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FOREWORD
This monograph is recommended reading for officers in all branches of the armed
forces who are responsible for joint operations and planning for theater warfare. It is
of particular importance to officers assigned to joint or combined headquarters.
The importance of designing a command structure for warftghting cannot be
stressed enough. History has shown misapplication of sound organizational
principles can cause needless loss of life and equipment. Wars in the future will not
allow time to experiment with command structures; we must organize today to
insure success on the nunlem battlefield tomorrow.
This monograph tells the story of how the US and allied military establishments
experimented with command arrangements in World War II. Korea, and Vietnam.
It briefly describes (he outcomes and outlines the pitfalls to avoid in future conflicts.
11K

contemporary view of US service doctrine for warftghting is of particular value

to military planncrv It is service doctrine for. and perceptions of, warftghting that
shape tnir joint and combined command structure It is essential that all military
people understand the services" points of view for warftghting
The final chapter of this monograph propttse* a command structure for theater
warfare I his structure is basid upon historical experience, services' doctrinal
statements, combined doctrine, and contemporary thinking

I commend this

command stiuctute tor vourcarclul consideration.
The author JS cmincn'lv qualified to write this stud) Me spent over 4 scars on the
Air Stall working joint doctrinal issues and command arrangements with the Nav),
Marine Corps. Army, and mir allies

Additionally. Colonel Cardwell served as the

principal Atr Knee and US member to numerous NATO working groups dealing
SAtilt combined uaitate 11**77-Kh His extensive operational and stall experience
provide a unique insight into problems ol command aitd control ol US and allied

tones lot thcatci wailaie Colonel Cardwell was als*» directly tnvohed in the Joint
Chiefs ol Stall discussions on command and control of tactical air during sustained
operations a\k»it

and the

Rapid

Deployment

Joint

task

»twee command

atiungcmcnis Me Kings that experience into lotus in this hook
Continents in this monograph may apjvar controversial at time* and may not
ncvcssjnh teilest individual service iktom and post!ions, hut the comments «ire
»«•fitly ol \otir considerations as the study was written limn a joint perspective and
m«i liimi a Mit;, k' H'ivue view

It is this punt dovtunal perspective that nukes the

monograph valuable lot military planners and operators
I highly recommend that this monograph be used in the professional military
tejüing program and stiegest it he iiHludcd in wmm othccf nhoi4s' reference
tnateiul

Will I AM W MOM Hl-R
Uncial i N \| .Retired

THE AUTHOR
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Although the services claim to accept a similar doctrine of unity of command in
joint and combined operations, the United States has been unable to develop a
structure and policy that permits effective implementation of a unified command.
The services moved from a concept of voluntary cooperation in World War tl to a
form of unified command in Vietnam. Since 1967, they hav„* tended to revert to the
earlier form o( voluntary cooperation. But voluntary cooperation is not the doctrine
specified in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. which outlines the doctrine and
principles formally accepted by all the services.
This/study develops a recommended command structure. It examines United
States Army. United States Navy, United States Marine Corps. United States Air
Force, and joint und combined doctrinal statements concerning the employment of
theater-assigned assccuThe purpose is to establish the organization to employ these
assets. The central question this monograph will attempt to answer is: "What
organization should the United States use to employ land, naval, and air force assets
in a theater of operations?'' ■
This monograph develops an organizational structure that is designed to provide
unified command of land, naval, and air assets assigned to a theater of operations as
prescribed in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. It begins with a nistorical
examination o\ the organization for the command and control of theater-assigned
assets employed by the United States and its allies during World War II. the Korean
war. and the Vietnam conflict. Next, it reviews the current Army. Navy.: Marine
7oi|*. and Air Force views on theater warfare and discusses joint and combined
tioctrinc for a theater warfare organization. Finally, it describes the organization I
believe the United States should use to employ land, naval, and air forces in a
theater of operations. It should be noted (he proposed organization is designed to
handle the employment of chemical, conventional, and nuclear weapons on the
battlefield '
In reading this discussion of the US military's quest for unity of command, one
must understand the fundamental principles that undergird doctrinal
pronouncements about the subject. The basic organizational principle for joint and
commncd operations is that one commander should control the assigned forces, and
these forces should act as a joint team of land, naval, and air forces. This tenet.
*hich we call the principle of unity of command, is derived from history and should
be the basts for organizational arrangements.

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE
Another basic principle is centralized direction and decentralized execution. A
joint or combined organization must have a central control node for coordinating
efforts of the forces* command and have subordinate nodes for the execution of
operation.

Decentralized execution is based upon the theater commander's

guidance. Since no one commander can control the detailed action of the service
forces, component commanders execute the operations.
A third basic principle, closely related to the first, is unity of effort. This tenet
states that forces must be applied so as to permit integrated, responsive, and
decisive application of military power. The organization must be capable of
supporting this principle of unity of effort. The key to an effective warfighting
organization is integrated effort.
These three principles are by no means all that apply to a warfighting
organization. Chapter 4 contains a more detailed listing of such principles.
Nine appendices are included to help the reader understand joint and combined
doctrines and service perceptions and doctrine. Appendices A and H contain
information on joint and combined warfare doctrine. Appendices B through E are
reports of interviews with the service Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Plans and
Operations. Appendices F and G contain views on an organization for theater
operation. f«w ■»-.. rommandcr's perspective. Appendix I contains additional
reference material in support of this monograph.
One problem military planners must overcome is the tendency to use the words
Army. Navy, Marine, or Air Force when developing joint organizational tenets for
the employment of service forces in a theater of operation«.. This tendency leads to
the development of joint organizations that only work in single, or uniservice.
operations.4 Using this perspective is correct when developing service organizations
to support single service operations; but when applied in the joint or combined
arena/ use of such descriptive service tags creates confusion and unmanageable
systems, and it does not contribute to the joint or combined organization for
warfighting. Defective organizations lose wars. When we violate sound principles
of organizing our forces for the most efficient and effective* command structure, we
court defeat.
The importance of theater assets in meeting the Soviet threat demands a realistic
resolution of the issues surrounding unity of command. We can ill afford the luxury
of duplication of effort, inefficient and ineffective command structure, and
parochial positions when developing a theater command structure for winning
wars.' We must resolve the issues of a joint or combined command structure during
peace before the structure is subjected to the stress of war. By using service joint
and combined doctrines, applying historical examples as reference points, and then
testing these against the threat, the military services will arrive at the best
organization to accomplish the mission of winning wars. It should be noted that
wain^iiing organizations are. by their very nature, the subject of varying views.
The process of questioning, probing, analyzing, and proposing produces the
structure to employ US forces in a theater of operations, intellectual debates on
how to employ IS forces should he the cornerstone of our military education
svstern It is in this spirit that Chapter 4 was written Professional military officers
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should challenge the conclusions presented in an attempt to find a better system for
employing forces on the modern battlefield. It is hoped that this monograph will
stimulate that debate and provide the catalyst for further study on this important
topic.
A final wish is that this monograph wi!l inspire students of warfighting to write
monographs on questions posed but unanswered by this study—questions such as:
How will our warfighting organization affect weapon systems procurement? Do we
have the proper command and control linkages to support this organization? Do we
have a strategy for warfighting based upon the theater command structure?"

NOTES

CHiFiER 1

1. In the question, the phrase United States was deliberately selected to show that a single service
probten is not being addressed but an issue that deals with all the armed forces of the United States. No
single service has won a war by itself; it is a joint effort of all branches of the military. By looking at the
crucial question of force employment from a joiat perspective, a clearer picture emerges of how to
organize for warftghting. It is from this perspective that this monograph is written.
2. The Navy and Marine Corps views deal with naval aviation in support of land operations and not
with maritime operations. It is interesting to note that Navy air-land operations ire conducted in an inMipport-of role and. therefore, fall under the jointly agreed operational procedures for conducting naval
air-land operations. In-support-of is defined as "assisting or protecting another formation, unit, or
organisation while remaining under original control" (JCS Publication 1. p. 197).
3. The "how" of nuclear, chemical, and conventional weapons employment is beyond the purview of
this monograph. The "how" is tactics, and this monograph does not address the question of tactics and
procedures.
4. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication I. PO0 Dictionary of Military ami Usoeiatrd Terms. I June
1979, defines untscrvicc command as "a command comprised of force« of a single service" (p. 562).
The term uniscrvicc is utcd to mean single xrvicc operation
5 The term joint "connote* activities, operations, etc.. in which elements of more man one service of
the same nation participate. (When all services are not involved, the participating services shall be
identified—eg.. joint Army-Navy)" (JCS Publication I. p. 187) The term combined connotes
operations "between two or more forces or agencies of two or more attics. (When all allies or services are
not involved, the participating nations and services shall be identified—e.g.. combined navies)" (JCS
Publication I. p 73»
6 An organiftttHMi may be effective but not efficient, and tt may be efficient but not effective A
balance mutt be struck «here the command uructurc is effective and efficient (See note 8. Chapter I )
7 Bud Andre**. "Jones: Tone Down Bickcnng. Spruce Up Managing." Air rant Ttmrt. Vol. 42 .
No 32. I March 1982. p 3 General Davy C Jones. USAF. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is
quoted as using "America would be defended better if the four service» spent more time preparing to
ftght and 1CM lime fighting among themselves over money We need to upend more time on our
«arftghting capahtbüc* and let» on intramural »cramNc» for resource* " Representative G- WUUam
WhitchuiM «Republican—Virginia) uud of Jone»* effort to reorganize and refocu» the JCS: "A number
of us in Cungrc»» have felt for Mime time thai the current Joint Chief»' »\Mcm ha» encouraged
parochtatnm rather than harmony " A* quoted in an article entitled "Overhaul." Ait ttmr firnn. Vul
42. So 3l.22rxhruar> 19*2. p 2
8 A» a pmiftcnpt to Chapter i. the following t% provided for the fcadcr'« consideration a» thi*
monograph i» read
A measure of merit need* to be developed to gauge me cffccuvcnc»» and effkiency of an organization
No attempt ha» been made in thi» monograph to develop uich a measure o| mcrtt Perhap» a future
monograph could be »ritten to addrc»» thi» Mihject 1 cho*c to u»c » methodology that compare* etttiing
Juctruial statement», hittortcal espenencev. and contemporary thinking to arme M a solution to the
question pmed in thi» chapter ■- that t» What command structure »tsould the l mied State» u»e when
empfing force» m a theater of operation»*
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A question one might ask is: Does this monograph propose a new organization, a new command
structure? The answer is no. it does not propose a new command structure. What i» proposed is a
command structure based upon historical examples and an interpietation of the command structure that is
outlined in JCS Publication 2. Chapter 4 contains the proposal, and Figure 9 graphically depicts that
command structure.

CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF COMMAND
ARRANGEMENTS IN THREE WARS—WORLD
WAR II, KOREA, AND VIETNAM

"Military men have long recognized that . . . the best chance to win proceeds
from giving one man the command together with the UK>IS placed at his disposal,
and lull responsibility for the rcsultv"1 Military people mav have avogni/eti this,
hut hivton luv shown thai the t nitcd Sutes has not alwa>s applied the^e belief* *

Prologue
Al the time ol entry In the I ruled States in World War II. there was no single
command structure In the event ol war. the sen ices were expected to cooperate
this was known as Ute dtviititc ol mutual eiHtpcraiton.' Thus, the United States
had. in elteet. two separate command structures in 1940- one lor naval forces an«!
one tor land tones

However. hv I'i.V» the United States was moving towards a

umlied command otgam/ation in Korea, and thus initialing a process that would
onlv K- tomplete bv llK»7 .* In the late I9?lk and earlv NWK. we had »lipped
hack ward towards a mutual cooperation method for joint command organizations.
So lets review the major feature ol our command organizations between |*M11 and
l«K4

World War II
l*ii«»i i.» World VK.n II. command sttuciutc discusMons ueie hclween the two
venues

the I S Vtitn ami the IS \avv

All debates centered around command

tKtiincs espoused In these two services

Hv earls 1*11. it became apparent to

mans military leaders that tin* l mied Stales would !v involved in the war in
I utope

I he debate began on what tvpc of structure we should adopt in the event

I Sloue* wvte employ e%l
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Within the Army there was a drive to reorganize, a drive initiated by the Army
Air Corps. The US Air Force, not a separate service yet, was having its beginnings
in the Army Air Corps in the early forties and felt its views on a command structure
should also be heard in any Army reorganization and Army-Navy discussions.
The Army Air Corps proposed it be given a separate role in any command
structure. The War Department was opposed to any reorganizing of the existing
Army command structure. However, most senior Army getter"% recognized a need
to provide a more realistic staff organization to manage the war effort The Army
Air Corps saw an opportunity to open the issue of employing airpower in a wider
role in a theater of operations. The impetus for reorganizing the Army staff came
from Lieutenant General Lesley J. McNair, Chief of Staff. General Headquarters.*
For several months in 1941 the issue was discussed without reaching a decision.
General Henry H. "Hap" Arnold of the Army Air Corps finally broke the logjam
in mid-November 1941 when he wrote to General George C Marshall, the Army
Chief of Staff, asking for a complete reorganization that would allow the air forces
to play their proper roles.* General Marshall was not leady to separate the Army Air
Force from the Army. He based this decision upon his desire to keep the Air Force
"in the existing command structure in order tc promote the collaboration between
ground and air operation.' *'
General Arnold was not satisfied with this response. He and General McNair
approached General Marshall to request that a group study the cunent command
structure. General Marshall agreed and directed a study be done under the
chairmanship of Brigadier General Joseph T. McNarncy. Based upon General
Arnold's proposal. General McNamey recommended three separate
commanders—one for ground, one for air. and one for a service command. The
War Department agreed in principle with this plan for three separate commands.
"By General Arnold's persistence, the Air Force wa« the champion of the War
Department reorganisation. "*
The War Department was reorganized by executive order in 1942.* The
reorganisation became effective on 9 March 1942 and created the Ground
Command, the Service Command, and the Air Command. The new commanding
general of the Army Ground Command forces was responsible for organizing and
training all ground combat troups. The commanding general of the Army Servire
Command asuimcd responsibility for logistical and other support functions for the
Army ,ü
The commanding general of the new Army Air Forces would train and equip air
unit» for independent airstnkes and for joint and combined combat operations with
ground forces." Additionally, the "Air Force would be responsible for design,
research, development, and procurement of all items peculiar to air operations/*i:
With the Army reorganised, the War Department turned its attention tr discussions
* ith the Navy Department on a joint command organization lor ihtatcf warfare.
Prior to t*carl Harbor, the agreed structure was based upon the doctrine of mutual
cooperation. This doctrine stated that no single commander would he in charge of
the service forces: the services were expected to cooperate in any joint effort.
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However, if mutual cooperation appeared inadequate, a single command could be
organized under the doctrine of unity of command."
This doctrine of unity of command could be placed« in effect, by agreement
between the Secretaries of War and Navy, by an agreement between commanders of
the Army and Navy service forces, or by the President. The doctrine of unity of
command stated:
... the commander lung It commamfer) hat ihc »«öv^ytodifocitheopefiüomoCthe Anoy i«d
Navy element» of hi* command by »wjtning them mtuioM and giving them objective». During
operation*, he could cfttrctx and control a» would insure tucccu trf the common nmstou. He
could aha ofganO« task force». H< could not mm m»tn»ctk«i to ihe other »«fvicttoaiactKi.aor
couklt* control HtadniMtfttratimc*
(or effective coordination.M

The American command doctrine of mutual cooperation proved inadequate for
the joint operations in Europe and the Pacific. On 2? November 1941. unity of
command was vested in the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet.** Si* months
later, in the European theater, the British Chiefs of Staff recommended command
arrangement« along the line» of the US unity of command doctrine. The combined
chief» approved the unity of command doctrine, and the principle of unified
command was adopted in 1942. Genera) Dwight D. Eisenhower was designated the
Supreme Commander. Thus, unity of command served as the basis for command of
allied operations for the remainder of World War It. It is interesting to note,
however, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff did not approve the doctrine of unified
command until April IW.1*
Within this unified frame work, the command structure used during World War II
was as follows: The combined armies and navies were under a single commander.
(Figure 1 depict* the command structure used by the allied force in 1943.1 Within
the combined armies stiuctute in Europe. General Eisenhower had two section*-one for land forces and one for air forces. This structure untlerwent changes as new
forces were added. For c&amplc. in 1944 with the establishment of the 12m Army
Group. General Eisenhower attempted to create a land component command to
control the newly acquired US 12th Army Group and British 21st Army Group.1'
However, political conüdcranon» prevented the creation of thi* land component
v'ooMnand.1' When General Eisenhower decided not to create the land component,
the American atr force saw no rca*on to have an air component cofnmand--the
Allied Espcdtitonary Air Forces. The argument was that there was no need to
coordinate tactical bombers and fighters since the US Ninth Air Force was already
»ofitng cloiely with the 12th US Army Group.1* Also, since the deputy to General
Eisenhower had the responsibility for coordinating the US Ninth Air Force and the
British Second Tactical Air Force with the US Strategic Air Force and British
Bomber Command, the air component command was really unnecessary. General
Eisenhower agreed and dissolved the Allied Expeditionary Air Forces in October
1944.* "Thus. Ei%enhowerks decision to sidestep the probkm of chooung either an
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American or British ground force component commander resulted indirectly in ihc
unfortunate lack of a single air component command "';
This briet review of command structures used during World War II shows this
war to be a turning point in >!e\ eloping a unified organization to fight a theater war.
it was the first time the L'nitcü States used the unified approach to warfighttng This
war provided the foundation tor three important development* m the US command
structure for theater warfare. World War tl provided the doctrine for a unified
command structure, and it laid the ground*oik lor a separate air force and the
component command structure
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Period Between World War II and the Korean Conflict
The period following World War II provided the United States with the
opportunity to reOect upon achievements and failures of the World War 11 command
structure. This, in turn, led to a reorganization of US military forces.
One must keep in mind that :he US Joint Chiefs of Staff came into being early in
World War II as a counterpart to the British Chiefs of Staff Committee. The two
together became the supreme military body responsible for strategic direction,
known as the Combined Chiefs of Staff.22 Also, the concept of a unified command
in a theater of operations was established durin» World War 11. However, neither
the JCS nor the unified command structure was recognized or authorized by US
law. In his 1945 message to Congress. President Harry S. Truman stated that "had
we not early in the war adopted this principle of a unified command for operation,
our efforts, no matter how heroic, might have failed. "^ The President and the
senior leadership of the military' recognized the need for centralized direction of
American armed forces.
After the war. the JCS elected to continue the unified command structure. This
was embodied in the Outline Command Plan—the first unified command plan. The
Outline Command Plan defined missions and geographic areas of responsibility for
seven unified commands — Far Hast, Pacific. Alaskan. Northeast. Atlantic.
Caribbean, and riuropean.-* President Truman approved the Outline Command Plan
on 14 December 1*J46 and with the exception of the Northeast Command,
commands sscrc phased in during 1**47.
The year 1**47 was a milestone in restructuring the US military forces. The JCS
proposed the reorganization of the military; and with strong support by President
Harry S Truman. Congress passed the National Security Act of 1947, which
became effective on 17 September |*MT
In Section 2. Declaration ol Policy, the National Security Act of 1U47 states. "It
i> the intent ol Congress io provide
lor (the armed forces*| authoritative
coordination and unified direction
but not to merge them . . and for their
integration into an efficient team of tend, naval, and air forces " This act created a
National Military Establishment with three departments (Army, Navy, and Air
Force*, authorized a secretary ol deiense, created the JCS. recognized the unified
and specified command structure, and authorised the JCS to establish such
commands.
This act accomplished three things hrst. it formally established the unified
command structure and. thus, lite doctrine oi unity of command. Second, it
established the framework for a three -component command organization- land,
sea. and air under the unified command structure Third, it established the
Department of the Air force, established the Air rn*cc as a separate service, and
retained the Marine Corps under the Sas y a* part of the Department of the Navy In
summary. this act was the start of a movement toward centralized authority over the
armed forces that culminated in the Reorganization Act of 1*158 ;*
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In 1949. the National Security Act of 1947 was amended to give the Secretary of
Defense direct authority and control over the services. The amendment
redesignated the National Military Establishment as the Department of Defense.
This amendment took executive department status away from the Departments of
the Army. Navy, and Air Force and designated them military departments under the
Secretary of Defense.2*
The services* views of the unified command structure in the late forties,
according to one observer, were as follows. The Army fully supported the unify of
command structure. Army officers believed in the right of the theater commander to
organise his forces as he saw fit. TV Navy believed in the unity of command
structure as long as naval forces were always under Navy command. The Air Force
believed that air assets should be under the theater commander and did not believe
air assets should be placed directly under the command of a land commander.-7 The
services were beginning ro develop doctrine to support this new unified command
structure. However, the three services viewed unity of command differently,
The Army fully supported the unity of command doctrine. However, the Army
viewed it as extending from theater commander to the lowest echelon. "A simple
but excellent example of this type of unified command is found in the case of an
A
" •" »hoard a navy combat transport | whereJ t vrryone aboard is
under the command of the ship's captain who commands the Army troops
."*
The application of unity of command by the Army was really the principal of
component command where the theater commander exercise» opeut ional command
through the component commander. In the case cited, it was operational command
the naval component commander was exercising over lb*1 Army units.
The Navy also supported the doctrine of unity of command but applied it
differently. A* Mated in Navy doctrine, "there is only one proper place for (unified
command) in the command organization and that is directly under the joint
amphibious a**ault task force commander |a naval officer] "^ As applied to naval
aviation, this meant all Navy tactical air was under Navy control to support
amphibious operations.* The Navy did support having three component
commanders under the single unified commander «here naval, land, and air force*
were operating jointly—as long as naval aviation remained under the naval
component If it were purely an amphibious operation, the unified commander was
to be a naval officer and the components would be naval
The Air Force also supported unity of command and the component system. This
period in history for the Air Force *«* "fie of a continual struggle for airmen 10
insure limited air assets were applied in an effective manner. The Air Force viewed
the most effective means of control to be from a theater perspective where all air
forces, including naval aviation, were employed from the air component command
level However, even within the Air Force, there were differing views. Some
believed that strategic bombers should be employed separately from tactical air;
thus, there would be two subordinate air components—one for tactical air in support
of land operations and one for strategic bombing." The debate continue» today. Air
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Force doctrine supported then, as it does today, the single unified command with
three components as the most effective means to employ theater-assigned assets.
rhe historic events that occurred between 1940 and 1950 were bound to cause
discussions. The newly created military departments were trying to come up with a
workable command arrangement tor warfighting. and the services were providing
their views on how to make the command organization work. Against this
backdrop, the United States entered the Korean conflict in 1950.

Korean War
In Korea, the command structure became a major problem again and presented a
neu and complex problem to solve In 1950. the United Nations did not have a staff
structure capable ol directing military operations 'On H Jul\ 1950. President Truman appointed General Douglas MacArfhur
commander of military forces assisting the Republic ol Korea These forces were
placed under the unified command o\ the United Stales by members of the United
Nations * General Mac Arthur, as the Untied Nalions commander, controlled all
allied forces including US forces, as commander of CS forces, his tirlc was
Commander in Chief, far Last (CINlTfc) The far basi Command was a unified
command which reported direct!) to the JUS u
Ai the outbreak ol the Korean war. the IS Army combat units nearest the neue
were ll*c loui inlanti) dnisions performing occupation duties in Korea " There
»etc tew na\al and atr lorces in «he general area It appeared that the United States
w.r not prepared l«» Itiit! a «at in Koiea

ueitlier trom a command structure nor

front lorecs m pla*.e
t>n 2i JuK. General Mac Arthur established ihe United Nations Command (UNO
am! lie became Commander in littet. United Nations Command (ONCUNO the
hne of author n \ tot the United Stoics ran front General Mac Arthur to the t*rc\idcnt
through the JCS United Nation tr»*»j>% were allotted to lite appropriate US military
oream/atu»n lot operational control. *
Ihe Koican hostilities proxidcd a combat lest of the armed U*tcc*s unification
which the United Stales had adopted in I'M"? ' In essence, lite National Sceurit)
Act ot I1«? prouded it* a iheaier commander, scpaialc Itom hts service, who
would provide command auihotil) over theater land. naval, and atr totces **
When the t ntted Stale enured tlie war. ihe major comn.*nds of ihe far lu»st
Command «ere ihe far fast Atr forces, ihe Naval forces far fast, and the Army
forces far lust General Ma*Arthur did not organize a land component
headquarters Instead ol having an Ami) f»trees far \JM\1 headquarters, winch
would have been Ihe land component headquarters, he personally commanded the
\rmv elements ol ihe Arm)

f»*ccs tar fust Command, with hts General

IhadquattriN, t at t ast Command, troubling as the joint headquarters \taff and the
land vonipimerit headquarters

the Geivral Headquarters »as almost whoitv

I»
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manned by Army personnel and concerned itself with Army matters.39 The air
component of the unified command, the Far East Air Forces, generally operated in
an independent manner.40 Figure 2 shows the command structure used in Korea.
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General MacArthur recognized that the command arrangements he had
established were not operating as he desired. On 7 July 1950, he established the
land component command, US Army Forces in Korea. MacArthur directed the
commander of the US Army Forces in Korea to communicate directly with the other
two component commanders—Far East Air Forces and Naval Forces Far East—to
secure the air and naval support which he required.41 The concept of unification was
there, but practical realities kept the concept from being applied. This was due to
the time lag in request and execution of support caused by the physical separation of
the three headquarters.
Two events occurred in July which brought to focus the problem of unified
actions of land, naval, and air forces. The first was the introduction of bomber
aircraft into the Pacific theater. The US Air Force Chief of Staff placed two medium
bombardment groups—the 22d and 92d—under temporary duty with Far East Air
Forces. These two groups, organized as the Far East Air Force Bomber Command
in conjunction with the tactical aircraft of the Fifth Air Force, would provide
strategic bombardment and tactical air support for the Far East Command. On 11
July, the air component commander directed the Bomber Command to handle deep
interdiction and strategic targets, and the Fifth Air Force to provide tactical air
operations in support of the land battle.4The second event was the massive effort to coordinate land-based and carrierbased air operations over Korea. The first two weeks in July 1**50 presented a new
challenge to the joint effort of coordinating air in support of theater objectives. The
commander of Naval Forces Far East had secured an exclusive use of airpower in
northern Korea for air operations from 2 through 4 July 1950. Due to limited
communications and the Navy's practice of radio silence while at sea. US Air Force
air operations were hampered.41
Vest two events led the Commander of the Far East Air Forces, Lieutenant
General George E. Stratemeyer, to conclude that to be effective, some form of
centralized control was required to control the mass of Air Force and Navy air. He
requested that the air component commander be given operational control over all
naval land-based and carrier-based aviation operating over Korea—except for
aviation used in amphibious or naval tasks of mining and antisubmarine warfare.
General Stratemeyer did not want to control naval aircraft when they were engaged
in Navy air tasks at sea. He stated that operational control meant only the authority
to designate (he type of mission and to specify the targets to strike, within the
capabilities of the forces involved/4
Not surprisingly, the Navy did not agree with General Stratemeyer. The Navy did
not want the Air Force to have operational control of naval forces. A compromise
was worked out on 11 July where the air component commander would have
coordination authority. "When both Navy Forces Far East, and Far East Air Forces
are assigned missions in Korea, coordination control, a commander in chief
prerogative, is delegated to Commanding General. Far East Air Forces." read the
directive dratted by the Joint Strategic Plans and Operations Group. General
Headquarters. Far East Command."
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Since there was no official definition for coordination control, each component
assigned its own definition to the term. The problem of coordination control was
never resolved. As a result, many hours were spent in attempting to coordinate
activities of naval and air forces during the Korean hostilities.
Another problem facing General MacArthur in trying to integrate the efforts of
these services occurred in the summer of 1950. It concerned the appropriate level to
select targets for airstrikes.
A General Headquarters Target Group had been established at the Far East
Command headquarters level. This group was composed of three senior officers—
one from the G-2 section (Army), and one Air Force officer and one Navy officer
assigned to the Joint Strategic Plans and Operations Group. They were charged with
providing advice on the employment of Navy and Air Force offensive airpowcr, and
with recommending targets and target areas. Additionally, this group was to
analyze the targets. On 16 July, at a meeting of the group, a recommendation was
made that the Target Group select all targets from the frontlincs to deep into enemy
territory. This did not sit well with the Air Force. The commanding general of the
Far East Air Forces called upon General MacArthur on 18 July 1950 to discuss the
matter and to recommend an alternative course of action. The commander of the Far
East Air Forces recommended that tactical air targets be selected at the air-land
component level—that is, the tactical air force, army group level. General
MacArthur approved the plan with some modification. The final plan allowed the
tactical air force, army group level, to select the close air support targets, and the air
component commander to select the other targets based upon CINCFE command
directives. The Target Group still retained its authority to designate medium
bomber targets and the priorities for these targets. In summary, the plan set up a
coordinated effort between the tactical air force and army group headquarters for
support of the land army, and it provided the authority for the air component
commander to employ the medium bomber effort against general air support
strategic targets—that is, for air inte.-diction.46
To overcome some of the problems encountered by the General Headquarters
Target Group—to integrate all Air Force and Navy airpower—a general officer
target selection committee was appointed on 22 July 1950. This senior officer group
was tasked to devise a sound interdiction program to stem the flow of Communistsupplied reinforcements into South Korea. The Navy chose not to provide a
member since they would only provide close air support strikes in Korea under Far
East Air Forces' coordination control. The fleet's primary mission would be to
defend Formosa. Any decision to commit the fleet's airpower, according to the
Navy, was up to General MacArthur, and he should make that decision
personally.47 General MacArthur agreed with this approach.
Although not a (rue joint committee, it did not have naval representation, the
target selection committee did accomplish its purpose to study the interdiction
program. The committee was short-lived, as it was disbanded six weeks after its
inception. However, it did mark the beginning of e workable relationship for the
control of ihe theater air forces. The bulk of the target selection activities went to
the Far East Air Forces' target committee. This committee selected the air targets in
16
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accordance with target lists approved by the commander in chief and the air
component Far East Air Forces commander.
Robert F. Futrell, a noted historian, summed up the target selection process as
follows:
Belatedly, at the end of July, improvised procedures brought some order to the fantastically
confused command situation in the Far East. Certainly, at the outset of the Korean war, the
defective theater command system prevented the fullest employment of airpower, delayed the
beginning of a comprehensive air interdiction program for more than a month (and) caused
confusion and a loss of effectiveness at the very time every single aircraft sortie was vital to the
survival of the Eighth Army in Korea. Had he possessed a joint headquarters staff. General
Mac Arthur might never have encountered those mischievous problems.4*

A similar conclusion was reached by General Otto P. Wcyland when he wrote on
10 October 1950. "Whenever combinations of Air Force, Army, and Navy are in a
joint command, it is essential that the commander in chief have a joint staff with
proportionate representation of the services involved."49
The first full-scale experiment with a unified command structure, with three
components, was tried in Korea. There were some false starts and heated
discussions, but. on the whole, the system proved an effective means to control
theater-assigned assets. One can argue that it was not always the most efficient, but
il was effective.
The Korean war provided the foundation for service cooperation in a theater of
operations which would be the basis for the command structure used in Vietnam. In
summary, there would be one commander with three components. However, not
totally solved was the question of what to do with airpower in support of the land
battle. Vietnam provided an arena to test a new method. But before looking at the
command arrangements in Vietnam, a brief review of events from 1953 to 1962 is
in order.

Period Between Korea and Vietnam
In 1953. the Joint Chiefs of Staff lost their authority to appoint one of its
members as the executive agent*0 lor a unified command. This authority would now
rest with the Secretary of Defense with the advice of the JCS who would appoint a
military department as the executive agent. The chain of command ran from the
President through the Secretary of Defense, to the service secretary, then to the
unified commander. This chain of command proved to be unworkable. "President
Eisenhower called this arrangement cumbersome and unreliable in time of peace
and nor usable in time of war."51
Not until I95X did the Department of Defense change that arrangement. The
Reorganization Act of 1958 took the military departments and services out of the
command chain. The chain of command, as it stands today, runs from the
17
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President, to the Secretary of Defense, through the JCS, to the unified commanders.
It is important to note that none of the senior staff officers of the armed forces—that
is, for example, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force—have command authority over
US combatant forces. This authority is vested in the unified commander.
Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),
outlines the changes brought about by the National Security Act of 1947, as
amended in 1949, and the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958." Briefly, these acts
established the three separate services—with the US Marine Corps coming under
the Department of the Navy—and the unified command structure. The experiences
of World War II and Korea formed the US command structure for the Vietnam
conflict.53

Vietnam War
The Vietnam experience provided another opportunity to organize US military
forces for the most efficient application of firepower.54 Yet, we were to experiment
again with different methods. With a clear set of instructions—Joint Chiefs of Staff
Publication 2—the United States should have had no difficulty, but once again we
had to face some tough organizational questions.
The initial command structure used in Vietnam came from the Military Advisory
Group that was established on 17 September 1950. In the beginning, the role of the
US Military Advisory Group was very limited. After the fall of Dien Bien Phu in
1954. however, that role dramatically changed. On I November 1955, the Military
Advisory Group was redesignated the Military Assistance Advisory Group,
Vietnam. From 1955 to the early 1960s, the US military was involved only in
organizing and (raining Vietnamese units.
On 8 February 1962, (he Military Assistance Command, Vietnam—known as
MACV—was formed. MACV was an operational headquarters and had the staff
elements needed if direct military operations were required. The Army and Air
Force argued that MACV should be a theater unified command with a land, naval,
and air component. The Navy opposed such an arrangement and recommended
Pacific Command function as the unified command structure for Vietnam where the
Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC)—a naval officer—would control all
forces assigned to Vietnam." CINCPAC won and military operations in Vietnam
came under the Pacific Command with MACV as a subunificd command under
CINCPAC.56 However, the debate continued about the future structure of such a
subunified command.
The command structure used in 1962 in Vietnam was as follows. Pacific
Command, (he unified command—under the Joint Chiefs of Staff—had three
components: (he air component, Pacific Air Forces; the naval component. Pacific
Fleet; and (he land component. US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam which
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was also the subunified command, MACV. Under the air component—
Commander in Chief, Pacific Air Forces (C1NCPACAF)—there was the Thirteenth
Air Force with the 2d Air Division advanced echelon at Tan Son Nhut. Under the
naval component—Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet—there were the 7th Fleet,
Fleet Marine Force, and Task Force 77. Under the land component and subunified
command. MACV, were the III Marine Amphibious Force, US Army Support
Group, Vietnam, and the assigned Army combat units. Figure 3 depicts the
command arrangement used in Vietnam.
As the war expanded into Laos, new questions arose over command relations. On
12 May 1962, the President sent a joint task force—Joint Tas Force-II6—
composed of Army. Air Force, and Marine units to Thailand.37 Joint Task
Force-116 was deployed to show the US resolve about Laos.
This new arrangement presented a problem for the Air Force and Army. For the
Air Force, its forces were fragmented among three commands: Joint Task
Force-116, air units from the USAF's Tactical Air Command; South Vietnam air
units under the 2d Air Division «Jvanced element; and air units in Thailand under
Thirteenth Air Force. For the Army, the question of command relationships
between Joint Task Force-116 and MACV was particularly difficult.5"
i he Army recommended that all forces in Vietnam and Thailand he placed under
MACV.** The Navy disagreed with the idea of a single command under the \*,.<y in
Vietnam. The Navy preferred separate headquarters in Vietnam and Thailand.N1
CINCPAC recommended to the JCS that MACV have two deputies-one lor
Vietnam and lor Thailand- with the Commander, United States Military
Assistance Command. Vietnam (COMUSMACV) commanding both MACV and
Military Assistance Command. Thailand (MACTHAI). The Joint Chiefs of Staff
agreed, and Joint Task Force-116 was deactivated and replaced by MACTHAI.
The Air Force likewise had to face up to its organization for supporting the war in
Southeast Asia. In l%2. Air Force units in Thailand and South Vietnam were
placed under the control of the 2d Air Division advanced echelon. The 2d Air
Division commander was expected to act as the air component commander for
MACV and forward commander for Thirteenth Air Force (Thailand)."'
The debate was not over yet. In 1963 and 1964, the services continued to discuss
ihc complicated command structure in the Pacific, and in particular Southeast Asia.
The Air Force Chief of Staff proposed that an airman should be the deputy
commander of MACV. COMUSMACV disagreed with the proposal as he was
satisfied with his deputy being an Army officer. The Air Force also proposed that
MACV be organized along the lines of a theater of operations with MACV being a
unified command with an army and air component.6:
The Joint Chiefs of Staff continued to discuss the issue in 1964. They were
divided on the issue. The debate centered around making MACV a unified
command To break the deadlock. COMUSMACV proposed that MACV be a
specified command reporting directly to the JCS. It is important to point out that
there is a fundamental difference between a unified and specified command. "A
specified command recognizes the dominance of one scrviee in military
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(On] the other hand, a unified command represents a multiservice

activity."63 COMUSMACV's proposal would make the US Army the executive
agency for the specified command. CINCPAC64 opposed this idea and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff agreed. The issue of MACV's being a specified command never
came up again, but the issue of a unified command for MACV continued. Thus, by
the end of 1964 the command organization was still not settled.65
In 1964. CINCPAC was opposed to command arrangement changes in the Pacific
theater. He believed that the war in North Vietnam should be fought by his two
components. Pacific Air Forces and Pacific Fleet; while the war in South Vietnam
and Laos should be fought by forces assigned to MACV and supported by Pacific
Fleet and Pacific Air Forces. In 1965, the Air Force again raised the issue of having
an airman as the deputy commander lor MACV. These two issues were discussed
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and on 25 June 1965. (he position of air deputy for
MACV was approved. The command structure was not changed. MACV was a
subunilied command under Pacific Command and the deputy commander for
MACV was a soldier, but a neu position —deputy commander for air operationswas created. The air deputy position was then, in effect, the air component under
the suhumlied command MACV. The air deputy exercised operational control over
Air Force assets, but specifically excluded Army helicopters and Marine aviation.1*
The command arrangements issue was dormant from l%5 through l%7.
However, the Air Force did raise the issue of a single manager for air with MACV
numerous tune during this period. In Januar)' 1968, the fragmentation of the air
effort reached an all-time high w ith (be battle for Khe Sanh." This issue came (o the
totclront
MACV Diieeiive 95-4. 6 May 1965. excluded Marine aviation from control of
the MACS air deput\ Marine forces were employed in I Corps under the III Marine
Amphibious force command. "Under this directive land arrangcmentl. airpowcr
uas further iragmented by the establishment of all elements of two separate tactical
an forces tn the (healer, one controlled by the (healer air component commander
and the other h\ the equivalent ol a corps commander |111 MAF|. "**
The Arm) jtul Air Force supported a single manager for air for all tactical air in
Vietnam " I he Sa\y and Marine Corps objected The issue was debated by the
Joint Chiefs ot Stall in earlv 1*K»K. Unable to reach a decision, (lie issue was
elevated to the Secretary of Defense. On 15 Ma> llK>X, the Deputy Secretary of
tXrlcifse decided in favor ol the Arm) and the Air Force IS Air force and l!S
Manne Corps ail assets in South Vietnam came under the control of (he Air Dcpul).
MACV

I he debate v* a^ not ended, but the creation ot a single manager for air did

function JO proposed until the end of the Vietnam war *
I he Vietnam conflict otliciall) ended in I1'?,*, drawing to a close a war that
challenged our miltiat) in main ways noi the least ol which was deciding
vomm.uul aiiatiecmenl (tenei.il Westmoreland. Commander' ol MACV irom IMM
u* llWvV summed up the vomtnand aiiarteenvnts uhen he stated
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In view of this (Vietnam) command arrangement, seeds of friction not unlike those mat had
plagued Mac Arthur . . . during World War II were present. As I iook command of MACV, the
CINCPAC ... was succeeded by one who was as determined as I to make the command
arrangement work. . . . What many failed to realize was that not 1 but Sharp (CINCPAC] was the
theater commander. ... My responsibilities and prerogatives were basically confined within the
borders of South Vietnam. Admiral Sharp commanded the Navy's Seventh Fleet, over which I
had no control (and] when the bombing of North Vietnam began in . . . 1965. Admiral Sharpe
controlled that too. ... My task would have been easy had I headed a "Southeast Asia
Command" (unified command).
As American commander in Vietnam, I underwent many frustrations, endured much
interference, lived with countless irritations, swallowed many disappointments, bore considerable
criticism. ... I realized that air operations against North Vietnam were outside my jurisdiction,
however much I might have thought they should have been part of it. ... A commander must
learn to live with frustrations, interference, irritation, disappointment, and criticism....
Creating a unified command for all of Southeast Asia would have gone a long way toward
mitigating the unprecedented centralization of authority in Washington. . . . Instead of five
••commander*"—CINCPAC. COMUSMACV. and the American ambassadors to Thailand,
Lao», and South Vietnam—there would have been one man directly answerable to the President
on everything.
. Such an arrangement would have eliminated the problem of coordination
between the air and ground *w% that wa» inevitable with CINCPAC managing one, MACV the
other7?

