a
poster child for a program that wasn’t working. It started in *88. The world is very
different now. The Marine Corps simply couldn’t afford it. If you want to hollow

~ out the Marine Corps, buy the EFV. Plus the world has changed so much. Then,
putting a Navy ship 25 miles offshore and Marines in the water — you don’t want
to keep Marines in the water and at risk for more than an hour. So you had to have
something over 25 knots. The Navy and the Marine Corps have war-gamed this.
The Navy can come in much closer with the defensive systems we’ve got now,
somewhere between. 12 and 16 miles offshore. Once you’re in that close, you
don’t have to have this brick do 25 knots. We are committed to a new tracked
vehicle for the:-Marine Corps that doesn’t have to have the same capabilities and

. ought to be significantly cheaper. ... Nothing has changed in terms of the Marine

Corps mission by canceling this, except it has been enhanced '

The developrnent of the new amphlblous vehlcle for the Marme Corpsisa key technolo grcal
elernent to the future of forcrble entry. The movement from ship to shore w111 continue to bea
challenge for amphibious forces but adversary anti-access capablhtles can be overcome by

innovations in equipment and tactics.

Once the joint force is delivered to the area of operations it must seize the lodgtnent from .

the enerny. Airborne and amphibious forces will need the firepower and mobili’tyto contend

with enerny threats. that range from guerrilla elements to conventional armored units. Innovation - -

in tralmng and technology will play an 1mportant role in creatmg this capability. The Marine

Corps is developmg Enhanced MAGTF Operations (EMO) concepts that will allow smaller units |

o ificrease their 1etha11ty andT moblhty The concept is explamed in the 20] 0 Naval Ope; ating "

C'onc:epr

‘To-ensure-that future MAGTF's are equipped with the capabilities and capacities w—-- .- ...

appropriate to the evolving security environment, the Marine Corps is explorin g

Crmtrmes dnrmime

enhiancéd MAGTF operations (EMO). The EMO initiative is examining
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refinements to current tables of organization and equipment, as well as to select
tactics, techniques, and procedures. These refinements seek to improve the ability
of naval forces to: overcome challenges to access and mobility; employ, support,
and sustain dispersed, subordinate maneuver units at extended distances or in
cornpartrnentahzed terrain that creates physical separation from higher and
adjacent units*®
In order to survive, these units will need to be able to employ surface delivered ﬁres\very early on in
the operation. Thrs capabihty is traditionally provided by naval surface fire support Current naval
fires fall short of the range and volume requirements for a large scale arnphrbmus operat10n The
optimum requirement was outlined by the Commandant of the Marine Corps during 2011 comments
to the Senate Armed Services Committee.
The Marine Corps has'an‘enduring requirement for fire support from naval vessels in
the range of 41-63 nautical miles to support amphibious operations in the littorals.
These fires are needed by tactical commanders to maneuver towards battlefield
objectives once ashore, contributing to joint doctrine for assured access, They serve
as a component of the balanced and complementary joint triad of fires. Yet, unlike \
tactical aviation and ground fire systems, naval surface ﬁres are unique and vital for
their volume, lethality, accuracy and all-weather capability
Without the ability to leverage joint fires, ground combat units from the Army and Marine Corps
~ will not be able to *ﬁght outnumbered during the initial stages of a forcible entry. This is one
example of the reliance by the ground combat units on the naval and air components of the joint
force.
A joint training and eXercise program in forcible entry operations is a glaring deficiency

with the force. The need for JOlIlt trainmg pnor to the crisis is 1dent1ﬁed in the Capstone

Concept for Joint Operatzon Actzwzy Concepts version 1.0: “Des1gn Service capabilities from

the outset to operate in a joint context. Pushing Jomtness down to lower echelons implies that the = __

Services develop all their combat capabilities within a joint context — that is, designed to A

} interoperate with other Services at the lowest expected level of employment rather than only

within Service formations. Policy changes on the approval authorities for lower acquisition
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categories may result.”* Ttn's is the .only way to ensure that the parts of the wt101e fit together to
pravide the required capability. There are initiatives gnder way to address these deﬁcienciesf
Wargames by the Navy, Marine Corps_, andvA,rmy,have been conducted to start developirrg the
joint forcible er1try capability. ‘ | :
. | CONCLUSION

If the U.S. does not possess zt credibl}e fercible_"entry capability, its conVenﬁonal
deterrence potential will be sigm'ﬁcarrtly degraded. The failure to look at forcible entry froma -
joint perspective by all four of the armed services has led to the questionrng of individual parts of
V the‘whele. There is rrotlring to suggest th_at the requirement for forcible entry will ever disappear.
Accepting this proposition, it is incumbent upon the j oint force to kﬁnd tactical and technolo grcal
meens to counter the challenges that the current and future threat\environments present to
| forcible er11:ry operations. Solutions to emerging threats wﬂl coime trom multiple élements of the ‘
kDOTMPLF spectrum. The creation of a Joint ’Operétional Access Concept begins to create_é
\ frarnework for tlre develepment of the fOrcible entry capability in DOD. | |

| eHowe_ver,' Whﬂe it is an important step, it is too broad of a document to provide the

