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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 1o officens assigned to joint or combined headquarters.

The importance of designing a command structure for warfighting canmet be
stressed cnough. History has shown misapplication of sound organizational
principles cian cause ncedless loss of life and equipment. Wary in the future will not
allow time o experiment with command structures; we must orgarize toduy to
iure success on the modemn battiefield tomorrow.

This monograph tells the story of how the US and allied military establishments
cxpernmented with command arrangements in World War [, Korea, and Vietnam.
It brietly descnibes the outcomes and outlines the pitfalls to avoid in future conflicts.
The contemporary view of US service doctrine for warfighting is of particular value
W military planners. It is service doctnine for, and perceptions of, warfighting that
shape our joint and combined command structure 1t s essential that all military
people understand the services” points of view Tor warfighting.

The tinal chapter of this monograph proposes o comniand structure Tor theater
wattwie  Thes structine s based upon histonical eapenence, serviees” doctrinal
stateiwents, vombimed  dociine, and contemporary thinking 1 comnwend  this
connnuand sttactuie ot your carciul consdeation.

The suthor is enuncntly guabihied o weite this study . He spent over 4 ycans on the
Asr Stalt work g jornt doctainal ivues and command arrangements with the Navy .
Muanne Corpa. Armay . and our allies. Additionally, Colonel Cardwell served as the
poancipal Air Foree amd US member to numerous NATO worbing groups dealing
with combined wartare (E977-X10 dhis extensing opetationial and stall expenemse
provade o umigue msaght anto problenn of commaml aml control of US and allicd
lotues o theatet wattare Cobonel Cardwell was sl ducctly involved in the Jont
Chiets of Staft discassions on conmand and control of taciical air durng sustained
apvrations anhore amd the Rapid Deployment Jomnt Task Forve  commund
attanpenwnts He bangs that eypenence into focus in this book

Cotents i s mosoprapl may appaear conttoveral ab imes amd may ot
ncvessandy telloct indnadual service dovtnime sod positioas, but the vomiments are
worthy ol yout vomedetations as the study was whtten Trom o gt pespectng and
o frony g sinphe swrviee vicw T this pant dawtnnal perspoctine that nabes the
monoptaph valuable tor nnhitany plannees and opweratoes.

1 highly tecommwend that this monograph be used in the peofesvonal nubian
teading proptam amd suppost it e nncduded i senns ofiiver oy relereme
niatetial

Ulblio L«)lmm

MIHLLIAMW
Gonvral, USAF L Retued
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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 thal permits effective implementation of a unified command.
The services moved from a concept of voluntary cooperation in World War Il to a
form of unificd command in Victnam. Since 1967, they have tended to revert to the
earlier form of voluntary cooperation. But voluntary cooperation is not the doctrine
specified in Juint Chicfs of Staff Publication 2, which outlines the doctrine and
principles formally sccepted by all the services.

Thisils"tudy develops a recommended command structure. It examines United
States Army. United States Navy, United States Marine Corps, United States Air
Force. and joint and combined doctrinal statements conceming the employment of
theater-assigned assetsa The purpose is to establish the organization to employ these
assets. The central quéstion this monograph will attempt to answer is: **What
organization should the Usited 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 Chiels of Staff Publication 2. It begins with a nistorical
examination of the organization for the command and control of theater-assigned
assets employed by the United States and its allies during World War 11, the Korean
war, and the Vietnam conflict. Next, it reviews the current Army. Navy.! Marine
Tog. and Air Force views on theater warfare and discusses joint and combined
&grinc for a theater warfare mgunizmiun.\Finally. it describes the organization |
believe the United States should use to c!mploy land. naval. and air forces in a
theater of operations. It should be noted the 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
compined operations is that one commander should control the assigned forves, and
these forces should act as a joint team of land. naval. and air forces. This tenet,
which we call the principle of unity of command. is derived from history and should
be the basi for organizational arrangements.
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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 applicd 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
operations fram -+ rommander’s perspective. Appendix | contains additional
reference matenial in suppont 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 operations. This tendency leads to
the development of joint organizations that only work in single, or uniservice,
operations.* Using this perspective is correct when developing service organizations
to support single service operativns; but when applied in the joint or combined
arcna.' use ol 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 «he 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
paruchial posthons when developing a theater command structure for winning
wan.” We must resolve the issues of a joint or combined command structure duning
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
tesing these against the threat, the mulitary services will amrive at the best
orgamization to accomplish the mission of winning wars. It should be noted that
waihehting organizations are, by their very nature, the subject of varving views.
The process of guestioning, probing, analyzing. and proposing produces the
structure to employ US forces in a theater of operations. Intellectual debates on
how to employ US torces should be the comenstone of vur mihitary education
svatem. 10 in this sparet that Chapter 4 was wnitten. Professional nulitary 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 will inspire students of warfighting to write
monographs on questions posed but unanswered by this study—questions such as:
How will our warfighiing 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