Link to the Present—Prospects for the Future

George Santayana once remarked that those who cannot remember the past are
condemned to repeat it." If the United States is to arrive it a logical command
structure to accomplish military objectives, we must avoid mistakes we have made
in the past when setting up command arrangements.
The period after the Vietnam war provided the military services another
opportunity to profit by past experience when designing command structures to
fight wars. The most recent example is the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force
command discussions. On 24 April 1981. the Secretary of Defense announced that
"over a period of 3 to 5 year*, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF)
should evolve into a separate unified command—with is own geographic
responsibilities, service components, forces, intelligence, communications,
logistics facilities, and other support elements."'4 In setting up this new unified
command, the military has an opportunity to set up a command structure with clear
and direct lines of authority and responsibility."
ITic unified command structure in existence today has evolved over the past 40
years Presently the United States has six unified commands. They arc the Atlantic
Command (LANTCÜM). US European Command (USfcUCOM). Pacific
Command (PACOMl. VS Readiness Command (USRfcDCOM). US Central
Command (USCfcNTCOM). and US Southern Command (USSOUTHCOMl.
Additionally. there are three specified commands—Aerospace Defense Command
i AIX'OMl. Military Airlift Command «MAC), and Strategic Air Command tSAC).

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

It is interesting to note that all specified commands are Air Force related. Three of
the unified commands are headed by Army officers; the other two ars commanded
by Navy officers.
In summary, the lesson we should learn from our experiences with command
structures over the past 40 years is this: When developing a command structure, we
should place all theater-assigned assets under a single unified commander. The
forces should be subdivided under this commander into three components—
generically called land, naval, and air components. All forces should operate as a
coherent team under this unified command structure which must have clear and
direct lines of authority and responsibility. The review of the command structures
used over the past >ur decades tends to show that we have strived for this unity of
command but never fully realized it.
The next chapter discusses current service doctrine for the employment of forces
in a theater of operation, and it shows why we have never fully achieved the unity of
command principle because of service doctrine and perspectives for theater
warfare. Chapter 3 develops the background information for the final chapter,
which outlines a proposed command structure for theater warfare.
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CHAPTER3

SERVICE DOCTRINE FOR THE EMPLOYMENT
OF THEATER-ASSIGNED ASSETS

In the last chapter, selected historical examples of command anangcments used
in World War II and the Korean and Vietnam conflicts were presented. With these
perspectives in mind, let's review current service doctrine for the employment of
theater-assigned assets.

Overview
The services articulate fundamental doctrine in different ways. For example, the
US Army calls its fundamental doctrine CAPSTONE doctrine, while the Air Force
uses the term BASIC doctrine. The tag used is not important. What is important is
how the capstone, or basic, or fundamental doctrine is interpreted to justify
command arrangements in the joint and combined arena.
One problem in analyzing service doctrine is understanding the terminology. A
common word may have different meanings to each service. An example I recall
caused 6 months ol discussion between the Army and the Air Force before someone
realized htHh were using the same word—"control"—but with different meanings.
The Air For..* uses control in its strictest sense, while the Army uses it more
loosely. U may sound insignificant, but an understanding of how the services use a
term is most important. Numerous doctrinal issues have arisen—both here and with
our allies—over a misunderstanding of terminology. The message is this: Be
cautious when reading service doctrine; make sure you do not interject your service
perspective into the reading of other services' doctrine. To help overcome this
problem, two publications are most useful in the review process. The Joint Chiefs of
Staffs Publication I. Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms, and Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF). should be
consulted for terms. For ease of reading, common terms for the services' doctrine,
as defined by these JCS publications, arc explained in the Notes sections of this
monograph.
The term doctrine.1 as used here, refers to "fundamental principles by which the
military forces or elements thereof guide their actions in support of national
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objectives, it is authoritative but requires judgment in application/'2 In short,
doctrine is what we believe about the employment of military forces. There are
three categories of doctrine—service, joint, and combined. Service doctrine is
binding only upon that service, while joint and combined doctrines are binding
upon all the services that have agreed to it.3 Joint doctrine is doctrine between two
or more services, white combined doctrine is between two or more nations—to
include the services ofthat nation. Service doctrine should be in line with the agreed
joint and combined doctrines, but it does not have to be. However, and this point is
important, when a service employs forces in a joint or combined operation, it must
be in line with the accepted joint and combined doctrines.
Chapter 4 presents the underpinning for joint and combined doctrines for a
theater of operation and sets the stage for the proposed command structure for
theater warfare. However, before discussing joint and command doctrines, it is
necessary to review service doctrine in support of theater operations.
In the next four sections, the US Army, US Navy, US Marine Corps, and US Air
Force service doctrines for employing forces in a joint or combined operation are
presented. The focus is on doctrinal pronouncements dealing with the joint and
combined aspects of warfighting.4 As will be shown, the services' doctrines and
practices still preclude effective unity of command. The final section analyzes the
services' doctrines to arrive at a US command structure for theater joint and
combined warfare—a unified command structure.

US Army Doctrine5
Two primary sources—Field Manual 100-1. The Army, and Field Manual 10O-5,
Operations—were used in the discussion on how the US Army doctrine is
developed for employing Army forces in theater warfare. These sources provide
the capstone doctrine, which is called "AirLand Battle" doctrine.
AirLand Battle doctrine stresses mobility, flexibility, and staying power so that
the Army will be prepared to win the first battle of any war.* "The success of Army
forces in supporting national policy throughout the spectrum of conflict is, in large
measure, dependent on the coordinated development of the land, sea, and air forces
of the United States and on their employment as an integrated team."7 This
integrated team provides the basis for the organization and command structure of
the national security system. The Army's role in this system is the prosecution of
the land war.* The land forces of the Army include organic land combat and service
forces, and organic aviation and water transport assets.*
The Army believes that the value of the principles of war (objective, offensive,
mass, economy of force, unity of command, security, surprise, maneuver, and
simplicity) lies in their utility as a frame of reference for analysis of strategic are*
tactical issues.10 The principle of war that most directly applies to the theater
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command structure is unity of command. The Army defines and discusses this
principle as follows:
Unity of Command, tor firry- objective, there should be unity of effort under one responsible
commander.
This principle insures thai all efforts are focused on a common goal. At the strategic level, this
common goal equates to the political purpose of the United States and the broad strategic
objectives which flow therefrom. It is the common goal which, at the national level, determines
the military forces necessary for its achievement. The coordination of these forces requires unity
of effort. At the national level, the Constitution provides for unity of command by appointing the
President as the Commander in Chief of the armed forces. The President is assisted in this role by
the national security organization, which includes the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at the highest level, and the unified and specified commands and joint task forces at the
operational levels.
In the tactical dimension, it is axiomatic that the employment of military forces in a manner that
develops their full combat power requires unity of command. Unity of command means directing
and coordinating the action of all forces toward a common goal or objective. Coordination may be
achieved by cooperation; it is, however, best achieved by vesting a single tactical commander
with the requisite authority to direct and coordinate all forces employed in pursuit of a common
goal."

The Army recognizes the need for a single commander to direct and coordinate
all forces employed in the pursuit of a common goal in a theater of operations.
Additionally. Army doctrine recognizes that, to be effective, the command
organization must he an integrated team of land, sca,i: and air forces.
The Army force requirements to meet the needs of war and to prosecute a land
campaign in support of national objectives stem from the nation's commitment to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Korea, the Middle East, and other
areas of treaty obligations and other interests. "In the contemporary world, it is also
necessary that Army. Navy. Marine Corps, and Air Force requirements be
coordinated so as to exploit unique characteristics of each service, and so as to
avoid unnecessary duplication among the services.*M' The requirements for the
Army's forces—corps, divisions, brigades, battalions—and their support are drawn
up in response '., three primary factors: national military strategy, military
capabilities of tl nation's potential enemies, and allies with whom we expect to
fight.'4
The above reflects the Army's fundamental doctrine for force employment. The
key element is a land force prepared to fight worldwide against a varied threat while
integrated, under a single command,r, in an effective team of land, naval, and air
forces.
These basic concepts with regard to the purpose and organization of the Army, as
outlined in Field Manual 100-1, arc translated into Army doctrine for operations in
Field Manual 100-5. This document states what the Army must do to win
campaigns and battles in today's warfare, with guidance on how it may be
accomplished.1*
The Army operational doctrine states that to win. the Army will be required to
fight battles which coordinate the actions of all military forces in the
11
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accomplishment of national objectives. The force that seizes the initiative and
disrupts the "opponent's fighting capability in depth with deep attack, effective
firepower, and decisive maneuver'* will win.16 According to the US Army, if the
doctrine outlined in Field Manual 100-5 is followed, the full potential of US forces
will be developed. Fighting this way—integrating conventional, nuclear, chemical,
and electronic means—will allow the US Army to attack deep and "begin offensive
action by air and land forces to conclude the battle on its terms."" According to the
Army, the concept of depth, or attacking deep, is important to all Army operations.
Field Manual 100-5 states that the dimensions of depth are time, distance, and
resources. By employing men, weapon systems, and material deep, the
commander will have the flexibility needed to fight and extend his influence over
greater distances. Commanders will be required to look forward in enough depth to
permit time "to execute appropriate countermoves, to battle the forces in contact,
and to attack enemy rear forces.''u
To insure successful operations on the battlefield requires an understanding of the
imperatives of modem combat. Included in the Army's discussion on the
imperatives of modern combat is unity of effort.19 Army operational doctrine
defines unity of effort as being derived from the principles of objective, unity of
command, and simplicity. To insure unity of effort, effective leadership and an
effective command and control system are required.20 This means the commander
must see the battlefield all the way from the unit's rear boundary to the forward
edge of its area of interest, with a command and control system to support the
battlefield."
The command and control arrangements espoused in Army doctrine are as
follows. Normally, Army units are committed as part of a joint or combined force.23
The Army seldom fights alone since the military operations of US forces normally
will involve the employment of more than one service; thus, joint and combined
operations will be the rule rather than the exception. The command and control of
joint forces will conform to the provisions of joint doctrine publications, while
tactical employment will be as prescribed by each service's doctrine." The
organizational structure to accomplish joint and combined operations follows the
guidance in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2." This organization provides for the
centralized direction and decentralized execution, while at the same time
maintaining the identity of the separate components.
To support the objectives of the theater commander and to prosecute the land
battle, the Army employs the deep battle or extended battlefield concept. The deep
battle is designed to support the commander's basic scheme of maneuver by
disrupting enemy forces in depth. As detailed in Field Manual 100-5 in the
discussion on tactical intelligence, the commander must consider the battlefield in
terms of time and space.a The commander should view the battlefield as two
distinct areas: an area of influence and an area of interest.* The area of influence is
that area within the commander's area of responsibility where he must be able to
locate enemy formations which can affect his current operation and attack them
with organic or supporting means. For the corps commander, this translates, in
time, up to 72 hours beyond the forward line of his troops; for the commander of the
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echelon above corps—theater army or army group—this is up to % hours in time.27
The area of interest is that area that extends beyond the area of influence. This
includes adjacent territory where enemy forces are located who could affect a
commander's operation. Translated into time, the area of interest for the corps
commander is up to 96 hours beyond the forward line of his troops; for the theater
army or army group commander, it is beyond 96 hours.28 in terms of distance,
generally the area of influence lies between 75 and ISO kilometers and the area of
interest lies beyond 1 SO kilometers. The exact dimensions of a unit's area of interest
and area of influence depend upon many factors. However, it must be large enough
to give the corps 96 hours' notice of the approach of enemy divisions or armies.29
Normally, the areas of influence and interest will be irregular in shape and
overlap adjacent unit areas. The echelon above is responsible for assigning primary
responsibility for these overlapping areas and must provide intelligence on areas of
interest to the unit commander concerned.30 To fight the extended or deep battle
requires resources not organic to the Army.31 Hence, Army doctrine stresses unity
of effort to achieve national objectives.
The Army is organized into maneuver battalions, brigades, divisions, corps, and
echelons above corps (theater army or army group) to support the joint or combined
command structure. The exact structure of the Army organization is scenario
dependent. The theater army is the land component in a theater of operation. The
organization of the theater army must be structured to insure success on the
battlefield in either a conventional, nuclear, or chemical environment or any
combination of these. The "principal force in a theater of operations (is) the corps
(which) has both tactical and administrative responsibilities."32 Normally, the
combat service support elements report to the corps support command while combat
and combat support units report directly to the corps commander. The corps is the
highest tactical command; however, "there may be unusual wartime operational
circumstances that require an Army echelon between the corps and the unified
headquarters (but this is) an exception to the normal operational command
relationship.""
This brief review of Army doctrine for joint and combined operations provides an
insight into how the US Army views joint and combined warflghting. In summary,
the Army believes in the principle of unity of command and the land, naval, and air
component command structure. To support the theater command, current Army
doctrine stresses the corps as the highest tactical command and only under
exceptional conditions would an echelon above the corps be employed.34

US Navy Doctrine1*
The Navy, unlike the Army and Air Force, does not articulate fundamental
doctrine for joint and combined operations in its separate doctrinal naval warfare
publications. Instead, the Navy uses the appropriate combined and joint
33

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

publications * *Seir fundamental doctrine for joint and combined operations. The
Navy subscn^cs to the full range of joint and combined arms doctrine, including
those associated with the North Atlantic Alliance. However, there are doctrinal
pronouncements in naval warfare publications that illuminate Navy views for joint
and combined warfare.
Since the US Navy has concurred in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 and allied
publications on combined warfare, such as Allied Tactical Publication 8,
Amphibious Warfare Doctrine, the principles and doctrine outlined in these
publications form the fundamental doctrine for the Navy. Briefly, the Navy believes
in the principle of unity of effort where forces of separate nations and their services
are integrated under a single unified or combined commander into an efficient team
of land, naval, and air forces.16 The naval contribution to unified and combined
operations is to be prepared to conduct prompt and sustained combat operations at
sea.
The Navy works closely with the other services and allies in discharging their
primary functions.17 "Given the narrow margin of the US Navy advantage, every
effort must be made to integrate relevant capabilities of the other US services and
US allies into the campaign to defeat navies. '" By using allied naval forces, US
forces would be freed to conduct naval campaigns against enemy naval forces and
tactical air support of land campaigns.
The mission of the US Navy is to organize, train, and equip forces for the conduct
of combat operations at sea. This includes operations of sea-based and land-based
naval air for naval operations. Also, the Department of the Navy is responsible for
maintaining the Marine Corps14 Navy combat operations involve two basic
functions—sea control and power projection.40 Sea control is achieved by the
engagement and destruction of. or by deterrence through, the threat of destruction
of hostile aircraft, ships, and submarines at sea. Power projection is a means of
supporting land or air campaigns using naval capabilities.41
The part of the Navy charged with carrying out these naval operations is the
operating forces. The operating forces include the fleets, scigoing forces, naval
destmet forces, sea frontier forces. Fleet Marine Forces, the Military Sealift
Command. Navy shore activities, and other forces as assigned by the Department of
the Navy.«
When naval forces are assigned to unified commanders, they are "discharged in
a manner consistent with full operational command vested in the unified . . .
combatant commanders."41 This means that all naval combatant ships, combat
support ships, and naval aviation units are assigned under operational control of the
naval component commander of a unified or combined command. Forces not
assigned to a unified operation are under the command of the Chief of Naval
Operations.44
By law.41 naval forces are composed of Marine fend combat, naval combat,
service forces, and organic aviation clement*—US Navy and US Marine Corps
aviation elements—for the "purpose of controlling the seas and littoral (shore or
coastal! areas while defending the fleet against all threats the enemy may bring to
bear."*4 Naval air provides an element of flexibility for employment in a theater of
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operations, either in support of naval or land operations. Naval aviation, when
supporting joint naval or amphibious operations, is under the operational command
of the unified commander. Naval aviation that supports land operations is flown in
an in-support-of role.47 If naval aviation is required by the land or air component of
the unified command or is directed by the unified commander, it is flown in support
of the land operation, but operational control does not pass to the land or air
component commander. The naval component commander retains operational
control. This method of employing naval aviation is temporary in nature. It is
employed when the land buttle requires additional air to accomplish a specific
mission of limited duration.4* The rationale is that naval aviation is for fleet defense
and is required to primarily support naval and amphibious operations. However,
naval aviation can be used to support land operations.
In summary. Navy fundamental doctrine for employment of forces in joint and
combined doctrine, although not enunciated in naval warfare publications, supports
the principles of unity of effort411 which states that to utilize the armed forces of the
United States effectively, they should be integrated closely into an efficient team of
land, naval, and air forces. However, naval aviation flown in support of land
operations remains under operational control of the naval component commander.

US Marine Corps Doctrine*
The Marine Corps—like the Navy and unlike the Army and Air Force—does not
repeat or amplify fundamental principles for joint and combined operations that are
found in Joint Chiefs of Staff publications or combined doctrine publications.11
However, unlike the Navy, the Marine Corps does publish "white letters'* by the
Commandant of the Marine Corps which provide guidance for the employment of
Marine forces in support of joint and combined operations.
The Marine Corps comes under the Department of the Navy where there are two
separate sen ices- the Navy and Marine Corns.*- To a large degree, each of these
services is separate and distinct with respect to its administrative function. The
Commandant of the Marine Corps is a chief of service and a permanent member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Briefly stated:
the Cwnnumiant oi the Marine C«p* i» diwvU) re»ponnhle u» the Seereiarv «*f the N»\y fur
*4mini*tf4inm, dWiplme. internal organization, training, requirement*, eflkienes. readsne»% of
the Manne iorpv tor the opctatam of the Marine t oq*v material »uptvwi »\%temh and ft* the total
pcrforttumeoi the Manne <'«•»)* *

With regard to us mission and functions.*4 the Marine Corps is organized,
trained, and equipped 10
provide Mcel Moitne h*vc* i*l eotuhik-d arm», together with supporting air tomponenu. h«e
vrtvKY «ith the l mied Nute* Meet «n the wt/ure or detente ttf adtatwed natal ha%e% and lot the
toftJutt ol *IH h land .«jvr jth>fi* *s uu> K rvwnlut to the ptoteiulion ul a naval tampoif n **
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The Marine Corps has the capability to respond to operations not associated with
naval campaigns. "For example, the utilization of Marines in Korea and later in
South Vietnam is typical of the type mission which may be assigned to the Corps at
the direction of the President."*
The combat portion of the Marines is called the operating forces of the Marine
Corps and is composed of the Marine complement aboard naval vessels, the
security forces on duty with naval shore activities, Marine combat forces not
otherwise assigned, special activity forces, and the Fleet Marine Forces—of which
there are currently two: Fleet Marine Force, Pacific and Fleet Marine Force,
Atlantic. Operational control of the Fleet Marine Forces resides with the respective
US Navy fleet commanders,57 while administrative control is exercised by the
Commandant of the Marine Corps.
The Marine Corps doctrine emphasizes close integration of air and ground
operations. The Marine forces are normally organized into a Marine air-ground task
force. This task force is composed of a command element with three subordinate
elements—ground combat, aviation combat, and combat service support.9* There
are three types of marine air-ground task forces provided by the Fleet Marine
Forces. The Marine amphibious unit is the smallest of the three and is used
primarily for operations of limited scope and duration. The Marine amphibious
brigade, which is capable of conducting sustained air-ground operations on a
limited scale, is the second type of task force. The Marine amphibious force is the
type of Marine air-ground task force appropriate to the majority of situations
involving Marines in sustained combat."
When Marine forces are employed in joint or combined operations. Marine Corps
doctrine states thai operational command by the unified or joint commander will be
"exercised through the service component commander and commanders of other
subordinate commands.'*10 Marine doctrine joes on to state the Marine air-ground
task force—the combat element of Marine forces—can be employed in the
following ways: as a service component of the naval component of a unified
command, as an element of a joint task force under a unified command, as a
uniservice force under a unified or subordinate unified command, as a joint task
force under a specified command, or as a service component of the naval
component of a specified command.*1 The above relationship of the Marine airground task force to the joint or combined command deals with its primary function
of amphibious operations and "will be employed as a uniservice force under the
unified command."*1 Marine doctrine also stales that when Marine forces are
operating as an element of a combined force, those Marine forces employed will be
used in accordance with the agreed doctrine of the military alliances participating in
the operation. For example, in NATO. Marine forces will be "guided by NATO
standardization agreements*1 and by major NATO commanders' exercise
directive|s|. "**
Marine doctrine stales thai when the Marine air-ground task force is employed, it
generally functions as a separate component of a naval task force, joint task force,
or combined force, with operational control passing to an operational commander as
directed.*5 "The MAGTF |Marine air-ground task force] operates JIS an integral
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component under the command authority of the designated operational commander
land the| MAGTF commander retains operational control of all organic assets to
include Marine aviation, with priority of tasking aircraft in support of his ground
forces."**
According to the Commandant, in a recent white letter, to achieve flexibility in
the Marine air-ground task force, "it is the Marine Corps policy that Fleet Marine
Forces normally will be employed as integrated air-ground teams. The organization
of Marine air-ground task forces (MAGTFs). with integrated combined arms forces
capable of performing across the spectrum of combat situations, is unique to our
corps."*' Additionally, this white letter outlines policy and amplification to Marine
doctrine on the Marine air-ground task force contained in Fleet Marine Force
Manual 0-1. In brief, the white letter provides the following as examples of recent
evidence of the flexibility of Marine Corps doctrine to support amphibious and
sustained operations ashore:
Operation«! control of aviation attet* will normally remain with the MAGTF commander and
priority of talking air vupport will go «o the MAGTF ground force»; however, we must accept the
nccctMty of ctMt.itiittng our air a**t» alone when they arrive in (healer prior to the ground forces,
which it often the cav:.
While continuing to are** the optimum utility of MAGTF integrity, we muM nxogni« the
nccctttty for centralised control but deccntraliicd execution of ta*4s* ... 1 (reaffirm) my policy
that, «hen operating in a nonamphibiuut environment. OfCON (operational control) of
MAGTF« may he ctcrcttcd by *ubunitied commander» down through corjavequivalent
commander«.**

In another white letter, the Commandant provided amplification on Marine
doctrine for the employment of the Marine air-ground task force during
nonamphibious operations." The Commandant stated the Marine Corps is prepared
to operate in any battlefield scenario, and its ability to contribute to the success of
the theater mission is inherent in the Marine air and ground combat elements
working together as a tightly integrated entity.10 This white letter provides guidance
during sustained operations ashore. As viewed by the Marine Corps, this
employment will be as follows:
The tntegs«) of the MAGTF a» an air<ground team I will he mamtamed with) operational control
at organ* Manne TACAIK* retained by the MAGTF during jomt land operation* The MAGTF
«tit ptiHtue tome» to the joint forte rominandcr in the m* of air defente. long-range
intfrUki»oA. aid long- ranee revonnat**ai*c |**f I Manne TACAIIt untie» available » cue«* of
VI Uitr retirement* »»It be made available to the aunt force commander"'

Fmal!>. ihe white letter states the "MAGTF commander is a 'unttervice
ciwmamlcr' (which) establishes the ha»is for the integrity of the MAGTF as an
emits .""'*

it.j • «j *».*»«,«»*
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In summary, the Marine Corps believes in the principles of unit)' of command
and effort wherein a single commander exercises operational command through
component or subordinate commands. Through its policy statements, the Marine
Corps states its belief that the Marine air-ground task force, when employed in
nonamphibious operations, will be used as a uniservice force reporting directly to
the joint or unified commander.

US Air Force Doctrine
The Air Force, like the Army, articulates its fundamental doctrine in basic—or
capstone—publications. The basic doctrine of the Air Force is found in Air Force
Manual I-1. Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force.
However, unlike the Army, the Air Force has a family of basic doctrines. Air Force
Manual 1-1 is the umbrella doctrine for the family of basic doctrines, which is
published in the I-series manuals. Operational doctrine is published in the 2-scrics
manuals, and each major command publishes mission-oriented doctrine in the
major command series. For example. Tactical Air Command (TAC) publishes
doctrine for tactical air operations in its Tactical Air Command Manual 2-1.
Tactical Air Operations. Major command doctrine is in line with Air Force basic
and operational doctrine.
The primary source UMHJ in develop this section is Air Force Manual I-1. The
Preface in this manual states:
Thu m»nu*l I» M atfho/tt*ivc itahftwm for ihc cmploynvni of Atr hinrc rtuwret A» %**h. the
fcfim u*d toe #c Jtufi|*i%v tn mautv «ml thoukl he victtttJ Ifom a phtloMqih**!. m« « kpA.
voMtrtt
U*tfimr lor jotm »«pctuUwH <fctottv% «enrkv nf*j*»n%ihili«ie* 'or hm,x cttqttoyrwM
K> two ur mor* t'S miiiur) »crvi<w
(Xvtftnt for tomhu««! orxratioiH u cuortlwaitfU amm$
f%
for im net «I fivtttrvf f&t&M»* of deleft«? JIJU**Y*

Air Force basic doctrine begins with a discussion of national power and the
military instrument. It describes the role the Air Force plays in securing and
preserving the freedom of the people of the Untied States, The Air Force must
maintain a force that is capable of carrying out its assigned mission. "This posture
is sustained by the Air Force and supported through the teamwork ot our nation's
armed service*. "T4 "For the nation to have an effective military instrument, the
military service* must be an efficient team of land. naval. and aerospace." "*
Air Force ha*ic doctrine stresses that air forces "must be effective in supporting
the other sen-ice* in their role* and missions. The Air Force can do thi* because of
|its| untrue capability to deliver material, transport people, and project firepower
rapidly.'"* To he effective, the Air Force has primary functions for which it is
»OICA responsible and other functions that it performs in coordination with the other
services "
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Aerospace forces are applied in combat through the organizational arrangements
outlined in JCS Publication 2. "Air Force warfare systems7" are employed by an Air
Force component commander working within a joint force, and the strength of a
joint force comes from the unique service contribution by the land, naval, and
aerospace forces working as a unified team.'*79
The Air Force accomplishes its assigned functions through its basic operational
missions. These are: strategic aerospace offense, strategic aerospace defense, space
operations, surveillance and reconnaissance, airlift, close air support, counterair
operations, air interdiction, and special operations."0 The Air Force is organized
into major commands based upon these missions: strategic offensive, strategic
defense, strategic and tactical airlift, tactical support of surface forces, and training
to support these functions.M These major commands are further subdivided into
numbered air forces, air divisions, groups, wings, and squadrons, as required to
accomplish the Air Force mission.
The mission of the Air Force is the prosecution of the air war.

Air Force

"missions during theater air operations are not isolated from land and naval
operations. The missions of the services arc coordinated to provide the joint force
with the proper balance of available airpowcr.*,!,;
According to Air Force doctrine, mutual support 01 the other services is an
important function of aerospace forces. The Air Force is structured so that in
"training, supporting!, and employing forces (the Air Force| considcr|s| carefully
the extent to which leach service! can augment the capabilities of the other
services. "*l With regard to the control of military forces, the Air Force supports the
principle of unity o\' command. Air Force basic doctrine discusses this principle as

follows:
SikYC"!ui military «»pcralKtm depend on a unity tit command it» achieve the migrated efhtrt
ami prcow control needed it» attain military objectives The t*gam/aiion und the procedure* it
appltc» muu he designated to achieve unity of command.
Unity of command ret|Uire» * clear kiatemcni of command afrangemenu and re*ponnhdit»c».
Each command ntuu he »iruciurcd to imure rapid dcciMonmakim; and implementation There
muu he a ungle ctmutundcf * each level in the than of commands-arid each commander mu*t
kmm »tut iv expected of hi* command Guidance thoutd al»o he more prect* ai each echelon
dtmn the chain of command t'tutwtundcft mu%t alu> »ori »iih each other to coordinate their
b overage ««I occrlappmg area»
The commander nm»t have a clear undemanding of the devt^ttputf* hattle The commander
niuti he able u* direct the tomnund'» force« through cuhordmate etunmanders «ho atui
underhand the objective Thu tcyuov» tcam«ori *ith*n and between »erc-tce* I'mty of
command i» e»pccully critical Jurutf period« of crtu» and confusion M

To support the theater battle, the Air Forte provide« airlift for strategic and
tactical operatHO«. To support the Airland Battle, the Air Force provide* the
theater commander close air support for land forces, battlefield air interdict ton.
tactical air reconnaissance and surveillance, air defence, offensive counterair. air
interdiction, and special *tr operations. For effective employment of aerospace
forces in a theater of operation. Air Force doctrine states that the principles of

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE
centralized control, decentralized execution, coordinated effort, common doctrine,
and cooperation are essential elements and are fundamental to the success of Air
Force operations.13 The principle of centralized control*6 and decentralized
execution is a key element of Air Force's employment doctrine which allows air
forces to be directed towards a common objective and allows a more flexible use of
aerospace forces. Decentralized execution allows the lower echelon commander
"wider use of judgment in enjoying the capabilities and characteristics of warfare
systems.*'17 Air Force doctrine states that centralized control of air forces must be
established under a single air commander.11 The principle of coordinated effort,
common doctrine, and cooperation is a vital step towards a coordinated effort to
attain common objectives and is fundamental to establishing teamwork.
Air Force strategic and tactical weapon» must be targeted and applied together with those of the
Army. Navy. Marine Corps, and allied services. . . . Success in battle depends on cooperation
within an alliance. 10 integrate and coordinate plans and strategy for combined operations to
achieve a common objective.w

The Air Force believes that the principles of war—objective, offensive, mass,
economy of force, surprise, security, unity of effort, maneuver, simplicity, timing
and tempo, and defensive110—provide guidance for the most efficient employment
of aerospace power. They provide a basis for Air Force planning, directing, ai*1
controlling actions of forces. "This proven use enhances the opportunity for
success. "•■ The principle of war that most directly applies to the theater command
structure is unity of effort. The Air Force defines and discusses this principle of war
as folio*»:
Unity of effort permits integrated, responsive, and decisive application of aerospace power. It
focuses power on the objective. Aerospace forces can be employed tu diverse and multiple tasks.
Thete tasks are interdependent enC must be executed in a coordinated and Complementary manner
to fulfill task objectives.
To realiae the full potential and effectiveness of aerospace forces, they must be employed as an
efHiiy wKXf cummano arrange menu mac preenwe ottupettun or rctourccs ana itigmentanon ot
effort.
Unity of effort for acrospsct forces U best achieved when allocation of resource*, assignment
of phontick. overall plannmg. and control of operations are ceniraliaad at the highen level under
the authority of a »tag»? air commander, usually the Air Force compunent cvmmarMcr n

