
November-December 2025  MILITARY REVIEW6

A Critical Link 
The Field Army and Command 
and Control in LSCO
Maj. Brandon J. Schwartz, U.S. Army

From peacekeeping operations in Europe and 
Africa to the Global War on Terrorism, the U.S. 
Army did not need field armies to manage its 

conflicts, so it consolidated headquarters. However, 

the shift to focus on large-scale combat operations in 
2018, punctuated by the full-scale Russian invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022, changed the Army’s approach to how 
it fights. As part of this change, the Army elevated its 

As Allied armies drive into Germany, tank destroyers of the 3rd Infantry Division, U.S. Seventh Army, advance on the Bad Dürkehim-Lud-
wigshafen highway on 23 March 1945 in Germany. (Photo courtesy of the National Archives)
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principal tactical warfighting echelon from the brigade 
to the division and made the corps the focus for joint 
integration to achieve convergence in multidomain 
operations.1 In other words, the echelons above brigade 
increased in their importance. However, these changes 
have not extended to the field army echelon. The Army 
only has one field army, which cannot support opera-
tions beyond the Korean peninsula, leaving it with no 
dedicated capability to command-and-control multi-
corps operations. 

Yet, the threat of large-scale combat operations 
looms on the horizon. Against Russia, the United States 
fears a fait accompli invasion of the Baltic states.2 Any 
response, whether unilateral or with NATO, would 
likely require multiple corps.3 Against China, multi-
ple corps may be required to defend Southeast Asia 
following a Chinese invasion of Taiwan.4 Even against 
Iran and North Korea, the United States should be 
prepared to conduct multi-corps operations to force 
regime change.5 While the regime-change operations 
are highly unlikely, the Army has a duty to be able to 
provide policymakers options that allow them to best 
secure U.S. national interests.6

If the United States is serious about preparing for 
large-scale combat operations and unleashing the full 
lethality of its corps, then it must reestablish the field 
army echelon. It is clear that Army force structure has 
a gap at the land component command level during 
large-scale combat operations.7 There is no dedicated 
formation to be the land component command for 
multi-corps maneuver and current alternatives are un-
satisfactory because they overburden the highest eche-
lons of command. For a relatively low cost compared to 
risk, the Army can create a service-retained field army 
headquarters to address this shortfall. Besides its oper-
ational benefits, creating a field army would contribute 
to strategic deterrence. As Thomas Schelling succinctly 
described, deterrence is a combination of capability 
and will.8 By establishing a field army echelon, the 
Army signals adversaries both the capability and will to 
execute multi-corps large-scale combat operations.

The Field Army in Multidomain 
Operations

The Army does not have a dedicated formation 
to command-and-control multiple corps as the land 
component command during large-scale combat 

operations. In 2022, the Army adopted multidomain 
operations as its operational concept with the publi-
cation of Field Manual 3-0, Operations. Multidomain 
operations deconsolidated the corps and division and 
also reintroduced the concept of an echeloned Army, 
which creates strong interdependencies between ech-
elons.9 In particular, lower echelons depend on higher 
echelons to employ critical capabilities to set conditions 
for success.10 This implies that effective higher echelons 
enable leaner, more lethal lower echelons by relieving 
them of numerous coordination and synchronization 
tasks. However, it also means that challenges at higher 
echelons have a compounding effect as they cascade 
down through lower echelons.

At the top of the Army’s echelonment within a joint 
operational area is the land component command.11 
This role can also become the joint force land compo-
nent command, depending on circumstances, but I will 
simplify by focusing on the Army’s internal echelon-
ment to highlight service challenges.12 Army doctrine 
states that a corps or a theater army can be the land 
component command during large-scale combat oper-
ations, with the preference being the corps.13 However, 
neither the corps nor theater army are the optimal solu-
tion. As a result, the negative ramifications of a subopti-
mal land component command solution for multi-corps 
large-scale-combat operations cascade through at least 
two corps with a combined six divisions and thirty-six 
brigades. In other words, the stakes are high.