CRAPTER |

1. In the question, the phrase United States was deliberately sclected to show that a single service
problem is not being addressed but an issuc that deals with all the armed forces of the United States. No
single service has won a war by itsclf; 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 emcrges of how o
organize for warfighting. 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 0 note that Navy air-land operativns are conducted in an in-
support-of role and, therefore, fall under the jointly agreed operational procedures for conducting naval
sir-land operations. In-suppori-of is defincd as *'assisting or protecting another fornmation, unit, or
organization 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 docs not address the question of tactics and
procedures. :

4. Joint Chiefs of Swlf Publication 1, DOD Dictionary of Military amd Associated Terms, | June
1979, defines uniservice command a» *'s command comprised of forces of a singic service™ (p. 362).
The term uniscrvice s used to mean single service operation

3. The term jount “connotes activitics, uperations, etc., in which clements of more than une service of
the same nation pasticipate. (When all services are oot involved, the participating services shall be
identified—c.g.. ot Army-Navy)’ (JCS Publication 1, p. 187). The term combined connoles
operations *hetween two ar more forces of ggencics of two of more allics. (When all allics of services are
nol involved, the pariicipsting nations and services ahall be identificd—¢. ., combined navies)'’ (JCS
Publication 1, p. 7).

6. An oeganizatnn may be effective but mx cfhwwnt, and it may be cfficient but not effective. A
balance must be struck where the command structure i effective and effwiont. (See note ¥, Chapies § )

7 Bud Andrews, Sones: Tone Down Bchenng, Spasce Up Managing,'* Air force Times, Vol 42,
No. 32, | March 1982, p 3. General David C. Jones, USAE, Charman of the Joint Chicfs of Staft, is
quoted 33 2y ang "Amenca would be defended Priwer if the four services sapest more time preparing to
fight and less nnw fighting amone Semacives over monacy We nced to tpond more ime on owr
warfighting capablitics and kess on intramural wrambles for rosources  Reprosentative G Wilkam
Whitchunt tRepublscan — Virgin) sand of Jones” effort o reargantse and refocus the JCS: A number
of us 1a Congress Rave felt fur some e that the current Joint Chichy’ ayaem has cavouraged
parcwhialinm rather than harmony ™" As quoted in an antcke entitled “"Onverhaul,”” A $ovve Times, Vol
42, No 31,22 February 1982, p 2

B As 2 pontacnipl 1o Chapier 1, the fulhmang 1s provided fue the readet’s comuderatng as this
maonogtaph i fesd.

A mepsure of ment iceds lo be developed to gauge the effevtivencs and efficncy of an arganizeton
No stiempt has been made i thn musograph ko develop wch 3 measure of ment Perhaps a future
munograph could he wrtien to adkdrcss this subject ] chose 10 e 2 cthadology that compares canting
Jxtnas! satement, hitoncal capenences, and cuntemporary thenking to amine at s solution o the
quoston poacd in this chapier - thal s What command atnature shoukd the United States use when
employing forces in 2 thesier of opctabuons®
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A question one might ask is: Does this monograph propose 2 new organization, a new command
structure? The answer is no, it does not propose a new command structure. What is proposed is a
command structure based upon historical examples and an interpictation 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 11, KOREA, AND VIETNAM

“Military men have long recognized that . . . the best chance 10 win proceeds
from giving one man the command together wiih the tools placed at his disposal,
and tull responsiibiny for the results.” Military people may have recognized this,
but history has shown that the United States has notalways applied these beliefs