In summary, the Air Force believes in the principles of unity of command and
effort where a single commander exercises opcratkxul command through the
component command system: where forces are integrated under a single
commander into an effective team of land» naval, and air forces. The Air Force
states that air forces must be prepared to prosecute an air campaign worldwide
against varied threats

m
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Comparative Analysis of Service Doctrine
Tu fully understand the services' views on a theater command structure, one must
go beyond the written doctrinal statements made by the individual services. The
doctrine espoused by each service provides the backdrop to compare the service
doctrine: however, one must compare how the services use their doctrine in arriving
at a command structure. This section compares and analyzes the doctrinal
statements to provide an insight into the services' actual employment of their forces
in a theater of operations. By analyzing the services* doctrine, the following general
statements can be made.
The Navy and Air Force view warfighting from a theater perspective. The Army
sees the battle from the corps* perspective where the corps is the highest tactical
righting unit, although they fully support the concept of an echelon above the corps.
The Marines view warfighting from a single mission, uniservice perspective; that
is. from the perspective of an integrated, combined arms force—the Marine airground task force—which is task-organized to perform a specific mission. These
views tend to drive the services to differing opinions on how forces should be
organised for theater warfare. The services' written doctrines support these views.
Naval forces are structured to conduct sea control and power projection. Air Force
forces are structured to support surface (land or sea/water environment) operations
and to carry out the air campaign. Army forces are structured to support the concept
of the corps as the highest tactical combat command in theater warfare. The Army
recognizes that a tactical command could be required above the corps. Marine
Corps forces arc structured to support the concept of an integrated Marine airground team in support of theater objectives.
Each of the services formally acknowledges the principle of unity of effort which
states that military forces should be integrated into an efficient team of land, nival,
and air forces. However, each applies this principle in varying ways. Army. Navy.
and Air Force agree that one single commander, the theater or joint force
commander, should caereisc operational control of theater-assigned assets through
his land, naval, and air component commanders. The Marine Corps believes dial
Manne combat force* should come directly under the joint or theater commander
ami be empimed by a Marine component commander The Army and Air Force
believe in the functional component —air. land, and naval; the Navy and Marine
Coqn believe in the service coo :£oncnt— US Navy component. US Marine
component. US Air Force component, and US Army component.
The Army and Atr Force agree that land forces should come under the land
component, air force* *houW conic under the air component, and naval forces
*hould come under the naval component. Both the Army and the Air Force agree
Hut IS Marine force* should come under the naval component *hen a**igned
a.4»»phihiou* ttpcution* or other operation* in *upport of naval campaign* They
agree that Manne comtui force* *hould he a**igned to the operational control of the
Und cor.ifvtncni duttrie *u*tained operation* a*hotc
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The Navy believes that alt naval assets, including Navy aviation, should come
under the naval component commander. If naval aviation assets are employed over
the land in support of the AirLand Battle, naval aviation should remain under the
operational control of the naval component commander and should operate in an
in-support-of role. They believe in the principle of a single manager for air.
The Marine Corps supports the principle of unity of effort but applies it
differently. They believe that the Marine forces are a fourth component—land,
naval, air, and marine force components—during sustained operations ashore.93
When operating in amphibious or naval operations, the Marines come under the
naval unified or naval component commander. During sustained operations ashore,
the Marine Corps believes its forces should come directly under the theater or joint
task force commander. Thus, the Marine Corps would operate as an uniservice
command. The Marine Corps docs not believe in the principle of a single
commander for air concept unless that commander is the Marine air-ground task
force commander. The principle must maintain the integrity of the Marine airground task force.
All four services believe that the theater or joint task force commander should
organize his forces the best way he sees fit. In general, the Army and Air Force
believe there are three generic components composed of land forces, naval forces,
and air forces. The Navy and Marines believe that for sustained operations ashore, a
fourth component should be added. If the theater or joint force commander
organize* his forces with only three components, then the Navy and Marine Corps
would support this arrangement us long as Marine aviation remained integral to the
Marine air-ground (ask force. They do not support placing ground combat forces
under the land component and aviation forces under the air component.
To compare how the services actually employ these doctrinal statements, the
following analysis is proviJcd. This comparison is based upon actual experience in
working doctrinal issues in the joint arena, discussions with service staff officers,
and interviews with senior service officers.
IV US Army has employed its force* under the unified command structure since
the beginning of ihe concent. Army forces are normally divided into an army group
or field army w uh the corps under this echelon above corps. Recent decisions by the
Army *taff and doctrinal statements by the US Army Training and Doctrine
Command have tended to imply a drift from this principle of unified command. For
example, the extended battlefield concept*4 tends to portray the battle from a corps,
and below, perspective Additionally, the 1973 Abram* agreement**changed Army
doctrine by placing emphasis on the corps, thus in effect eliminating the echelon
above corps * The US Army ha* recognized that an echelon above corps i* needed
and is working to provide the interface for joint coordination of organic army assets
and air force tactical air asset» .'* Recent discussions by the Army staff and Air
Statt, and the dialogue between the Army's Training and Doctrine Command and
the Air Force's Tact* il Air Command, have centered on working out procedure* to
cficet the needed coordination between Army and Air Force unit* in a theater of
operations **
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Like the Army, the US Navy has employed its forces under the unified command
principle since the beginning of the concept. The unified commander is a naval
officer if the mission of the unified command—for example, Atlantic Command
(LANTCOM)—is prompt and sustained sea operations. The Navy believes in the
unified command structure to fight a theater war; however, if naval forces are
assigned to unified commands not associated with naval operations, then these
naval forces operate in support of the air-land operation." Operational control
remains with the fleet commander. This means that naval forces supporting the
theater or joint task force commander may not be diverted, withdrawn, or used in
other tasks without the approval of the fleet commander. Under the component
command system, this presents no problems for the theater command organization
as the fleet commander would be the naval component commander.
In the case of naval aviation supporting a land campaign, a problem exists. In
effect, there would be two air component commanders operating in the same
area."10 The argument presented by the Navy is that naval air assets are limited,
must be available as required to maintain sea control, and must be responsive to the
needs of the fleet in defense of the fleet and in maintaining the sea lines of
communications."" The Navy points out that naval air assets supporting the land
commander will be provided to the theater or joint task force commander as
determined by the fleet commander.102 Discussions between the Navy and Air Force
over this issue have resulted in an agreement that naval air assets provided for
support of land operation will be in an in-support-of role.Iü' It is interesting to note
that several senior officers of the Air Force and Army have argued for naval air
assets to be placed under the air component commander.m However, it appears that
the position ol the Navy will not change—that is, navafair assets will remain under
the operational control of the fleet commander and operate in an in-support-of role.
Historically, the Marine Corps has operated under the operational control of the
naval component or naval unified commander when conducting amphibious
operations. In recent history, Marine forces have been employed in sustained
operations ashore. When employed in this role, the question of command and
control is raised. The Marine Corps argues that when operating in support of the
land campaign—a sustained operation ashore—these forces should be placed under
the theater or joint force commander and operate as a uniscrvice command.m The
Marine Corps also argues for the integrity of the MAGTF. Recent discussion in the
Joint Chiefs of Staff arena on this issue led to the services' agreement that the
MAGTF normally would not he split—that is, aviation would remain integral to
land combat forces, but the final command organization would rest with the theater
or joint force commander.11* If Marine forces are employed as suggested by the
Marine Corps, it creates two land armies and two air component commanders.'07
Several Army and Air Force senior officers have raised this point.'1* In their view,
all aviation assets should conic under the air component commander and all ground
forces should come under ihe land component commander. There is historical
precedent for Marine Corps forces to come under the land component commander
for sustained operation ashore.uw However, it appears that the position of the US
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Marine Corps will remain the same—that is, MAGTF integrity will be maintained
by placing the MAGTF directly under the theater or joint force commander.
When US Marine Corps forces were introduced into NATO in 1977, the question
of command and control of Marine forces was raised again. The issue revolved
around who had operational control of Marine forces—the land component, the air
component, or the theater commander.110 The issue is still being debated in NATO;
but. based upon the Joint Chiefs1 1980 decision, it is up to the theater commander to
organize his forces as he sees fit.
Jince its inception in 1947, the US Air Force has supported the unified command
principle. The Air Force also supports the three component command structure. For
theater operations, all air assets should come under the operational control of the air
component commander. With the exception of strategic airpower,1" all tactical
bomber and tactical support aircraft, including theater airlift, come under the
operational control of the theater air component commander. Several senior
officers have argued that all air assets, including strategic bombers, should come
under the operational control of the air component commander."2 For national
security reasons, however, the US Air Force has separated strategic airpower from
tactical airpower in a theater of operations."' Although this does not create two air
components, in the same sense as in the case of naval aviation and Marine air, it
does tend to complicate the coordination process for airpower employment in a
theater of operations. The US Air Force provides the theater air component
commander with a Strategic Air Command Advanced Operational Nucleus
(SACADVON) to support theater strategic bombardment operations. The rationale
is that these strategic forces are a national asset and may be required in other
contingencies. Therefore, operational control is retained by the Commander in
Chief, Strategic Air Command,"4 with tactical control passed to the theater air
component commander. Tactical control is defined as the detailed and usually local
direction and control of movements necessary to accomplish missions or tasks
assigned. Tactical control is one level of control below operational command,
operational control."In summary, the four services have formally agreed with the principles of
warfighting and theaier organization as specified in Joint Chief of Staff publications
but have applied the principles in differing manners. It is these differing views that
have created the lack of a coherent command structure based upon the principle of
unity of command Figure 4 depicts the services' views on the principles of
warfighting and organization.

44

SERVICE DOCTRINE

The next chapter discusses joint and combined principles of warfighting and
shows the application of these principles in setting up a command structure for
theater warfare.
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NOTES

CHAPTER 3

1. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 1 has two definitions of doctrine. I have used the DOD version as
opposed to the NATO definition. They are essentially the same, however. (See JCS Pub I, p. 113.)
2. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication I, DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
(Washington. DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff. I June 1979). p. 113.
3. Only all-servicc-agrecd joint and combined doctrine was used in this monograph in the development
of the command structure for theater warfare. Sec Appendix, "Unified Action Armed Forces." for
background on joint doctrine; and Appendix H, "Combined Doctrine for Theater Warfare," for
background on combined doctrine.
4. To understand the services' doctrines for employment of forces, one must not only have an
understanding of fundamental doctrine but also of employment or operational doctrine.
5. The author gratefully acknowledges the editorial assistance for accuracy provided by the Army
Advisory Group at Air University. Maxweil AFB, Alabama; in particular Colonel John Kennedy and
Lieutenant Colonel Jim Lynch of the US Army. Lieutenant Colonel Craig Mandcvillc of the Department
of Army's Firepower Requirements Division. Washington DC. and Lieutenant Colonel Lowell Bittrick
of the USA Training and Dotrinc Command, Ft. Monroe. Virginia.
6. US Army Forces. AU-H (Maxwell AFB. AL: Air University, September 1981), p. 2. (See also
Field Manual 100-5, Operations, 20 August 1982. p. 1-1; and Department of the Army Manual,
December 19H0, pp. 1-11, for discussion.)
7. Field Manual IfltM. The Arm (Washington, DC: HQ Department of the Army. 14 August 1981).
P -V
General E. C. Meyer, the US Army Chief of Staff, states in the Foreword to Field Manual 100-1.
The keystone of our |US Armyl contribution toward peace is total competence in waging war. It is also
my persuasion that each of us can profit by sober reflection on its |FM I0O-I) contents—those
fundamentals which drive our profession and which mark us individually as unique contributors to the
nation and its security "
The Preface to Field Manual 100-1 states: "In this document are expressed the fundamental
principles governing employment of United Stales Army forces in support of national objectives. . . .
Tactical doctrine . . can be found in appropriate field manuals. The basic operational concepts for. . .
tactical doctrine arc set forth in FM 100-5, Operations. Doctrines for joint operations... can be found in
JCS Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (VNAAF\r
8 Sec Appendix A. "Unified Action Armed Forces." for a discussion on the primaiy functions of the
US Army.
9. Field ManuaMOO-l.p 3.
10 Ibid.. p. 13.
11 Ibid.. p. 16.
12 The term "sea" IS used interchangeably *ith the term "naval" in this monograph. The meanings
are the same when used in this context
13. Field Manual 100-1, p. 22
14. Ibid.
15 Field Manual I0O-5, Operations (Washington. DC: HQ Department of the Army. 20 August
IVK2>. p I.

47

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

16. Ibid., p. 1-1.
17. Ibid. .p. 1-5. For a contemporary view of the Army concept of Fighting the extended battle, see the
March 1981 issue of Military Review. "Extending the Battlefield." by General Donn A. Starry, USA,
former Commanding General of the US Army Training and Doctrine Command, pages 31-50. The thesis
of General Starry's article is the corps commander must assume a greater role in Fighting the battle.
According to the concept, the corps and division commanders must see and attack targets deep in the
enemy's second echelon area. In terms of time, the corps commander must have a flexible plan 72 hours
into the future. As envisioned by the Army, the corps commander assumes the role of collapsing the
enemy's ability to Fight which drives the corps commander to employ a wide range of systems and
organizations on a battlefield. For the corps and division, this is much deeper than foreseen by current
doctrine (p. 32). To fight this extended battle, Army organic and Air Force tactical air assets are required
(p. 37). For an alternative view of the extended battlefield, ee the March-April 1983 issue of Air
University Review, "Extending the Battlefield—An Airman's Point of View," by Colonel Thomas A.
Cardweli III, USAF (pp. 86-93). The thesis of this article on the «.xic.ided battle, as viewed by the Air
Force, is really a theater war and focus should not be on a corps battle. The Army concept, as currently
articulated, overemphasizes the corps commander's responsibility for the battle, describes only one corps
on line, and fails to indicate where the joint interface to coordinate Army organic and USAF tactical air
occurs. The problem the Army concept presents the Air Force is a tendency to drive down the allocation
of battlefield air interdiction and air interdiction to the corps and below level. The Air Force position is
that airpower must be controlled centrally at the air component level. Colonel Corlcss W. Mitchell, USA,
in an unpublished strategy employment assessment paper, AY 1981-82. for the Air War College, entitled
"The Extended Battlefield Concept: A Potential Problem for the Command and Control of Air Power."
states that "the new defensive doctrine of the extended battlefield and the concept of 'depth' is a violent
departure from traditional doctrine" (p. 9). "FM 100-5 and influential Army leaders and writers of
Army doctrine profess that the interdiction battle will be fought at the corps and division level. But the
Army, through omission, has failed to address the 'stiei y problem" of procedural command and control
and its interface with the Air Force" (p. II). "Indeed, there appears to be a gap in the formulation,
coordination, and approval of joint command and control doctrine concerning this new defined AM y
area of responsibility (the extended battlefield). The solution lies in a join« agreement as to the procedures
thai will he used lor the planning, command and control, and the command relationships to be established
tor this new innovative doctrine" (p. 13).
IX Ibid. p. 2-2.
14 Unity of el tort is defined by JCS Pub 2 as "the concept of the US military establishment as an
efficient team of land, naval, and air forces . based on the principle that effective utilization of the
military power of the nation requires that the efforts of the separate military services be closely integrated.
Unity of cfiort among service forces assigned to unified or specified commands is achieved by exercise of
operational command, by adherence to common strategic plans and directives, and by sound operational
and administrative command organizations" (p 6).
20 Field Manual Utt-5. pp 2-6 and 2-7.
21 Ibid .p 2-7.
22 Ibid .p 13-1.
23. Ibid .p 15-2
24 Ibid iScc Chapters 15 and 17 for detailed discussion of employment of Army forces in joint and
combined operations.)
25 Ibid <See ( napter 6 to* discussion on tactical intelligence for the modern battlefield )
2fi Ibid, p 6-1
27 Ibid .p fV-2
2fc Ibid
29 Ibid .p 7-15
30 Ibid
31 See note 17 above for discussion on a*sources required to fight the extended battle.
32 Al-H.p K
33 Ibid
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34. It is interesting to note that today in Europe and the Pacific, the Army has an echelon above corps.
35. The author gratefully acknowledges the editorial assistance for accuracy provided by the Naval
Advisory Group at Air University. Maxwell AFB. Alabama; in particular Captain Tom Kirtland. USN.
and Lieutenant Commander C. D. Wagner. USN. of the Chief of Naval Operations' Strategy. Plans and
Policy Division. Washington DC.
36. Interview with Captain Thomas J. Kirtland H. USN. Chief of Naval Advisory Group. Air War
College. Maxwell AFB. Alabama, on 9 November 1981. Sec also Appendix C for the Navy's view on
unity of command.
37. See Appendix A. "Unified Action Armed Forces." for discussion on the Navy's primary
functions.
38. Employment of Naval and Marine tones, AU-16 (Maxwell AFB. AL: Air University. June
1980). p. v.
39. Sec this chapter, section entitled "US Marine Corps Doctrine"; and Appendix I. Sections 3 and 4.
for the mission of the USMC.

40. AU-16. p. 3.
41. Ibid.
42. Ibid. p. 7.
43 Ibid.
44. Ibid., p 8 (Operational control reverts back to the numbered licet commander The CNO retains
administrative command. )
45. IX)D Directive 5 KM). I. hum turns of the Department of Defense and Its Major Com/Hmentx, p. 8;
and Title 10. US Code, as amended
46. AlHfi.p II
47 In support o! is defined as "assisting or protecting another formation, unit, or organization while
remaining under original control" (JCS Pub I. p. 176). The Navy uses this term to discuss the
employment of »aval aviation v.hen supporting air-land operations,
4K The Air Force also employs air lor naval operations—called tactical air support of maritime
operations—tn the same in-support-.of arrangement.
49 See Joint Chiefs ol Stall Publication 2. t ntfu'dAttitm Annul tutus, p. 7; and Chapter 4, section
entitled "Join: and Combined Doctrine."
50. The author gratefully acknowledges the editorial assistance for accuracy provided by the Naval
Advisory (iroup. Air University. Maxwell MB. Alabama.
51 See Chapter 4. section entitled "joint and Combined tXn.trine "
5: AU-lfVp. M.
53 Mannt Corps Manual (Washington. DC Department ot the Navy. HO USMC. I WO), p. 1-4.
54 See Appendix A. "Unified Action Armed Forces." for primary missions ot the USMC
55 Marine Corps Manual, p I -3.
5r> Al- If», p hi See also "US Marine Corps Aviation at a Glance." Air ttmr Magazine. February
\W2. p 51 This article slates, m part "To the uninitiated, the IS Manne Corps and Marine Corps
Aviation are simple adjuncts ot ihe US Navy But there is a clear delineation that gives USMC and
Marine Aviation their special independence and autonomy Reflecting this (independence and autonomy |
IN that the Haditior.al primary mission ol the USMC has been amphibious assault
its prominent role in
the Joint Rapid Deployment Force |will he|
to engage in sustained ground combat In the Southeast
Asian conflict. L SMC tought throughout the war on the ground . "
57 Ibid .p h.V
5K Ibid .p 7:
5y Ibid ,pp 73,75.
Nl licet Marine force Manual 3-1. Ctmmand und Staff At turn (Washington. IK* HO USMC. 21
May I9?9l.p 23T
M Ibid ,p :*K
6: Ibid
fc> See Appendix H U>r discussion on the term 'standardization agreement
tvi Fleet Marine force Manual r I. p 241
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65. Fleet Marine Manual 0-1, Marine Air-Ground Task Force Doctrine (Washington, DC: HQ
USMC.31 Augusi 1979). p. 1-8.
66. Ibid. (See also Landing Force Manual 0-1, Doctrine for Amphibious Operations (Washington.
DC: HQ USMC, August 1967). Unding Force Manual 0-1, a joint manual—FM 31-11, NWp 22(B),
and AFM 2-53—outlines the doctrine for the employment of amphibious forces.
67. White Letter No. 1-80, Flexibility in MAGTF Operations (Washington. DC: Commandant of the
Marine Corps. HQ USMC. 17 January 1980). p. 1.
68. Ibid.. pp. 2 and 3.
69. White Utter No. 7-81. Command and Control of USMC TACAIR in Sustained Operations Ashore
(Washington. DC: Commandant of the Marine Corps. HQ USMC. 29 June 1981). This letter defends the
integrity of the MAGTF and provides guidance to all Marines that the MAGTF will always be employed
as a uniservice component—a separate, or fourth, component command when operating in sustained
operations ashore
70. Ibid..p. I.
71. White Letter. Enclosure 2. p. 2.
72. Ibid. p. 3.
73. Air Force Manual 1 -1. Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force (Washington,
DC: HQ USAF. 14 February 1979). p. vii.
74. Ibid.. p v Air Force Chief of Stall General Lew Allen. Jr., stated in the Foreword to AFM 1-1:
"Although the Air Force is now barely more than 30 years old. our ideas on the uses of airpower have
been developing for more than 60 years—since before World War I. During these 60 years, our doctrine
has grown from advocating limited observation and 'dogfight' roles to prescribing strategic, tactical, and
nubility air operations throughout the world and in space."
75. Ibid . p. 1-4. Aerospace is defined by AIM 1-1 as "the total expanse beyond the Earth's surface;
it i\ the multidimensional operating environment of the United States Air Force within which
atmospheric, suboihn.il. orbital, and deep space systems are operated" (p 2-4). lor the purpose of this
monograph, the term "ait" and "aerospace" are interchangeable (Colonel Dave McNabb. USAF.
Colonel M I). ,IKk" Simth. USAF (deceased); Lieutenant Colonel Bill Naslund, USAF, Retired;
and Lieutenant Colonel Tom Cardwell. USAF. began the revision of AFM I-1. dated 1475, in 1977. As
the primary action officer. Colonel McNabb had the responsibility to coordinate the draft with :h? field
commands and the Air Stall. Several significant changes occurred from the |s»75 manual and the 1976
version of AF basic doctrine. The most significant change was the shift in emphasis towards the unified
command structure with forces integrated into an efficient and effective land, naval, and air team.
Altliough Air Force doctrine has stressed this concept since 1947. it was not until I97l) that the theme of
unified operations was so explicitly articulated. Another change in the 1979 version was the shift in focus
of how Air Force forces contribute to joint and combined operations. Colonel McNabb provided the
following analysis of AIM l-l: The 14 February 1979 edition of AFM l-l, Functions and Basic
DiKtrine of the United Stales Air Force, was developed as a lead document for Air Force doctrine as well
as to outline the tasks for joint and combined operations. AFM l-l emphasizes that the primary purpose
of services is to develop--organize, train, and equip—and sustain forces for employment in a unified
environment In summary, services train forces—unified commands fight. To develop this theme, the
manual covers the authority of nation«! leadership, the supporting obligations of the four services, and the
leadership responsibilityjoint and combined commanders. It was written from an aerospace power
perspective—global, sin w .ic. or theater wide—that looks at warfare from space and minimizes earth and
battlefield boundaries. The manual highlights the Jcffcrsonian checks and balances as applied lo our
military system These checks are the two chains of command—an operational chain for force
employment and an administrative command for force development and sustainmcnt Forces are
deployed and employed by the operational chain by Supreme Allied Commanders, joint commanders, or
commander in chiefs Within this system, this leaves each service with responsibilities for logistics,
administration, torce structuring, training, and preparedness Operationally, the manual was written to
emphasize the basic organizational tenet o! torce employment through joint and combined commands
This tenet holds one commander per theater or subtheater with authority to control force employment in
that command's area of tactical resptwiNibility The underlying concept for this tenet the principle of
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centralized control under 4 single commander—has been derived from the history of successful military
operations Under this command and control concept, the joint, or combined, team is integrated by
organization and operational plans to insure employment as a coherent force. In this warfighting system.
Components support each other operationally with all forces directing their power towards theater
objectives ) (Source Personal correspondence u ith Colonel David R. McNabb.)
7f> Ibid .p 1-12.
77 See Appendix A. "Unified Action Armed I ones." tor a discussion on the functions of the IS Air
lone.
78 AI M l-l defines wartare systems as "weapon systems and their support elements in a single
coherent and flexible fighting system, organized to meet specific military demands" (p viii).
74 AIM l-l.p 2-5.
HO Ibid.p 2-6
SI Ibid .p 4 I
K2 ibid.p :-:i
K.V ihij .p \-\:
84 Ihd .p 4-2
KV libtd .p 5 2
Sh Joint Chid ot Suit Publication 2 use (he term "centralized direction." Centralized direction is
esscnii.il foi coordinating the etlorts ot the tones commanded ip .14» which is. lor all practical purposes,
ihe same as centralized control
87 AIM I-1 ..p. 5-.1
ss Ibid , p S-2 The Air lotce view oti single managership ot airpowet under the an component
commander isdcnm! liom pi.icl-c.il experience and history In North Attica m 1442 to I'M*. American
airmen learned ih.i. centralized control *»* atrpower was essential The Army Atr Corps doctrine of the
lime tied airpov,,.r to individual cotps. with the ground force commander directing his own an Ibis
spluttering ol airpowet allowed the Hermans to gjm control ot the ait as the corps were using tactical an
in (he slt»se air support role, thus ignoring air ••;vtiorit\ During World War II. the invasion ol Lurope
uould have been successful had ground units conducted its own air campaign The foundation of
vcntrahzed control had its begmmng tn North Africa
84 Ibid . p 5'-.*
'HI The Air lone has two additional principles ot war t tinting and tempo, and defensive) than docs the
Anm and uses the term iimlv ot cttort" talhet than "unity ot command " I louc MI. the principle ol
iimlv ol command is used In the Ait I-orce.
•/I AIM I l.p 5 4
1
'2 Ihid . p 5 r.
vi» 'Ihe Marine Corps uses litre term "component" to mean service component. not m the sense ot a
luiKtiotuI component See Appendix I. Section 7, tor discussion
44 Sec Vppeiuhx (i
'** In t*rV lietietal Abiaitis. IS Vmv Chiel ot Statt, approved a change m Aims doelnne which
deleted the aims i'towp ami merged I um lions ot ihe lield arms and cotps mlo a single echelon called the
lorps Sec Appendix It tot details
'«• Inlet view Aith l.iculetutil General William K Kuluidson. t S\. \*t\ 15 (Molvi |'*8I. .11 ihe
Pentagon. Washington IX vienctal Kuhaidson. ihe IS Atmv De|Httv Chiel 01 Stall to» Operations ami
Plattv staled dial (he I S Atmv was lotced to change its emphasis limn this eehclott above corns to a
n*rps orientation However, the IS Anm recognizes the need to provide a |o.m miertace aU«ve corps to
work 0111 ihe coordination problems between the corps and the Ait h»ree tones Cutientlv . the Aims is
working ihis pt«>Mcm A haitlelictd lootdmalioii element, tmdei studv h\ the I S \ I raining ami Dtn.itme
t ,'tnmand. will help to climmale ihts |.isk oi an cshcloit above mips (Complete interview is contained in
Vpfvthhx M »
K
*~ h>id See «rlerview »Mh (iencial Mam, lonnei vomiu.in.hiu' (uttet.il. I S\ Irommg and
[Wtitnc Command »..»ntamed tn \pjvndix (» i»cnci.t! Stasis stale» that tones miol he organized into
Three vomponents one foj tuv.d tone», one lot land tones, .mil »«tie loi An l«Uvc tones Itsus. hv
luv in/ .1 land voi!i|v>neiil. ilvte ts m eile»! a need tot ,m e«.helon aN>\c ».orps
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98. This author, while assigned to the Air Staff in 1977-81, worked the offensive air support
agreement on apportionment and allocation of tactical air (TACA1R) assets. In sffect, die agreement
provides TACAIR for support of the land battle based upon the allocation decision made at the echelon
above corps level. Lieutenant Colonel Craig Maitdevilie of the Department of the Army's Firepower
Requirements Division. Lieutenant Colonel Homer Lewis of the USA Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC). Lieutenant Colonel Doug Spencer of the US Air Force's Tactical Air Command (TAC). and
Lieutenant Colonel D. I. Alberts and Major Ken Hall, both in the Air Starrs Doctrine and Concepts
Division, participated in the development of this landmark agreement. Lieutenant Colonels Lewis and
Spencer worked the issue between TAC and TRADOC and developed the strawman agreement which
was forwarded to HQ USAF and the Department of the Army in October 1980. Lieutenant Colonels
Mandeville and Cardwcll worked the final agreement at the headquarters level After initial headquarters'
coordination, (he agreement Mas forwarded to HQ TAC. USAFE. PACAF. and TRADOC. for formal
approval in January 1981. (Sec Appendix R for discussion.) This agreement marked the first tacit
acknowledgement by the US Army since 1973 that an echekm above corps was needed to provide the
required coordination »if TACAIR in support of the land battle. The agreement was approved by General
Starry. Commanding General of TRADOC. and General Creech. Commander of TAC. and was signed
by Lieutenant General Otis. US Army, and Lieutenant General O'Malky. US Air Force (the two
services' Deputy Chief* of Suit for Plans and OpcratKWs). in 1981. (Source: Personal diary and HQ
Air Force. Directorate of Plans History. Vol. I. I January-30 June 1981. Information presented in this
note is unclassified.)
99 Sec Appendix C. "Command Structure for Theater Warfare. US Navy View." by Rear Admiral
Robert E Kirksey.USN.
Ml. As was the case in Vietnam where the Navy »ir component for Route Package 11. III. IV. and
MB in North Vietnam was the Pacific Fleet, and Air Force air component for South Vietnam a
.*
Packages I, V, and VIA in North V» -inam was the Deputy Commander for Air Operations. MACV.
101 See Appendix C by Kirksey (During the period October to December I9KI, discussions with
Lieutenant Commander C\ D Wagner. Chief of Naval Operations' Strategy. Plans and Operations
Diviston. USN. confirms this analysis >
in: Ibid
10 t While assigned tit the Air Staff during 1977- 81. the author participated in headquarters *t»ff level
discussion with the US Navy over the issue of m support of verses operational control of naval assets
passing io (he air component or land component comnunder. At the staff level, a consensus could not be
reached, and the issue was not passed to the service chiefs for resolution Therefore, the agreement stands
that naval assets operating in support of land operations and air force assets operating tn support of naval
operations wilt be conducted in a support of role.
104

Interne« with Gc.«-*«l Starr). USA. on i December I9HI. at MacDill Al B, Florida (See

Appendix G f«w interview
*,* also Appendix F. "An Organisation for The**r Operation» From a
Commander's Perspective." by General Momyer. USAF. Retired Both Generals agree that naval atr
assets should be placed under the operational control of the air component commander » hen paftietp«ttng
in a land operation
105 Interne» with lieutenant General Milter. I SMC. on 15 October I9*| at Washington DC (See
Append is t> lor inters tew I (icncral Miller stresses the point that the unique nature of the Marine forces
dictates thai they must he employed as an integrated team of land. a», and support forces under the
MAGI I comnunder who reports directly to the theater or joint force commander However, if the
heater or HUM force commander splits the MAGTF. the t'SMC would honor th. decision. FMFM >-l.
t'.nmuutd und Stuft Ai tun states thai lhe Marine forces till he employed under the unified, specified
nasal component or totnt task tot« commandct when operating in its primary function of amphibtous
operations, and sshen operating tn combined operations, the Marine forces «ill he employed as directed
by aerced lOtnhincd dostnne <pp - **». 2-th No mention is made of htm Marine forces «til he
employed in sustained <»petaiion% in curteni Manne C orps doctrine publications t)nc has to consult the
C nmmandani s sshiie letters lor guidance on ihis aspect of force employment
The Joint I fuels i»t Staff guidance »*» employment of I'SMC tactical a«r during sustained operations
jshote is 111 I ndcr n*>%t uiiumsianccs. the theater or i»»mt cummandct «til organi/c his command to
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retain (he unique capabilities of Marine forces to pose to an enemy the threat of amphibious operations;
i2) under sustained combat operatii»ns ashore, the (heater commander should place the MACiTF forces
under the land componeni commander-applies also to placing Army forces subordinate to a land
component command by a Marine; (3) normally. Marine air assets would remain organic lo the MAGTF;
however, under certain circumstances these air assets could K' p!.iced under an air component
commander as directed by the theater commander; and (4> it is important l*»r field commanders to
organize their forces for wartime operation* and peacetime exercises in ways that minimize the difficulty
of transiiiomnc from peace to war. (Source; JCS meeting. 4 December 14KI. where the Joint Chiefs of
Statt discussed the command and control ol I'SMC tactical air during sustained operations ashore and
command relationships in operational plan development as quoted in DIP No. II. Draft. "Command
Relationships. The Manne Air 'Ground Task lorce. and What They Mean to an Airman!" (Washington.
IX" HOISAI-. Doctrine and Concepts Division. MUß», p. 31.1
106. While assigned to the Air Stall. 1977 HI. the author participated in discussions on command and
control of I'SMC tactical air assets during sustained operations ashore The author presented the Air
htrce s position to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on \2 December I'M) The Marine Corp»' position »as
presented by lieutenant Colonel James W 'Jay" Rierman. I'SMC After deliberations by the Joint
Chiefs, a decision was reached whereby the MAGTF» integrity would be maintained but the theater or
tomi torce commander would make the final determination of how forces assigned to his command would
hcoream/cd (Source Personal dtarv l
Reprinted below IN that agreement readied by the Joint Chtels ol Stall and sent to all unified
commanders in December I WO.
OMSIBl S AGRLIMi.NTON COMMAND AND CONTROL
Ol I SMC TACAlR DCRING SlSTAISTD OPERATIONS ASHORE
I IK Manne .in pound task loin- iMACtll I lontiiurider will retain o|vralioiul control ol hi*
-•tL'.ttiK JII a*sci> II*,* pitman intsvKHi ol the MAGII an combat element is the CU|»J>OM ol the
StMill eioutnl element Dunne joint operations, the MAG It air ascets will mnmallv be in
Mippott ol the M-VCttl mission the MAG If commander will nuke softies available to the toint
litikC «oiiiiii.iiulii. I»»t tasking thioti^'h hie jif component contnundei. tor an defense, long-range
interdiction, aiut lone latiec icvonnaiscatue Sorties in cue** ol MAG IT direct cupp*»fl
leqmtcmctiic »ill tv piovided to llic »omt loue commander lor i.i%kme through the an component
commander («•« ihe support of other components ol the Jit-, of of the JII- as a whole Nothing
herein shall mtiingc <«n ihe juthofttv ot ihe theater or f»»«m lorce commander, in ihe eu-icise o!
opeiatt *ul control, to as\»gn nmoctftv redirect cHotlv and direct cotwditulton among his
vuhofdmaie commander to m%ure unilv ol cllt«rt prescribed in Jt S Pub *. t'mfinl Aiinw ArmrJ
/,*■♦»-» .(\.t/i iSource DIP So II. thaft. 'Command Relationships, Phc Marine
\n Itfound I jvk lone, and \Ah.il l'he> Mean It» an Ail man' t Washington. DC IIQ ISAI .
U*tnne and Concept» Division. l^iO.p y. and t SMC White letter No. ?-*!. CtmtmmJtmJ
t <mm>t>*l Wh IM UK my»it.;tttfJthvwth>*t> .\%htve 2** June I ««I l

It vh.'ulj tv note»! Hut the i^cuc ol lottitnand a-*»d control o! Manne avuti»>n jeeef» ht>t »attic up in
!v*>s AutMf the \ uinaiti vosiJlut Ihe IN»UC continued through ihe IM^lK In |**V. Colonel Robert C
t Itil 1 S \| i ,-i.uei Merlin I)
HuU Smith I V \l idecvasvdi, lieutenant Colonel Wtllofd I
Volund ISM Retired I leutenant Colonel Donald J Alben». I SAl arsJ I tculenant I «4onel thomas
\ ( afJueli 111 t N\I ol the Doctrine and l .nucpts iHvicion. Htjt I SAl k'goft >k»eli«ping the L'SAt
1
;H.M!...:I ,«•. »mgic ttuuaeet ?o» an cotucpt In l ***. I ol.mel Das »u R M*V»t*b Mined the An I \>t\< team
*H>.n I .-loneh Smith I lo*V, jsyi VasiunJ left the diVivNW llw \eais |y'K to |y'*J c4w maitv
Jiv,u*oon% IvtMtvr-. I!H t N M jnd I S\|t o.et the scsue ot uh»« vhould have tottttol ol I SMI' jAiat^tn
a«v:* the I *s\l utei:!-■ hi the vriigle uu-.jeet ap|Hi«j*h and the I SMC orguinf tot tetenih>n of
o|vrj!>.«nj! k-.ntttol ^\ ilu" VI Uill vonvuutkkt In WfcO. the tscue UIIK- !«• J he*! »hen I SMt h*ve>
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were introduced into NATO. The issue was debated in the joint arena t.y Lieutenant General Jerome F.
O'Malky. USAF. DCS/Plans and Operations, and Colonel (brigadier general »electee) Roben A.
Norman, USAF. Director of Joint and NSC Matters. HQ USAF. for the USAF: and by Lieutenant
General John H Miller. USMG. DCS Plans. Policies and Operations, and Colonel D. E. "Dep" Miller.
USMC. for the USMC. The joint staff decided to elevate the issue up to the Joint Chiefs in December
1980. Lieutenant Colonels Card well and Bicrman presented the service views to the Joint Chiefs on 12
December. The compromise reached by the Joint Chiefs whereby the integrity of the MAGTF was
maintained, but the C1NC (theater) or joint force commander would decide how to organize his forces, is
the current guidance on employment of USMC forces during sustained operation ashore. (Source:
Personal diary. See also article entitled "Joint Chiefs to Resolve Dispute on Air Strategy" in the Los
Angles Tmn by Robert C Toth. 12 December 1980. p. I.)
A personal observation to this note: Having been directly involved in the JCS discussions over the
employment of USMC tactical air during sustained operations ashore since 1977, I believe that the
agreement reached (the so-called Omnibus Agreement) by the Joint Chiefs on Command and Control of
USMC TACAiR During Sustained Operations Ashore was the best agreement the JCS could make given
the requirement for an unanimous decision by the service chiefs. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff stated he wanted full agreement—no split decisions. With that guidance, the Omnibus Agreement
was a compromise between the USMC and USAF position The first part of the agreement is essentially
the Marine Corps position, and the second part is essentially the Air Force position. To clarify the
Omnibus Agreement, the guidance in the note above was issued in 1981. It is interesting to note that the
Army and Air Force interpret this agreement and the guidance along the lines of tacit approval for the
placing of all TACAIR under the air component command«, -not the Air Force, but the air component.
The Marine Corps interprets it as tacit approval to function cither as an uniscrvtcc force, fourth
component, or as a MAGTF with m» "splitting" of land and aviation asset« In the author's opinion, the
guidance is quite clear, it is up to the theater commander to organize his forces as he sees fit. It is.
indeed, important tot field commanders to organise their forces in peace as they will fight in war. The
USMC. USA. USAF. and USN have agreed to the provisions of both the agreement and the guidance In
m\ view, the still unresolved issue is how thou Id we organise our peacetime forces for warfighting It is
the aim of this monograph to propose a way to do just that
107 \\ »as the caw initially in Vietnam prior to 1968 (Sec Append»* I. Section* .*» and 4. for
discussion i
HW (General Minmei. USAF, Retired, (knerai Slam. USA. Lieutenant General Richardson. USA;
and lieutenant General O'Mallcy USAF. raised this question See Appendices B. I;, I. and 0 for
discussion
IUM See Append is I. Section 4. Raclground Information on USMC* Command and Control
Relationships During Susumcd Operation* Ashore,-. IV77 to I97i)." by Major Ctavtuai R tri'Jikoni.
USAI
110 See Appeal!t 1. Section 2. for an interne* with Maj»* (ienetal Carl D rVterson, USAF.
Retired, former Air Deputv l Vnnmamfer in Al NORTH His comments t*nnt out some of the command
and tout?**) issue* a**«*tated wtth the tntrodustmn of USMC forces tn Al NORTH
HI that is botttKr and tanker aircraft .»signed lo the specified titmnuttd Strategic Air *ommalkj
i SAC»
It* General Motmcf. I SAl . Refired. tk-neral Starry. USA. and Lieutenant General 1 »ardtttfi,
USA. have raised this pmtnt Vc Appvisdwe* R. 1 . and (i ft* discuss*« See als*» Air t*imrf i*. thitr
Hun by tieneial VAiilum VA Momyer. t SAF. Retired (Washington, DC Government Printing Office.
I«jTx» pp «*» 1**7
I) * flu«, »j* true in VV*ld \*»ai 11, Korea, and Vietnam
114 In hi* role a» a tpeii(icdtt*mman»JcT, CINCSAC
II< JointllitrliilSlaff hihlhation l.p U|

CHAPTER4

A COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE

This chapter provides one answer to the question posed in Chapter I: What
'anization should the United States use to employ land, naval, and air forces in a
trwater of operation?'