A corps is an ineffective solution as the land compo-
nent command for multi-corps operations because of 
strategic risks and lack of 
staff capacity. The fact is 
that scarcity is a challenge 
at this echelon. The U.S. 
Army only has four corps, 
of which only two are un-
assigned or “free agents”—
XVIII Airborne Corps 
and III Armored Corps 
(see figure 1).14 With 
current force structure, 
planning to use anoth-
er corps to act as two 
tactical corps’ field army 
headquarters creates a 
few unsavory options. 
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First, the United States could pull a corps away from 
either the Indo-Pacific or Europe. However, this seems 
only to invite the type of second-theater adversary 
opportunism so many rightly fear.15 This then precludes 
any corps as a land component command solution for 
U.S. Central, Southern, and Africa Commands since 
there would not be any available.16 

Second, the Army could separate a free agent corps’ 
headquarters from its subordinate structure (see figure 
2). However, this creates numerous challenges. The 
corps would require another formation to act as the 

corps headquarters for the units that do not deploy with 
it, thereby simply transferring the inadequate com-
mand-and-control problem to another echelon. Also, 
future large-scale combat will likely be protracted, which 
means the Army will need to conduct reconstitution 
operations at all echelons.17 Thus, the noncommitted free 
agent corps will have significant training requirements to 
be prepared to replace the committed corps. These train-
ing requirements would compound the effect on the re-
constituting corps of losing its organic headquarters. As a 
result, a separate corps headquarters as land component 
command is unrealistic because of insufficient capacity.

Due to these shortfalls, the most likely course of 
action becomes dual-hatting a tactical corps with the 
land component command role (see figure 3). This is 
obviously another suboptimal solution. The respon-
sibilities of the land component command would 
bifurcate the commander and staff ’s focus between the 
corps’ own tactical operations and the synchronization 
of land operations across the joint operational area. 
Even with augmentation, the command would be in-
herently less effective because of its dual focus. This ef-
fect compounds in the future operational environment 
with limited time for decision-making and to exploit 
opportunities resulting from convergence.18 Forcing the 
corps commander to perform both roles simultaneous-
ly would be an exceptional risk.
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(Figure by author) 

Figure 1. Two Assigned and  
Two Unassigned Corps
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Figure 2. Separating a “Free Agent” Corps’ Headquarters



9MILITARY REVIEW  November-December 2025

FIELD ARMIES

If not the corps, then perhaps the theater army. In 
fact, joint doctrine states that the theater army is the 
most likely Army formation to be the joint force land 
component command during multi-corps large-scale 
combat operations.19 However, theater armies cannot 
effectively act as field armies because of a lack of staff 
capacity. Over time, the Army has downsized forma-
tions at echelons above brigade and consolidated re-
sponsibilities in those that remain (see figure 4).20 The 
ever-shrinking theater army staff is currently manned 
at approximately four hundred to five hundred and 
primed for further reductions.21 

The theater army’s primary role is Army Service 
component command (ASCC).22 The ASCC role 
encompasses a broad, complex set of functions and 
tasks that no other echelon performs. This makes the 
theater army indispensable to theater operations. Also, 
most of the ASCC tasks are required by law, which 
means they cannot be ignored to prioritize others.23 
Being the ASCC includes performing many of the 
same tasks executed by the Services of Supply (later 
Communications Zone) during World War II, such as 
receiving and delivering supplies in theater, control of 
theater transportation, construction, and evacuation of 
prisoners and casualties from other commands.24 These 
requirements will exist in future conflict, again requir-
ing a dedicated command to handle them. The Allies 
deliberately separated the Services of Supply from 
tactical command because of its extensive command 
and staff requirements. During 1944, the ratio between 
Communications Zone staff to supported soldier was 

approximately 1:280.25 This means for a fully enabled 
multi-corps conflict, the theater army would need to 
be at least 350 personnel to support operations as the 
ASCC.26 As a result, the relatively small theater army 
headquarters will be fully consumed with its primary 
role.

Third Army experienced this challenge during the 
2003 invasion of Iraq. Third Army, acting as the Army 
Service component command and coalition forces land 
component command for U.S. Central Command, ded-
icated significant effort to managing the flow of forces 
into theater and coordinating with Forces Command, 
Transportation Command, and the Department of the 
Army. They also had to conduct redeployment plan-
ning. This detracted from their ability to synchronize 
combat operations and plan for consolidation of gains 
by their subordinate corps formations.27

Recognizing the land component command short-
fall, Allies have moved to replace the corps in that role. 
NATO assessed that they did not have sufficient capa-
bility to fight Russia in large-scale combat operations 
without a dedicated headquarters to control multi-corps 
maneuver. As a result, they created the multi-corps 
land component command, which is a field army by a 
different name.28 This development demonstrates two 
important points. First, that the Russian threat requires 
a multi-corps response capability. If the United States is 
going to continue to prepare to defeat Russia, an ad-
mittedly dubious idea at the moment, then it needs a 
field army. Second, countries with Western-trained and 
-equipped military forces do not envision the corps as 
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Figure 3. Dual-Hatted Corps and Land Component Command (LCC) Option
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the ideal solution to multi-corps command and control. 
The creation of the multi-corps land component com-
mand should serve as a warning to the United States 
about its multi-corps command-and-control capability.