Prologue

A the time of entry by the United Ststes i World War 11, there was no single
command structure. Inthe event of war, the servives were expected 1o cooperate.
This was known as the doctiine of wutual cooperation.’ Thus, the United States
had, i cliect, two separate conmand structares in 1940 one Tor naval forces amd
one tor Bind torces Howeser, by 1980 the Unated States was moving towards
umbied comnrand organization i Kores, and thus anitiating 3 process that would
only be complete by 19677 In the late 1970 and carly 1980s, we had shipped
bachward tomards o mutual cooperation methad tor joiat command organizations.
So et revaew the mapos feature of our comimand orgamzations between 1930 and
1984,

World War il

Pror e Waoekd War 1 command stiuctre discinsions were between the twao
siviees e ENS Arme and the US Navy Al debates centercd around cominand
dintrines espousad by these o servves By carly 1L it becaine apparent to
many sihitany deadets that the United States would e mvolved i the war an
Putope  The debate began on what tavpe of structure we should adopt i the cvent

US totces were emplosad
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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 gener: 's recognized a need
tv 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 Licutenant General Lesley J. McNair, Chief of Staff, General Headquarters.®
For several months in 1941 the issuz was discussed without reaching a decision.

General Henry H. **Hap'* Amold 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 1eady 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 Amold was not satisfied with this response. He and General McNair
approached General Marshall to request that a group study the curent command
strocture. General Manshall agreed and directed a study be done under the
chairmanship of Srigadicr General Joseph T. McNamcy. Based upon General
Amold’s  proposal.  General McNamey recommended three  separate
commanden—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 Amold's persistence, the Air Force wax the champion of the War
Department reorganization. '™

The War Department was reorganized by exccutive order in 1942, The
reorganization became effective on 9 March 1942 and crcated the Ground
Command, the dervice Command. and the Air Command. The new commanding
general of the Army Ground Command forees was responsible for organizing and
training all ground combat troops. The commanding geaciul of the Army Service
Command assumed responsibility for Jogistical and other support functions for the
Army. "

The commanding gencral of the new Army Air Forces would train and equip air
units fur independent aintnkes and {or joint and combined combat operations with
ground forves.'' Additionally. the “*Air Force would be responsible for design,
rescarch, development, and procurement of all items peculiar to air operations, "t
With the Army reorganized. the War Department turned its attention e discussions
with the Navy {epartment on a joint command organization lor theater warfare.

Praoe 1o Pearl Harbur, the agreed structure was based upon the doctrine of nwtual
couperation. This dctrine stated that no single commander would be in charge of
the service forces. the services were expecied to cooperate in any joint effon.



HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

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 Secretarics of War and Navy, by an agreement between commianders of
the Army and Navy service forces, or by the President. The doctrine of unity of
command stated:

. . . the commander |single commandcr] has the authority 1o direct the aperations of the Army snd
Navy elements of his command by assigning them missions and giving them objectives. During
opcrativas, he could exercise and control as woulkd insure success of the common mission. He
cuuld aho organize task forces. He could not issue instrections to the other services on tactics, sor
could he control its sdministration or discipline. nor issue any instructions beyond those accessary
for effective coondination. '

The American command doctrine of mutual cooperation proved inadequate for
the joint operations in Europe and the Pacific. On 27 November 1941, unity of
command was vested in the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet.! Six months
later, in the European theater, the British Chiefs of Staff recommended command
amangements slong the lines of the US unity of command doctrine. The combined
chicls approved the unity of command doctrine. and the principic of unified
command was adopted in 1942. General Dwight D. Eisenhower was designated the
Supreme Commander. Thus, unity of command served as the basis for command of
allied operstions for the remainder of World War 11, It is interesting to note,
however, the US Joimt Chicfs of Staff did not approve the doctrine of unified
command until April 1943,