- required guidance for the services. There is still 2 need for a Joint Cperational Concept for
A Forclble Entry The services must ensure that the1r efforts to resh‘ucture themselves to achieve
i .‘ efﬁc1ency do not prevent them from fulﬁlhng their part of the natlon s forcible entry capab 111ty
The training programs of the 1nd1wdual services need to be coordinated to create forcible entry

exerc1ses that sunultaneously conduct a1rborne and amphibious forcrble entries with the |

e e ¥ A ey S St i e A s et e

introduction of follow on forces. This type of actual graduate level training exercise is the only |

way to truly validate the joint capability. The acquisition process for-each of the services needs

to ensure that air mobility and amphibious shipping capabilities nlaintairi levels that will support
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joint forcible entry. All éf ﬂ‘lE.:S.e factors demonstrate the‘ cxtrao’;dinarily joint approach that must
be takeﬁ to training, manning, and equipping for a forcible entry mission. The development lof a
Joint Qperz;tional Concept for Forc_ibie Enﬁy will provide the common mental model for the
services to develop a viable .capability to seize a lodgement in _;o,upp.ort ofa vcombaAtant
commander’s campai gn Forciblé entry is ”and will continue to be 2 mﬂitary capability that has

strategic imp‘liéations to both the conduct and prevention of the nation’s wars.
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Appendix A
Definition of Terms

Advance force — A temporary organization within the amphibious task force which precedes
the main body to the objective area, for preparing the objective for the main assault by
conducting such operations as reconnaissance, seizure of supporting positions, mine
countermeasures, preliminary bombardment, underwater demolitions, and air support. (JP 3-02)

~ Air assault — The movement of friendly assault forces (combat combat support, and combat .
service support) by rotary-wing aircraft to engage and destroy enemy forces or to seize and hold
key terraln See also assault (JP 3-18)

Airborne — In relation to personnel, troops espec1a11y trained to effect, followmg transport by
a1r an assault debarkation, e1ther by parachuting or touchdown (J P 3-17) '

Airborne operation — An operation involving the air movement into an objective area of
“combat forces and their logistic support for execution of a tactical, operational or strategic
mission. The means employed may be any combination of airborne units, air transportable units,
and types of transport aircraft, depending on the mission and the overall situation. (JP 3- 18)

Airhead — A des1g;nated area in a hostile or potentlally hostile operat10na1 area that, when
seized and held, ensures the continuous air landing of troops and materiel and provides the
maneuver space necessary for projected operations. Normally it is the area seized in the assault
phase of an airborne operatlon (JP 3-18) Coe

Amphibious assault — The prmc1pa1 type of amphibious operation that involves establishing a
force on a hostile or potentially hostile shore. See also assault; assault phase. (JP 3-02)

Amphibious breaching — The conduct of a deliberate breaching operation specifically
designed to overcome antl-landlng defenses in order to conduct an amphibious assault.
(JP 3-02)

-~~~ Amphibious lift — The total c‘a‘pacity of assault shippingutilized in an-amphibious-operation, — — ===
“ expressed in terms of personnel, vehicles and measurement or weight tons of supplies. (JP 3-02) -

Y Amphlblous objective area — A geographical area (dehneated for command and control
purposes in the initiating directive) within which is located the objective(s) to be secured by the
amphibious force. This area must be of sufficient size to ensure accomplishment of the

" amphibious force’s mission and must provide sufﬁc1ent area for conductmg necessary sea, air,
and land operatlons (JP 3-02)

Amphlblous operation — A military operation launched from the sea by an amphibious force,
. embarked in ships or craft with the primary purpose of introducing a landlng force ashore to
accomphsh the ass1gned mission. (JP 3- 02)
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Amphibious task force — A Navy task organization formed to conduct amphibious operations.
The amphibious task force, together with the landmg force and other forces constitutes the
amphibious force (J P 3-02)

'Beachhead — A designated area on a hostile or potentially hostile shore that, when seized and
held, ensures the continuous landing of troops and materiel, and provides maneuver space
requisite for subsequent projected operations ashore. (JP 3-02) :

Deterrence — The prevention from action by fear of the consequences. Deterrence is a state of
mind brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counteraction. (JP 3—40)

~ Forcible entry — Se121ng and holding of a military lodgment in the face of armed oppos1t10n
(JP 3-18) :

Lodgment — A des1gnated area in a hostile or potentially hostile operat1onal area that when
seized and held, makes the continuous landing of troops and materiel p0551b1e and provides
maneuver space for subsequent operations. (JP 3-18)

Power projection — The ability of a nation to apply all or some of its elements of national

power — political, economic, informational, or military — to rapidly and effectively deploy and

sustain forces in and from multiple dispersed locations to respond to crises, to contribute to
deterrence, and to enhance regional stability. (JP 3-35)

Seabasing — The deployment, assembly, command projection reconstitution, and
‘reernployment of joint power from the sea without rehance on land bases within the operational
- area. (JP 3-02) - ,

Sources:

- JP 3-02 Amphibious Operations 2009

JP 3-17 Air Mobility Operations 2009 -

JP 3-18 Forcible Entry Operations 2008

JP 3-35 Deployment and Redeployment 2007 _ . \
JP 3-40 Combating Weapons of Mass Destruction 2009 - -~ B
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Appendix B

From: Robert Work. "Defense Technical Information Center." Amphibious Landings in the 218t ..cvoveivnreee -
Century. October 5, 2010. http://www.dtic. mﬂ/ndla./201 Oexped1t10n/W ORK pdf
“(accessed Mareh 21,2011). ¢




Appendix C

From: Robert Work. "Defense Technical Information Center." Amphzbzous Landings in the 21st

~~Century. October 5, 2010. http://www.dtic. rml/nd1a./2010exped1t10’n/WORK’pdf T
(accessed March 21, 2011).
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