This warning from NATO is reinforced by U.S.-led 
exercises, which also demonstrate the requirement for 
a dedicated land component command. In the Indo-
Pacific, the United States conducted Exercise Yama 
Sakura in December 2024. This multinational exercise 
included two corps—the U.S. Army’s I Corps and U.S. 
Marine Corps’ III Marine Expeditionary Force, which 
required a land component command.29 The solution? 
The theater army, U.S. Army Pacific. This is subopti-
mal for the reasons previously described. Still, Exercise 
Yama Sakura demonstrated a requirement to com-
mand-and-control multiple corps. 

In Europe, Exercise Avenger Triad from September 
2024 also required a multi-corps command-and-con-
trol headquarters. The exercise included three subordi-
nate corps—the U.S. Army’s V Corps, the 1st German-
Netherlands Corps, and the 2nd Polish Army Corps.30 
U.S. Army Europe and Africa, the theater army, 
performed as the multi-corps land component com-
mand in the exercise. Again, the theater army would 
not be an optimal solution, especially as the U.S. Army 

Europe and Africa commander is already dual-hat-
ted as the theater army commander (for two areas of 
responsibility) and commander of NATO Land Forces 
Command.31 These are just two recent examples of 
U.S.-led exercises that demonstrate the requirement for 
a land component command above the tactical corps. A 
field army would meet this requirement.

In addition to being the land component com-
mand, the field army would perform certain ser-
vice-related functions. Through Title 10, Congress 
assigns responsibilities to the services with the 
authority of the law.32 For the secretary of the Army, 
this includes the standard Title 10 responsibilities 
commonly referred to as “man, train, and equip.”33 
The secretary then delegates many of those respon-
sibilities to the theater army, who typically divides 
them with the senior Army commander in a joint 
operational area, which is the land component com-
mand. Doctrine uses the term administrative control 
to describe this administrative chain of authority. 
Administrative control is the “direction or exercise 
of authority over subordinate or other organizations 
in respect to administration and support.”34 In a 
large-scale conflict, the field army would be the land 
component command receiving delegated service 
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authorities through administrative control in ad-
dition to the operational requirements of the land 
component command role.

It is the combination of the land component com-
mand role and its inherent service-related responsibil-
ities that would make the field army the commander 
of Army forces (known as ARFOR). “The ARFOR is 
the Army component and senior Army headquarters 
of all Army forces assigned or attached to a combatant 
command, subordinate joint force command, joint 
functional command, or multinational command.”35 
This means that the field army would assume ARFOR 
responsibilities for the joint operational area. It also 
means that ARFOR is the field army’s primary role.

ARFOR responsibilities can be quite extensive. 
These include numerous types of support to the joint 
force, such Army support to other Services, com-
mon-user logistics, and Army executive agent support. 
ARFOR also includes Army Title 10 responsibilities 
for all assigned forces.36 This is significant for multiple 
reasons. First, the field army would relieve the “dual-hat” 
corps (as the preferred solution as land component 
command) from the burden of planning and supervising 
ARFOR specific tasks. As a result, the corps could then 
focus on its primary role as tactical headquarters to fo-
cus on destroying the enemy’s tactical formations. This 
is a crucial benefit of establishing a field army. Second, 
the ARFOR responsibilities have structural implica-
tions for the field army. It must be capable of providing 
service-related functions to the joint force and be able 
to integrate directly into joint planning and processes. 
Third, the field army must be provided with adequate 
formations to meet these responsibilities. For example, 
a field army requires its own dedicated sustainment 
formation, such as an expeditionary sustainment com-
mand, during combat to meet ARFOR demands.