Within this unified framework, the command structure used during World War 11
was as follows: The combined armics and navics were under a single commander.
(Figure 1 depicts the command structure used by the allied force in 1943.) Within
the combined armies structure in Europe, General Eisenhower had two sections—
vae for land forces and one for air forces. This structure underwent changes as new
forces were added. For example, in 1944 with the establishment of the 12th Army
Group, General Encnhower attempted (o creste 3 land component command to
control the newly acquired US 12th Army Group and British 215t Army Group. "
However, political comiderations prevented the creation of this land cumponent
command." When General Encahower decided not to create the land component,
the Amencan air fune saw 0o reason {0 have an air component command-—the
Allwd Expeditionary Air Forces. The argument was thet there was no aced 0
coondinate txctical hombers and fighters since the US Ninth Air Force was already
working closcly with the 12th US Army Group. ™ Also, since the deputy 1o General
Enenhower had the responsibility for coordinating the US Ninth Air Force and the
Britsh Second Tactical A Force with the US Strategic Air Force and British
Bomber Command. the air compoaent command was really unnceessary, General
Esscnhower agreed and dissolved the Allied Expeditionary Air Forees in October
1943.% ““Thus, Eiscnhower’s decision to sidestep the peoblem of choosing either an




COMMAND STRUCTURE IFOR THEATER WARFARE

SUPREME COMMANDER
IN CHIEF OF THE
ALLIED EXPEDITIONARY
FORCES
J ROYAL AIR FORCE
n BOMBER r-OMMAND
UNITED STATES
= STRATEGIC AIR
FORCE
| (2
ASSAULT FORCES NAVAL ALLIED EXPECITIONARY
ILAND) FORCES AIR FORCES

(¥} Bamber 2ir lorces. [Under operationai control for assualt and con-
solidatiza phase |

(2} Tacticai air ferces.

Figure ' World War I Command Qrgamization (1944--
OVERLORD, iiivasson of Furope)

Amencan or Brtsh ground forve component commander resuited indirectly 1n the
vnfortunate lack of 3 single air component command 7

This brict tevicw of command structures used dunng World War 1 shows this
war to be a turming point in deseloping a unified oepamezation to fight a theater war,;
it was the fint ime the Uniteu States used the umificd approach to warfighting. This
war provided the foundztion for three important developments 1n the US command
strecture fuor theater warfare. World War § provided the dactnine for a umficd
command structute, and it lad the groundwoerh for 3 separate sit force and the
component commard structure.
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Period Between World War Il and the Korean Conflict

The period following World War Il provided the United States with the
opportunity to reilect upon achicvements and failures of the World Wur Il command
structure. This, in tum, led to 2 reorganization of US military forces.

Onc must keep in mind that the US Joint Chiefs of Staff came into being early in
World War 1l as a counterpart to the British Chiefs of Staff Committce. The two
together became the supreme military body responsible for strategic direction,
known as the Combined Chiefs of Staff.** Also, the concept of a unified command
in a theater of operations was cstablished during World War Ii. Howev-~r, neither
the JTS nor the unified command structure was recognized or authorized by US
taw. In his 1945 message to Congress, President Harry S. Truman stated that **had
we not carly in the war adopted this principle of a unified command for operation,
our efforts, no matter how hervic, might have failed.*'?' The President and the
seniof leadenship of the military recognized the need for centralized direction of
Anxrican armed forces.

After the war, the JCS ciected to continue the unified command structure. This
was embodicd in the Outline Commund Plan—the first unified command plan. The
Outhne Command Plas defined missions and geographic arcas of responsibility foe
seven uttificd commands - Far East, Pacific, Alaskan, Northeast, Atlantic,
Canbbean, and European.* Presideat Truntan approved the Outline Command Fan
on 14 December 1946 and with the cweption of the Northeast Command,
commands were phased in dunng 1917,

The year 1947 was a milestone in restructuning the US milirary forces. The JCS
proposed the reorgamization of the military; and with strong support by President
Hamy 8. Truman, Congress passed the National Security Act of 1947, which
became effective on 17 Seplember 1'H7.

In Section 2, Declaration of Policy, the Natiopal Sccunty Actof 1947 states, "'l
i the antent of Congress to provide . for Jthe armed forees’] authontative
courdination and uinlied direcion .. but mot o aerge them . . . and for their
tntegration into an efficient teant of Jand, naval, and air forees.”” This act created a
Natonal Military Establishment with three departments (Army, Navy, and Air
Force), authonized a secretary of defense, created the JOS, recugnized the unificd
and spectficd command structure, and authoeized the JCS 1o establish such
cotmmands.