Introduction
In Chapter 2. we saw a gradual change in the method of setting up US command
structures from a doctrine of cooperation to the doctrine o\ unified operations. Kach
of the three wars reviewed—World War II, Korea, and Vietnam- showed an
experiment with various methods of employing US military forces. The successes
and failures ol these experiments provide insights into a method to provide clear
lines of authority for a command structure for theater warfare. Additionally, the
experiences of past v.ars have ted to joint and combined doctrines for the
employment of military forces in a theater of operations In Chapter J, the services'
doctrinal statements concerning employment ot forces were presented. By
analyzing these pronouncements, a general statement can he made: The services alt
formally agree * ith the employment of theater-assigned assets in a coherent team to
Accomplish combat missions in a theater of operations: however, the services
interpret the broad principle» frnind m JCS Publication 2 :n different manners
Chapter * presented these different views on the command structure for theater
warfare Keeping these views in mind when studying joint and combined doctrine*
«ill help one understand the difficult) service planners have in designing a
command structure for theater war lighting Before discussing the proposed
command structure, it will be uselul to review joint ^tul combined doctrine for
theater warfare
The principle» and doctrines tor joint and combined warfare arc presented in the
following section»

After tm» hncf review and analysi», a command structure is

proposed tha« will provide for the integrated employment of military forces in a
theater of operations

<<
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Joint and Combined Doctrine

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 establishes principles and doctrine that govern
the activities of the armed forces when two or more services are acting together.2
Doctrine for combined operations is contained in allied publications.' For example,
in NATO, combined doctrine is prescribed and set forth in allied administrative and
tactical publications; in the Pacific theater, it is contained in air standards under the
auspices of the Air Standardization Coordinating Committee.
The principles and doctrines for joint and combined operations provide military
guidance for use by the services and military commanders. These principles are to
be applied to accomplish the intent and will of the Congress of the United States as
specified in the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958.4 In amending
the National Security Act of 1947 by the 1958 Act, Congress intended that the
armed forces of the United States would have unified strategic direction under a
single unified commander, and these forces would be integrated into an efficient
team of land, naval, and air force*.*
The establishment of the US military departments, services, and the combatant
commands sets up two distinct chains of command. The first chain of command is
the operational channel of authority assigned to combatant commands. The second
chain of command is the service channel of authority for purposes other than
operational direction of combatant forces.
Figure 5 depicts the operational chain of command. Operational authority comes
from the national command authorities* through the Joint Chiefs of Staff—who act
as the principal military advisors to the President, the National Security Council,
and the Secretary of Defense—to the unified, specified, and joint task force
commanders* (see Figure 5). Unified and specified commands are established by
the President. A unified command has a broad continuing mission and is composed
of forces from two or more services, while a specified command has a broad
continuing mission but is composed of forces from a single service.* Joint task
forces or joint forces are designated by the Secretary of Defense or by a commander
of a unified or existing joint task force and are composed of assigned or attached
elements of two or more services.to
The military departments and services provide forces to unified, specified, and
joint (ask force commands, and they do not have operational direction o>/^r these
a&stgned combatant forces. They do have service authority for purposes other than
operation^ direction. This service authority includes the preparation of military
forces and (hetr administration and support
Figure ft depicts the service chain of command. The authority runs from the
President to the Secretary of Defense to (he service secretaries to the service
chiefs— for example. (he Chief of Naval Operations."
The integration ol forces provided b\ the military department* for combatant
commands is known as the unified command structure Figure ? depicts this
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ihcr national level is obtained bv the authority ol »he President and the Secretary of Defense,
cverciscd ihiuujjh the secretaries ol the military departments and the Joint Chiefs of Stall. h> the
strategic planning and direction ol the Join Chiefs of Stall, and hy common, joint, and crow
servicing by the military departments I niiy of effort atttont! service forces assigned to unified or
specified commands is achieved by exercise of operational command, by adherence to common
strategic

plans

and

directives,
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by
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organization This concept is the basis for a sound working relationship between the Joint Chiefs
of Stall and (he commanders of umhed and spec11*ed commands in the overall strategic direction
ol the armed htft.es on the
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hand and. on the other, the military departments and services

A COMMAND STRUCTURE
charged with preparing and providing forces for the unified and specified commands and
administering and supporting the forces so provided.I4

The principle of unity of effort generates certain requirements for unified joint
and combined actions. Unified operations and combined actions by the armed
forces require the following: integrated effort and joint actions by the armed forces
in the attainment of a common objective; planning and conducting operations and
exercises under unified direction; developing doctrine and preparing and training
forces for specific types of operations related to combatant functions of the services;
delineating responsibilities for unified joint and combined operations; and
developing and preparing of doctrines for unified operations, training, and joint and
combined operations.15
There are two principles that must be applied to achieve the full potential of the
unified combatant structure. These are the principles of maximum integration and
the principle of full utilization of forces. Maximum integration refers to the
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practicable integration of policies and procedures to "produce an effective,
economical, and harmonious organization which will insure the security of the
United States.,,|ft This does not mean a merging of the services into a single service.
The principle of full utilization of forces states that each service's unique
capabilities must be exploited to their full potential to achieve the effective
attainment of overall unified objectives.17 The services are assigned primary and
collateral functions to achieve success under this principle (see Appendix A). The
Army is charged with land combat; the Navy, including the Marine Corps, with
naval combat; and the Air Force with air combat—not in isolation but as part of a
unified team composed of land, naval, and air forces to accomplish overall military
objectives.
The broad functions that are assigned to the military departments, the services,
and Joint Chiefs of Staff contribute to the overall security T>f the United States by
placing effective strategic direction under a unified command. This is achieved by
integrating the armed forces into an efficient land, naval, and air force team to
prevent unnecessary duplication or overlapping among the services. This
integration should enable the armed forces to achieve a high degree of cooperation
by coordinating the operations of the team, to promote efficiency and economy, and
to prevent gaps in responsibility.,K
The principles and doctrine outlined in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 provide
the framework to set up a command structure to support the unified operations of
the armed forces of the United States when two or more services are employed (see
Figure 7). This structure must be designed to insure the effective coordination of the
forces to accomplish the assigned mission. '
In deternwung the most effective method. . . . consideration shall IK* given first to the mission 10
be accomplished, ami then to the capabilities and Junctions of the services involved, the
geographic location ami nature of the contemplated operations ... and capabilities of US and
enemy forces [i>

Once these factors have been considered, the command structure can be designed.
The United States has developed three methods to exercise command in unified
operations -unified command, specified command,:" and joint task force.:i At the
top of each method of command structure is a single commander who exercises
command and control- over assigned forces. The term command means:
The authority vested in an individual of the armed forces Ux ihe direction, coordination, and
control it| military tones; an order given by a commander that is. the Mill of the commander
expressed lot the purpose of bringing about a particular action. |and] a unit or units, an
organization, or an area under the command of one individual '

The functions of command, such as (he composition of subordinate forces, the
designation ot objectives and assignment of tasks, and the authoritative direction to
accomplish an assigned mission, are called operational command.-*4 For use within
the US command structure, the terms operational command and operational control
are synonymous. Ihe Joint Chiefs of Stall have provided specific guidance on the
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exercise of operational command and operational control within the unified
operations structure. The commander of a unified command is authorized to plan,
deploy, direct, control, and coordinate the actions of assigned forces. Additionally,
the commander exercises direct authority over all elements of his command. In
short, he exercises operational command and control over his assigned forces.25
The overall commander personally exercises operational command, and he
exercises operational control through the commanders of subordinate commands or
component commanders.26 Forces are assigned to the unified command as
subordinate or component commands reporting directly to the unified commander.
These subordinate or component commanders exercise operational control over the
respective forces and report or "communicate directly with their respective chiefs
of services on matters which are the responsibility of the military departments and
services."27
The unified commander is given the responsibility for setting up the command
and control structure for his command. The unified commander will not act as the
commander of any subordinate or component command unless specifically
authorized by the establishing authority.2* He has the authority to set up joint task
forces, subordinate unified commands, component commands, or uniscrvice
commands.2" When a uniscrvice command structure is used, the uniservicc forces
will be assigned to the component command of that service."1 However, the
establishment of a separate uniscrvice command is under exceptional circumstances
and must have the specific approval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.'' Use of uniscrvice
or single service forces is not the normal method of setting up command
arrangements lor theater-wide operations.
The subordinate unified or service component command12 is commanded by the
senror officer of that service assigned to the unified command. However, the
commander of the unified command or members of his joint command staff will not
serve as the component commander.u A component command consists of the
commander, stall, and units or organizations under his command which have been
provided by the military departments or services.M The component commander has
the responsibility lor employing his forces based upon the unified commander's
guidance. Additionally, he has the responsibility to make recommendations to the
unified commander on the proper employment of this component, internal
administration and discipline, liaison in service doctrines, tactics and techniques,
component logistics support lor tactical employment of his component, and service
intelligence.'*
li is important to note the unique nature of dual authority that focuses on the
component commander of the unit;ed command. The component commander
derives his authority from the National Command Authorities (NCA) and has both
service administrative and unified operational authority. The servic« component
commander is the expert in applying the tactical strength of his service; he becomes

M
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the exemplar of the principle of unity of command by bringing both service
administrative and unified operational authority into focus on the battlefield.
The use of a joint task force—which is composed of "assigned or attached
elements of the Army, the Navy or the Marine Corps, and the Air Force, or two or
more of these services'' as a methoc of establishing a command organization—is
not meant to be a permanent .ommand arrangement.36 A joint task force is
established when the mission has a specific limited objective and *4is dissolved
when the purpose for which it was created has been achieved."37 Like a component
command, the commander of a joint task force exercises operational control over
his entire force.38
To support the unified theater commander—or joint task force commander—a
joint staff is created. "The commander should organize his staff as he considers
necessary to carry out the duties and responsibilities with which he is charged, but
the staff organization should conform to the principles (outlined in JCS Publication
2]."39 Figure 8 depicts a typical joint staff organization.
Combined doctrine,40 which the United States has ratified, closely parallels the
doctrine and principles found in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2.4' The basic
difference between doctrinal pronouncements found in Joint Chiefs of Staff
publications and allied doctrine is in the area of command. Command is defined by
allied publications as "the authority invested in an individual of the armed forces
for direction, coordination, and control of military forces."42 The command
exercised by an allied commander docs not include full command43 of the forces
assigned to Lm, An allied commander has the authority to exercise command over
assigned fortes in the form ol operational command and operational control. The
reason for this is that no nation gives up its inherent right to withdraw forces when
withdrawal is deemed to be in the national interest. Therefore, an allied commander
has the authority to assign missions or tasks to subordinate commanders, to deploy
units, to reassign forces, and to retain or delegate operational or tactical control.44
The commander may delegate operational control, which is the authority a
commander has to direct assigned forces, so that he may accomplish specific
missions. Usually, these ire limited by function, time, or location. The commander
may deploy units and retain or assign tactical control of those units.45 Tactical
control is defined as "the detailed and, usually, local direction and control of
movements or maneuvers necessary to accomplish missions or tasks assigned."4* It
is interesting to note that in NATO, the terms operational command and operational
control are applied uniquely to a command arrangement. The overall
commander—supreme allied commander or commander in chief—has operational
command of assigned forces and can delegate operational control to his subordinate
commanders. Thest subordinate commands delegate tactical control to subordinate
unit commanders, such as the corps commander.
The doctrinal principle of unity ol effort found in allied publications concerning
command structures parallels the Joint Chiefs of Staffs principle of unity of
effort.47 In NATO, agreed doctrine stales that there shall be only one overall
commander who organizes the forces into naval, land, and air components, each

to
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with a component commander.4* The structure is organized according to the terms
ol the mission and area of responsibility.
Combined doctrine is easy to understand if one has a clear understanding of the
Joint Chiefs ot Stall doctrine lor joint and combined warfare, as the principles are
the same.

6.1
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An Analysis
Analysis of doctrine can lead to several statements about a theater command
structure. First, the service forces assigned to a unified or joint task force command
are commanded by a single commander who has operational command over the
provided forces. Second, this single commander—the theater commander—
organizes his forces within the guidance provided by combined and joint doctrines.
In general, this guidance states that forces will be integrated into an efficient team
of land, naval, and air forces. Third, the theater commander exercises operational
control through three components—land, naval, and air, or through a subordinate
unified command which could have components of land, naval, and air. A
uniservice command is another method to exercise operational control.41* Finally,
the theater commander organizes his staff to perform the planning and execution of
the theater-assigned mission.
The principles found in Joint Chiefs of Staff and allied publications provide broad
guidance for setting up unified and combined command structures. What appears to
be clear guidance gets cloudy when the services interpret this guidance. Each
service views the guidance according to its perspective of warfighting. Chapter 3
outlined the services' doctrines for joint and combined theater operations. It can be
stated that all four services formally support the broad guidance contained in the
Joint Chiefs of Staff publications. However, to apply these principles, there is not
always general agreement. Normally, Air Force and Army are in agreement on a
command structure for theater warfare. The Navy and Marine Corps usually agree
upon the structure for theater warfare. This is caused partially by force orientation.
Army and Air Force forces are oriented towards air-land operations, while Navy
and Marine forces are oriented toward naval or amphibious operations. Not
surprisingly, interscrvice discussions on command structures break down along
these lines.
Each service carefully guards its functions as prescribed by DOD Directive
5KK).I. known as the "functions paper."Hi It is on this functional basis that
command and control discussions are created. However, the command and control
structure must be based upon common service, joint, and combined doctrines. The
next section provides a recommended command structure based upon the
capabilities of the individual service forces, service doctrine, and joint and
combined doctrinal guidance.

A Command Structure—The Proposal
The theater command structure must be organized to accomplish assigned
military missions. The US tr cater commander is responsible to the national
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command authorities,51 through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, for accomplishing
military-assigned missions. The theater commander has full operational command
over the service-assigned forces. At the top, the operational chain of command
starts with the national command authorities through the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
single theater commander.52
To support the theater commander, a joint staff is required.53 The elements of this
staff are as follows: personal staff (for example, executive officer, aides, public
relations), personnel division, intelligence division, operations division, plans
division, logistics division, and communications-electronics division. The
composition of the staff should include representation from the services assigned to
the theater command. The staff officers must be able to advise the commander on
service tactics, techniques, capabilities, needs, and limitations. "Positions on the
staff should be divided so that service representation and influence generally reflect
the service composition of the force."54 The success of any joint system is the staff
which is composed of people who are selected from the field with current field
experience. "People who have demonstrated their ability to provide expert advice
to the theater commander is what is required for the joint staff to be effective. What
is needed is demonstrated leadership, not professional staffers."55
A former commander of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force listed what he
considered as prerequisites for assignment to a joint operational headquarters: select
each officer carefully to insure that his background and operational experience
match the requirements of the specific billet to which assigned; insure that each
officer is completely knowledgeable regarding the peculiarities of his parent
service; and establish a completely responsive liaison network with higher,
adjacent, and subordinate headquarters.56
The composition of the senior staff positions should be based upon the assigned
mission/" Fach of the services should be represented on the staff. If the theater
commander is a soldier, then his deputy should be either an airman or sailor—
depending upon the theater. If it is primarily a land theater, then the deputy should
be an airman and the chief of staff should be a naval officer. The other senior staff
positions should be balanced between the services.*" This allows for harmonious
relations among the services and provides the needed expertise for the joint staff.
(See Figure 8 for a typical joint staff organization.)
Below the theater commander and his staff are three components.* These
components are labeled land, naval, and air. It is important to note that »he division
is tun based upon a service but upon the missions they are to perform. The services
provide forces to the unified command, and these forces are under the operational
command o! the theater commander. To employ these forces effectively, the
commander exercises operational control through the component Commander.*0
Figure 9 shows this command relationship.
The Army. Navy, and Air Force generally agree in the three component system
tor force employment. However, the Nav\ agrees with the Marine Coq>s that for
sustained operations ashore, a fourth component -a Marine component— should be
added The Marine Corps agrees, in general, with this method of force employment
except they believe that for sustained operations ashore, there should be a fourth
f>S
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Figure 9. Theater Command Structure

component—the Marine force component.61 However, given the theater-assigned
missions of a unified, combined, or joint command structure where two or more
services, or two or more nations are assigned to the command, a fourth component
may not be needed. The Marine forces should be assigned to cither the land, naval,
or air component command depending upon their assigned mission. The rationale is
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that the assignment of Marine land combat forces directly under the theater
commander and not under the land component commander would create, in effect,
a second land army and a second air component command.62 This is not to state that
the US Marine Corps could not be a separate component of the theater command.63
The key is that the service with the predominance of forces should head the
component. If the Marine Corps has the predominance of forces, then the land
component commander should be a Marine officer. If the predominance of air
forces were Marine aviation assets, then the air component commander should be a
Marine officer.
The forces assigned to a theater command are assigned to a component based
upon their orientation. All land combat forces should be assigned to the land
component, all naval and amphibious forces to the naval component, and all air
assets assigned to the air component.64 History has shown that this is the best
method to employ national armed forces in a theater of operation.*-1 Past experiences
have shown that the assignment of Marine combat elements tu the land component
for sustained operations is an excellent assignment method.'*
The commander of the component command should be the senior officer of the
service with the majority of theater-assigned forces.67 The theater commander and
the component commander should never be the same person.6* The component
commander should have a staff to support his assigned mission. Composition of this
staff is dependent upon the mission; but in general it should contain liaison
elements, plans and operations divisions, intelligence, and other staff elements
deemed appropriate by the component commander. The deputy component
commander should be an officer of the minority service when two services are
assigned to that component command. For example, if Army and Marine Corps
forces are assigned to the land component and the Army has the predominance of
forces, the senior Army officer would be the land component commander and the
senior Marine officer would be the deputy commander. Figure 10 depicts a notional
component command structure. It should be noted that the staff structure has no
specific fixed organization but is staffed to meet the varied theater-assigned
missions, the theater of operations, the forces assigned, and the desires of the
component commander. Looking at each of the components, certain statements can
be made concerning the organization of the componcn* command structure.6*

I-and Component Command

The l-and Component Command comprises the land forces assigned to a theater
of operation. Its mission is to employ combat forces to support the unified
command structure.*y The commander exercises operational control of assigned
forces and is responsible for plans and forces to support the unified command plans
and operations. In general, these functions include land combat, intelligence,
psychological operations, civil affair«, unconventional warfare, air defense, combat
service support, cover, deception, and electronic warfare operations. "J The combat
&7
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umt is normally the army corps und marine land combat units. (See Figure 11 for a
notional land component structure.)

Natal Component Command

I he Na\al Component Command comprises the naval forces assigned to a theater
ot operations ti% mission is to employ combat forces to support the unified
command structure

The commander exercises operational control of assigned

forces to support the unified command plans and operations
function

of the
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communications aiut the sea approaches to the land mass, as well as amphibious
operation* and support of the land hank

111 is last function. supp«»rt of the land

battle, implies support in the area ol resupph and reinforcement of ground and air
elements. During land battle ashore, this includes naval air assets in support ot the
air land battle " When naval aviation units are assigned to support the land battle,
these aviation units should be assigned to she air component commander, live
combat elements depend upon tin: assigned mission. Hgure 12 contains a notional
na\ul component structure
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Air Component Command"

The Air Component Command comprises the air force* assigned to a theater of
operation-.. It* mission is n* employ comhat forces to support the unified command
structure The commander exercises operational control of assigned forces to
support the unified command plans and operations In general, these functions
include counteratr. air interdiction, close air support, tactical airlift, air
reconnaissance, and special air operations/* AH theater assigned air assets should
be assigned to the atr component commander this includes the strategic, tactical,
and airlift systems employed in a theater of operation The comhat element depends
upon the assigned mission «See ligure 13 for a notional air component structure I
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Summary
To accomplish the military objectives assigned by political authorities to a theater
command requires a coherent approach to warfighting. This approach demands a
detailed knowledge of warfare» history, service doctrine, tactics, one's own forces
and their capabilities, and an understanding of enemy forces and their capabilities.
US doctrine to support the military objectives and the command structures for
theater warfare must be oriented toward a unified approach for warfare.
Doctrine is what we believe about the employment of military force. Doctrine
must be based upon experience, history, deductive and inductive reasoning,
simulations, exercises, and common sense. Doctrine should be the bridge between
the past and the futur». We must use historical experiences to predict future
outcomes—doctrine must be developed and stated in the context of the past to
achieve a desired future event. As this relates to a command structure for future
warfare, we must consider what has gone before. *
History has shown that the most efficient method to organize combat forces is
through a unified command structure wherein one single commander has command
of all assigned theater assets.75 To control these forces effectively, an integrated
team—land, naval, and air—is employed to carry out the combat function of the
theater-assigned mission. Forces are assigned to the theater command to accomplish
combat missions based upon their ability to contribute to the overall effort.
When discussing organizational structures for theater warfare, we tend to focus
on systems tc fight a war and service orientation instead of the structure itself and
the delegation of responsibility by functional area. By focusing on the command
structure—joint and combined—and by using a theater perspective, many of the
roles and missions issues would never surface. A theater perspective is simply a
joint and combined view of warfighting. It drives us towards a unified command
structure where all land combat forces are employed under a single land component
commander, all naval combat forces are employed under a single naval component
commander, and all air combat forces are employed under a single air component
commander.
Based upon our perspective of histo.y and pragmatic observation, joint and
combined doctrines have evolved to state that combat forces are employed more
effectively and efficiently by centralized control and through decentralized
execution. Centralized control permits combat power to be directed towards an
objective and redirected in response to contingency requirements. This approach
affords a more flexible use of the principles of war in directing US combat forces.
On the other hand, decentralized execution permits the higher command echelons to
establish objective priorities and to implement strategy while placing the
responsibility for planning and execution at the lower level. Centralized control
and decentralized execution arc the most economical utilization of limited
resources.
To employ combat power effectively and efficiently, a single component
commander for land, naval, and air forces must be given the authority and
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responsibility for employing theater-assigned assets.76 What organization should the
United States use to employ land, naval, and air force assets in a theater of
operations? The unified command structure.77
In conclusion, the command structure must be simple and have clear and direct
lines of authority. The structure for theater warfare is the unified command with
three components—land, naval, and air. Future conflicts will not allow time to
experiment with command arrangements. We must organize in peace as we will
fight in war—the time is now. We must end the quest for unity of command.78
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NOTES

CHAPTER 4

1. See Appendix I and note 77, this chapter, for further discussion.
2. See Appendix A for background information on joint doctrine.
3. See Appendix H for background information on combined doctrine.
4. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF) (Washington, DC: Tie
Joint Chiefs of Staff. October 1974). p. 3.
5. The following is quoted from Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 3:
In enacting this legislation, it is the inte.it of Congress to provide a comprehensive program for the
future security of the United Suites; to provide for the establishment of integrated policies and
procedures for the departments, agencies, and functions of the government relating to the national
security; to provide a Department of Defense including the three military departments of the
Army, the Navy (including naval aviation and the United States Marine Corps), and the Air Force
under the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense; to provide that each
military department shall be separately organized under its own secretary and shall function under
the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense: to provide for their unified
direction under civilian control of the Secretary of Defense but not to merge these departments or
services; ... to provide for the unified strategic direction of the combatant forces, for their
operation under unified command, and for their integration into an efficient team of land, naval,
and air forces, but not to establish a single chief of staff over the armed forces nor an overall
armed forces genera! staff. (Section 2.1958 Reorganization Act.)
6. President and Secretary of Defense, or their duly deputized alternates or successors—known as the
national command authorities.
7. Composed of Chiefs of Staff of the US Army and US Air Force, the Chief of Naval Operations,
Commandant of the Marine Corps, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
8. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 11.
9. Ibid, pp 45 and 50.
10. Ibid. p. 51
II Ibid.p 7.
12. A broad generic term descriptive of the wide scope of actions taking place within unified
combatant commands under the overall direction of the commanders of those commands (JCS Pub 2, p.
4). Unified command is to be used for joint and combined operations.
13. For tho*c readers who are interested in an excellent appraisal of unity of command as it relates to
Vietnam and Korea, sec On Strategy: The Vietnam War in Context by Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr..
USA (Carlisle Barracks. PA: Strategic Studie» Institute. US Army War College, April 1981), p. 87-92.
Colonel Summers states thai the evolution of the term unity of command was first codified in the term
cooperation. By 1939. this principle had changed to 'unity of effort/ While the words changed, one
common thread run* through all of these definition*: the reason for this principle is to facilitate artamment
of the objective While at the tactical level, this is best achieved by vesting authority in a single
commander; at (he strategic level, ii involves political and military coordination" (p. K7). As this relates
to Vietnam. Colonel Summer stales: "In retrospect, it would appear that such a headquarters (that is, a
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unified command suggested by General Westmoreland) would have greatly improved unity of command.
But rather than establish a strategic headquarters in-country (e.g.. Southeast Asia Command) as General
Westmoreland envisioned, it should have been established outside of the immediate war zone. This
would have avoided involvement in South Vietnamese internal affairs and would have facilitated
perspective on the theater as a whole, which included operations not only in Vietnam but in Laos,
Cambodia, and Thailand as well" (p. 91). "Although we did not obtain unity of command in the
Vietnam war, this failing was not the cause of our defeat but rather the symptom of a larger
deficiency/failure to fix a military attainable political objective . . . without unity of command we could
never have decisive application of full combat power" (p. 92). Colonel Summers reached the same
conclusion I did: We attempted to apply the principle of unity of effort and command in Vietnam, but we
never reached that objective. Like Eisenhower and Mac Arthur before him. General Westmoreland argued
for unity of command, but we never quite reached the full implemrntation of unity of command in any of
the past three wars.
14. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 6.
15. Ibid.. p. 7.
16. Ibid.
17. Ibid.
18. Ibid.. p M. This same thought was expressed by General David C. Jones. USAF. Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, during an interview on 29 January 1982. at Maxwell AFB. Alabama; by General
Donn A. Starry. USA. Commander in Chief of Readiness Command, during an interview on 6
November 1981. at Maxwell ArB. Alabama: and by Major General Carl D. Peterson. USAF. Retired,
former Atr Deputy. Allied Forces Northern Europe, during an interview on 6 February 1982. at Panama
City. Florida. General Peterson stated tNi history has shown »he best method to exercise command and
control is through the unified command structure with three components of land. sea. and air. He recalled
his experiences in World War II. Korea. Vietnam, and Northern Command Europe. In the cases he cited
from personal experiences, centralized direction of air made the mission easier to accomplish. As he
stated. "How could anything but centralized control be used to coordinate the massive air raids in World
War II. I recall one mission in November 1944 where we had a total of 12.250 aircraft in one raid. Can
you imagine the problem of command if we had several component commanders trying to coordinate the
■irclfon'V'
19. Ibid, p 9.
20. Since the specified command method is composed of only one service, this method is not
discussed: however, the principles and doctrine» specified in JCS Publication 2 apply equally to the
specified command arrangement.
21 Ibid . p
22. Command and control is defined as "the exercise of authority and direction by a properly
designated commander over assigned forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Command and control
functions are performed through an arrangement of personnel, equipment, communications, facilities,
and procedures which are employed by a commander in planning, directing, coordinating, and
controlling forces and operations in the accomplishment of the mission" (JCS Publication I. p. 74).
23. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p 36.
24. Operational command is defined as "those functions of command involving the composition of
subordinate forces, the assignment of tasks, the designation of objectives, and the authoritative direction
necessary to accomplish the mission. Operational command should be exercised by the use of the
assigned normal organizational units through the commanders of subordinate forces exercising
opcratiorul command. It does not include such matters as administration, discipline, internal
organization, and unit training except when a subordinate -.ommandcr requests assistance."
In the United States, the "term is synonymous with operational control and is uniquely applied to the
operational control exercised by the commanders of unified . . . commands over assigned forces. ..."
«JUS Publication I. p 245)
25. Joint Chiels of Stall Publication 2. p. '7. The commander is authorized to "plan for. deploy.
direct, control, »mi coordinate the action of assigned forces, conduct joint training exercises, as may he
required to achieve effective employment ol the forces of his command as a whole, in accordance with
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doctrine for unified operations and training as established by the Joint Chiefs of Staff; establish such
training policies for joint operations as are required to accomplish the mission. Exercise directive
authority within his command in the field of logistics. . . . Establish such personnel policies as are
required to insure uniform standards of military conduct. Exercise directive authority over all elements of
his command, in accordance with policies and procedures established by higher authority, in
relationships with foreign governments, including the armed forces thereof, and other agencies of the US
Government. Establish plans, policies, and overall requirements for the intelligence activities of his
command. Review the recommendations bearing on the budget from the component commanders to their
parent military departments to verify that the recommendations are in agreement with his plans and
programs. Participate in the development and acquisition of his command and control system, and direct
the system's operation. ..."
26. Ibid. p. 37.
27. Ibid. p. 46.
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid.. p. 44. Uniservice command is defined as a "command comprised of forces of a single
service" (JCS Publication I. p. 362).
30. Ibid.. p. 47.

31. Ibid.
32. Herein referred to as component command. A subordinate unified command "has iunctions,
authorities, and responsibilities similar to those of the commander of a unified command . . . (except)
commanders of service components of subordinate unified commands will not communicate directly with
the commander of the service components . . . on matters which »re the responsibility of the military
departments and services, or as directed by their chief of services" (JCS Pub 2. p.30). Sec also Appendix
I, Section 7, for discussion on the term "component"
33 Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 48.
34. Ibid.
35 Ibid .p. 49.
3ft. Ibid.. p.51.
37. Ibid, p 52
3X INd
39 Ibid .p 64
44). See Appendix H lor discussion on combined doctrine. Since combined doctrine closely parallels
I'S doctrine for unified operations, it has not been repeated.
41 Currently, the United States has combined doctrine arrangements «iih NATO and members of the
Air Standardization Coordinating Committee (ASCC)-the United States. United Kingdom. Australia.
Canada, and New Zealand. ASCC combined doctrine is published in Air Standards. The ASCC nations
nave agreed to doctrine on tactical air. land, and naval operations similar to the doctrine found in
NATO's Allied Tactical Publications (ATP*) Along with Lieutenant Colonel D. J. Alberts, USAF, and
Major Dcrwtn Bradley. USAF, this author participated in the development of Air Standards on tactical air
operations Air Standards 45/5, Tmikul Air Prin «tarts Offensive Air Support Optmtitms, end 45/3.
fnrftrW Atr thtlrmr These Air Standards closely parallel ATP 27(B) and ATP 33(A). which outline
tactical air doctrine for combined operations, and detail the command and control structure for a Pacific
theater of operations. (Source: Hishwy tif the Uirttiorttte qftkm*. HQ USAF. Vol. I. I January-31
December two. I March 1981 (Secret. Not Relcasabk to Foreign Nationals). Washington DC. p. 90.
The information presented in the note above is unclassified.)
42 Allied Administrative Public at ion NO). SATO Ghnutry or Tttm% utut Drfimiitmx (Brussels.
Belgium Military Xgeuy lot Slandaidt/atkxt, April 1977), p 2-3K
43 Allied Administrative Pubin. at ion 6tth defines full command as tbc " military authority and
fcsrumsthdit) of 4 uipcritir officer to issue >«dcts to subordinates
and evests only within luiiona!
tctvtcc*
No S \MK«HnitunuVt has lulUomitund over tbc forces . . .miencd
because nations
in aliening lob.es to SAl'tl assign only opctaitonul conutund »>i operational control" ip 2 -701 The
nuin diltcfeme between upetainmal command and oncralional control in NATO is With opcral tonal
ittminand. you can assign missitnts. s*oh opci.ii'-mal control, you cannot
-14 Ibid ,p : 114
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43. Ibid.
46. Ibid. p. 2-154.
47. Allied Tactical Publication 33(A). rjTO Tactical Air Doctrine (Brussels, Belgium: Military
Agency for Standardization, May 1980), p. 3-2.
48. See Appendix H for discussion on NATO command arrangements.
49. This method is used when only one service is utilized. See JCS Publication 2, page 43. Normally,
this method is not used when two or more services are assigned to a unified, subunified, or joint task
force.
50. See Appendix A. "Unified Action Armed Forces," for discussion on service functions.
51. National Command Authorities (NCA)—the President and the Secretary of Defense or their duly
deputized alternates or successors (JCS Publication 2, p. 6).
52. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 6.
53. Ibid. pp. 67-68.
54. Ibid.. p. 63.
55. Interview with General P. X. Kelley. USMC. Assistant Commandant. USMC. at Maxwell AFB,
Alabama, on I December 1981; and at the Navy Annex in Washington DC on 30 March 1982. (General
Kelley was the first commander of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force.)
56. Ibid. General Kelley expressed these views when asked what he felt was required to be a staff
officer on a joint operational staff and what the requirements would be to start a joint operational staff.
His comments are:
When 1 founded the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, I recognized the many difficulties
involved in the creation of such an organization. With this in mind. I nude a fundamental decision
that this could well be terminal rank and terminal assignment, but regardless of the consequences.
I was. going to do what was right for my country. After finding this kind of peace with myself, I
found that every decision thereafter was relatively simple.
Second, each individual must be carefully selected to insure that his background and
operational experience match, as closely as possible, the requirements of a specific billet. Majors
and lieutenant colonels are the backbone of a joint operational headquarters, and they tend to be
ecumenical. Colonels, on the other hand, recognize that it is their parent service which promotes
them and. therefore, tend to be more parochial. Once you recognize this, however, this can be a
big plus, as they have contacts within their parent service which are of inestimable value. In short,
that you really need are officers who have vast experience within their parent service. You don't
need professional "purple suited" staff officers who are masters at gobbtedygook and
compromise.
And. third, establish an extensive and effective liaison net with all higher, adjacent, and
subordinate commands. We live in a fast-moving world and must communicate rapidly and
effectively to survive.
Perhaps the most important element for a successful joint operational headquarters is for all
members to be confident that the commander has the best interests of the country first and
foremost in his mind. It they are convinced that he is mission-oriented and ecumenical, their own
service parochialisms quickly subside.
57. See Appendices B. C. D. and E. All of the services agree upon die composition of the joint staff.
51 See Appendix F for discussion.
59 Sec Appendices B. C, D. and E for service views on three ctimporiett conmart structures
M See Append» I tor dtscussmn and rationale for use of the term component vice service component.
61 See Appendix D and Chapter 3. the section entitled "Manne Corps Doctrine." for USMC view on
component command structure
ft? Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 and DOD Directive 5IU0.1. in the discussion a( the functions of
the USMC. state that "these funeiuM» do not contemplate the creation of a second land army" (JCS
PuM* jum 2. p ::. and DOD Directive 51(10 1. p Vt
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63. This would depend upon the mission assigned to the Marine forces. There are scenarios where a
Marine component could be required. If the Marines are the only service assigned to the theater of
operations, or the Marine combined forces are the initial combat unit in a theater of operations, a Marine
component would be required. However, upon arrival of other service forces, the Marine component
would be integrated into the land, naval, and air component as appropriate.
64. See Appendices B. C. D. E, and G.
65. See Chapter 2; note 74 in Chapter 3; note 109 in Chapter 3; and Appendix !. Sections 3 and 4. for
historical perspective of assigning forces under a land, naval, or air component. Major General Norman
J. Anderson. USMC. Retired, former Commanding General of the 1st Marine Air Wing, and Deputy
Commander for Air 111 MAI in Vietnam in 1967, does not believe in placing Marine air under a single air
component commander. He states, in reference to Marine Corps maintaining air assets in I Corps and the
contention that the 1st MAW divided its air assets between the two Marine divisions regardless of the
ground situation: "Nothing could be further from the truth than this spurious charge of inflexibility.
Marine Corps sorties wen: applied where needed most and frequently to other than Marine Corps units."
He further states: "It was of such poppycock, however, that the infamous 'single management' was born
and adopted." (Sec his article "Short Shrift for Marine Air," Marine Corps Gazette, May 1981. p. 87.)
General Anderson believes that history has shown that the best way to apply tactical airpowcr is from the
corps tor MAGTF. in the case of the Marines) level, not from the air component level (sec page KH of his
article» (Sec also note f»x in Chapter 2 lor additional information.)
66 See note I(W in Chapter 3 for background information on command and control arrangements for
USMC during sustained operations ashore—-nonamphibious operations.
67. Sec Appendices B. C. D. and E: and Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 48.
68. Sec Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. p. 46.
6*» Joint duels oi Staff Publication 2 provides specific guidance on command responsibilities lor
components. See Joint Chiefs of Stall Publication 2, pp. 45-5«.
711.11 nil icd as used here and in the other component commands refers to combined command structure
also