As an ARFOR, the field army performs numerous 
functions and tasks that allow the corps to be ful-
ly effective. Most important, field armies would set 
conditions for their corps. The field army would “strike 
deep into the enemy rear and destroy major fire sup-
port means, command posts and supplies, cut lines of 
communications, and encircle and destroy the enemy 
combat forces in zone.”37 During the 2003 invasion of 
Iraq, Third Army focused its efforts on striking the 
Republican Guards in Baghdad as the corps crossed 
the initial line of departure in Kuwait.38 This destroyed 

part of Iraq’s key military capability, thereby enabling 
the corps’ future fight around Baghdad.

Field armies would also integrate the joint force 
with the Army’s scheme of maneuver and apportion all 
domain joint capabilities to the corps.39 This conditions 
setting is crucial to the success of the corps for multiple 
reasons. A major reason is that the field army relieves the 
corps of much of the joint coordination burden, which 
comes with a host of efficiencies including reduced 
systems management challenges (i.e., “swivel-chair”) and 
freedom from participating in many of the joint process-
es (e.g., the joint force commander’s targeting working 
group). It also shrinks the commander’s time and space 
cognitive load, as they can focus on defeating the enemy 
in the land component command’s close area rather than 
having to consider the entire joint operational area. 

Another critical function of the field army is 
absorbing area behind the corps and conducting rear 
operations. Seventh Army’s history from World War II 
stated, “One of the most important army functions … 
was the prompt release of combat units from respon-
sibility for newly acquired territory, its administration 
and its use as a base for operations.”40 As a result, field 
armies conducted extensive rear operations. For exam-
ple, First Army, during the rapid advance into German 
territory during World War II, had to “secure thou-
sands of square miles of German occupied territory,” 
deal with bypassed German forces, and “establish order 
in the hundreds of German towns and villages which 
had come under army control.”41 A modern field army 
would do the same thing as extensive rear area respon-
sibilities often exceed corps capacity.42 Rear operations 
have historically been a significant effort, but it is even 
more challenging today with the necessity of decentral-
izing command posts for survival and the ability for the 
enemy to strike rear areas from all domains.43 The more 
the corps have to concern themselves with rear oper-
ations and a large rear area, the more that they must 
diffuse their energy from the close and deep fight. 

Establishing a field army also provides the opportu-
nity for the Army to conserve force structure through 
streamlining and pooling. A constant challenge for the 
Army in recent years is dealing with soldier scarcity 
to meet all readiness and modernization demands. To 
economize force, the Army has streamlined some of its 
lower tactical echelons. Streamlining limits a unit’s or-
ganic structure to only what it needs at all times.44 The 
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forces removed through streamlining have then been 
pooled at higher echelons. Pooling is massing similar 
type units at higher echelons that lower echelon forma-
tions only need occasionally.45 This process maximizes 
combat power at lower echelons and limits the quanti-
ty of supporting or enabling forces. The tradeoff is that 
it further increases interechelon dependencies and the 
importance of task-organizing for missions. 

For example, the Army recently removed brigade 
engineer battalions (streamlined brigades) and created 
division engineer battalions (pooling).46 This reduced 
the total number of engineers in brigades, which 
allowed the divisions to maintain readiness while also 
allowing the Army to redistribute the saved spaces 
for modernization elsewhere. This approach enhanc-
es lower echelon lethality by relieving lower echelon 
commanders of management of noncombat forces 
and enables them to build attack-oriented culture. It 
also enables the higher echelon commander to weight 
efforts and manage combat power. 

Establishing the field army echelon provides the 
opportunity to streamline and pool echelons at corps 
and below. Field armies historically pooled critical 
resources. For example, First Army in World War II 

had all army artillery units assigned to an army-con-
trolled field artillery brigade and then allocated them 
by establishing support relationships.47 In this case, 
the longer-range artillery capabilities that the corps 
and divisions did not need for daily operations were 
pulled away from them (streamlining) and managed 
by the field army commander (pooling), who task-or-
ganized them back to the corps for specific missions. 
World War II field army pooling usually included air 
defense, engineers, artillery, and infantry and armored 
divisions.48 A field army today could do many of these 
same activities. Much like the multidomain task forces 
streamlined some long-range fires from corps and 
below, a field army presents the opportunity to do 
something similar with aviation, engineers, military 
intelligence, and air defense (see figure 5). This would 
reduce the structural burden at the corps for enabling 
and supporting forces while enhancing the lethality of 
the corps by streamlining them into leaner, more agile, 
and offensive-oriented formations.