This act accomphished three things  Tint, it formally established the unified
cominand structure and, thus, the doctnine of unity of command. Sccond, it
ostablished the framework fur a thice component command organization—land,
wa, and air-- under the unificd command structure. Thied, it established the
Department of the Air Fuece, ostablished the Air Force as a separate service, and
retained the Manne Coeps under the Navy as pant of the Department of the Navy. In
summary. this act was the stat of 3 movement toward centralized authornity over the
armed forves that culnunated 1n the Reoiganization Act of (9885
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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 designatec them military departments under the
Secretary of Defense.*

The services’ views of the unified command structure in the late forties,
accordiny to one observer, were as follows. The Army fully supported the unity of
command structure. Army ofticers believed in the right of the theater cvmimander to
organize his forces as he saw fit. The 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 aral did not believe
air assets should be placed directly under the command of a land commander.” The
services were beginning to develop doctrine to suppont 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 excelient example of this type of unified command is found in the case of an
A "= «hoard a navy combat transport {where| :veryone 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 exercises opei«tional command
through the component commander. In the case cited, it was operational command
the naval component commander was exercising over the Army units,

The Navy also supported the doctrine of unity of command but applied it
differcatly. As stated in Navy detrine, “"there is only one proper place for funified
command] 1n the command organization and that i directly under the joint
amphibious assault tash force commander [a naval officer]. "™ As applied to naval
aviation, this meant all Navy tactical air was under Navy control to suppont
amphibious  operations. ™ The Navy did support having three component
commanders under the single unified commander where naval, land, and air forces
were operating juintly—as long as naval aviation remained under the naval
componcent. 1f 1t were purely an amphibious operation, the unified commander was
to be a naval ufficer and the components would be naval.

The Air Foree also supported unity of command and the component system. This
penad in history for the Alr Force was ane of 3 continual struggle for mrmen to
msyre limited air assets were applicd in an effective manner. The Awr Force viewed
the mont effective means of contrul to b from a theater perspective where all air
furces, including naval aviation, were employed from the aif component command
level. Howewer, even within the Air Force, there were differing views. Some
behicved that strategic bombens should be empioyed separately from tactical air;
thus, there would be two subuedinale air components—aone fof tactical aif in support
of land opcrations and one for strategic bombing ' The debate continues today. Air
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Foree doctrine supported then, as it does today. the single unificd command with
three components as the most eftective means o employ theater-assigned assets.

The historic events that occurred between 1940 and 1950 were bound 10 cuuse
discussions. The newly created military departments were trying to come up with a
workable command arrangement for warfighting, and the services were providing
their views on how 10 make the command organization work. Against thas
backdrop. the United States entered the Korean conflict in 1950.

Korean War

In Kerea, the command struciure became a major problem again and presented a
new and complex problem to solve. In 1980, the United Nations did not have a staff
structure capable of directing niditary operations.

On ¥ July 1950, President Truman sppointed General Douglas MacArthur
vopmunder of muhitary forces assisting the Republic of Korea. These forves were
placed under the uniiied consand ot the Umited States by memberns of the United
Natons ' General MacAnbuor, as the Umited Nutions commander, controlled all
alhed torces inciuding US forces, an commander of S forces, i title was
Commander in Chiet, Far East (CINCFE). The Far East Command wasx a unified
command which reported directly to the JOS

At the vutbreal of the Korean war, the US Anuiy combat umits nearest the wene
were the four mrtantny divivions perfornang occupation duties in Korea ® There
were few nas al and e torees i the pencral area. 1Cappeared that the Umted States
war ot preparcd to bt o war i Kotea peither Trom a command situctute oo
from torces m pline

On 23 3uly . General MacArthut established the Umited Nations Conmand (UNCH
and he became Commuander in Chiet, Unisted Nations Command (CINCUNCY The
hine of authonty for the Umted States tan frone General MacAtthur o the Presadent
thtough the JUS  Umited Natton troops were allotted 1o the appropriaie US militany
orgatiz ation lof otctational control, ™

Ihe Kotcan hostilities prosnded a comnbat test of the atmed foree’s umitwahion
which the United States had adopted s 1947 °7 1 essence, the National Securnity
At ot 1947 provaded for g theater commander, sepatate from his service, who
weuld provide conumand authoty over theater land, naval, and anr torces ™

When the United Mates enterad the war, the mapsr comionds of the Far bast
Command were the Far Fast Air Porves, the Naval Forees Far bt and the Army
Forces bFar bast General MacArthue did not wrganize 2 lamd compunent
heakquarters  Invtead of having an Army Forves Far bast headguarters, whch
wauld have twen the lamd vomponent headquarnters, be peponally commanded the
Ay clements of the Ay Forees Far bast Command, with has General
Headguatters, Fat Fast Command, Goubling as the punt beadguarterns statf and the
Lnd component headguaticrs The Genetal Headguanens was aloent wholly




COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

manned by Army personnel and concemed itself with Army matters.® The air
component of the unified command, the Far East Air Forces, generally operated in

an independent manner.*? 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.*' 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.