71. Field Manual I OH 3 (Test). Larger Unit Operations (Washington, DC: Department of the Army.
March 1974). pp. 3-' thro 3-3.
72. Interview with Captain Thomas J. Kirtland 111. Chief of Naval Advisory Group. Air War College.
Maxwell AFB. Alabama, on 14 December 1981.
73. Correspondence wiih General William W. Momyer. USAF. Retired, during the period September
1981 to January 1982 The essence of the correspondence, and subtcqucni telephone conversations with
General Momyer. on the subject of rationale for placing all air under the air component commander t> as
follows: Within the theater, there should be an air. ground, and sea component. These arc generic
commands which control all combat operations in the media of the air. ground, and sea. There must be an
over»!! component command structure to assure that those fare*» are directed in a coherent, coordinated,
and positive manna. There is no place for two similar forces operating outside of a single authority for
that t>pe of mission (See Appendix I. Section6.1« further discussion. I
74 Tactical Air Command Manual 2-1. Taetieal Air Operations (Langley AFB. VA: HQ Tactical Air
Command. 15 April 1978). pp I l-l thru 11-7 and 3-1 thru 3-19.
75. See Chapter 2 plus Westmoreland'* A Soldier Reports. Momyer s Air Power in Three Wars,
Rkigcway's The Korean War. and tiuenhowcr's Crusade in tnrope (listed in the Bibliography) for
diwusMon Jotnt Chiefs of Stall Publication 2 and allied doctrine publications recommend this command
structure
7d Interview with (Wneial David ('. Jones. I'SAF. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs ot Staff, held at
Maxwell AFB. Alabama, on 2** Januarv I «82 When asked his view on the unified component command
structure in light ol the ongoing JCS discussion over command and control ui USMC forces during
sustained operations ashore. General Jones responded by saying:
JCS Pub 2 provides clear guidance on establishing these command relationships It is a unified
structure with land, sea, and air components tu carry out the assigned tnmton. As hi the
diwuwtons over Marine forces during sustained opctatkms ashore, it wttuld depend upon whcie
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these forces «re employed. I could see where they might be employed separately and where they
might be employed under one of the other component». You mutt remember met the component»
are not service oriented but are generic terms to describe a function to be performed land
operations, sea operations, or air operations. The Marine forces could be the land component if
they have the majority of the forces. As you are well aware, having worked this issue while on the
Air Staff, that the discussions boil down to doctrinal issues. The separate services guard thenroles and missions very closely. This is what causes the discussions. Anyway, we must take a
more joint view when debating these type issues to arrive at a command structure for the theater
war.
See also Joint Chiefs of staff Publication 2. paragraphs 10101, 30214, and 30256 to include paragraph
30201c.
77. In developing the proposed command structure, some 20 different models were studied before
arriving at the single unified command structure outlined in Chapter 4. Command structure variations are
possible depending upon the scenario played. For example, a case could be made for placing all close
combat air assets—both fixed and rotary wing—under a theater commander with no land or air
component: thai is, a subordinate command. This would be used only in a limited—both in time and
effort—war scenario. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 accounts for this in its discussion on joint task
forces. Another case could be made for placing close air support air assets directly under the sand
component or ground commander—like the USMC does with its MAOTF arrangement. However, given
the constraints in purchasing assets to accomplish not only the close combat functions but other air
missions of the USAF. USN, USA, and USMC, the services cannot afford to place unlimited assets m
this single role. For example, dual capable aircraft have been developed for the Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps—the F-4 being the best example to accomplish not only close air support but also to
provide fleet defense, battlefield air interdiction, air defense, and air interdiction. Specialized aircraft,
such as the AV-x or A-10 although limited in number, have been developed to accomplish the clone air
support role for ground combat forces. However, not enough specialized close combat air assets exist in
dedicate to each individual corps. Therefore, we cannot afford mis option or model. One could argue mat
the Marine Corp»' force package it structured in this matter and. therefore, provides a model for a theater
ctmunand structure. True, hut the close air support aviation assets are dedicated to the Marine Corps to
make up for it» light firepower. Since the primary mission of the USMC is amphibious operations where
a highly mobile, light firepower force is required, the Marine Corps needs aircraft assigned to the
MAGTF iO perform this function. The point is: Given the subject of the monograph «heater warfare—it
is my view that only one model will work, and mat model is me unified tommatid structure with three
components land, naval, and air. This is the best method to employ US forces in a theater of operations.
Another question one might ask is: U thi» ano*to attempt to take Marine air away from the US Marine
Corps? The answeris no. I hope the reader will objectively read the monograph and judge it baaed upon
the merits of the analysis provided and not summarily dismiss the monograph as an attempt to '"rehash"'
the »r *uc of should the US Air Force control all empower. The purpose is not to do this but to provide the
reader a rationale for a command structure based upon historical experiences and experiments with
different command structures, service doctrine, and contemporary thinking. There wtU he those who will
tuongly agree and those who will strongly disagree with the proposed cornmand structure. To those who
strongly disagree. I hope they will challenge the conclusion* and write a monograph to support their
view. As I stated in the closing part of Chapter I: "Professional military officer» ihouM chalk age the
conckinon» presented in an attempt to find a better system for employing force* on the modern
battlefield It t» hoped thi» monograph will stimulate that debate and provide the catalyst for former study
on this important topic."' If this occurs, then this effort will have been wcethwhik.
7§\ A tinal note to this monograph. It is my hope mat the catalyst for former debate and study on this
important top«,* has been this monograph If this is Che case, then I feel confident I have accosnpfahed at
least one of my objective*. In my view, the next step is to address the subjects on "how our warfightiag
organisation» affect weapons system» procurement" and "developing a warfighting strategy based upon
our command structure."
I believe ii u important again to point out mat the term» air. land, and naval do not refer to a specific
service but are generic terms to describe a function to be performed. As an example, the air comfoncnt
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commander may or may not be a USAF officer. The air component commander should be a Marine
aviator if the predominance of the air is Marine air. or a Royal Air Force (RAF) officer should be the air
component commander if the RAF has the majority of air in the theater of operations. The key is: The
commander of the component—land, naval, or air—should be the senior officer of the service with the
predominance of forces. {Sec Appendix I. Section 7. ft* discussion on component.)
Finally, whether or not the reader agrees with the conclusions presented in Chapter 4. it is hoped that
the doctrinal statements in Chapter 3 will provide a sound foundation to understand htm the service
employ forces and how they view the employment of forces in a theater of operations, It is from this
perspective that we can better understand the why behind service discussions on a joint or combined
structure for theater warfare. In the autht»r's view, it is time It» end the quest for unity of command
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General Hemy H ArnolO turns over Army Air Forces to Genera' Can A Spaatz
(Photo Own

0«»t<a' USAF Photo)
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Gen^a* Can A Spaai* General George Patton, General Jimmy Oooiittie. U General Hoyt S
vareent>«fp and Mai Genera) 0 P Weyiand at Advanced HeadQuarter» somewhere m
Lufope
iPtolO Credit
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On the fiightline at Tan Son Nhut AB, Vietnam, General Jacob E STTC.: ikHt>. Commander »n
Chief o* Pacific Air Forces, exchanges views with Army Lt Genera) William C Westmoreland,
Deputy Commander of US Military Assistance Command-Vietnam following 3 tour of
Vietnamese atrned fences installations 1964
(Photo Credit

Ottioai USAF Photo)

Lt G#r*nAi W,i*arf C Wofttm^el^nd new Deputy Commander C* Hilary Askance
Command Vettiam tieffi .KHJ M* Ge^'a* jo*c|jh M Mt*yc now Commander el Id Air
DnniKtfi *Rend 4 *a» brieten) 4! 1*t Son Nhw« AB W*nam 3? Janua?y !964
sP***o Oed£

Ot!^.* U$M Puatdi

General William C Westmoreland. US Army, shown on the toghtime with other military
personnel lollowmg mortar attack at Tan Son Nhut AB. Vietnam on 13 April 1966
(Photo Credit

Official USAF Photo*
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RESCUE
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Vietnam Tn.» *a& me i^cond m.*«* to» Genet* Momyer October 1967
(Photo Crew
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President Lyndon B Johnson General William C Westmoretano. and General Walker,
Commander of the 3d Brigade. 2$i'n Division, review troops during the President's vistt to Cam
Ranh Bay AB South Vietnam. 1966
(Photo Credit

Official USAF Photo)
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APPENDIX A

UNIFIED ACTION ARMED FORCES
by
Colonel Thomas A. Cardwcll III, USAF*

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),
October 1974. sets forth "principles, doctrines, and functions governing the
activities and performance of the armed forces of the United States when two or
more services or elements thereof are acting together" (JCS Pub 2, "Purpose/* p.
3). This publication provides guidance governing the exercise of command by
unified, specified, and joint force commanders. JCS Publication 2 provides military
guidance for use by the military departments and armed forces in the preparation of
their detailed plans.
JCS Publication 2 is based upon the provisions of law as outlined in the National
Security Act of 1947. as amended; Titles 10 and 32 of the US Code, as amended;
Department of Defense Directive 5100.1. Functions Paper; and the Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. In enacting these laws. Congress intended:

To provide » comprehends* prog nun fur the security of the US; to provide for the ettabttthment
of integrated pohcicv and procedure* fur «he department», agenciev and function* of the
government relating M national MX-urity: Ui provide a Department of Defeme. including die three
military department» of the Army, the Navy including naval aviation and the United State» Marine
COJJH. «ml ihc A» have under the direction, authority, and control of the Secretary tW Defeme;
to provide «rut each mdttarv department *hall he separater) organized under it» u»n vecrctary . .
to pro* tdfc tor iheir umlied direction under eh ilian control
but ma to merge the department* or
«en ice*. !«• provide tor the e*tahh*hn»ertt ol unified or vpectfied eomhataM aanmand*. with a
vtcjr and direct lim* ol command to *uch command;
to provide lur the unified urategtc
direction ot the combatant have*, and Un their operat**) under unified command, and tor their
intcgrat*«* into „in rllKtem team ol land, naval, and air force*, hot ma to ctlablivh a *mglc chief
»a «utl over the aimed have* ma an overall general *latl. \K% Pub 2. pp 3 and 4.1

v.*.-. \N<«I »stv: ^.j*j»vj K I ******* i *-*i it».«*«, A t «u»,-i« tit uo ««.I a»«awnii»t a« *»«**• Hrfv*>
IW..I.4A l.# S»Hß.f l*V*** jmS I .»j R-aftf* PLMMwc ifc*k|MV(« t\\l «IJWIJW IM' ** V^W4 I**» tfc, U«u*w
|i- «T^ji.a IV*.'., ^K*fcji. »<V, f'.fatn*. J* •).**■•»>•« K4IW *»*t iW|fc«UM ;***« hj»< K\« |«m«*4l*»t to «Mrf*»••* a* «at««
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The military departments and services provide forces for assignment to unified
and specified commands (service line of authority). Commanders of unified and
specified commands exercise operational command over these assigned forces. The
service component commanders are responsible to the unified or specified
commander, in the operation chain of command, for the composition of subordinate
forces, assignment of tasks, designation of objectives, and the authoritative
direction necessary to accomplish the mission. (JCS Pub 2, para 30201.)

Authority to Establish Unified and Specified Commands
Chapter 1 defines the principles governing functions of the Department of
Defense. This chapter establishes the unified and specified combatant commands,
which are accomplished with the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
President through the Secretary of Defense.
A key element of Chapter 1 is the fact that commanders of unified and specified
commands are responsible to the President and Secretary of Defense for the
accomplishment of the military mission assigned to them. The chain of command
runs from the President to the Secretary of Defense through the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to the commander. This is operational direction or operational command and not
service line of authority. For purposes other than operational direction, the chain of
command runs from the President to the Secretary of Defense to the secretaries of
the military departments (Army, Navy, and Air Force), and hence to the service
chiefs. The services have responsibility for organizing, training, equipping, and
providing forces to fulfill certain specific combatant functions. (JCS Pub 2, paras
10102 and 10103.)
Chapter I describes the responsibilities of the Department of Defense. The
Department of Defense is composed of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
military departments, military services, unified and specified commands, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to include the joint staff.
The JCS is subject to the authority and direction of the President and Secretary of
Defense, serves as the advisor and military staff in the chain of operational
command (with respect to unified and specified commands), and coordinates all
communications in matters of joint interest addressed to the commanders of the
unified and specified commands (JCS Pub 2. para 10302). Of interest is the fact that
the joint staff "shall not operate or be organized as an overall Armed Forces
General Staff and shall have no executive authority" (JCS Pub 2. para 10303c). The
Joint Chiefs of Staff is composed of the Chairman of the JCS. the Chiefs of Staff of
the Army and the Air Force, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Commandant of
the Marine Corps (JCS Pub 2. para 10301).
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Functions of the Services
Chapter 2 outlines the functions of the services and responsibilities by law of
each service.

Common Functions of the Army, Navy, and Air Force (JCS Pub 2, para 20101):

Common functions of the military departments and services include the
requirement to:
a. Prepare forces and establish reserves of supplies and equipment to meet the
needs of war.
b. Maintain mobile Reserve forces for emergencies.
c. Provide departmental intelligence for DODuse.
d. Prepare and submit budgets and justify before Congress DOD-approved
programs, Administer funds provided for maintaining, equipping, and training
forces.
e. Conduct research and development, develop tactics and techniques, and
develop and procure weapons and equipment essential to the fulfillment of assigned
functions.
f. Garrison, supply, equip, and maintain bases.
g. Assist in the training and equipping of military forces of foreign nations.
h. Provide $»ueh administrative and logistic support to headquarters of unified and
specified commands.
i. Assist the other services in their assigned functions.
j. Organize, train, and equip forces for assignment to unified and specified
commands.

Functions ofthe Army (JCS Pub 2. para 20202):

The Department ot the Army is responsible for preparing land forces to meet the
needs of war. The Army includes land combat and service forces and such aviation
and water transport as may be organic to the Army.
The primary functions of the Army are to:
a. Organize, train, and equip Army forces for the conduct of prompt and
sustained combat operations on land—specifically, forces to defeat enemy land
forces and to seize, occupy, and defend land areas.
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b. Organize, train, and equip Army air defense units for the defense of the United
States against air attack.
c. Formulate doctrine for land force employment.
d. Administer the Panama Canal. (This is still in JCS Pub 2—has not been
changed.)
e. Provide civil works to include beach erosion control.
f. Provide an organization capable of furnishing intelligence for the Army.
The collateral functions of the Army are to train forces to interdict enemy sea and
airpower and communications through operations on or from land (JCS Pub 2, para
20203).
One should note that the Army functions (primary and collateral) are oriented to
terrain—conduct operations on land, seize and occupy land areas, among others. A
few key points on Army responsibilities for the conduct of land operations are:
determining Army force requirements; planning; procuring; organizing; equipping;
training; developing doctrines, procedures, tactics, and techniques; providing
logistic support; and administering forces for the Army.

Functions of the Navy—Include the Marine Corps (JCS Pub 2. para 20302):

The Department of the Navy is responsible for preparing Navy and Marine Corps
forces to meet the needs of war. The Navy includes naval combat and service forces
including organic land and aviation units.
The primary functions of the Navy and Marine Corps are to:
a. Organize, train, and equip Navy and Marine Corps forces for the conduct of
prompt and sustained combat operations at sea. to establish and maintain vital sea
lines of communication, and to gain and maintain general naval supremacy.
b. Maintain the Marine Corps.
c. Formulate doctrine for navil forces' employment.
d. Provide an organization capable of furnishing intelligence for the Navy and
Marine Corp«.
The collateral functions of the Navy and Marine Corps are to train forces to
interdict enemy land and airpower through operations at sea, conduct close air and
naval support for land operations, furnish aerial cartographic photography, and
prepare to participate in the overall air effort (JCS Pub 2. para 20303).
The naval functions are oriented to the sea—the key is the medium in which
naval force* operate. The naval air function is to support the "prosecution of a
naval campaign'* (JCS Pub 2. paras 20302 and 20304).
A few key points on naval responsibilities for the support of naval operations
include: determining Nrvy and Marine Corps force requirements: planning:
procuring; organizing: equipping: developing doctrine, procedures, tactics and
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techniques: providing logistic support; and administering forces tor the Navy and
Marine Corps.

Functions of the Air Force (JCS Pub 2, para 20402):

The Department of the Air Force is responsible for preparing air forces necessary
to meet the needs of war. The Air Force includes aviation forces, both combat and
service.
The primary functions of the Air Force are to:
a. Organize, train, and equip Air Force forces for the conduct of prompt and
sustained combat operations in the air—specifically forces to defend the United
States against air attack, to gain and maintain air general supremacy, to defeat
enemy air forces, to control vital air areas, and to establish local air superiority.
b. Formulate doctrine for Air Force forces* employment.
c. Provide an organization capable of furnishing intelligence for the Air Force.
d. Furnish close air support and logistic air support for the Army.
e. Provide air transport for the armed forces.
f. Provide strategic air warfare.
g. Provide aerial cartographic photography.
The collateral functions of the Air Force are to train forces to interdict enemy
seapower through air operations, conduct antisubmarine warfare and protect
shipping, and conduct aerial mine laying operations (JCS Pub 2, para 20403).
A few key points on Air Force responsibilities for the conduct of air operations
include: determining Air Force force requirements; planning; procuring;
organizing: equipping; developing doctrine, procedures, tactics, and techniques:
providing logistic support; and administering forces for the Air Force.

Unifkd Command Structure
Perhaps the most important part of JCS Publication 2. Chapter 3 outlines and
describes the unified command structure. This chapter provides guidance for
commanders who employ the forces that are organized, equipped, trained, and
prtu ided b> the military departments. Chapter 3 discusses command, organization,
operation*, intelligence, logistics, and administration of service-provided forces in
a unified and specified command structure.
Command is defined in these terms-direction, coordination, and control: an
order: a unit under the command of one individual (JCS Pub 2. para 30201).
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Command given an individual in the unified structure is called operational
command.
Specific guidance is provided on the exercise of operational command.
According to JCS Publication 2. para 30201. the commander of the unified
command is authorized to:
a. Plan for. deploy, direct, control, and coordinate the action of assigned forces.
b. Conduct joint exercises.
c. Exercise direct authority for logistics within his command. (Note: The
military departments and services continue to have responsibility under the
Secretary of Defense for logistic and administrative support of component
commands. See paragraph 30203.)
d. Exercise direct authority o\a all elements of his command.
e. Establish plans, policy, and overall intelligence activities of his command.
f. Participate in the development and acquisition of his command and control
system and direct its operation.
g. Renew respective military department budgets bearing on his command to
verify they are in agreement with his plans and programs. Operational command is
exercised through the service component commanders—land, naval, and air
components (JCS Pub 2. para 30202b).
Chapter 3 discusses unified and specified commands: joint task forces; and
support, coordinating authority, and executive agent for the JCS. A unified
command is a command established by the President with a broad continuing
mission under a single commander. It is composed of assigned components of two
or more services (eg. UShUCOM is a US unified command with USAFE as the air
component). A commander of a unified command may direct the attachment of
elements of any of Im senke components to a subordinate unified command, joint
task force, or untscrvicc force.
A specified command is a command established by the President which has a
broad continuing mission and is composed normally of forces from one service,
liiere are only three specified commands: ADCÖM. MAC. and SAC
A joint task force is a force composed of assigned or attached elements of the
ISA. USAF. L'SMC. and the L'SN. or two m more of these sen ices, which is
constituted by the Secretary of Defense or by a unified ot specified commander. A
joint task force, unlike a subordinate unified command, is not a permanent
command arrangement

Sprdal Operations of the Armed Forces

The final chapter of JCS Publication 2 is the "cats and dugs" chapter that
outline* the principles and doctrine* governing joint aspects of special operation of
the armed forces
*i
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Such areas, as listed below, are discussed in Chapter 4:
i. Base defense operations.
b. Measures to prevent or minimize mutual interference in operations.
c. Search and rescue operations.
d. Military support of domestic emergencies.
e. Support by transient forces under emergency conditions.
f. Civil affairs operations.
g. Tactical testing and evaluation,
h. Mapping, charting, and geodesy,
i. Weapon systems integration.
j. Foreign internal defense in selected countries.
The term special operations as used in Chapter 4 is defined as "secondary or
supporting operations which may he adjunct to various other operations and for
which no one sen ice is assigned primary responsibility" (JCS Pub 2. para 40102).

Concluding Remarks on Command and Control

JCS Publication 2. para tn2l4ci t). defines the methods of exercising command
by a unified commander. One method is the use of the service component
commanders. Others are: establishing a tmiscrviee force that reports directly to the
commander of the unified command (may be established with JCS approval only
under exceptional circumstances) (JCS Pub 2. para 30228). establishing a joint task
force, and attaching elements of one force to another. At times, the unified
command just issues orders directly to specific operational forces. Due to the
mission and urgency of the situation, this special force must remain immediately
responsive to the commander, The commander must identify diese specific forces,
and the Join' Chiefs of Staff and Secretary of Defense must approve them. The
service eomooncnt commander or the commanders of subordinate commands will
esercise operational command within a unified command.

Chains of Command

There are two chains of command provided by JCS Publication 2. The first,
called operational direction, begins *nh the President and continues through the
Secretary ol Defense to the unified and specified combatant commands. The
wcond. called operational command, ts achici-cd by adherence to common strategic
plam and dtreeme* a% «ell a> u*i*td operational and administrative command
oreantsattofi i JCS Pub 2 >
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Requirements of Unified Operations and Joint Actions

Unified operations and joint actions generate certain retirements. These include
integrating efforts toward common objectives, planning and conducting operations
under unified direction, developing doctrine for preparing »nd training specific
types of combat operations, and delineating responsibilities and developing
doctrine for unified operations. (JCS Pub 2. para 10104 )

Principle of Full Utilization of Forces

Full utilization and exploitation of weapons, techniques, and capabilities of each
department and service in attaining the overall objective of a military situation are
essential. The principle of full utilization of forces assigns primary and collateral
functions to the services. The broad objectives of this principle include strategic
direction of the armed forces; unified command operation of forces when in the best
interest of national security; integration of the armed forces into an efficient land,
naval, and air team; prevention of unnecessary duplication and overlapping among
services; and coordination of operations for efficiency, economy, and prevention of
responsibility gap» (JCS Pub 2. para 10106.)

Principle of Support

The principle ol support is extremely important in conducting joint or unified
operations. This principle states that the forces developed and trained to perform the
primary function assigned to one service shall be employed to support and
supplement the otiicr service« in carrying out their function. This cooperation
%ht«uUI result in increased mission effectiveness. (JCS Pub 2. para I0IVU.)

Factors UttermMina Coordination

To determine the most effective method to coordinate the forces of two or more
«cnicct for accomplishing a mission in a single operation or a campaign, consider
first the mission to be accomplished and then the capabilities and functions of the
service* involved, the geographic location and nature of the contemplated
<*»
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operations; and IIK- character, strength, and capabilities of the United Stales and the
enemy forces. This consideration will determine the nature and size of the forces to
he furnished by each service and the type of command required. (JCS Pub 2. para
101IV >

Command Organizations

The functions involved in a military operation determine the service identity of
the overall commander. Because the exact role of each service and weapon in future
wars cannot he delineated, the assignments of primary functions arc not intended to
be rigidly prescriptive in time oi war with respect to command structure or
relationships However, due consideration must be given to each service function.
The command organisation shiHild integrate components of two %H more services
into efficient teams while preserving the uniservice (primary) responsibilities of
each service and the organizational integrity of service components insofar as
praci«cable (Jl S Pub 2, para H)213..I

I nified Command Commander*» Authority

Normally, missions requiring operations of a uniservice force will be assigned
the lomponcni commander «»I that service. Under exceptional circumstances and
with approval ot ilk' Joint Chiefs ot Stall, the unified commander may establish a
separate uniserx ice lorcc with a commander that operates directly under him
In the event ot a major emergent) in his area of responsibility necessitating the
use oi all available lorces. the unified commander is authorized to assume
temporary «operational control ot all such forces except those forces scheduled for or
engaged in the execution t under wai plans approved b> the Joint Chiefs of Staff! ti
N[Vvittv operational iins\nms winch would be interfered with by the contemplated
aw ot such ioft.es i It should he noted that a transient lorcc commander is rwnitred
to support the commander* within whose area t*f responsibility the transient force is
looted as tar as his ntt%su*n and capabilities will allow lilts requirement become*
cite* use when the area commander des tares that there is an emergency in all tn part
■! his area ot icYjft'tivfhilit) which tk* cannot meet with the lorce regular!) assigned
him I his requirement bevttnte* cltcvlisc as well it there is a surprise enern) attack
»huh the commander cannot meet with his regular!) assigned forces. I (JCS t*ub 2.
pa»a *M*2* i
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Summary

K'S Publication 2. a H*int doctrine agreed lit hy all the services, was created years
ago h> a ver\ dedicated aik) brilliant group of military men who understood the
foundation*, ilw legal aspects, and the kigtcal thinking that went into the design ol"
the I nilcit Slates ariik'd hwces* unibcd structure It is the only doeunurnt that
came «Hit the provisions in Ilk* law which established the limited structure. When
two or more services are emptied t«» accomplish a sfkvilk military objective, they
are employed as a leant under the direction ol a single commander. The commander
ha* operational command of IIMISV vet vac-assigned lorvc* and exercises this
vommand thiough Ins e«*m|*mcnt commanders This is ilk* key aspect ol K'S
I'uhlualioti 2. I his (Hiblkalion ptovidcs lor an integrated leant (»I components of
land, naval, and an loiecs
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the tnlltmuij: interview wa\ utmlucieil »*i 15 (Kn*cr l**HI by Lieutenant
( OI.MKI Ilk »mas A (.itilwitl III. ISM*, utih Lieutenant ('»eneral William K
KKluiritM.it. i S A
(»civ1.11 KKIKUIIMU» IS IIK* IK|» » Ouel «»I Stall UH Ojk'tatuuts ami llattv
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First, in NATO and Korea, we have a structure in place. Integration has been
built into the system over time; however, once out of these areas, the interface is not
as clearly defined.
Second, the RDJTF has highlighted the need for a better command structure,
especially when dealing with multicorps operations. With no EAC [echelon above
corps] operational headquarters, this problem is increased. The staffing for
functions within the land component structure in the RDJTF to perform the required
interface is ongoing.
And third, the introduction of the battlefield coordination element, or BCE, at the
tactical air control center level in nonallied operations will help solve the
coordination problem; however, the BCE manning and functions are stil! under
study by TRADOC |US Army Training und Doctrine Command).
As you know, the Army deleted the EAC and transfcTed these Held Army
functions to the corps. However, in NATO and the Pacific we have an EAC when
operating with our allies. For example, in Central Europe the EAC is called Central
Army Group. We are trying to solve this problem when operating outside of NATO
or the Pacific by introducing the BCE.
Cardwell: This presents a problem for the Air Force when there is no Army echelon
above the corps level. Assuming that the BCE will solve this problem, how do you
see the Army fitting into a command structure with the three components naval,
land, and air?
Richardson: 01 course, the US Army would be the land component if we have the
preponderance of ground forces. Extending the battlefield and successful
integration of conventional, nuclear, chemical, and electronic means are keyed to
the successful interface between the services at all levels. This is particularly true
for the Army and the Air Force. The Army must provide an interface at all levels.
For example, to fight the air-land battle requires a significant influx of data and
resources available to the corps commander. Also to target effectively, joint
targeting elements, or BCE. may well be needed at til levels from brigade through
EAC and the air component level.
The composition of the joint headquarters must be able to resolve such problems
as how to coordinate and dcconflict air and land forces* battlefield operations; in
particular, nuclear operations
General Starry, while he was Commander of TRADOC. published the extended
battlefield concept in the Military Review .* which is a good source to better
underhand the Army's view of the battlefield. This article provides current Army
thinking on this subject.
Cardwell: As you know, accepting the extended battlefield concept presents some
organizational problems for the Air Force.
Richardson: Yes. I am aware of the problems However, by working the problems
together. *c can solve our diflercnces.
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Cardwell: Then it is a question of resolving the conflict between supporting the
component command system and Army doctrine o, the corps being the highest
tactical headquarters?
Richardson: Yes. hut we are working that problem. In NATO, we have the Army
group such as CENTAG (Central Army Group|. In a contingency situation, our
Corps comes under the JFC (joint force commander!. We fully support the
component command system.
Card well: Using the last conflict as an example, did the US command structure in
Vietnam accomplish the joint war fighting objectives?
Richardson: Yes. it accomplished its mission. However, the United States will not
likely have the luxury to set up the same structure again. In Vietnam, we had
relatively unimpeded air and sea movements and fixed command and control
installations. Over time, we were able to man and train the operators and establish
the command and control structure. Operations went fairly well whrn working with
the Seventh Air Force, which served as the single manager for air. However, when
»he Army began to operate in I Corps during Tct "68. there were some problems
since Air Force support was delayed due to the Marines operating as a separate
umscmce command, thus creating, in effect, two managers.*' This was resolved as
a result of Khe Sanh and action by the Joint Chiefs in 1968. This is a good example
oi why we should organize in peace the way we fight in war.
Cardwell: In your view what were the strong and weak points of the command
structure, and it you could have changed the structure, what changes would you
have made?
Richardson: It is difficult to point out strong points other than the working
relationship between the Army and Air Force. It was superb. The weak point might
he the idea of two separate wars— 1 Corps with the Marines, and the Army and Air
Force in II. 111. and IV Corps.
III were able to change the command and control structure, il would be minimal.
hut the single manager for air should have extended over all of RVN (Republic of
Vietnam| Responsiveness of immediate air sorties might have been improved, and
(hit is still a concern today.
Cardwell: 1 agree When >ou assumed your present duty this past August (19811.
you became deep!) involved with the command and control issue that is Mill being
discussed in the JCS arena
Richardson: You have thai right
Cardwell: Can

UHJ

disvu>s. m an unclassified discussion, your views on that issue?

Richardson: Yes. I'd be glad to The Army has supported the JCS guidance*
covering employing loiccs through the three component command structure. We
.iiL m line with irk* Air force view %m this. My own personal view is that for
Mtsiaincd ei«Hiikl operatuHK. we need a single commander for land forces, a single
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commander fcr air forces» and a single commander for naval forces. The issue h revolved around the matter of unity of effort. We cannot afford to have two land
armies and two air forces operating in the same theater of operations. The Army
position is to support the command arrangements we find in JCS Publication 2 and
DOD Directive 5100.1—that is, service-assigned forces fall under the theater
commander who exercises operational control through his land, air, and naval
component commander. When the Marines conduct amphibious operations, they
should report directly to the joint force commander. But when their operations on
land become lengthy and sustained, they should be placed under the land
component commander.
Cardwell: Str. given a non-NATO confrontation, what do you see as the
appropriate command organization to handle limited war contingencies?
Richardson: The RDJTF command structure is currently under study. Training
and manning the ARFOR f Army Forces, the land component) headquarters remains
to be fully resolved. Both Forces Command and TRADOC are working this issue.
Cardwell: Changing the subject, what are your views on having a single manager
for air to coordinate airpower in a theater of operations—that is. at what level
should this coordination occur?
Richardson: To answer that question, let me give you some background. In 1973.
General Ahrams approved a change in Army doctrine which deleted the army group
ami merged functions of the field army and corps into a single echelon called corps,
thereby creating new Army doctrine, lilts change in Army doctrine has led some to
assume that the US Army does not support the single manager for air concept. That
is. it appears jhat we have driven the coordination level down to a level below the
atr component thus, in effect, causing airpower to be split between corps. Let me
assure >ou that the Army continues to support the single manager for air in a theater
of operations a?, witnessed by the OAS* (offensive air support| agreement. Per this
recent agreement, management o! battlefield air interdiction is at the ATAF—
Anm (iroup level While at corps-air support operations center level, close air
support and inttial battlefield air interdiction planning occur. Regional, or theater,
management o( battlefield air interdiction occurs at the ATAF-Army Group level.
The Arm\ recogni/es that at times the responsibility for critical decisions with
regard to offensive air support will have to be made above the corps level—at the
command structure which has been established at EAC—while Air Force air
interdiction, long-range reconnaissance, offensive counterair. and air defense are
based upon theater-wide objectives.
As tu battlefield air interdiction, it must be provided based upon the corps
commander's request and the EAC prioritized target listing—that is. the ground
commander's prioriti/ed requirements must always be provided the air component
commander. I believe that while on the Headquarters Air Force staff, you wirfked
that OAS agreement with Lieutenant Coktncl Craig Mandcvilte of my staff, so you
are quite lamiliar with its provisions. My view is that we need to expand the
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agreement, which is based primarily on NATO operations, to cover offensive air
support operations worldwide. The present agreement is a good starting point.6
Cardwell: Yes sir. Craig and I. among others, worked the final agreement which
was signed by General Otis and General O'Malley. As you know, the initial effort
was started and worked in great detail by the Tactical Air Command and TRADOC
and was considered critical to the development of several ongoing joint concepts.
Richardson: that's right. I want to continue the dialogue with the Air Force both
between the Air Stall and Army Stall and between the two Deputy Chiefs of Staff
tor Operations and Plans and the joint interlace down at the Air-Land Forces
Application Agency
Cardwell: What ate your views on the joint headquarters staff composition?
Richardson: At this time, it may be* tin» early to see if the joint counterair. air
defense, joint suppression of enemy air defenses, joint second echelon attack, and
an land lorces interlace concept can help determine the required staff composition.
The issue of Anns staffing to do the various jobs is under serious consideration in
the IRAIXX* community.
The real issue remains unresolved—recognition that currently there is no US
Army operational decisionmaking authority that resides at the EAC except in
NATO and Korea We must come to grips with the problem and solve it. We are
working on it now The lolks down at TRAIXK* and Tactical Air Command are
looking nit»» sol\ nig the joint interlace at the tactical air control center level.'
Canlui'll: What service progi;nns. piojects. or plans are currently being looked at
to tiKic.ise out |oint waifighlmg capability '
Richardson: I lieu- ate many new items ol C I (command, control,
communication*, and intelligence| equipment coming into (IK inventory to improve
the needed interlace Iniormation on these systems can be provided at all levels of
the Joint interlace
Concept* Knie developed between TAC and TRAtXX" such as TShAD. Jv\K. Jl'WU, and MIT will uncover shortfalls and v\c to expand and
uttpiinc «nit capabilities aikl joint interlace
\> iiKJiioned eailiei. the Army is looking lo the HCI; to lormali/e Army liaison
above C ofps Hiiucvei, to ask an tl-f» to prionti/e targets, coordinate the Army air
JCICIKC and »niict maitvis. may be asking loo much
t ardwtll: Now l,H comment ahtttit a colonel being tlie HCI. duel
ptVM-nfl a piobUni Von .lie woikine this aspect now .*

It would

Richardson: lhat * nein IK \|MX iv looking into that now We lully tccogm/e
need u» null.I* vHutinatifii level* with the An lorce lor example, the
«nviauon. iniKti.Mis. ..ml s!.iinne t»»t the HCI. are to Iv evaluated by TRAIXX*
iiunne the u|\»»nuue Kt IX UYI >oint training cwiciw. ROI DI AGIJ. SJ
IIK-
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Cardwell: To sum up our discussion, would it be a fair assessment to state that the
US Army supports the component command system—that is, three components:
land, naval, and air to exercise operational command over theater-assigned Army.
Navy. Marine, and Air Force assets? The prot

TI

facing us today is how to

integrate our forces into a coherent team to accomplish theater objectives. The
Army, due to a doctrinal change, eliminated the field army headquarters which, in
effect, removed the lateral <."\mJinating headquarters lor the naval and air
component side.

However,

recognizing the need to have an element for

coordination at the land-air component level, the Army has developed the
battlefield coordination element, and the BCfc concept is still under review as to
exact manning and composition.

Richardson: That is a fair assessment. I might point out that the Army is concerned
that we have the proper command structure to accomplish theater or joint task force
missions. My personal view is that we must have an clement above the corps level
to accomplish the joint coordination. We must make sure our forces are assigned to
the proper commanders so we can insure success on the battlefield. The assets must
be given to the corns commander to fight the battle. His desire for air assets must be
considered at the AT AH level.

Cardwell: Youi last comment prompts me to ask how you see Marine lorces in this
organi/atton ?

Richardson: Thai would depend upon the scenario and size of the force. The
Marine ckmeni

the MAC ill (Marine air-ground task force I *»r whatever element

the Marines provide

would come under the land component commander. In

NATO, this would he the Army group: in the RDJTF. it would he the ARFOR, On
the othci hand, it Marine lorces are the predominant lorve. then they would
constitute dv land component

Cardwell: Is this the I S Army pma..v j taken in the JCS arena?