Alternative Courses of Action
At this point, a logical question would be “who else 

could be the land component command for multi-corps 
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Figure 5. Example Field Army with Assigned Forces During LSCO
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operations without creating new force structure?” 
One possibility is to rely on a joint force headquarters 
or an existing field army-type solution. Another is to 
wait until conflict and then build an ad hoc field army. 
However, those options incur significant risk to mission 
that outweigh the costs of a field army headquarters.

A joint force headquarters is an ineffective field 
army headquarters because, like the theater army, they 
do not have sufficient depth to manage both sets of re-
sponsibilities. The most likely candidate to fill the field 
army role in this option is the combatant command.49 
However, the combatant commands already have 
numerous responsibilities across their areas of respon-
sibility, each with a large associated list of operations, 
activities, and investments.50 Like the theater army, 
many of these activities are required by law and are not 
performed by any other echelon.

In multi-corps large-scale combat operations, the 
combatant command would also likely be acting as the 
joint force commander for the conflict. In that role they 
would be conducting theater-strategic operations and 
activities while synchronizing the joint and combined 
force (see figure 6). Having the combatant command 
simultaneously act as the field army essentially adds 
joint force land component command as an additional 
role, which typically requires 300–500 personnel to 
perform.51 The combatant command as joint force land 
component command option also requires one subor-
dinate corps to “dual-hat” as the ARFOR within the 
joint operations area.52 Therefore, this option actually 
increases administrative and coordination require-
ments for the corps rather than relieving them.

Another option would be co-opting existing force 
structure. However, this would be ineffective because 
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Figure 6. Notional Depiction of Operational Framework and  
Division of Tasks for Multi-Corps LSCO in Europe
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of political constraints. In Korea, the U.S. maintains 
the Eighth Army, which is technically a field army. 
However, it has a reduced staff structure and focus 
based on treaty obligations from the Korean War.53 
Additionally, national-level political leadership’s 
authority is required to withdraw from the numerous 
bilateral agreements concerning our combined security 
framework with South Korea.54 This means that the 
Eighth Army cannot be easily or rapidly pulled off the 
peninsula to perform a field army mission elsewhere 
in the world and it must be backfilled. As for NATO’s 
Multi-Corps Land Component Command, it depends 
on the U.S. Army Europe and Africa staff to form it.55 
This then encounters the same challenges noted with 
using the theater army as a field army headquarters. 
Additionally, as a NATO construct, the Multi-Corps 
Land Component Command is heavily constrained by 
the politics and national caveats associated with con-
tributing nations, thereby limiting its responsiveness 
and freedom of action.

A final alternative is to create an ad hoc field army 
during conflict. However, a field army headquarters 

created during conflict is not effective because it would 
be late to need (see figure 7). During World War II, it 
took one to three months from the time a field army 
was established until it could begin planning and 
preparation.56 Then the planning and preparation time 
averaged three to five months.57 This means that histor-
ically it takes four to eight months to establish a fully 
functional field army—a long time for the joint force 
commander to wait for the Army to be fully ready.

Timeliness can be decisive too. By the time an ad 
hoc field army can be assembled and fielded, it may 
be too late to prevent significant loss of territory. For 
example, Eighth Army, performing occupation duties 
in Japan, immediately responded to the North Korean 
invasion of South Korea in 1950. In command of 
an ad hoc multinational force, Eighth Army proved 
instrumental in slowing the North Korean advance 
and ultimately preserving the Pusan Perimeter and the 
United States’ foothold on the peninsula.58 It is possible 
that without an immediately available field army, the 
United States would have been forced to abandon the 
Korean Peninsula. 
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Field Army Structure
The final question to address is the cost for a field 

army. A service-retained field army headquarters 
should be relatively small and designed to be tactically 
focused. The total size should be between 250 and 400 
soldiers (smaller being better) with a three- or four-star 
commander. This is much less than the 1,069 autho-
rized personnel in the 1944 field army table of organi-
zation and equipment but consistent with operational 
employment by some World War II field armies, like 
Fifth Army.59 Modern analysis supports the recom-
mended number too. U.S. Army Europe and Africa 
recently assessed its requirements to act as a multi-
corps land component command in Europe and found 
it needed approximately 400–500 personnel for that 

role.60 As the Army Ground Forces stated during head-
quarters consolidations in July 1943, “[Staffs] are to be 
provided solely for combat needs. Operations cannot 
possibly be swift and effective if staffs are large and 
clumsy.”61 The same principle applies in this proposal, 
which means wherever possible, administrative and 
support tasks should be pushed to the theater army.