The second event was the massive effort to coordinate land-based and carrier-
based air operations over Korea. The first two weeks in July 1950 presented a new
challenge to the joint effort of coordinating air in support of theater ubjectives. The
commander of Naval Forees Far East had secured an exclusive use of airpower in
northern Korea for air operations from 2 through 4 July 1950, Duc to limited
communications and the Navy's practice of radio silence while at sca, US Air Force
air operations were hampered. !

T-ese 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 the type of mission and to specify the targets to strike, within the
capabilities of the forces involved.*

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
wis worked out on 11 July where the air component commander would have
coopdination authority. *"When both Navy Forces. Far East, and Far East Air Forces
are assigned missions in Korea, coordination control, 3 commander in chief
prerogative, is delegated to Commandmg General, Far East Air Forces,”™ read the
directive dratted by the Jot Strategic Plans and Operations: Group, General
Headyuarters, Far kast 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 airpower, 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 frontlines 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 cffort between the tactical air force and army group headquarters for
support of the land army, and it provided the suthority for the air component
commander to employ the medium bomber effort against gencral air support
strategic targets—that is, for air inte-diction.

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 Communist-
supplied 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.*” General MacArthur agreed with this approach.

Although not a true joint committee, it did not have naval represcntation, 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 2 workable relationship for the
control of the 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
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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 cffectiveness at the very time every single aircraft sortic was vital to the
survival of the Eighth Army in Korca. Had he possessed a joint headquarters staff, General
MacArthur mighi never have encountered those mischievous problems. *

A similar conclusion was reached by General Otto P. Weyland 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 chicf have a joint staff with
proportionate representation of the services involved.”’*

The first full-scale zxpcriment 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 cfficient, but
it 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 componcents. 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 [953 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 exccutive agent™ for 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 not usable in time of war.***!

Not until 1958 did the Department of Defense change that arrangement. The
Reorganization Act of [958 took the military departments and services out of the
command chain. The chain of command, as it stands today, runs from the
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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 Chicf of Staff of the Air Ferce—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 1958.52 Briefly, these acts
cstablished the three separate services—with the US Marine Corps coming under
the Department of the Navy—and the unified command structure. Thc experiences
of World War 11 and Korea formed the US command structure for the Vietnam
conflict.?

Vietnam War

The Vietnam experience provided another opportunity to organize US military
forces for the most efficient application of firepower.* 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 uscd in Victnam 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 | November 1955, the Military
Advisory Group was redesignated the Military Assistance Advisory Group,
Vietnam. From 1955 to the carly 1960s, the US military was involved only in
organizing and training Vietnamese units.

On 8 February 1962, (he Military Assistance Command, Vietnam—known as
MACV—was formed. MACV was an operational hecadquarters and had the staff
elements needed if direct military operations were required. The Army and Air
Force argued that MACYV 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 undet
CINCPAC.* 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. the unified command—under the Joint Chicfs of Staff-—had three
components: the air component, Pacific Air Forces; the naval component, Pacific
Fleet; and the land component, US Military Assistance Command, Victnam which
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was also the subunificd command, MACV. Under the air component—
Commander in Chief, Pacific Air Forces (CINCPACAF)—there was the Thirteenth
Air Force with the 2d Air Division advanced echelon at Tan Son Nhut. Under the
naval componenti—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 IlI 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—116—
composed of Army, Air Force, and Marine units to Thailand.*” Joint Task
Force-1 16 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 Victnam air
units under the 2d Air Division advanced clement; and air units in Thailand under
Thirtcenth Air Force. For the Army, the question of command relationships
between Joint Tusk Force—116 and MACV was particularly difficult.*

ihe Army recommended that all forces in Vietnam and Thailand be 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 .
CINCPAC recommended to the JOS that MACV have two deputies--one for
Viewam and for Thailand--with the  Commander,  United  States Malitary
Assistance Command, Vietnamy (COMUSMACYV) commanding both MACV and
Military Assistance Command, Thailand (MACTHAL). The Joint Chiefs of Staff
agreed, und Joint Task Foree-116 was deactivated and replaced by MACTHALL