Richardson: Yes it is

Cardwell: General Richardson, thank you again for providing your views. I
appreciate this ttppotiunit) Your view* have been most valuable and will help as
we try to conic to grips with a command structure tor waiiighnng. We must
organize in peace as we will tight in war.
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Richardson: Tom. it was my pleasure. I have asked my staff to provide you any
additional information you might require as you develop your monograph. Good
luck, and please keep the dialogue open. Warfighting is a joint effort. We must
solve the problem together—the Army, Navy, Marines, and the Air Force.
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1. Doctn A Starry. Genera). USA. "Extending the Battlefield." Million Review. March 1981. pp.
32-50.
2. See Appendix I. Section 3. "The Single Manager Problem: The Crcatiuntif an Operational Control
System for US Tactical Air in I Corp» i>t South Vietnam During 1968."
3. Ai specified in JCS Publication 2. VnißedAi mm Armed hwves WNAAr'l. October 1974.
4. USA and ISAF agreement on Apportionment and Allocation of OAS. 23 May 1981. signed by the
/ rroy and Air r-oree Deputy Chief* of Staff for Plan« and Operation*
5 ATAI —In NATO, it w the Allied Tactical Air hirce or the air component level,
ft See nute 98. Chapter 3. U* additional information.
7. That is the air component level
8. TAC-USAr- Tactical Air C.wmand Concept* are: J SriAD ijtww *uppre*Mon of enemy air
drferac). J SAK «jt»mt MM*** echrkw attack». M'AAl) (kHM<t*tmerair, air dcfcntcl. and ALU lawland Itirm interface)
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APPENDIX C

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE
US Navy View
by
Rear Admiral Robert K. Kirksey, USN*

The I'S N;iv>\ view im a joint operationscommand structure liw theater warfare
is the unified command structure as specified in Joint Chiefs i%i Staff Ihihlicaiion 2.
/ mltttt Attorn \nnttt IW« t'\ill\AAIt.
Ihe command structure to fight a theater war will U? the appropriate unified
commands In limited area conflicts, a subuniftcd command or joint task force
opera!mi* under the appropriate unified command is the appropriate command
structure

US Navy Support of Joint Operation*

SifHe the IKtenve Reorganisation Act of I«I5H. the US armed forces have been
assigned primalih to the thiee umlicd commands *tth the greatest continuing need
Un them I .AM COM «Atlantic Command). PACOM thtctfic Command!, and
t Sfct'COM «CS t:urt»(van Command» l"he basis ft* this alignment has been the
jx»situ»nine ot out limited lesounes M umcls response to contingencies in any pan
ot the uorM in support ol luitimutl toteign polic) l:rom the Nav\'\ viewpoint, this
assignment has resulted in na\al totecs operating primarily under three permanent
stalls CINCI AM HI tComtiiamfVi in Chiel. Atlanta Heel». CINtTACR.1
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OlYIM \\l> SIR! ITl m ICW THEATER WARFARS(Commander in Chief. Pacific Fleet), and CINCUSNAViOJR (Commander in
Chief. US Navy Europe)—which also provide the training and logistics support for
assigned naval forces.
From the historical perspective, it has been proved preferable for naval forces to
operate in support of land-oriented commanders of unified or joint commands. By
operating in support, the fleet commander is free to draw upon his total resources as
necessary to provide maximum naval support. This provides the desired (lou^lity
to meet changing or escalating situations without being limited to specific or
predetermined force units. In the long run. naval operations in support allow the
fleet CINC (commander in chief) to meet the competing requirements for scarce
naval resources and to use most effectively the inherent mobility and multiple
capabilities of naval forces

Command Organization for Limited War
The command organization fin a limited war scenario should not differ
substantially from that organization for any war situation except that a subunificd
command or joint task force may be required. Under circumstances of limited war.
operational control tOKTON) of naval forces should remain with the fleet CINC.
This OK'ON assignment results in certain advantages:
a. Tasking a fleet commander to do a certain job. or provide a given level or
degree of support, rather than providing fixed or specific forces for a supported
comm.ndcr allows htm to meet contingency requirements while maintaining a
balanced capability to meet other requirements not under the cognizance of that
particular supported commander.
b Mm force c*»mmanoVrs do not require naval component commanders with
additional stall assets to accomplish necessary operational and support tasks.
c Since available natal iorces are limited, the fleet CINC can best accomplish
the potentially conflicting tasks of supporting the land campaign, keeping sea and
jir lines of communication open, carrying out fleet defense and rotation of units.
Similar!). the supported commander is relieved of the responsibility for naval
associated tasks not ordinarily connected with the land campaign such as ASW
• antisubmarine «ar iiei. mine countcrmcasurcv providing logistic* support, and
protecthHI ot logistic* shipping
In summary. naval force* should operate under the operational control of the fleet
CISC' and in support of the »*«nt task force commander Nasal force* may not be
duelled, withdrawn, or otherwise involved in other tasks *hcn operating IM
surr**! therefore, tasking i*i naval forces in support of a joint operations it just as
bindme as assignment oi mher loree* under the tWOS t»t the loini task force
tttmitundcr Ihc fleet UM'. however. is in the besi position todetermine the most
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effective employment of the scarce naval resource» to achieve those tasks assigned
to his forces.

Consideration of Airspace Control for Joint Operations

Since each service operates its own aircraft, there is a requirement for procedures
to minimize mutual interference when those aircraft are integrated in joint
operations. Accordingly, it is essential that all services operate under an airspace
control

system

The

Navy

fully

supports

the

assignment of the

USAF

component commander as airspace control authority during a land campaign. The
airspace control authority, in this context, is empowered to organize, plan, and
oversee the operation of those services which the airspace control system provides.
Thin airspace control is understood to be designed primarily to avoid mutual
interference and not to control combat operations or air defense operations.
Consistent *ith the provisions of JCS Publication 2. as amplified by the
establishing authority, commander* of the joint forces organize their resources to
Ksi accomplish their assigned mission However, the single manager for air
concept has significant vulnerabilities in a wartime environment due to its heavy
dependence on extensive, reliable, and secure communication*

Composition of the Joint Headquarters Staff

CttmpoMiton oi the tmni headquarter* staff should be governed by the mission or
turn*** aligned to the joint commander and the force» expected to be assigned. In
that Navy force* generalK operate in support, requirements for a Navy element will
nornvdh he minimal
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COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE
US Marine Corps View

The following is an interview conducted on {5 October 1981 by Lieutenant
rufend Thomas A Cardwcll 111. USAF. with lieutenant General John H. Miller.

CSMC.
L::»tciwni General Miller is the Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans. Policies, and
Operation*. Headquarters Marine Corps. Washington DC. He entered the Marine
(Vi-V* in June I9J« utter graduating from Texas A & M College in 1949 General
Miller served in the Korea* conflict a* a coenpany officer in the 1st Marine Division
um! m Vietnam as the Commanding Officer. Headquarters and Service Battalion,
force U>i'.i\tus Command Genera) Miller ha« e~:cn*ivc operational and staff
experience. Me Has promoted u» lieu tenant general on 13 June 1979 and assumed
his current position on I October 19»*. General Miller is a graduate of the US Army
War College and holds the Legion of Merit with Valor and Gold Star. Bronte Star
Medal with Gold Star. Purple Mean Medal with two Gold Stats. Meritorious
Service Medal. Joint Service Commendation Medal. Navy Commendation Medal.
and the Presidential Unit Citatum with two Bron/c Stars

Cardttelt: (kneral Miller, it is a personal pleasure to have this opportunity to
discuss vufh you the Marine Corps' views on the command structure for theater
Mjtturc llunk you It« taking lime out of your busy schedule to provide your
V>C*\

Miller: üut*. a* you know. the subject is very timely, aod I commend your effort to
try to viMiw to grips *uh this intportant topic. We welcome the opportunity to
nio\ i«k the Marine Corps' view \m the command stvuciurc. This issue has been, and
v*»U continue to be. debated in the joint arena. The i sue will ordy be solved when
*c take into account the services* views on the structure and fold the service
doctnnc lor employment of Ittrces into the organisation. I know you are aware of
the issues involved and the problem of trying to integrate the services into a theater
t*t h*int task lorec command stiuciure

til
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The Marine Corps is i unique force—unlike the other services. It is important
that you understand the organization of the Marine Corps when you try to develop
this command structure for theater warfare.1 Having worked the issue while you
were on the Air Staff, you are aware of the concerns that we have in trying to
integrate the Marine Corps in continental warfare.
Cardwell: Yes sir. I am aware of your concerns.2 It is from this vantage point that I
structured my questions. My first question is: How do you see the command
structure to fight a theater war—that is. how do you see the integration of service
forces for theater warfare?
MUkr: I believe the JCS Publication 2' guidance on this subject is entirely adequate
to cover the integration of service farces. Pub 2 stipulates the commander—CINC
or joint task force commander—determines how he will organize his assigned
forces. He can do this several ways—either through his service components,
subunifted commands, or joint task forces. Pub 2 is quite clear on this point. The
Marine Corps supports the commander's organization for warfighting.
I came across a very interesting article you should read if you have not. It focuses
on the command structure. The article appeared in. I believe, the August issue of
btftnst HI. It was written by a retired Air Force officer, a Colonel John L. Frisbee.
The title of the article is "Command Lines for Combat." 1 agree with what he has
to say about the command structure.
Cardwell: Offhand. I don't recall seeing that article. I will read it.
Miller: You will appreciate what he has to say.
CardweU: How doc* the US Marine Corps fit into the command structure?
MWrr: A» the CINC directs. One must keep in mind the fact that the Marine Corps
is unique. It is. in reality, a joint task force, if you will. Our service organization,
the MAGTF* is an integrated team of air and ground forces which cannot be split
up. It must be employed as a team.
CardweU: Amphibious operations aside, how would this integrated team—the
M AGTF—be employed lor sustained operations ashore?
Miller: I prefer to i»*c the term ct*tf incntaJ warfare instead of %uMaincd operation»
ashore CardweU: Yes sir How would the MAGTF be employed in continental warfare?
Would the MAGTF come under the control of the land component commander?
Miller: We have a ha*ic phikmiphtcal difference in the employment of forces. I
don't sec the CINC or JIT (joint task force] commander running a separate naval,
land, in air war- that is. he u«c* all his assigned forces to fight a war It is a
continuum inMcad of a separate action.
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Cardwdl: I agree (hat it is not separate wars but an integrated effort of all the
services. However, for command and control purposes, we draw organizational
boxes with lines of responsibility. Which box would the MAGTF fall within?
Miller: There is no one answer. How the MAGTF fits in is scenario-dependent. It
ranges from a separate task force reporting directly to the CINC as the MARFOR
I Marine forces | component commander to being subordinate to another service
component commander.
Cardwell: The land component commander?
Miller: The Army component commander, in most cases; however, it depends
upon the si/e of the MAGTF. the geographical disposition of forces, and the
mission assigned In the case of MAGTF working for. or being subordinate to. the
Anrn component commander. I would have no problem with this.
Cardwell: Given the case where Navy. Air Force. Army, and Marine Corps forces
arc emploved in a theater of operation, and the CINC has organized the forces under
the three components of naval, land and air. where does the MAGTF fit? I am
assuming that there are three US Army Corps on-line, and the MAGTF is
anptotinutcl) Ami) Corps si/e. Would the MAGTF be on-line with the corps
reporting directly to the land component commander?
Miller: As I stated earlier, it is scenario-dependent. Given the case you cited, yes.
the MAGTF would come under the Army component commander. It is also
possible that the MAG IF woukl come under the Army component commander if
the MAGTF was not Army Corps size It is up to the CINC or JTF commander to
organize hi» force*
Cardwell: Sir. I would like to locus the test oi the discussion on. as you called it.
the commenul war I here is no issue on amphibious operation, the issue centers on
ctupfe* me Marine hwees other than in amphibums operations
Miller: I hat's tone»! \s you know we are a nasal force. A kc) point to remember
i» thai Mc arc *n amphibious force and are not structured to light sustained
«■petatioH* on shore H> law. we are a naval force. to do naval things Our mission
iv attiphibuHis o|X'tatums in support of a nasal campaign However, wc certainly
luu the „apahihlv to C(*ntribute to the continental war
Card writ: In tout view then, what lus caused the issue' It the Marine Corps is
situ* luted to do amphibious things m support oi nasal campaigns, then it would
app*.it. t»n tin- SUM-KC that wc should employ the Marines in amphibious
»»{VJatiiHisonlx
Miller: the cause, it sou will, is that the MAGTF is also being employed m other
than amphibious operations \% | said before, the CINC determines how he employs
his totvcs ll Iv detetmines that our lorec* will be employed tn support of land
ojvt jtums. the issue ts then raised on how to er plo\ the Manne forces The pmnt
*! «»mention ponies when we dtnuss employment of Marine lorves m a continental

it«
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war or. as you call it. sustained operations ashore. Since we have the capability to
contribute to the continental war. it makes sense to consider employment of Marine
forces in this nonamphibious mode. The Marine Corps anticipated this, and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps published his white letter4 outlining the
employment of Marine forces in sustained operations ashore. Briefly, the white
letter states that the integrity of the MAGTF will be maintained in amphibious and
nonamphibious operations. Operational control of the MAGTF will be exercised by
the CINC or JTF commander through service component, uniservice. or
subordinate joint task force commanders. In land operations where Marine aviation
V.1II be required to support not only Marine ground forces but also the joint effort,
certain functions such as air defense, long-range reconnaissance, and long-range
interdiction are the responsibility of the joint force commander.
Card well: Will these functions be tusked by the air component commander?
Miller: Probably the Air Force component commander if that's the decision of the
(INC or JTF commander. Marine assets would be added to Air Force assets to
accomplish theater air defense and long-range reconnaissance and interdiction
mswumv The MAC!IF commander determines the aircraft for these function* and
u-ports ilk-m to ilk- CINC »* JTF commander- Ukeuise. shortfalls must be
kletiiilied MI Anns or Air Force aswts can be used to support the Manne operation.
Il tsatfeo UJS sfclVCl

C »rttwdl: Ate these ewess and short I alls reported directly to the CINC or joint task
torce commander *
Miller: Depend* How did the commander organize his forces? Normally, the
CINC* in JTF commander will assign a mission or an area of responsibility to the
MAGTF It the MAGTF commander cannot accomplish his assigned mission, then
he must let tin CINC or 111- commander know. Me ntust have iommunications
* ith the commander
Cardwell: In m> \ic*. the MAG IF works for the Und component commander
Otherwise, »hen Marine forces are used in nonamphibious operatkm»—sustained
operations ashore it would appear that we have created a second land army It
»oold seem to toe thai il the Marine tones are employed separately from the land
cttmooncnt that is. a» a septate % omponent there is a iftjesttoa on the creation ot
a second land jinn IXM) Inrevmc 5 MI) I. the functioAs paper, prohibits the
creation ol a second bnd anm *
Maler: Im elad \ou raised that point There has been some discussion that the
employment «*f the Mat me Corps in continental »arlias. in effect, created a second
land arms II is nmttar) 10 |KH> guidance and the intent «I Congress k» have the
Manne i\*\* -miniated as a second land army \#t me state mou emphatically that
the t S Manne Cmp* 1» in m» »a> trying 10 be a second land army We hase never
atn-mpted u* steale a second land army We base no plans whatsoever to compete
with in»t % Vrmy Utt land operations
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Cardwell: Sir. I'm not suggesting that the Marine Corps is trying to create a second
land army. My point in asking is that if the MAGTF is employed as a separate entity
with co-equal status with the land component commander, it appears that there
would be two land armies. I can sec where the MAGTF would report directly to the
CINC or joint task force commander—in this case, it would be where the Marines
were the only force assigned or where the Marines were the predominant force with
Army and Air Force forces in support of the MAGTF. I'm not referring to this case,
but to the case where the predominant land force is the US Army and the MAGTF is
in support of the land component.
Miller: That's my point. As I said, the MAGTF can be employed in a variety of
ways—depending upon what the CINC wants. The functions prescribed to the
services by DOD Directive 5100.1 insure that all required warfighting areas are
included in the defense structure. The functions provide stability, continuity, and
economy, and facilitate planning by assigning each service responsibilities for
organizing, training, and equipping forces designed primarily to fulfill specified
portions of the total defense task. The functions are not rigidly prescriptive with
respect to employment of force. The CINC employs his forces, recognizing the
capabilities they provide, to meet his requirements. If the MAGTF is employed in
the ease you cited earlier, with US Army forces, then the MAGTF could come
under the operational control of the Army component commander. This would not
create a second land army, nor would it if the MAGTF wcrc employed separately
under the MAR FOR commander. We would be supporting the CINC's
requirements.
Cardwell: A good example where Marine forces were employed in other than
amphibious operations was Vietnam. Using the last conflict as an example, did our
command structure in Vietnam accomplish this joint warfighting objective?
Miller: The air issue in Vietnam aside; yes. to a degree it did. MACV did organi/
Ins lorces to best fit the Vietnam scenario. You will recall that the HI MAF |Marine
Amphibious Force| was given a geographic area of responsibility. However, as the
situation changed and as other service forces were used in the III MAF area of
responsibility. the command arrangement changed. Part of the Marine forces began
to *ork with the 24th US Army Corps as it became die predominant force. This is
»h;tf I see as tlv* best example to show the flexibility of the commander in organize
his torces as he sees lit
Cardwetl: The An Force and the Marine Corps hold differing views on how to
employ airpowcr The issue was debated in l%7 and again in I^KO-KI. What are
your views on the single manager for air concept?
Miller: I believe in it. The MAGTF is a good example of how wc employ Marine
aviation under the single manager tor air concept. However, it is a matter of
level that is. the MAGTF commander is in control. He has control not only of
Marine air but also the ground and support elements. It is an integrated team. The
Air Force, on tltc other hand, believes in the single manager tor air concent but at a
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much higher level. As I understand the Air Force position« they believe all air must
be centralized at the air component level. If we were to subscribe to this, it would
mean splitting up the MAGTF.
Cardwell: Agree. To do that would split the MAGTF. My oivn personal view is
that all air should be centralized under one component—the air component.
However, that issue was resolved in the tank.7 All the services have agreed to the
integrity of the MAGTF.
Miller: You are entirely correct. That issue has been resolved. You mentioned the
single manager for air issue was discussed in 1967. I just want to add to that.
Without bringing up all the pros and cons. I believe the decision during the Vietnam
issue to have a single manager for air was an unnecessary burden. It was not
necessary to manage air at the centralized point in Saigon. My belief is that it was
too centralized and did not accomplish the flexibility as it was designed to do. That
aside, the Marine Corps does believe thai certain air functions are best
accomplished by the air component commander. I believe I mentioned earlier that
air defense, long-range interdiction, and long-range reconnaissance arc best
managed by the air component commander. In fact, (he Commandant has stated
(hat the MAGTF commander would identify air assets to the joint force commander
for tasking through his air component commander that could be used for theater
campaign air defense, interdiction, and reconnaissance operations,

However.

Marine close air support assets would be controlled by the MAGTF commander.
Air space management is another function best managed at the air component level.
We have no problem with this at all.
CardwHI: Then the issue is really over as to who controls air assets that can be used
as close combat support.
Miller: That's right. It is Marine Corps doctrine that you don't separate air from the
ground force the close air supput.
CardwHI: Leaving this area. I have a two-part question. First, given a non-NATO
confrontation, what do you see as the appropriate command organization to handle
limited war continfcncicv' Second, what are your views on the composition of the
headquarters staff to handle limited war?
Miller: First, it depends upon (he scenario and (tie desire:» o\ the commander. JCS
Publication 2 gives us ample examples to use. As to the composition of the
headquarters, it would also depend upon the scenario and the joint task force
mission. Of course, you would need target cells, liaison functions, and a command
and control system to handle it. The MAGTF is structured to deal with any
command structure or staff composition.
CardwHI: One final question sir. What service programs, projects, or plans are
current!) being looked at b> the Manne Corps to increase our joint A ur lighting
capability.'
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Miller: We arc looking at interoperability of communications—a big problem we
need to solve. We have, as I think you know, worked very successfully with the Air
Force in integrating our MAGTF command and control system with the Air Force
system. We have routinely tied into the AW ACS | airborne warning and control
systems!/ for example.
We are also exercising our forces to increase and enhance our joint warfighting
capability. We are working not only with US forces but also with our allies. We also
are working with the RDJTF |Rapid Deployment Joint Task ForceJ in training our
forces.
Of course, all our programs, plans, and join! exercising arc accomplished in
accordance with Marine Corps doctrine.
Cardwell: Again sir. it is a pleasure to have this opportunity to interview you Unlay
on the Marine Corps' views for a command structure for theater warfare. Thank
you.
Miller: tiood luck on voureffort.
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1 Sec Heel Manual! hi. Shame Ah-(intimi Task tow Ihn trim: M August I<>7<>. lor discussion.
2 The uuihtH participated in the discussions over command und control of I'SMC tactical air asset*
during sustained operattoits while assigned to IIK* Air Stall during 1977-KI,
V JoiniCruetsof Stall hihlK.ition2.1 nifhdAt tu»)Armedhmvs(UNAAh/. (Xloher N74.
A. MACiTI iMarine air-ground tusk loreel is composed of three elements aviation, ground, and
supp*»rt torees
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APPENDIX E

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE
Air Force View

I he MM* 1113! K a composite of interviews, discussions, personal memorandums,
ami Matt parsers between Lieutenant Colonel Thomas A. CardweH III. USAK. und
lieutenant (ieneral Jerome I . O'Malley. t'SAK during the lime frame September
I Wand UlVMvr t')SI.
(ieneral O'Maltcv is (IK* Deputy ("hid of Stall tor Plans ami Operations.
Ilcadi|iiaitcis I 'mtetl States Air htrec. Washington IX'. Me assumed this position in
August l*)Kl), (ieneral O'Malley entered the Air Force in IW and attended pilot
tiaiiuiig at Brvan Al II. Texas Me has flown the r-Kn. B-47. SR-71. r*-4|>. and
Kl AC. (ieneral O'Malley served in Vietnam as Vice Commander, and later as
Commander, of the 4olHh Tactical Kc.onnaissancc Wing, lie lieu 116 combat
misMons in Vietnam General O'Mallc) is a graduate of the Naval War College and
holds the Distinguished Service Medal. IXTensc Superior Senice Medal. Ugionol
Merit Distinguished living Cross with one Oak Leaf Cluster, Meritorious Service
Medal. Air Medal with nine Oak Leaf Clusters, and the Ar Force Commendation
Medal with three Oak Leaf Clusters. Me served in numenus operational and staff
t*»bs prior to assuming his current duly at Headquarters United States Air I'orce.

Cardwell: (ieneral O'Malley. lum d«> um M\- IIK* command structure to fight a
theater war'
O'Miiltet: I he Air hncc view* the commaml structure to support a theater war
limn a theater |vispciine thai is. a single commander who directs the ollurt of
assigned torvo through tlie component commanders.
( aril well: llivn ilk* integration •»! service loucs is accomplished through the
tomptfuctti v\ sU'lii'

O'Malkv: Ihai's cot reel I he imegianon is at the com|>oiient level
and ait torees i-i«mponcnt level

land, naval.
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I view this structure from the top down. The theater commander—commander in
chief or joint commander—exercises operational control of theater-assigned assets
through his component commander in support of theater objectives. The theater or
joint force commander will, in consultation with his component commanders,
determine how the theater assets will be employed. The commander will apportion,
direct, and task, as well as rcapportion, redirect, or rctask assigned assets to
accomplish those theater objectives assigned by the NCA (National Command
Authorities).
Cardwell: With this structure in mind, how does the Air Force fit into the
component command organization?
O'Malley: Of course, the Air Force would fall within (he air component command
level. The Air Force provides forces to the theater CINC. These forces are
employed through the air component commander. Take NATO for an example. Our
forces. US Air Forces Kurope, a major command in peacetime, are employed
through an air component commander during war. In the Central Region, the air
component is Allied Air Forces Central Kurope.
Card well: Are all US Air Force forces employed through an air component
commander?
O'Malley: Yes. when two or more services are working together to accomplish the
theater-assigned mission.
Cardwell: Using the last conflict as an example, did our command structure in
Vietnam accomplish the joint warfighting objectives?
0*Malley: The entire conflict period or do you have a specific time in mind? The
structure changed several times.
Cardwrll: In general, the entire conflict. We did have excursions. If you want to
locus in on a specific period, let's say alter l%7 and up to 1*170.
O* Mal In: TIK- question is. did our command structure accomplish the joint
warlighting object ives after l%7?
Card well: Yes sir
O'Malle*: Only alter we sorted out the command arrangements, in l%H. we
established the au component level at MACV with General "Spike" Momyer as
the IVputx lor Air Operations under General Westmoreland. This was not a very
easy decision. The Navy and Marine Corps viewed single managership of air assets
difterently than the Army and the Air Force. We made some false starts, but I
believe we Small) worked out an arrangement that provided for responsive 'act teal
air for iwr land forces.
Cardwrll: In sour view, what were the strong and weak points of this command
structure we finally decided upon in Vietnam?
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O'Malley: From the Air Force point of view, the strength was that it provided a
mechanism to effectively apply scarce tactical air assets on the battlefield. I was
surprised that it took so long to get the organization in line with the principles of
unified action as laid out in JCS Publication 2.' However, with differing service
views. I guess we did as well as could be expected. As to the weakness of the
structure. I would think that not having all airpower centralized under the single air
component level would be the biggest weakness of the system. As you know, in
reality, there were three separate air campaigns in Vietnam—two in the South and
one in the North.
Cardwell: Then there were three separate air components in the theater?
O'Malley: Actually there were two—of sorts. All Air Force tactical air forces came
under the Deputy tor Air Operations in Saigon. Naval aviation was under the licet.
This, in effect, created two air components. The point is that tactical air in support
of land operation*— whether

I'SAF.

USN.

or USMC—should

have

been

centralized under one component.
It you remember, by the end o\ l%7 we had three air teams in Vietnam. In I
Corps, the Marine air was organic to the III MAF (Marine Amphibious Force|. all
I S \|- ;nr was under operational control of Seventh Air Force in Saigon, and Navy
tactical air was outside of (*( >MUSMACV jurisdiction.
Discussion ensued m f%N it» place all air under one commander.- By the end of
l%K. ue had iwo air components- naval tactical air still under the licet and USAF
and Marine air under the Deputy Commander for Air Operations. This is why I said
we actuallv had two air components.
Cardwell: Sir. what changes would you have made in the command structure.
O'Mai lev: Other- than what I hau* alicadv mentioned. I cannot think of any other
chances I believe thai IHM command arrangements must he in line with guidance
provided by JCS Publication 2
( ardwell: Ixavmg Vietnam turn. given a non-NATO con frontal ion. what do you
sec as the appropriate command organization to handle a limited war contingency.'
OMallcv: It would depend upon what forces ate assigned and the threat.
(•cncralk speaking. I would recommend a joint task lorce composed of the
commando and his stall. MK\ three components naval, land, and air. Naval
loues, to include I SMC forces lor amphibious operations, would conic under the
natal voniponctit commander. Artm forces, to include CSMC forces for sustained
operations ashore, would come under the land component commander: and air
Knees would he assigned under the air component commander.
Cardwell: I leel I know the answer to m> next question, but I'll ask it anyway.
Whai are >«*m v lew s on ha* ing a single manager for air?
O'Malley: I hope vou know the answer, lorn. It not. we'll haw to send vou back to
wltoo! I ha\c provided sou rnv thoughts on the single maiuger tor air. As vou are
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well aware, the Air Force strongly believes in this concept. Our doctrine, in fact,
directs employment of airpower from a centralized control, decentralized execution
concept of operations. We have structured our forces to support the theater
campaign. The air component level provides the centralized control, and the
tactical air control system—»r TAGS—provides the decentralized execution.
Elements of the TACS arc at each level—from the air component down through the
army corps to the division.
The air component commander normally is designated as the airspace control
manager und integrates air defense, reconnaissance, special air operations, and
tactical air support operations,
Card well: In a way. you have anticipated and answered my next question. Other
than what you have already stated, what are your views on the joint headquarters
composition—for example, target cells, liaison functions, etc.?
O'Mallc)1: Well, other than service liaison personnel and USAFTACS people, the
joint headquarters must have functions manned to accomplish the assigned mission.
Again the exact manning depends upon the mission of the joint headquarters. I
would say. at a minimum, a representative from each service would be required to
perform liaison-type functions; a targeting cell is necessary; and. of course, the
normal intelligence, planning, current operations, and so on. would be needed. I
cannot be more specific without knowing the assigned mission. I believe the key
point is that we must man the headquarters with experienced people to perform the
assigned duties.
Cardwell: Sir. you have been personally involved in the ongoing discussions with
the Army. Navy, ami Marine Corps on command arrangements. Would you share
your views on command and control of USMC tactical air in sustained operations
ashore, and the command structure for the RDJTF (Rapid Deployment Joint Task
Forccl?
O'Malle): First, my view on the TACAIK |tactical air. fixed wing assets) issue.
The composition of the Ann v. Navy. USMC. and USAF forces is determined by the
response to theater requirements. Once determined, these avsets are assigned to the
theater commander for operational command. The theater or joint commander
apportions the assets. Operational control is then exercised through the land. air.
and naval components commanders. USAF air assets are assigned to the air
component commander, and (he Marine air-ground task force—or MAGTF—is
assigned to the land component for sustained operations ashore or to the naval
component for amphibious operations.
Based upon the (healer commander'» guidance—the apponitwment process— the
air component commander allocates and tasks Marine and Air Force fixed wing air
assets to accomplish theater objectives. I should point out here that we have
acknowledged the integrity of the MAGTF. Therefore, the Marine aviation
clement, through the MAGTF commander, reports to thv land component
commander the total fixed wing air assets available for the planning period by
aircraft type and expected sonic generation rate. The information is als*» passed by
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the Marine and Air Farce tactical air control system to the TACS serving the air
component commander.
For close air support, battlefield air interdiction, and tactical air reconnaissance,
the land component commander requests air support from the air component
commander. As lor the Marine requests lor air. they will he filled first from Marine
aviation assets. Shortfalls will he filled from USAF air assets, and excess sorties
w ill he distributed by the air component commander to other ground forces.
Air defense, long-range reconnaissance, and long-range interdiction will he
tasked by the air component commander as is directed hy the theater commander.
On this point, the Marine Corns ami the Air Force agree. The Commandant has
stated this in his white letter published this year.'
The advantage of this command structure is that it allows a single manager to
manage all air assets in support ol theater requirements

the integration of all air

operations.
To your second question on the RDJTF. I must speak in generalities. We are
currently discussing different scenarios in the JCS. In the RDJTF. we have three
components called the AR» OR. NAVFOR. and AFFOR for land, naval, and air
forces. The Marine Corps is on rccord favoring a fourth component, the MARFOR.
the Air Force does not agree with this view. If the Marines are the predominant
loree. (hen the land eommment commander should he a Marine. However, if the
Army has the pa-dominance of ground forvo. then the land forces component
commander *htnild be Army In either case, the MAGTF should he under the land
component.
Card*HI: If the Marine Corp* »ere. in fail, employed separately from the land
component, would this not constitute a second land army?
O'Malley: In my view, yes it would if there are both Army and Marine units
employed together in the same area of operation.
Cardwell: One final question. General O'Malley. What Air Force programs,
projects. i»r plan* are currently being looked at to increase our jmni warfighting
capability '
O'Malley: We are always locking at ways to improve our capability to respond to
am contingency

In the joint wartighttng arena, we have numerous project*

underway with the other sei \ ice* For example, we are working with the Army to
increase our air defence capability. As you know, our joint interface to wtirk thc*c
problem* with the Army is at Headquarter* TAC and TRAIXXV They are working
plans and prograir* to increase our joint warfighting capability. The Air Foac
strongly endorses and supports .ill effort* along these lines.
Cardwrll: Sit. I appreciate you taking time out ol your bu*y schedule to share your
v icw* on command structua*s U»r waihghtmg. Thank you very much
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O'Malky: It was my pleasure. Tom. Thank you. t wish you the best in writing your
monograph on command arrangements. If you need additional material, please feel
free to call upon the staff.
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t JomtChki*t»l Null ISihhctfiH« 2. VmtitdAnkmArmedttmts tUHAAPh October 1974.
2 See note 5*. Chapter 2; and Appendix I. Section .1 entitled "The Smjle Manager Problem: The
Cfv\ju<r, ot un <»rvf4i!*mal Control System l'»«r l.'S Tactical Air in I Corf* of South Vietnam During
,1 LSMC White Letter NU» 7«*I. 0*w*«»*/ am/Cmunt«/IttWC MCA/* m StumimttOpemrims
4tfe*r. ftJuMlWI
4 ISAF* tattocal Au Command is at Unj:k\ AH). Virginia; USA* Training and Doctrine
(«wnund i> at I ttti Sttmnv. Virginia, thwugh the Joint Air-Land h«cc» Agent).
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AN ORGANIZATION FOR THEATER OPERATIONS
From a Commander's Perspective
hy
William W. Momycr. General. USAF. Retired*

I have fell since the early days of World War II that a unified command should he
established lor the conduct of iheate* air. ground, and sea operations. The
commander 1*1 ihe unified command should have operational command and control
ol all forces assigned lo the theater for continuous operations. Forces that are in
transit, such a* atrlill and particular naval forces, would come under the operational
control of the theater commander only while in his assigned area. However, these
torces could not he diverted from their mission except hy authority of the Joint
Cmels ol Stall or a higher military hody if there were forces of a different
nationality involved
the theaici command should consist of a jtnnt staff with appropriate
representation lioni ail ol the lotves assigned. Key positions on the j»ünt Mali should
he rotated among the services according lo the mission of the theater. The si/e of a
loric assigned should not he the determinant of what sen ice should Have what
pitsiiion. the mission ttf the theater and the strategy should he the basis lor
assignment with rotation according to ihe change in strategy as the war progresses.
I has. during the early phases of the campaign when air superiority is the dominant
c«»nsidcraiion in the theater strategy, the J-.V should he an airman. Once air
superiority has hcvn achieved and the strategy shifted to the defeat of the opposing
ground forces, the J-J should he a soldier. I wouldn't extend this basis of
assignment to the ««her positions since halance among Ihe services is mandatory for
hamsKiMius relations, service pride, and availability of the specialised knowledge
pmscssvd h\ each ol the services. The key positions of commander, vice

-I.**.