A field army should only have a headquarters and 
headquarters battalion as its organic force structure. 
The headquarters is the core of the proposal, while the 
headquarters battalion provides administrative and 
logistics support for the headquarters and all organic 
command post elements. In my proposal, the field 
army is then assigned whichever corps are employed 
in the conflict. For example, in a conflict in Europe, 

All corps and divisions assigned, though not all simultaneously, to Third U.S. Army during operations in Europe from August 1944 to 
May 1945. At present, the Army’s current force structure requires either a theater army or a corps to be able to command and control 
a similar array of forces during large-scale combat operations. (Photo from Third U.S. Army, After Action Report, 1 August 1944–9 May 
1945, vol. 1, The Operations [1945], 419) 
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the proposed field army would deploy to the European 
Command area of responsibility, be assigned to the 
joint force commander, and then have V Corps and III 
Corps assigned to it. This modular approach is the same 
as used by Army Ground Forces during World War II 
with corps and armies, enabling flexible employment 
and the ability to rapidly change task-organization to 
meet dynamic requirements.62

The field army would require a main command post 
and a tactical command post. A main command post 
“is a portion of a unit’s headquarters containing the 
majority of the staff designed to command and control 
current operations, conduct detailed analysis, and plan 
future operations.”63 The main command post require-
ment is obvious; meanwhile, the tactical command 
post is “designed to command and control operations as 
directed.”64 Today’s field armies could use their tacti-
cal command posts similar to World War II, such as 
during large-scale joint forcible entry operations like 
Fifth Army at Salerno and Anzio, during split opera-
tions like First Army’s reduction of the Ruhr Pocket, or 
during large-scale complex operations like Fifth Army’s 
army-wide crossing of the Volturno River.65 These com-
mand posts should be mobile, dispersible, and able to 
organically communicate on joint and Army networks.

The staff structure would resemble other echelons 
above brigade headquarters and headquarters battal-
ion and use a general staff (G). During World War II, 
general officers were typically located in field armies in 
the command group and as the directors for the G-3 
(assistant chief of staff, operations) and G-4 (assistant 
chief of staff, logistics). Colonels mostly led the other 
directorates.66 A similar grade-plate distribution for 
directors would be generally consistent with current 
theater armies and corps, except the G-4s who are 
currently colonels.

As part of minimizing the grade plate, the Army can 
use subordinate formations to augment the field army 
staff. This approach replicates Army Ground Forces 
Command army design during World War II.67 In 

conflict, the Army can assign a general officer-led sus-
tainment organization, like an expeditionary sustain-
ment command, to a field army that would assist the 
field army commander with general officer oversight 
of sustainment.68 This would mitigate some of the risk 
associated with having an O-6 rather than a general 
officer as the field army G-4. The same goes for the fire 
support coordinator. For example, the Army can assign 
a general officer-led fires formation like an Operational 
Fires Command to a field army in conflict. The fires 
formation would provide general officer oversight to 
fires, could be used to employ the multi-domain task 
force, and act as the field army’s fire support coordina-
tor. Like with the G-4, this mitigates the risk of having 
an O-6 fire support coordinator in the field army. Using 
subordinate formations to augment the field army also 
allows the Army to minimize grade-plate and total 
spaces in the field army headquarters as the field army 
could then delegate specific planning responsibilities to 
the subordinate augmentation command.

Conclusion
The Army needs to invest in a field army headquar-

ters to be prepared for large-scale combat operations. 
It will be challenging in the current political environ-
ment, where “no growth” has become the mantra for 
any Army force structure adjustment. Further study 
is necessary to determine the exact staff requirements 
by the military occupational specialty and grade to fill 
a field army headquarters and then to identify appro-
priate billpayers. One method would be to adopt the 
development of a field army headquarters as a program 
objective memorandum (known as POM) planning 
task to force institutional mechanisms to perform 
the analysis. Another method is to adopt it into the 
Army’s warfighting concept as part of the future Army. 
Regardless, with a field army headquarters, the Army 
will be better prepared to maximize the lethality of its 
corps in large-scale combat operations—and our adver-
saries will know it too.   
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