t>w

«-.«A. '•*** *>■ <M «S-«.. ■**<«» * ■

HM>^S ******* t)k,mm\*rmm$ m* 'IO Wtth»«

l>

COMMAND STKUTTttl: HW Ttll-ATHR WARFARE

commander, and chief of staff should be held by officers of the three service«—
Army, Navy, and Air Force. I do not believe one service should hold two of these
positions. A theater organization must not be allowed to be dominated by one
particular service since it destroys the basts of teamwork and stifles the surlaciaf of
expert knowledge about the proper employment, capabilities, and limitations of the
forces of a particular service.
The theater command should consist of three components: air, ground, and sen.
Each of these components are equal and have operational control of the forces
signed the theater. The air component has operational control of all the air
elements tu include those of allies. US Marine, and US Navy. The ground
component has similar authority with respect to all ground forces, and the naval
component has the same responsibilities with respect to all Navy forces with the
exception of sea-based air. It is under the operational control of the atr component
«.lien engaged in furtherance of the air campaign and the support of ground
operations For all missions in support of naval operations in securing the sea lines
of communication and protecting naval forces, sea-based air should be under the
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assigned to the operational control of die theater atr component command and the
ground force clement placed under the operational command of the ground force
component. To do otherwise create* two ground forces and two air forces with no
dmxiiun *jion iM the theater commander, Thus, these elements of the Marines must
he integrated into the theater command structure to assure maximum economy of
force, coherency of employment, and concentration of force on the primary
objective «et forth in the theater strategy. Obviously, special cottstderatiou must be
given to die organic capability of Marine forces and policies established that will
assure they have the needed firepower as other theater forces engaged in similar
tactical mi*»iouv For example: By mission assignment. Marine ground forces are
nut constituted lot m»tamcd operations ashore. Consequently, when used in the
same rule as an Army unit, they need equivalent artillery, tanks, and m forth.
Under some condition*, they may require more air support Chan a similar Army
untf. but this would constitute a specific circumstance and not a continuing
requirement day-tn and day-out. When a Marine ground unit had die same priority
asans Army unit, it would get alt die air support needed loacconu^rsh the task.
The naval component should hav* operational conmsand of aUtt^ naval eknmvs
except as discussed above. I don't believe there can be two airmen in a theater of
operation» ümulianeously and independently conducting aw operations whether it
he counfenir. interdiction, close air sunoort. reconnaissance, or airlift. There must
he a single component responsible for all air operations in order to have a single air
strategy wnh all the air elements untied as a balanced team in carrying out that
strategy H is not enough to coordinate separate air elements from two different
services. Direction is required that eliminates any doubt about die job to be done,
how much force is remitted, when it is reoutrcd. and what ss exneeted of the effort.
These goal* cannot be satisTied by coordination since mere is no leverage for
tin
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compliance. Only through control by a single commander of the air resources can
the full capability of the forces be realized.
In the case of a naval engagement or actions to secure the sea lines of
communication, the naval component commander should have operational control
of the forces engaged. The air component commander would make available to the
operational control of the naval component commander whatever forces the theater
commander approved for those operations. For the most part, a naval engagement b
relatively short. Therefore, air elements of the air component command would pass
to the operational control of wie navy component for Q specified period. This is
considerably different than an air campaign of significant duration where naval air
would be employed on a sustained basis, requiring a continuing assignment to the
operational control of the air component command.
I would expect where there is a conflict on mission requirements, the theater
commander would decide which mission would receive priority. It would be the
theater commander, for example, who would make the decision to withdraw naval
air from the operations control of the air component for support of a naval
engagement. Probably with that decision would be a decision to place certain air
elements under the operational control of the naval component HI reinforce the
naval air element*. In any event, the overall decision a* to where the theater
resources would be applied would be that of die dteatercc4nmanderandnotthalofa
component command There i* no way to assign a theater coinmander die
rv*r*«t&*htttiy for the conduct of all operations in furtherance of his assigned
minion, and then not give htm the complete authority to control the forces. In other
»oroV the theater ctuttmander mu*t have the authority to determine what forces
would be thificU from one mission to another and not the component commands
%mcc they are limited to only a part of the total theater mission,
Une final mac on the organization for theater warfare. The theater ranmander
üntutd not simultaneously command one of the component*. He should be
concerned with the ovct. H aratcgy and the allocation vt forces as needed to carry
nut that strategy. Ik doem't haw the time to get down to the detaiH of fighting the
battle. r%thcrmote. he must kecphirmdf above the tactical battles and let his field
Commander* do the jtth they are hc*t qualified to do, The political problems
associated with a theater of war arc u» csteutivc as to consume a great deal of the
time of the theater commander. Hence, he doesn't have the time, energy, and
detailed knowledge to «enc a* both the theater commander and a component
commander.
A* to planning consideration» tor the dicatcr bank. I otlcfU^ foliumtnglncret*
a fundamental consideration dun drive* theater warfare plannn\g: No one force in a
theater t* «elf «MtfTicient for all mt^oom A theater of operations involve* the action*
uf jutnt force*, and each component t* organued. trained, and employed to
•ccomphüh »peed* motion*, Consequently, specific force» are dependent upon
uthcr knee* to accomplish ta»i* which the specific force* are not optimized to
perform t-asenkmer ctprc**cd ihn view a3 me conclusion of World War II when
he said mere are no longer angle force operation* in a theater—theater operations
tmolve joint force with each force trained to accomplish specific mis***». It seem*
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to me that if there isn't acceptance of this fact of life, there is confusion,
duplication, and, most importantly, ineffective employment in the accomplishment
of the theater mission.
The corps is seeking to be self-sufficient for any target array that has an influence
on the corps commander's strategy and tactical operations. If carried to its logical
conclusion, this means the corps commander is directly concerned with any enemy
formation no matter how far away if it could eventually impact the operations of his
corps—an absurd idea, I think one would agree. Yet, an airman could argue that his
area of interest involves enemy ground forces on the forward edge of the battle area
since these forces could be a direct threat to his airfields if they should break
through. As a consequence, rather than depend uponjhe corps commanders for such
protection, he should have critical sectors of the front for which his forces would be
responsible. Again, this is an absurd position for an airman to take. However, it
does illustrate why forces in a theater are dependent upon each other for specific
mission. Thus 1 would argue that there must be clean lines of authority in
accordance with primary mission responsibilities. We have that in close air support
in which ground force commanders nominate targets an! the air commander directs
and controls the strike. The same logic applies to interdiction of targets of interest to
a corps commander.
Certainly, a corps commander is interested in enemy forces that can influence the
battle within a tew days. This doesn't mean he should have organic weapons that
can reach these targets. I think this is where (he ground force commander must rely
on the air commander to take these targets under attack in the same manner that the
air commander depends upon the ground commander to defend and protect air
facilities with weapons that the ground commander possesses that are optimized for
fighting direct engagements with other ground forces. Since targets to the front of
the FEBA (forward edge of the battle area) are both combat and logistical forces,
they constitute a highly fluid target system. By their very nature, they are more
vulnerable to the flexibility of airpowcr to handle such target systems. Those targets
beyond the FEBA recognize no friendly corps boundaries. They cut across corps
boundaries since their deployment is determined by the enemy and where he wants
to thrust these forces into the battle. Hence, the firepower brought to bear against
such forces must have freedom of employment and not be restrained by
geographically controlled authority such as a corps. It is philosophically irrelevant
whether the weapon employed against such targets is a Pershing. a GLCM (ground
launched cruise missile), or a fighter-bomber. The principle is the same—the
destruction of the target is of concern to all corps commanders but beyond the
authority of a specific corps commander since it cuts across the total area of combat.
Ii is one of ihe reasons that the air commander has traditionally had responsibility
lor targets beyond the FSCL (fire support coordination line).
There is some concern with the discussion on the FSCL. The FSCL came into our
language after the Korean war. Up until that time, it was called a bomb line in
which the air commander could attack targets beyond the line without coordination
with the ground force commander. There has always been a difference of view
between I S air ami ground commanders on the location of the bomb line or FSCL.
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The air commander has sought to get this line as close to friendly ground forces as
the CEPs (circular error probabilities)2 of his weapons would permit. He wanted this
close proximity to friendly ground forces since this was where the enemy forces
were. On the other hand, US ground commanders have taken a very conservative
view on location of the bomb line, or FSCL, because they didn't have precise
locations of their troops during an engagement and were concerned with air attacks
against their own troops. On the other hind, the British in World War 11 were more
inclined to put the bomb line closer to friendly forces» believing they had better
knowledge of where their troops were and wanted airpower to hit the enemy where
he was. I believe the location of the bomb line, or FSCL, rests more on the
proposition of not knowing the precise location of friendly forces rather than the
range of organic ground weapons.
Targets beyond the FEBA should be brought under attack by a single component
commander since there is no arbitrary geographical boundary. The air component
commander should be the responsible commander for the location, identification,
and attack of such targets. The ground force commander provides information from
his sources and his interest in the target, but the air commander makes the decisions
to attack, keeps the ground force commander informed, and reports results, in a
theater, regardless of where one postulates a major action, it is beyond the
capability of a single force. This establishes the need for a theater command
structure that provides for an air, ground, and sea component capable of
coordinating their efforts in accomplishing the mission of the theater commander.
The Army doctrine is deficient in not having a headquarters field army above a
multiple corps deployment. These corps cannot be directed out of the theater
headquarters which has a full-time job of planning and directing the theater
campaign as well as the day-to-day activities of coordinating the efforts of all the
major forces.
No matter whether the Army has a weapon that can reach beyond the FEBA,
control of such a weapon system would have to be higher than a corps for the simple
reason that more than one corps is involved and aircraft of the tactical air force
would be intensely engaged throughout the arena. As a consequence, there would
have to be detailed coordination on the selection of the target since the tactical air
force could strike the target as well. A determination must be made as to the most
efficient weapon to employ, This process is automatically above the corps.
Furthermore, the tactical air force may have ongoing operations in the area that
transcends the target of interest to the corps commander. From a practical point of
view. these types of issues are inappropriate for a theater headquarters and normally
are resolved at the tactical air force-field army level. To further complicate the
problem, there could he allied air working the same area which would require
control by the tactical air commander to be sure there are no conflicts in missions.
Hence, there are manv considerations that come into play on such targets that far
exceed the sphere of interest and responsibility of a corps commander. To make the
problem even more complex, who would make the decision about (he use of
weapons in an adjacent corps under a different command? It seems to me the only
command level that cuts across the entire front i\ the air component commander and
IM
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for that reason, if for no other, he must have operational control (however one
wishes to define it) for weapons that are employed beyond the FSCL.
In summary, my views on a command structure for theater warfare haven't
changed since I wrote my book Air Power in Three Wars (World War II, Korea,
Vietnam).3 If anything, my views have sharpened as a result of the ongoing
argument about the RDF (rapid deployment force). We have the same problems on
command in a theater of war that existed in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. We
don't seem to be any closer to an agreement. If we can't solve them in peacetime,
we won't solve them in war.
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I J-.V Operations division of a joint stuff responsible for planning. coordinating, and integrating the
operations of a theater command,
2. Circular enor probability (CEP) is an indicator of a weapon system's delivery accuracy.
y William W. Momyer. General. USAF. Retired. Air Power in Wiw Wan (Washington. DC: US
Government Printing Office. IV78).
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APPENDIX G

AN ORGANIZATION FOR THEATER OPERATIONS
From a Commander's Perspective

The following is an interview conducted on 3 December 1981 by Lieutenant
Colonel Thomas A. Cardwell III, USAF, with General Donn A, Starry,
Commander in Chief. US Readiness Command.
General Starr)' enlisted in the Army in 1943 prior to attending the US Military
Academy in 1944. He served in Korea as an intelligence staff officer on the 8th US
Army Staff and served two tours in Vietnam, first as a member of the Department of
the Army team analyzing mechanized and armor combat operations and later as the
head of the task force designated to draw up plans for the Victnamization of the
war. Then he commanded the famous I Ith Armored Cavalry Regiment. General
Starn has extensive overseas and US staff and command experience. He was the
Commander of the US V Corps in Germany and the Commanding General of the
IS Army's Armor Center and the Army Training and Doctrine Command, Fort
Monroe. Virginia. General Starry is a graduate of the Army War College and holds
the Silver Star, the Soldier's Medal, the Distinguished Flying Cross, the Purple
Heart, and the Distinguished Service Medal. He assumed his current position as
Commander in Chief. United States Readiness Command, and Director of the Joint
Deployment Agency on I August 1981.

('arciwril: General Slam, first let me express my sincere appreciation to you for
taking tune out ul \ our busy schedule to discuss your view s on a command structure
and organization tor theater operations.
Starr>: It is in) plcastiic since I do feel strongly about this subject. As you know I
have dedicated man) years nf m\ career to teaching Arm) officers how lo organize
»»in lotas tor wai lighting I became particularly concerned while Commander of
IKXIHX.'.' While there we worked many of the joint command and control
privcitufal issues with I AC ai (.angle). We have resolved some of the doctrinal
isvues ii\er command and control t»l sen ice forces: however, others remain to he
M>IW\I We have addressed, and in mv view come to grips with, the question K%\"
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tactical air support of the lam1 Nttle and the integration of Army and Air Force
assets on the battlefield. Yow .«search project should help to refocus the question
of whether we should organize our service forces in peace the way they wilt fight in
war.
Cardwell: Yes sir. We did resolve the question of how to integrate tactical air and
Army organic assets on the battlefield. The question of apportionment and
allocation of offensive air support—which includes close air support of surface
forces, battlefield air interdiction, and tactical air reconnaissance in direct support
of the land battle—was worked by TAC and TRADOC, and then formalized by the
Army and Air Force Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Plans and Operations.3 The work
started by you. when you were Commanding General of TRADOC, and General
Creech4 laid the foundation for the joint interface to solve these command and
control problems. In my view, issues will only be resolved when the services
establish the mechanism to jointly discuss the issues.
Starry: 1 couldn't agree more. The issue of a joint or combined structure for
warfighting must be solved by the services. It is a joint effort.
Cardwell: Sir. in your view, how do you see the command structure to fight a
theater war—that is. how should we integrate services' forces for theater war?
Starry: 1 believe in the principle of unity of effort, unity in that the service forces
are integrated into a land, naval, and air team under a single commander. As I have
said before, once political authorities commit military forces in pursuit of a political
aim. those forces must win something or else there will be no basis from which
political authorities can bargain. The purpose of military operations cannot be
simple to avert defeat, but rather it must be to win. To win, we must organize our
forces to insure optimum utili/atitm of our combined warfighting capability. This
means one commander with trove component commanders—land, naval, and air. I
firmly believe that all land combat forces must come under the land component
commander; likewise, all naval forces should be under the naval commander, while
all air assets should come under the air component commander.
Cardwdl: This brings up several questions. First, are you in favor of all fixed wing
aviation assets—no matter the service—coming under the air components? Second,
how does the Marine ground combat force fit into the joint structure? And. finally.
%hou1d one sen ice he dual-hatted to command not only. say. the theater command
but also the service component? For example, should a soldier be the land
component commander and the joint force or theater commander?
Starry: Well. 1 do favor the fixed wing assets being under a single air component
commander. That is to say. Air Force. Navy, and Marine Corps fixed wing aviation
should he under the operational control of the air component commander,
whomever lie ma> he. It is the only effective way to employ air assets for. during,
und in \uppon of lite airland haiilc. To do otherwise fragments our overall effort. 1
cun'tot cnviMon a situation where we would want two air component anymore than
I can envision two land components fighting in the same theater. One commander
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must control the air assets to insure the effective use of our limited tactical air
assets. Tactical air assets are much too critical to split up into separate air wars. I am
a firm supporter of the single manager for air concept espoused by the Air Force, as
it allows the centralized control and decentralized execution essential for successful
prosecution of the battle.
Cardwell: Would you include airlift and strategic air assets employed in a theater of
operation under the single manager for air?
Starry: Yes. theater airlift should come under the theater commander and be
managed by the air component commander. Likewise, strategic air assets that are
employed in a theater of operations should be controlled by the theater air
component commander.
Cardwell: You anticipated another question 1 was going to ask—that of a single
manager for air to coordinate all airpower in a theater of operation. Your support of
this single manager for air is shared by the Air Force and not by the Navy or Marine
Corps. The Navy prefers to operate in an in support of role, and the Marine Corps
prefers to keep Marine aviation integral to the Marine air-ground task force
reporting directly to the joint task force or theater commander;5 thus, they would be
employed as a separate component. What are your views on this?
Starry: Let me state that i have no intention of trying to run the naval war.
However, when naval air assets, and this includes Marine aviation, are used to
project power into the land environment, it must be under the operational control of
the overall component commander. 1 am not talking about a naval campaign or
amphibious operations. I refer to protracted interdiction outside the scope of naval
or marine amphibious warfare. When they arc used in sustained operations ashore,
as they were during air campaigns over Vietnam, they should be coordinated by the
air component commander.
Cardwell: I personally agree with your view. It only makes sense to have a single
manager to coordinate and control the theater air effort. IX» your comments also
apply to allied air assets?
Starry: Yes. w ithout question. I believe our allies support this view also.
Cardwell: Yes sir. they do. In NATO, this has been agreed to in Allied Tactical Air
Publications My second question dealt with Marine ground combat forces.
Slam: To answer that question, we should remember that forces are employed as a
team under the three components land, naval, and air. The employment of
Marine ground forces depends upon the situation. In amphibious operations, they
must come under the naval component. In nonamphibious or sustained land
operations ashore, they should come under the land component commander.
Kernemhcr. it is up to the theater commander in huropc. the combined force
commander in Korea, and the joint force commander in contingency operations to
organize their forces. If I were the commander. I would place Marine ground
combat forces under the land component commander: and. as I said earlier. I would
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place Marine aviation supporting the air-land battle under the air component
commander.
Cardwetl: That is my view also, but as you know the services have agreed to the
integrity of the MAGTF (Marine air-ground task force)—that is. Marine aviation,
combat, and support forces come under the MAGTF commander. If we employ
Marine forces as you suggest, then the Marine Corps would say we are splitting up
the MAGTF.
Starry: Be that as it may, I would employ the Marine forces in the manner I
described. It only makes sense to employ Marine, Navy, Army, and Air Force
assets as a team under the land, naval, and air components. It has to be up to the
theater or joint force commander to organize his forces. If he decides to place
ground forces under the land component and aviation assets under the air
component, then I guess he must split up the MAGTF.
Cardwell: A follow-up to that comment. Do you see the Marines being employed
as a separate component—a MARFOR {Marine forces] if you will?
Starry: That depends upon the scenario. If the Marines are the only or predominate
land force, then they would be the land component. But, in most cases, they would
be one of the land forces and, as such, I do not believe they should be a MARFOR
as this could lead to two land armies. If we have an operation involving NAVFOR
(Naval forces). ARFOR (Army forces], and AFFOR (Air forces] under the joint
task force. I would assign Marine ground combat forces under the land component
commander—the ARFOR.
CardweM: The final part of my three-part question, the question of dual-hatting.
Starry: 1 don't believe one person should be dual-hatted. That is to say, if the
theater commander or the JTF commander is an Army officer, then he should not
also command the land component, They should be two people.
Cardwell; Changing to another subject. While you were Commanding General of
TRADOC. you developed the US Army concept of the extended battlefield.1 This
concept has created some discussion on part of the Air Force as to how the Air Force
would fit into this concept. How do you see the Air Force working in this extended
battlefield concept?
Starry: I don't sec any change in the way we currently do business. The interface
lor Army and Air Force coordinaiittn occurs at all levels from division to the army
gmup. The final coordination level in Europe is AFCKNT |Allied Forces Central
tiuropc); in Korea, it is the Combined Forces Command; and the coordination in the
JTF arena is through the ARFOR and the AFFOR with the commander. JTF
overseeing the process.
Cardwetl: With the concept of a single manager for air in mind, at what level
should the coordination for tactical air in support of the land battle—the air-land
interlace occur'
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Starry: At the air and land component level. In Europe, for example, this is the
Central Army Group, or CENTAG, aim Fourth Allied Tactical Air Force,
Cardwell: As you know, the Air Force is concerned that there is no echelon above
corps level in current Army doctrine and concepts. It appears that the US Army is
developing concepts for employment of organic assets from the corps and below
level. For example, the proposed corps weapon system would have the capability to
hit targets in an area where the Air Force conducts air interdiction. If this is a correct
perception, it creates problems for the Air Force since they are structured to conduct
warfare from a theater perspective, not from a corps perspective. Would you
provide your comments on this?
Starry: There is a misconception that the Army does not support an echelon above
the corps. Part of this problem goes back to the Fort Leavenworth days when we
were writing manuals on a theater level for an organization that did not exist. As
you recall, in 1973 General Abrams approved a change in our doctrine which, for
all practical purposes, eliminated the army group or theater army. We focused our
attention on a single echelon called the corps. Our doctrinal manuals addressed the
matter of warfighting from this corps perspective. This, in turn, created the
impression that we were focusing on a corps war and not a theater war. Admittedly,
this has caused problems for the Air Force; however, the Army is also structured to
fight with a theater perspective. The problem stems from our operations through
one of the combined headquarters in Europe and Korea. You are correct in saying
there is no service echelon above corps, but the echelon—the command, control,
and the coordination—is in being in the joint or combined headquarters. In the past,
we have produced manuals that dealt primarily with the corps and below. We have
not. however, ignored the echelon above corps and, in fact. Field Manual 10015' has been published in draft and says something to the effect that a unified,
specified, combined, or joint task force is set above the corps in the operational
chain.
Cardwell: it appears thai my monograph on a command and control organization
for »heater warfare is timely then?
Starry: Ye*, assuming it deals with the current concepts, it should be valuable. We
need to make sure everyone understands the structure as it now stands—before we
£0 to war.
tardweil: Han of the mispcrccption was created by the Army concept for extending
the battlefield.
Starry: You ma) be correct, but 1 don't really believe the problem is in the con»*cpt.
Rather, the prohem may be in the portrayal. Given, the corps is our large»! tactical
unit, with the cttmmand. control, and coordination resting in the group or JTF. As
such, bnctings a KI articles tend to emphasize the tactical operations and focus on
the corps and he low. liiere is no intent to exclude multiple corps operations but.
since their interaction i\ handled at the joint or combined level and covered in. for
example. NAN) publication^, there is no reason to duplicate it in service
Ml
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documents. Along this line. I understand you are preparing an article on extending
the battlefield from an airman's point of view."
Card well: Yes sir. I am. 1 believe it is important to set down how airmen view the
extended battlefield, and also how we view the Army concept. There may be some
misconceptions of what the Army concept docs or doesn't do.
Starry: It stiould be useful to record how the Air Force views the Army concept of
the extended battlefield. I would like to state that the Army concept of the extended
battlefield was written to force the corps to think about the enemy second echelon
forces. The corps must pay attention to the second echelon. To do this, the corps
commander needs to have a well-laid out. flexible plan extended 72 hours into the
future. The corps commander must assume a greater role in selecting those targets
in the second echelon area. Interdiction is the key to battlefield success. It is
interdiction that allows us to focus our attacks on those enemy targets whose
damage, destruction, or disruption would help us fight the battle to our advantage.
The extended battlefield concept may require some changes in command and
control. However, to execute the concept, we must recognize the need to use
resources tar beyond those organic to corps and division and to plan their
application over a greatly expanded battlefield. The Army must establish a working
relationship with the Air Force for both target acquisition and attack. The
interdict ion battle wilt be fought at the corps and division level.
C ardwrtl: Part of the problem comes when airmen hear statements that the
interdiction battle is (ought at (IK* corps and below level. Our theater orientation
forces us to think in terms of an interdiction campaign from the air-land component
level. We look for the interface at this level, not at the corps level.
Starr)': The interlace occur» at the air-land component as well as the corps and
division levels The apportionment of air interdiction assets occurs at the theater
level. Once the allocation decision is made by the air component commander,
tactical air must be applied in response to corps identified targets. That's all I'm
saying. The corps commander must have a greater say in what targets are hit by air
assets,
Cardweth I will provide you my views on the extended battlefield concept. Maybe
we can dispel many of the misconceptions both the Army and the Air Force have
concerning this concept.
Starry: I'm sure it would be most useful. I took forward to your views. I will
pro* tdc you my thoughts on your concerns.
i ardwetl: I appreciate that and your interest m setting the record straight. The
services mu*t work togctU*r to solve mir command and control problems. General
Stam. again, thank you for taking this time to provide me your views on a
command and control structure lor theater warfare I appreciate it very much.
Starry: It has been my pleasure. Totti. The best to you as you develop your research
protect I look lotward to vcctitg me results »I your ctlort. Good Luck.
i4:
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COMBINED DOCTRINE FOR THEATER
WARFARE IN NATO
by
Thomas A. Cardwell III. Lieutenant Colonel, USAF*

Combined doctrine' (doctrine of two or more nations) for theater warfare is
embodied in NATO*» Allied Tactical Publications (ATP*). When an ATP is
promulgated, all nations have agreed to abide by the provisions of that doctrine.
The agreement is called a STANAG «Standardisation Agreement). STANAGs ate
ratified by nations after the services have concurred and agreed to implement the
provisions of the ATP.
The United State* has ratified STANAGs covering ATPs on maritime operations.
lam) force tactical operation*, airmobile operations, offensive air support
operation*, countcrair operations, electronic warfare operations, and tactical air
operations. These are the only one* that deal with air-naval-tand doctrine.
operations, and tactical procedures.
It is imponant to m*c that once a nation has ratified a STANAG—or the doctrine
specified in the AIP the services aw expected lo implement the doctrine when
operating in combined warfare. It is interesting to note that the doctrine found in
AI Ps closeK parallel the doctrine found in JCS Publication 2»- which outlines how
tun or move sen ices are expected to conduct joint warfare.
The umNvlla doctrine for combined naval warfare is found in ATP H. Dm trine
n*t .\mt»tuhit*u\ i^Hfuü*m\. while combined land warfare doctrine is found in ATP
*5. Uind htnn /<*«*« ul Ihn um?. Combined air warfare doctrine U found in ATP
VVAi. SATO t*u mat Air th*iri>k. and is amplified in ATP 27(B». Otirnmr Air
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Support Operations; ATP 42, Counter Air Doctrine; ATP 44, Electronic Warfare
<EW) in Air Operations; and ATP 34, Tactical Air Support for Maritime
Operations. The underlying theme in each of theee ATP» is that warfighttng ts a
combined effort of the national forces under a single commander.
At the highest level of a military force, there should be only one overall
commander who is responsible for all operational matters to the authority that
established the force, subject to any special government agreements and military
force arrangements pertaining to the employment of that force. His responsibility
should be defined in terms of his mission and his area of responsibility.
Adherence to the principle of unity of command allows effective
decisionmaking. The arrangement of a command and control organization at levels
of command below that of the overall commander should be based upon this
principle as welt. This permits effective decisionmaking. and provides single points
of contact for lateral and subordinate commanders. The principle should be
reflected in an organization whether it is geographically or functionally arranged.
For example, a military force may be arranged geographically into regions, each
with a regional commander and functionally arranged into naval, land, and air
components, with a component commander for each. Furthermore, in certain
circumstance«, part of a military force may be organized for a specific missionsnormally limited by time and space—and placed under a single commander, such as
a task force or an amphibious task force.
Throughout the structure, all commanders should make recommendations to their
superior commander regarding the employment of their respective resources. Any
disagreement between lateral commanders should be referred to their common
Mincrior Commander for resolution. * This commander has oneratkmal command* of
hi* assigned forces. Normally, he escrcises operational command through Ms
components—-naval, land, and air. It is important to note mat operational command
dock not include full command. Each nation reserves the right to recall forces
3lalat iH'Mjajfl * d^#%*Mb »alitim atatMt .T*JYinnwkmuljtj'c #4b#t Aaaa4a^sa*iWu
•**5»wsfc*^*^ff• *^w»^%% i u^nmw^^Wf^ 9F ^* a>%™91v• pavwan^** w ^#^a> mw^niMfink^i tnw

#M%
I^J

4ÜtfUM**f /Vwwüa%ftS4k uyi
Wffvvii %vwwitwwi ^UWP

control military forces: less full command to the single commander of combined
foxes.
Figure A-t* shows the command structure for combined warfare in NATO.
Ufcing Allied Command Europe (ACE) as an example of how command is
exercised. Figure A-2' illustrate* the doctrine for combined operations on the
European land mas*- To further breakdown the command structure, a look at the
organization for Central Europe. Figure A-3. wtP focus on the single commanoVr
and the component command structure.*
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In the case of Central Europe, the commander—Commander in Chief, Allied
Forces Central Europe (CINCENT>—exercises operational command through his
land components—Northern and Central Army Group—and his air component
commanders—Allied Air Forces Central Europe. The other major NATO
commands arc organized similarly with a single commander and with land, sea, and
air components, as appropriate, to the specified mission.
Generally, the forces of member countries remain under national command in peacetime;
however. Mime are placed under operational command or control of NATO, some are assigned to
NATO commands, and others are earmarked for these commands.... The organization of these
commands is flexible enough and the liaison between them close enough to allow for mutual
support in the event of war. and the rapid shifting of the necessary land. sea. and air forces to
meet any situation likely to confront the North Atlantic community . . . (the commanderl would.
in time of war. control all land, sea. and air operation in jhisj area (of responsibility |.v

The specifics of exercising command is detailed in the aforementioned ATPs.
However, the doctrinal underpinnings are a joint and combined effort of national
military forces joined together by a single commander who exercises operational
command through his component commanders—land, naval, and air.
The degree of effectiveness of military forces is a function of the command,
control, and organizational arrangements of the combined headquarters. Certain
principles are used when setting up the command arrangements. These principles
include unity of command, unity of effort, centralized control and decentralized
execution, and concentration of force.
To realize their full potential and effectiveness, theater-assigned assets must be
employed under command arrangements to preclude undue dissipation and
fragment it ion of effort and to permit their integrated, responsible, and decisive
application to tasks in this overall effort. Unity of effort is best achieved when
authority for command and control is established at the highest practical level.
under a designated component commander. At these component levels—land. sea.
anu air force -the relative priority of combined and joint demands on resources can
be assessed for allotment, apportionment, and allocation of these resources. The
optimum level for operational control of the effort would be wherever the best
assessment of the overall air. land, or naval situation can be made. Centralized
control is necessary lor effective application of force in an area of responsibility and
promotes an integrated effort in (he execution of plans. Additionally, it allows for
adjustments to the tactical situation according to the overall theater commander's
established priorities and objectives. Centralized control at the land. sea. and air
component level provides the necessary authority to direct employment of tactical
resources and to concentrate power at (he critical place and time to achieve decisive
results. Centralized control is achieved through a designated component
commander who directs the total effort by exercising operational control of tactical
forces assigned or attached ,"
Since no single commander, at any level, can personally direct all of the detailed
actions ot a large number oi units or indis iduals. decentralized execution of tasks is

is»

COMBINED DOCTRINE FOR THEATER WARFARE IN NATO

necessary and is accomplished by delegating appropriate authority for mission
execution.
In the central region of Europe, the commander of all assigned forces in that area
of responsibility is the commander of AFCENT. To accomplish his objectives,
CINCENT exercises operational control through his two assigned component
commanders—land forces under the Army groups and air forces under the Allied
Air Forces Central Europe commander. Decentralized execution of land forces is
accomplished by the army corps, through the Army Group. Decentralized execution
of air forces is accomplished by the Allied Tactical Air Forces. (See Figure A-3.)
The combined command structure in NATO may appear complicated at first.
However, once it is broken down into its elements, a clear picture of direct lines of
authority and control emerges. The key is that there is one commander designated to
exercise command—less full command—of assigned national forces within a
theater of operation. This commander exercises operational command and control
through one of three subordinate commanders, or components—either a land, naval
(sea», or air component
Certain NATO recognized terms are used when describing types of command and
control and. tor convenience, are listed below with their definitions.11
• Command. Command is the authority vested in an individual of the armed
forces for the direction, coordination, and control of military forces.
• hull Command, hull command is the military authority and responsibility of a
superior officer to issue orders to subordinates. It covers every aspect of military
operations and administration and exists only within national services. As used
internationally, the term command implies a lesser degree of authority than when it
is used in a purely national sense. It follows that no NATO commander has full
command over the forces that are assigned to him. In assigning forces to NATO, the
nations delegate only operational command or operational control.
• Operational Command. The authority granted to a commander to assign
missions or tasks to subordinate commanders, to deploy units, to reassign forces,
ami to retain or delegate operational and/or tactical control as may be deemed
necessarv. It does not of itself include responsibility for administration or logistics.
It may be used to denote the forces assigned to a commander.
• Control. Control is the authority which may be less than full command
exercised by a commander over part of the activities of subordinate or other
organizations.
t Ofuratnmal Control. Operational control is the authority granted to a
eommandei to direct forces assigned so that the commander may accomplish
specihe missions or tasks which are usually limited by Junction, time, or location:
lo deploy units concerned; and to retain or assign tactical control of the assigned
units

• latinal Ctmtiol. Tactical control is ihc detailed and. usually, local direction
und control of movements or maneuvers necessary to accomplish missions or tasks
assigned.

• CoordmaunM Aathorin I he authority granted to a commander, or individual
.t>sit:ncd rev|Htitvibtlii\. loi coordinating specific functions or activities involving

(51

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

forces of two or more countries, of two or more services, or two or more forces of
the same service. He has the authority to require consultation between the agencies
involved, or their representatives, but does not have the authority to compel
agreement. In case of disagreement between the agencies involved, he should
attempt to obtain essential agreement by discussion. In the event he is unable to
obtain essential agreement, he shall refer the matter to the appointing authority.
• Combined. Between two or more forces or agencies of two or more allies (when
all allies or services are not involved, the participating nations and services shall be
identified, e.g.. combined navies).
• Joint. The term joint connotes activities, operations, and organizations in
which elements of more than one service of the same nation participate.

»<2

NOTES

APPENDIX H

I, As a matter of interest, the United States has combined doctrine in the Pacific theater. This
combined doctrine is embodied in Air Standards which closely parallel the doctrine contained in the
ATPs The principles and doctrine contained in the ATPs and the discussion on theater warfare apply to
combined doctrine for the Pacific theater.
2 Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces WNAAF), October 1974. (See
Appendix A for a discussion on this publication.)
3. ATP 33(A). NATO Tactical Air Dot trine. May 1980. p. 3-2.
4. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication I. Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms. I June 1979: and NATO Allied, Administrative Publication 6(0). NATO Glossary of Terms and
Definitions, April 1977, define operational command as "the authority granted a commander to assign
missions or tasks to subordinate commanders, to deploy units, to reassign forces, and to retain or delegate
operational and/or tactical control as may be deemed necessary. It does not of itself include responsibility
lor administration or logistics."
5. Allied Administrative Publication 6 defines full command as "the military authority and
responsibility of a superior officer to insure orders to subordinate». It covers every aspect of military
operations and administration and exists only within national services. The term command, as used
internationally, implies a lesser degree of authority than when it is used in a purely national sense. It
follows that no NATO commander has full command over the forces that are assigned to him. This is
because nations, in assigning forces to NATO, assign only operational command or operational control"
(p 2-7«),
ft NATO Handbook (Brussels: NATO Information Service. I97H), p. 53
7 Ibid
8 Ibid. (In lime of war. the Alii commander -SAOiUR would command and control all land. sea.
and air forces within his area of responsibility.)
«* Ibid.. pp 42-43
10 This principle has been agreed upon by the United States which includes the USAF. USN. USA.
and USMC The services, through the US ratification process, agreed to employ forces in NATO through
the component command structure See ATP 33(A) for air force employment. ATP 35 for land force
employment, and ATP 8 for naval and amphibious force employment under the land, naval (or sea), and
air component structure
II. These are command and control definitions which are NATO-agreed and may be found in Allied
Administrative Publication ft. NATO Ohnsary oj? Terms and Definition*. April 1977.
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APPENDIX I

ADDITIONAL REFERENCE MATERIAL

Section 1. Introduction
This appendix presents additional reference material to support the monograph.
Section 2 contain* an interview with Major General Carl D. Peterson. USAF,
Retired, (former Air Deputy. Allied Forces Northern Europe. General Peterson
discusses the problem of introducing US forces into NATO counter to agreed
NATO doctrine. Section 3 contains the highlights of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Historical Division study entitled "The Single Manager Problem: The Creation of
an Operational Control System for US Tactical Air in I Corps of South Vietnam
During WhK." Section 4 contains a study by Major Clayton R. Frishkorn. Jr.,
ISAF, entitled
Hack ground Information on USMC Command and Control
Relationships During Sustained Operations Ashore. 1776 to I«170." Section 5
contains service doctrine on unified operations which was written in the 1947-50
period.. Section f» is additional information on the rationale lor a single manager for
an This section was prepared by General William W. Momyer. USAF. Retired,
Section 7 contains a discussion on the term component.

Section 2. Interview with Major (ienerui
Carl I), Peterson. USAF. Retired
I he loitovunc is a synopsis o| an intcmew with Major General Carl 1). Peterson.
I SAF. Retired This interne« look phce in Panama City. Florida, on f> February
IWO. The author requested Genera i etcrson to record his thoughts on »lie
introduction >»i I S lorccs and. in particular. USMC force* into NATO during hisis
i.uii nt dui> Histoix m.i\ well record this (vruul. as Mill he shown, as a turning
point in YUOdiH/inne
General Peterson served as the Air Deputy. Allied Forces Northern Furopc
i Al NOR fill. NAIO. from P>77 to l«J7<*. As Air Deputy, he participated in the
development ol allied plans lor the introduction of US Marine forces in Northern
Command Fiiro|v or Al NOR III as it is more common!) km»un The Northern
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European Command (NEC), one of three major subordinate commands of Allied
Command Europe (ACE), is composed of the seas, land, and airspace surrounding
Norway, Denmark, and that portion of Northern Germany known as SchleswigHolstein. This includes the Baltic Sea and those waters adjacent to Denmark and
Norway that are not under the control of the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic
(SACLANT). The NEC dominates the sea routes from the Barents Sea and the
Baltic to the Atlantic, thereby making the command's strategic importance directly
proportional to Soviet naval strength. It represents a significant barrier to the
Atlantic for other Warsaw Pact countries. With the exception of Federal Republic of
Germany forces, the area's standing forces are small in number. The nations of
Norway and IX'nmark must rely on mobilizatior to meet their defense
commitments.

Card well: General Peterson, would you share your perspectives as Air Deputy in
AFNORTH on the problems associated with the introduction of forces into a theater
of operations when those forces are introduced counter to current NATO doctrine?
Peterson: Tom. I would be more than happy to give you my views. Before I do, let
me give you some background information. 1 recall that in 1977. the US force
commitments to NATO v. ere so small that SACEUR (Supreme Allied Commander
Europe) had a variety of options for each available unit designed to meet a number
of contingencies in the Allied Command Europe area wherever it could occur.
Thc*e opiums were for land and air force forces. At one time. I can recall that forces
in SACEUR's strategic reserve, both land and air. that could be used as
reinforcements in AFNORTH region had a total of 102 options, 56 of which were in
the AFNOVni area of responsibility. Hence, the concern within the command for
dedicated forces and the alliance's intent to reinforce.
This changed with SACEUR's Rapid Reinforcement Plan and the major
commitment ol US land and air forces to ACE in the 1978 time frame. Along with
ihi\ came the US Marine Corps.
The USMC. looking for a NATO mission, concentrated on the flanks. Following
uhai I believe m he a correct story in that CINCUSAFE/COMAAFCE (Commander
m Chief. United States Air Forces in Europe/Commander, Allied Air Forces
Central Europe] <«>!d the USMC that when they arrived in Central Europe.
voiumand and control of USMC aviation forces would be in consonance with
current NATO procedure* and doctrine. Disagreeing with this philosophy, the
t SMC looked to the flanks, with AFNORTH as the most fruitful ground to perform
their NATO itusston in consonance with their own doctrine. While the AFNORTH
air force v commanded by Norwegians. Danes, and Germans—were opposed to
the I SMC Jocmnc. the fact that a force was to he dedicated to the area and today
are prepoMiiomne equipment in central Norway to backup this commitment, is
perhaps an overriding lactor in which political decisions overrode military
o-ikvpiv doctrine, and command and control procedures How did the) get there'*

i*f.

RKHERENCE MATERIAL
When I arrived at Headquarters AFNORTH in June 1977« the USMC
representation consisted of two staff officers with the expansion to four already
approved by my predecessor. Major General Pierce Hodnette. My first 4 months as
Air Deputy found me totally involved in trying to retain some semblance to the US
peacetime establishment in AFNORTH. My predecessor died 2 weeks after he left
his AFNORTH post: my executive officer was assigned to SACEUR's staff 10 days
after my arrival; and my senior staff officer, a USAF colonel, retired IS days after
my arrival, thereby making me all things to all people. I was my own action officer
with no corporate memory. From the first day I arrived. 15 June 1977. I was hit
with 15 proposed changes to the US peacetime establishment. This included a
proposed increase of five additional USMC officers by the Commandant of the
Marine Corps.
The Commander in Chief of AFNORTH. at that time a UK Royal Marine general
officer, was a gin*! friend of the ISMC's commandant. The commandant wrote
direct to our CINC requesting spaces in lieu of USAF officers. He asked for
positions in one of our primary subordinate commands. BALTAP {Baltic
Approaches); its Corps. LANDJUT I Land Forces JutlandJ; and in Headquarters
AFNORTH. I found it ama/mg that the commandant could come up with so many
options for I SMC representation, including my deputy, and tie these requests with
oilier ongoing actions with which 1 was confronted. With no corporate memory and
no stall to help, I personally did all my research through records dating back to
l*Jo.V
Alter putting together a position paper covering all aspects of the 15 proposed
changes to the US peacetime establishment, including the USMC proposed
changes. 1 went to Headquarters SHAIMi (Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
huropci and discussed my proposed stand with General James Allen. SHAPE Chief
of Stall. His guidance: "No more Marines, four only." With that and «her policy
guidance which I will discuss later. 1 wrote a letter to the Chief of Staff.
Al St )R III. a cop\ of which is provided in my end-oftour report. It silled out my
position 1 won on all counts, the CINC wrote to the commandant saying no more
I S Marines. .HHI il the commandant wanted more positions he would have to go
through Jt's channels He newt «cm u ugh JCS channels during my tenure
lloweu'i. all lout po%tttom were gamed.
In itisvusMtte problems associated with the command and control of USMC
louts m .i V\lt> cmftonmettt. I haw to base m> information ott command post
*uiiNs. ptmuuiK. .tiul on live CWIUH'S which look place in llw AI'NORTH area
<•? U'spoti*ihiht\ iliiiinv' m\ tenure js ,\n IXJHIU
Helote I h.nJv h.ul im leei on llw gttnind in June W7, I *as advised by the
i hu i i»i St.iM \l M »K III a nujiM general in the IK Aitm of the alleged chao
Mu* isiiitud iluniii1 SACI t R's escnive VMNIIA 77. a NAIO command nmi
. vaviH wbuli *owis the pcnod ot ti.insition lioiu peace to uar A USMC Marine
amphibious hiteadi- jMAll| was (nit ashore in Denmark in an amphibious assault
inoiltr without MKIKI III I I | Mr ike Meet. Atlantic Command) (Hitting out an
tnitt.itmg duvvme this total lack ot coordination caused no end ol ptohlcm> in
vlMiRIH and its vtilmtdtiute command KAU VI* SIKIKIMI.I I established
is;
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an amphibious operating area, which encompassed all of Denmark, northern East
Germany, western Poland, and a major portion of the Baltic Sea, and calmly told
appropriate military headquarters that all air activities would have to be approved
by STRIKEFLEET in the designated area. This ruffled the feathers of the air
component commanders of BALTAP, AIRBALTAP (Air Force Baltic
Approaches!, and Danish national authorities whose control of the sovereign
airspace of Denmark was usurped by STRIKEFLEET. Once this was resolved, the
MAB was put ashore and moved into the line in the LANDIUT corps area
(Schleswig-Holstein).
Command and control arrangements to accommodate USMC doctrine placed the
MAB under COMLANDJUT (Commander, Und Forces Jutland!, including air.
Air operations by the USMC were tu be coordinated with AIRBALTAP. I was told
by the chief of staff that not a single NATO general or flag officer agreed with this
approach insofar as AFNORTH was concerned, but reluctantly gave in so as to
avoid an embarrassing political confrontation in the exercise with the nation who
provide» the major portion of reinforcements—the United States.
One can only realize how bad this arrangement was and still is if they understand
the airspace management problem in the BALTAP region. BALTAP follows
normal command functional arrangements and has an air component
commridcr—AIRBALTAP. Here the similarity ends with any other air component
commander. Why. primarily because the Bonn Treaty Convention gave the
peacetime air surveillance responsibility in northern Germany to the United
Kingdom, and RAF Germany carries out this function. No problem! Wrong!
Because ol the political sensitivities of the Bonn Treaty, no change has been made
in the air defense mission even in war: therefore, air defense of Schleswig-Holstein
ILANDJUT area! is conducted by 2ATAF. while offensive air. reconnaissance.
electronic * art arc. and so on. is conducted by AIRBALTAP. Workable? It has
never been tested Now add an MAB. its air units located on AIRBALTAP bases,
»tin its own command and control system to the picture: put it under LANDJUT
and say. "Wc will coordinate our air operations with AIRBALTAP" and you can
underhand htm ludicrous this arrangement will be in war. 1 haven't even mentioned
the air defense problem, hut imagine three separate air defense systems operating in
an area the st/e of Denmark.
I tool this problem to the Chief of Staff of SHAPE, along with the manpower
problem, and went ovct it in its entirety. I wasn't bringing up anything new. Hie
politically sensitive Bonn Treaty couldn't be touched, and we would have to work
around that problem. Both he and SACEUR were welt aware of the USMC
situation, and I was advised to avoid introducing US military doctrinal problems
into NATO and to do the best *c could under the circumstances. I stuck with this
polio during the time I was Air Deputy and advised my American staff. USA.
ISN. I SMC. and USA! to do the same.
Yuu «oak! think the learning process would have brought improvement. 1: did.
but not until another esercise had taken place. This was Able Archer 77. a nuclear
procedures cscrcisc with a conventional war play to enhance the scenario. The
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scenario, in tact, picked up where WINTEX-77 left off. Forces were in place and
the "war continued." It was now November 1977.
Since this was u nuclear procedures exercise. USMC play was largely controlled
by USMC officers on the control group. There were improvements. The
establishment of another AOA |area of operations!, in this case South Norway, was
reasonable: but. once again, mi initiating directive was provided to coordinate
military operations in south Norway with the NATO area commander or with
Headquarters AFNORTH. An amphibious assault was conducted in south Norway
with complete success.
<)n 22 December W77. Brigadier General Crist. USMC. from FMFLANT|Reet
Marine Force. Atlantic| arrived at AFNORTH and made considerable effort to
reach an accommodation with AFN< >RTH. An explanation of the capabilities of the
MAF. its limitations when an MAN is broken »Hit of an MAF and moved off to
another location, and how the AOA could be made to mate with other airspace
managers went a long way toward alleviating critical military planning problems.
The command and control problem remained an issue that was unsolved. I
followed my guidance and we did not have a confrontation, much to the
disappointment t\\i my fellow NATO officers. It wasn't the forum for such an effort.
The nest episode occurred during the massive SACKUR exercise Holdguard.
i his exercise was conducted in the fall of I97K. Once again to the consternation of
the COMBALTAi1 K'ommandcr. Baltic Approaches!, a three-star Danish general,
ami the COMAIRBAI.IAI' ICommanuVr. Air Force Baltic Approaches), a two-star
(»crman general. NATO command and control arrangements had to be
compromised and artificial arrangements made to satisfy USMC participation in the
held exercise It was not that they agreed to their concepts ami doctrine but more to
reinsure the presence »»I haUI> needed lorees in an exercise with high hones that
then* same rtvecs would be available in war. At one time, the message traffic got
highly volatile between BAt TAP and AFNORTH over command and control
arrangements involving the USMC At one pomt, it became apparent that certain
elements m BAI. I Al* would like to have seen the USMC units withdrawn trim» (ne
evereise, but saner heads prevailed and a jerry-rigged command arrangement was
incorporated into the exercise to accommodate the Marines. In true fashion, they
were gung ho did their job *• well that w hen authorized to lake the oltensive, they
lolled over the opposition including the exercise umpires tn their quest lot victory.
I ve« J couple ol Mi ay helicopter llights over Fast (»er many failed to deter this
tcrrtlic attitude and csptit de corps
1
11K- last exercise I participated tn was WIMI \ 7 ). these philosophical
«.lunges made by Bngadtcr («cncral Crist were apparently abandoned and the AOA.
hontmand relation«, and allocation ol all avsets were once again the pftthkm In
laitnc** to the I SMC. they tccogni/cd the air defense problem and allocated their
an defense asset* to AIRBAt.t Al*, agreed to make available excess MMIK-V. CAS
Klose air %uppoii|. and rccotinatsvincc to AIRBAll Al\ and generally tlie climate
was more tavorahlc
Ilk.- last 2 years that I %|vnt tn Al MM*til were one continuous tussle over the
I SMC tones patttculaiiy au I he question often asked was. Why. ol all the
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branches of the armed forces of etch NATO nation contributing military forces to
the defense of the alliance, is the US Marines the only one which will not accept
NATO command and control doctrine and procedures?
While member nations of the alliance in AFNORTH accepted accommodation as
an expediency to command and control arrangements with the USMC, their senior
military field commanders resented the adamancy of the USMC position; the
sometimes overbearing and sometimes bullying attitude of their junior officers in
negotiations: and had the feeling that the USMC had little concern for their national
sensitivities or the alliance's military organization, command and control system,
or NATO doctrine and procedures. These officers would never say anything
publicly, but privately I heard it often, sometimes pleading with me to make them
understand.
These word' ont change anything. I would be happy if it makes someone
understand thcu are problems on the flanks in NATO which the USAF should
become more involved in if we intend to reinforce NATO's allies in areas other than
the central region. While my comments cover USMC actions, we in the USAF were
guilty of some gross errors in judgment, but never to the degree that we walked over
the national sovereignty and sensitivities of a nation, at least within the military
structure.
Cardwett: Thank yoc. General Peterson, for taking time to discuss your views on
this subject. As you know. I firmly believe that we must get our warftghting
organization in line with approved doctrine; but. more importantly, we must have
an organization (hat has clear and logical lines of authority. If we don't, we are
doomed to failure before we even begin.
Peterson: I couldn't agree with you more. Tom.
Cardwtth Again, sir. thank ytm lor providing me your perspective. It has been of
great v;i!uc.

Section 3. The Single Manager Problem—The Creation
of an Operational Control System for US Tactkal. Jr in
I Corps of South Vietnam During 196«
Tht% wvfton bricily outline», in point paper format, the highlights of the JCS
Htuortcal Division paper on the single manager for air approach in I Corps. The
paper i% entitled "The Single Manager Problem: The Creation of an Operational
Control Swcm tor US Tactical Air in I Corps of South Vietnam During 1969" and
*a% puhltthcd by the JCS Historical Division. Washington OC. in July 1976.
Previously, it «a« via^iftcd hut ha» been dcclasMftcd by SM-I97-HI. 20 March
HKI It is a» published ttr»t in IXtcinnc Information Publication It). Bmugnrnmi
InttmtuttioH tm Atr hmr /Yry**t #iin /or Ctthrrrni Phtns iCtmmtiml tmd Ctmtrol

i«i

REFERENCE MATERIAL
cfTACAIRl April 1981, by the Doctrine and Concepts Division, Directorate of
Plans, Headquarters USAF, Washington DC. The point paper was prepared by the
antboron 31 March 1981.
* * * ♦

1. OVERVIEW.
• In 1968. General Westmoreland, Commander, US Military Assistance
Command. Vietnam (COMUSMACV), introduced a single manager for
tactical air in I Corps under his Deputy Commander for Air Operations
(General Momyer. USAF).
-• Gave him operational control (OPCON) of all fixed wing aircraft—USAF
andUSMC USMC took issue. Commandant brought the problem to Joint
Chiefs of Staff.
— Unable to resolve: SECDEF was asked to resolve. (DOD supported
COMUSMACV.)
— Did not end the matter as the controversy dragged on throughout
l%8 (and continued throughout the conflict).
2. SPECIFICS.
• to 1966. USMC deployed force* iIII Marine Atnohthtou« force— MAF) under
COMUSMACV i* a separate uniservice command.
• USMC force» were under the "service chain of command'* under operational
command- le%* OPCON -of the Commanding General, Fleet Marine Force
Pacific, with OPCON given to COMUSMACV. (USA and USAF forces were
under the OK'OM/OPCON of COMUSMACV-as required by JCS Pub 2.)
In 1967. the III MAF wa» joined in I Corps by the America) Division plus two
additional USA divtMom. (USA outnumbered USMC by 2-to-1).
«• By the end of 1967. there were three separate air team«.
... IM Manne Air Wing (MAW^-organic to III MAF and which only
Mipported III MAF
... USAF Seventh Kir Hvcc under OPCON of Seventh Air Force (AF)
Tactical Control Center (Saigon).
... Na\y
tactical
air TACAIR
COMUSMACV juritdtction

(camcr*ba«ed)--ouuide

of

• Commander. Seventh Air Force* Deputy Commander for Air Operations.
MAC^.rirofM»ed*mele manager concept on IK January 1968.
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-Concept based upon COMUSMACV conviction that only by ceatniiied
management of TACAIR could the US concentrate air firepower
effectively, exploit tactical flexibility, and provide bataco) air support.
« Commanding General. Ill MAF; Commandant, USMC (CMC): and
CINCPAC opposed.
— USMC stated the proposed single manager concept was not docfrinaily
or functionally suited to Marine requirements.
\%» Tct offensive (Khe Sanh defense) reinforced COMUSMACV view that
-- 19 February 1968. COMUSMACV directed I Corps air (less USN) be
placed under the air component commander (Deputy Commander for Air
Operations. MACV).
- CINCPAC agreed.
• USMC objected.
— Commandant informed Chairman of JCS of rtk ^increasing concern."
»•• Stated the single manager concept was a* 'flagrant violation of both
the UNAAF (JCS Pub 2) and the ,. . 1966 JCS decision fixing
command relations in Vietnam."
• Hehruar) to March I96K. Cieneral Momyer developed the implementing plan,
USAF. USMC. and USA ofTicers participated,
•• ?T*mghout this planning session, die Marines consistently expressed
"gravv concern*' over the plan and possible long-range effects on their
' 'air*ground team" i quotes at from JCS paper).
» CINCPAC m^ed CtiMUSMACV plan on 2 March, and on 8 March
I96K the implcmcniing directive wa* signed.
... The first motion under the single manager system was flown on 22
March 1968.
• The Commandant again went to the Chairman, JoeH Chiefs of Staff (CJCS).
with hu concern*.

• • ■ Chart" of Staff of the Air ftirce tCSAF»'' immediately disagreed' *
"\kc%tv ha% mm üooe ttomething he «hould base done a long time
ago. Ik thoufcl al«o, tn my opinion, ptave Navy air into the same
«tructurc. Also. 1 consider that Westy km die authority to do what
he Ha* dune." tMcmo.-handwniien CSAF to CJCS. 4 March
tvetic 1
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- USMC continued the attack on the single manager plan.
■— During month of April 1968, JCS considered the CMC concern but
were unable to reach any agreement.
— CJCS forwarded the split decision (CSA/CNO/CMC
CJCS/CSAF/COMUSMACV) to SECDEF for resolution.

vs.

- On 15 May 1968, Deputy SECDEF decided the single manager issue in
favor of COMUSMACV/CJCS/CSAF position.
• USMC was not "convinced" by the Deputy SECDEF decision nor by
modifications to the original concept (although the modifications gradually
shifted more control back to USMC).
- In June. CMC complained to JCS that the single manager plan was not
acceptable.
— JCS discussed, but no decision was reached. Requested further
evaluation by C1NCPAC and COMUSMACV.
- By September l%8, all "evaluations" were concluded.
-- CJCS reported to SECDEF that the single manager system was providing
the best overall use of TACAIR and the system would continue to be
refined and improved. He further recommended the single management
system be permitted to continue as long as COMUSMACV deemed it
necessary.
— CMC did not concur.
— CJCS forwarded the CMC concern to SECDEF on 22 November
1968 and again recommended that it was inappropriate to change
(he system or require additional tests.
— Deputy SECDEF agreed, and no further action was taken.
- The COMUSMACV single manager for TACAIR. as modified in May 1968.
continued in operation throughout the remainder of 1968 and into 1970.
V SUMMARY.
■ The last paragraph of the JCS Historical Division paper sums up the issue.
- ' Despite the strenuous Marine Corps resistance to control of its air assets
tn I Corps by a US Air Force commander, the single manager system
worked well and provided improved coordination and control of air
elements there" (page 25).
"There is no douhl whether single management was an overall improvement
a> far as MACV as a whole was concerned. It was." (Lieutenant General K.
B. McCutcheon. USMC. in his article for the US Naval Institute
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Proceedings, "Marine Aviation in Vietnam, 1962-1970,'* May 1971, page
137, as quoted in the JCS Historical Division paper.)

Section 4. Background Information on USMC
Command and Control Relationships During Sustained
Operations Ashore, 1776 to 1970
by
Clayton R. Frishkom, Jr., Major, USAF
Major Frishkorn is assigned to the Doctrine and Concepts Division. Directorate
of Plans, Headquarters USAF. Washington DC. as a planning and programming
officer. He prepared this section for my monograph.
*******
The following is a historical perspective, in outline form, of USMC command
relationships from 1776 to 1970:
1. 1776—Three companies of continental Marines assigned to Washington's
army for the Trenton-Princeton campaign.
2. 1798—John Adams signed an act for establishing and organizing a Marine
Corps.
a. Section 6. "That the Marine Corps established by this act shall, at any
time, he liable to do duly in the forts and garrisons of the United States. ..."
.V 1834—Congress by the "Act for the Belter Organization of the United States
Marine Corps" recognized that the Marines could be "detached for service with the
Army."
4. 183f>- Marine Commandant. Colonel Archibald Henderson, offered a Marine
regiment to President Jackson for detachment with the Army during the Creek and
Seminole wars,
5. 1847 During the Mexican War. Marine Commandant. General Henderson,
stated: "I have written an order to the Secretary of the Navy to transfer them (six
Manne companies) to the land forces under the immediate command of General
Scott'' The Marines participated in the capture of Mexico City.
6 |**)8— Executive Order %9. signed and then reflected in Navy Regulation
1909. stated: "The Marine Corps shall be liable lo do duty in the forts and garrisons
ol the United States on ihe scacoast or any other duty on shore.
7. 1917—Major General Barncti. Commandant, dispatched four regiments to
France for duty with the Army as part of the American Expeditionary Forces (AEFl.
a. Brigadier General Chester A Doyen. USMC. was Commander of the 4th
Brigade, which was part of the Army's 2d Division.
iM
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b. General Doyen became ill, and General Pershing replaced him with
Brigadier General James G. Harbord, USA. (Letter, Commanding General,
American Expeditionary Forces, to Adjutant General, 30 April 1918.)
c. Pershing moved Harbord to AEF Services of Supplies and replaced him
with Major General John A. Lejeunc, USMC.
(1) Lejeune had commanded two brigades in Army divisions.
(2) Took over 4th Brigade, then 2d Division.
d. USMC, as part of the American Expeditionary Force, operated entirely
under the operational control of the land component commander and never as a
separate component. (Millet, Semper Fidelis, The History of the United States
Marine Corps, pages 287-319.)
8. 1941— War Department decided that the Army would have responsibility for
amphibious operations in the Atlantic and the USMC would have that responsibility
in the Pacific.
a. Joint training operations had been an organizational nightmare.
b. Joint Chiefs of Staff decided to avoid the issue that Army and USMC could
not develop joint doctrine. (Operations Division's memo, "Amphibious Training,'*
3-10 April 1942, OPD 353; and Greenfield, Palmer, and Wiley, United States
Army in World War II: The Army Ground Combat Troops, pages 85-92.)
9. 1941—In the Philippine island, General MacArthur took operational control
of the 4th Marine Regiment during the Bataan-Corregidor operation.
10. 1942—Operation WATCHTOWER was a three-phased invasion coordination
between General MacArthur and Admiral Nimitz.
a. Neither Nimitz nor MacArthur had complete authority and all final
decisions on force commitments, objectives, and timing remained with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. (Morton, The War in the Pacific, pages 298-304; and King and
WhitehM.F/erMJmi™/Km*, pages 381-389.)
b. Nimitz appointed his subordinate. Vice Admiral Ghormley. CINC South
Pacific, to command the first phase, attacking Guadalcanal.
c. The command system for WATCHTOWER was complicated by
inierservicc sensitivities and shortages of air cover.
d. Ghormley was never confident of his authority over Army air and ground
units in theater, and he was never given operational control of the carrier task force
(under Admiral Fletcher) which abandoned the Marines on Guadalcanal 2 days after
Jiie invasion. (Morrison. History of the US Nava! Operations in World War II: The
Struggle for Guadalcanal, pages 3-16; and Dyer, The Amphibians Come to
Conquer The Story of Richmond Turner, I, pages 329-352, i
e. The incident emphasized the need for a clear understanding of command
and control relationships and unity of effort. Major General Vandergrift enlisted
help of Commandant Holcomb. who visited Guadalcanal, to persuade Admirals
Nimitz and King to change FTP-167, the doctrinal manual for amphibious
operations. (Vandergrift and Asprcy. Once a Marine, pages 182-185; and Dyer.
The Amphibians, pages 448-452.)
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f. Major General Vandergrift, USMC, Commander of 1st Division, was
replaced by Major General Patch, USA, with the Americal Division, 25th Infantry
Division, and 2d Marine Division.
11. 1944—Invasion of Saipan demonstrated impact of doctrinal differences.
a. Major General Holland Smith, USMC, command invasion with two
Marine divisions and the 27th Infantry Division under Major General Ralph Smith,
USA.
b. Holland Smith used atoll warfare of unremitting attack on Saipan where
its assumptions were questionable. (General Vandergrift's papers on Holland
Smith.)
c. When the 27th Infantry Division did not keep up with the Marines,
Holland Smith removed Ralph Smith from command and replaced him with
General Jarmon, then General Griner, having accused Major General R. Smith of
lacking aggressive spirit.
d. The "Smith versus Smith" controversy highlighted the impact of not
developing joint doctrine, understanding it, and applying the concept of "train like
you're going to fight."
12. 1945—Invasion of Okinawa demonstrated the importance of placing
combined forces under land and air component commanders.
a. Component commanders were used because sustained operations ashore
were anticipated versus only amphibious operations.
b. Landing force placed under Lieutenant General Simon B. Buckner,
USA.
c. Army Air Forces and Marine Tactical Air Forces organized as one
Tactical Air Force (TAF) under Major General Mulcahy. USMC. (Frank and
Shaw, Victory and Occupation, pages 57-89.)
d. Although Marine aviation was conceived for close air support of
amphibious operations, only in Okinawa and Peleliu did they support that role. The
remainder of their effort was fought in its own war as part of the Navy land-based
air force supporting the Navy. (Millet, Semper Fidelis, page 440.)
c. An important point here is that the Marines actively supported
commitment of their air assets (and the Army Air Forces assets) under an air
component commander. (Millet, Semper Fidelis, page 437.)
f. Current joint doctrine for amphibious operations supports air component
commander's concept: AFM 2-53/LFM 01 states that, "When the preponderance
of tactical aviation is provided by the Air Force for amphibious operations, an Air
Force officer will be designated by the Air Force commander of the participating
Air Force forces to direct the total air effort in the amphibious objective area."
13. 1950—USMC entered the Korean war with the 1st Brigade under the
operational control of General Walter H. Walker (8th Army). The 1st Marine
Division was assigned to the Army's I. IX, and X Corps.
a. Throughout most of the war, the land component commander controlled
the Marine ground forces. (Millet. Semper Fidelis, pajws 475-518.)
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b. In 1951, the Marine air wing was placed under the central control of Fifth
Air Force in support of the 8th Army. (Futrell, United States Air Forces in Korea,
pages 426-434.)
c. The doctrinal differences between the Air Force and Marine Corps
seemed irreconcilable, but the Air Force position prevailed.
d. The Marines saw the role of Marine air as primarily close air support for
their ground forces; the Air Force was committed to interdiction and the concept of
centralized control and decentralized execution.
14. 1965-1970, Vietnam:
a. Marine Corps units came under the operational control of Commander»
US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (COMUSMACV).
b. The battle for control of all fixed wing assets became a fierce doctrinal
issue, peaking in March 1968.
(1) The Air Force contended that preplanned strikes were more
economical than on-station sorties and that direct strikes would determine ground
operations.
(2) The Marine Corps contended that the ground war should determine
the airstrikes and that single managership would force them to increase their staff,
di! y preplanned strikes, and reduce its quick response air attacks.
(3) Two tactical developments created the single managership crisis: the
rise in Air Force strikes along the demilitarized zone and the introduction of Army
units into the battle for Quang Tri (1 Corps).
(4) General Momyer. USAF. convinced General Westmoreland, USA,
that the I st Marine Amphibious Wing did not provide adequate support for the US
Army of the Republic of Vietnam.
(5) Previous attempts to sell the single theater of war air commander
concept to CINCPAC. MACV had failed.
(6) But in this instance. Westmoreland pushed the issue all the way to
the Secretary of Defense and the President, who finally ruled in MACV's favor.
(Westmoreland. A Soldier's Reports, pages 342-345; and Millet, Semper Fidelis.
page 587.)
(7) 1970 saw a revision of MACV's guidance on air operations but
retained commanding general at Seventh Air Force for coordinating authority over
Marine air. (Millet. Semper Fid*lis. page 587.)
15. CONCLUSION With only brief exceptions, the Marines have operated since
their inception under the land component commander during sustained operations
ashore (nonamphibious operations).

Section 5. Service Doctrine, 1947-1950,
Unified Operations
Lieutenant Colonel Edward M. Postlethwait. USA. in his article, "Unified
Command in Theaters of Operations." Military Review, November 1949, page 26,
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describes the service doctrinal views on unified operations. Reprinted below are
views of the USA, USN, and USAF held in the 1947-50 time frame.

Army Doctrine

Army doctrine on the employment of its type units does not restrict a theater
commander in any way. He may organize Army units into unified commands of any
size without conflicting with Army doctrine. He may attach Army units to
commands of either of the other two services at any time, also without conflict with
Army doctrine. Unfortunately, this is only partly true with respect to Navy doctrine
and under no conditions true with respect to Air Force doctrine.

Navv Doctrine

Navy doctrine on the employment of its type units (i.e.. combat ships and
shipping) requires that they be under Navy command at all times. This doctrine is
based upon the fact that considerable specialized knowledge and experience in the
employment of naval forces are required in order to employ naval forces promptly,
and that such experience lies only in the Navy. In practice, this doctrine has a
certain amount of flexibility in its application in line with requirements for unified
command. However, this flexibility is not indicated except by implication in
Department of the Navy manuals. For example, "Amphibious Instructions for
Naval Forces.'* USF-6. states flatly that the Joint Expeditionary Force commander
will be a naval officer. Further, it says that the Joint Expeditionary Troops
commander assumes command ashore when the troops are firmly established. It
docs not state that command of naval forces remaining in the area will normally
pass to the Joint Expeditionary Troops commander, although such was usually the
case in World War II.

Air Force Doctrine

Air Force doctrine on the employment of its type units has been mentioned
previously. The idea that a weapon having theater-wide range should be retained
under theater command is basically sound. Here again, however, there is a lack of
flexibility in the application of the doctrine.
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During any period of a theater campaign in which the air battle for air superiority
is being conducted, or during which the major effort of theater air units is employed
on theaterwide target systems, the Air Force doctrine of centralized command is in
line with the needs of the theater commander because he is conducting an air battle.
Once air superiority has been gained and the major strategic target systems have
been neutralized, then the bulk of the theater air efforts is no longer required to
maintain the conditions established. Then the principal mission of tactical air
becomes to assist and support directly the land battle.
Closely coordinated air participation in the land battle requires careful integration
of the plans and orders of Army and Air Force units. This necessity is exemplified
in the methods employed in the air-ground system described in Field Manual 31-35
in which a tactical air force and a field army are "associated" in conducting the
battle. It is in this situation that the theater commander needs a certain amount of
doctrinal flexibility in the use of his theater tactical air. Depending upon the air and
land situations, he may well desire to commit some portion of his tactical air to the
single mission of supporting his main land effort. This may involve attaching
tactical air units to a field army or an army group, or placing tactical air under a
joint command with Army units. Air Force doctrine, however, does not
contemplate that tactical air and Army commands will ever operate under a unified
command, cither as a joint task force or by placing command of one under the
commander of the other.
Air Force doctrine holds that a unified command at that level would restrict
theaterwide concentration of tactical air effort. This is partly true in that
concentration might take longer. However, once the demand for theaterwide
tactical air effort has diminished, the need for unified command allows for no
exceptions. This inflexibility of doctrine limits the theater commander in providing
tor the unity of command in creating joint forces. He must accept the idea of
integrating the efforts of two units on a cooperative or "associated" basis
reprdlevs of the situation.

Section 6. Single Manager
for Air Concept
General William VY. Momycr. USAF. Retired, prepared the following rationale
lor the single manager for air concept. This information was collected from
correspondence, interview v. and telephone conversations with General Momycr
during the period September 1977 to January 1982.
The air component should comprise all of those elements that are engaged in
%u*utned operations on a daily basis. Thus, Marine and Naval air. when directed to
vusijined operations in a theater, and Air Force strategic and tactical air assets
aliened io a theater of operation should be under the operational control of that air
•.twponen! commander Thai is ihe only sure means of applying these forces in a
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coordinated manner against the objectives set forth in the theater strategy. The
decisions that have to be made on a daily basis demand detailed planning in order to
get the most out of the assigned air elements. This means that the air effort must be
articulated carefully and that all of the elements are working together. There should
not be any cross purposes or different interpretations of what the job of these
elements are. The air component should consist of a variety of capabilities to handle
all of the air missions that may evolve in the course of theater operations. The pace
of the air war is such that there isn't time to go through a long and tedious process of
coordination and arguments about what should be done and when. The decisions
must be made, and the forces must execute in accordance with a plan of action. This
principle of operation is not only applicable to the air elements of a given country
but also to the air elements of a number of countries assigned to a theater of
operations.
The argument about the control of air operations at lower levels of command is
directed toward the concern about the ground commander's lack of control of a
weapon system that has a tremendous impact upon (he capabilities of his forces.
Since the air weapon system is the only system that can be directed to such a wide
variety of targets, there is a desire on the part of some ground commanders to have
it under their direct control. By being under such control, this firepower can be
employed exclusively to the area of responsibility assigned that ground commander.
II the air weapon system is assigned to the air component, the ground commander
has to compete with the air commander for the use of the airpower and must be able
to persuade the theater or joint force commander that the use of airpower in his area
is more important to the theater mission than the proposed employment by tlk* air
component commander.
II we had not been through the experience of three wars on refining the command
and control of airpower. these arguments would be pertinent Unlay. The fact is we
started World War II with tactical air units under the control of divisions and corps
in North Africa The result of that early experience demonstrated the folly of
parceling out airpower. The initial employment of airpower was in support of the
ground battle when the enemy air force dominated the sky. 11K priority
employment of airpower should have been to gain air superiority so that it could
provide air support to the divisions and corps. The absence of a theater structure
during these early days encouraged this spliiup of airpower and the near disaster th«t
resulted.
Those who advocate significant parts of tactical airpower to the control of corps
commanders IHM only fail to digest the facts of history but also fail to understand
that, in fact, the corps commander will get more support if airpower isn't under his
control. The support he will get will be in the form of air superiority to keep the
enemy air off of his back and a reduced fighting strength of forces facing him by
virtue ot the centralized control of airpower that permits concentration of effort
against decision elements of the enemy strength. There is no way to achieve this
application of strength and results if each corps commander is given control of a
portion ot the tactical airpower.
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Section 7. The Component
There is discussion within the services over the term component as used in Joint
Chiefs ot Stall Publication 2. There exists some contusion on interpreting and
applying this concept to the command arrangements in our unified command
structure. The confusion focuses on the ambiguity ot the terms component and
service component. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 states; "A component
command is also called a 'component* or a 'service component* *' (page 4).
Disunions of command relationships in the joint arena have centered around
whether Joint Chief», of Staff Publication 2 is to be interpreted to mean a
"component"* is cither a service term that is US Navy or US Air Force
component or a functional term like <*/>. land, or mivul component. The
USMC and USN favor the service descriptive tag—Marine component or Navy
component—while the USA and USAF favor the generic tag—air component or
land component,
Use of the term service component, such as US Air Force component, does not
consider those military situations when a member of another service, other than the
l'S\F. has operational control of air assets. The issue is more than one of
terminology. It is one of doctrine. Use of parallel terminology and doctrine
facilitates a smooth transition from unifted-joint to unificd-comhincd operations.
Our allies manifest clearly this philosophy in agreed upon doctrine. For example.
Allied Tactical Publication 33(A). NATO Ttumvl Air Ihrnriitv. states military
forces are "functionally arranged into naval, land, and air components, each with a
component commander" (page 3-21. Our combined dot trine in the Pacific region.
Air Standard 45/3. TtHtiiul Air Ihn trine, expresses this same thought.
Indorsement ot the term service component vice component implies an
endorsement ol the term US Nav\ component, lor example. U^e of this descriptive
tac implies the acceptance of a mullicommandcr concept in which two or more
generic theater-assigned assets are operating in the same theater. The use of two
land armies is a uood example
Indorsement of the term component, vice service component, implies an
endorsement ol the term air. land, or naval component which supports the doctrinal
concept ol hioine a single manager for all generic theater-assigned assets.
leeaivHess ot seiuce altihaiion As an example, the intportaswc of having a single
an commaiulei was all limed in JCS Memorandum 2502 M5 I which staler:
!>• Iv.illA Ilk ll lull (fcitCIltMl .HI»! i-Uivlm-lk-oV aH li'KYN MlKl lv *-ltt|»l*»\Vil 4% 411 Cttttl) "<kkl
t<<tni|i.iii.l .Hl.iliL'tttklll« ill.» |Hivlthk JlsM|MlU»H .llhl ll4|*IIK'lll.ili»<tt ot Cllirtt Jlkl
rlilVi'lAK"«! rv-N|viM\tw

.mil ik'tlMtt* jp|»ti<..iln«ti i»l jv.iil.iNc .111

»II..« ih.it K*-*l .ivluv
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For reasons stated above, I have chosen to use the term component command in
the functional—or generic—sense; that is, three components of land, naval, and air
vice USN, USMC, USA, or USAFcomponent.

r:

UNIFIED COMMAND STRUCTURE

READINESS
SUSTAINABILITY
FORCE DEVELOPMENT

WARFIGHTING
NAHOMAI COMMAND

mm

Al'ftKJHttlfS'NCAi

*"

«CSIDtNT
i— NCA
StCMTARV Uf

WOM

* i si k
I

=y

j—s^—IS,
1

\tffVI>~t »OHll*

S

GLOSSARY

AAFCE

AAP
ABCCC

ACE
ADCOM
ADVON

AEF
AFB
AHCC
AFCENT
AFFOR

AFM
AFNORTH

AFR
AIRBALTAP
ALCC
AUCH
ALFI

ALO
AOA
At)C
ARFOR
ARVN

AH
ASCC
AStX*
ASTRA
ATAF

ATP
A* ACS
BALTAP

BCE
(AS
CfcSTAU

C-

r
C'l
Hi

Allied Air Forces, Central Europe
Allied Administrative Publication
airborne battlefield command and control center
Allied Command Europe
Aerospace Defense Command
advanced operational nucleus; advanced echelon
Allied Expeditionary Force
Air Force base
Air Force component commander
Allied Forces Central Europe
Air Force forces. Air Force component
command/commander
Air Force manual
Allied Forces Northern Europe
Air Force regulation
Air Force Baltic Approaches
airlift control center
airlift control clement
air-land forces interface
air liaison officer
area of operations
air operations center
Army forces. Army force component/commander
Army of Vietnam
Air Standard
Air Standardization Coordinating Committee
air or allied operations ccntc (centre)
Air Staff Training
Allied Tactical Air Force (e.g.. 2 ATAF)
Allied Tactical Publication
airborne warning and control system
Baltic Approaches
battlefield coordination element
close air support
Central Army Group
command and control
command, control, and communications
command, control, communications, and intelligence
cttmmandtng general
»75

CINC
CINCFE
CINCPAC
CINCPACAF
CINCPACaT
CINCUSAFE
COC
CX)MAAFCt
COMALF
COMBALTAP
COMLANDJUT
COMUSMACTHAI
COMUSMACV
CTF
CTOC
DCS
IX)I>
FAC
FACP
FfcAF
FEBA
FECOM
FM
FMFLANT
ISO,
GUM

HQ
JCAAD
JCS
JCS Pub
JSAK
JSFAI)
JTIUNDJ11

MX
MAAti

MAB
MAll HAI
VlACV
VIA!
MAti
VI Ali II
MAKM)k

Ph

commander in chief
Commander in Chief. Far East
Commander in Chief. Pacific
Commander in Chief. Pacific Air Force
Commander in Chief. Pacific Fleet
Commander in Chief. United States Air Force Europe
combat operations center
Commander. Allied Air Force Central Europe
Commander of Airlift Forces
Commander, Baltic Approaches
Commander. Land Forces Jutland
Commander. United States Military Assistance
Command. Thailand
Commander. United State« Military Assistance
Command. Vietnam
carr ask force
corf« tactical operation* center
deputy chief of staff
Department of Defense
forward air controller
forward air controller post
Far East Air Forces
forward edge of the battle area
Far East Command
Field Manual
Fleet Marine Force. Atlantic
fire support coordination line
ground launched cruise missile
headquarter*
Joint-Counter Air. Air Defence
Joint Chief* of Staff
Joint Chief* of Staff Publication
Joint-Second Echelon Attack
Jt«m|.Suppression of Enemy Air Defense
Mint task force
l.andForvcs Jutland
line i»i communications
Militär* Assistance Advisory Croup
Marine amphibious brigade
Military Assistance Command. Thailand
Military Assistance Command. Vietnam
Marine amphibious fore?
Militär) Ad\ tsory (iroup
Marine air -prttund task force
Vlartne l»*vev Mar me Corps umtr»mcrtl omtmandcr

MAS
NATO
NA VFE
NAVFOR
NAVLO
NCA
NEC
NOR AD
NORTH AC
OAS
PACAF
PACFLT
PACOM
RAF
RDF
RDJTF
REDCOM
RVN
SAC
S ACEUR
SACLANT
SHAEF
SHAPE
STR1COM
STRIKEf LE**T
TAC
TACAIR
T ACT
TACT
T ACS
TALI)
Tt*
1HAPOC
IK
USAAF
USt
IS
USA
t SAfI'SAFE
USMC
ISN
**A1*

Military Agency for Standardization, NATO
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Naval Forces Far East
Naval forces« Naval force component/commander
Navy liaison officer
Natkwal Command Authorities
Northern European Command
North American Air Defense Command
Northern Army Group
offensive air support
Pacific Air Force
Pacific Fleet
Pacific Command
Royal Air Force
Rapid Deployment Force
Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force
Readiness Command
Republic of Vietnam
Strategic Air Command
Supreme Allied Commander Europe
Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic
Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Forces
Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
Strike Command
Strike Fleet. Atlantic Command
Tactical Air Command
tactical air t fiacd wing air assets)
tactical air comiol center
tactical air control party
tactical air control system
tactical airlift liaison officer
task force
Training and Doctrine Command (USA)
United Kingdom
Unified Action Armed Forte*
United Nation« Command
United States
United State« Army
United State« Air Force
United &atc* Air Force. Europe
United State« Marine Corps
United State» Navy
Wiirid«ideAuD?lcft«cEiihafliceiiieni
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