The Air Foree likewise had to face up to its organization for supporting the war in
Southeast Asiz. In 1962, Air Foree units in Thailand and South Vietnum 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
MACYV and forwad commander for Thirteenth Air Foree (Thailand) ™

The debate was not over yet. In 1963 and 1964, the services continued to discuss
the complicated command structure in the Pacific, and in panticular Southeast Asia.
The Air Force Chief of Staff proposed that an asirman should be the deputy
commander of MACV. COMUSMACY disagreed with the proposal as he was
satisfied with his deputy being an Army officer. The Air Force also proposed that
MACYV be organized along the lines of a theater of operations with MACV being a
unified command with an army and air component.®

The Joint Chiefs of Stalf 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, COMUSMACY proposed that MACV be a
specitied command reporting directly to the JCS. 1t is important to point out that
there is a fundamental ditference between a unificd and specificd command. A
specified command recognizes the dominance of one service in military
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operations. . . . [On] the other hand, a unified command represents a multiservice
activity.''** COMUSMACV's proposal would make the US Army the executive
agency for the specified command. CINCPAC® 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.*

In 1964, CINCPAC was opposed to command arrangement changes in the Pacific
theater. He believed that the war in North Victnam should be fought by his two
components, Pacific Air Forces and Pucific Fleet: while the war in South Vietnam
and Laos should be fought by forces assigned to MACV und 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 for MACV. These two issues were discussed
by the Joint Chiets of Stafl” and on 28 June 1968, the position of air deputy for
MACYV was approved. The command structure was not changed. MACV was a
subunificd command under Pacific Command and the deputy commander for
MACY was a soldier, but a new position—deputy commander for air operations—
was created. The air deputy position was then, in effect. the air component under
the subunitied command MACV. The air deputy exercised operational control over
Arr Force assets. but specitically excluded Army helicopters and Marine avigtion,™

The commund arrangements issue was dormant from 1965 through 1967
Howcever. the Air Force did raise the issue of & single manager for air with MACV
numcrous time during this penad. In January 196X, the Tragmentation of the air
ctlort reavched an all-time high with the battle for Khe Sanh." This issue came to the
torctront.,

MACV Diiective 95-4. 6 May 1965, excluded Marine aviation from control of
the MACY wir deputy . Murine lotces were employed in | Corps under the 11 Marine
Amphibious Force command. “*Under this directive Jand arrungenwent|. airpower
was turther hagmented by the esablishient of all clements of two separate tactical
an torees i the theater, one controlled by the theater air component commander
and the other by the cquinalent ot g corps commander [HHTMAF]™

The Aty and Aar Force supported o single manaper or air tor sl tactical air in
Vactnam 7 The Navy and Matine Corps objected. The issue was debated by the
Jomt Chiels of Sttt an carly 1968, Unable to reach 3 decivion, the issue was
clevated o the Secretary of Detense. On 18 May 196X, the Deputy Secretary of
Detense decided i tvor of the Army and the A bPorve, US A Foree and US
Manne Corps g assets an South Victnam came under the control of the Air Deputy,
NMACY 7 The debate was not ended, but the creation of a single manager for air did
tunction as proposed unnl the end of the Vietnum war ™

Ihe Vwctnatn vontlt othcrally ended i 1973 drawmg o g chne o war that
hallenged oue nubiary an mamy wass ot the least ot which was deading
conttand artangement General Westmoreland, Commuander of MACV trom 1964
to POOS  samed ups the command anangeents when he stated
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in view of this [Vietnam) command arrangement, seeds of friction not unlike those that had
plagued MacArthur . . . during World War 1l were present. As | iook command of MACY, the
CINCPAC . . . was succeeded by one who was as determined as | to make the command
arrangement work. . . . What many failed to realize was that not | 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 |
had no control (and] when the bombing of North Vietnam began in . . . 1965, Admirsl Sharpe
controlled that t00. . . . My task would have been easy kad | headed a *‘Southeast Asia
Command’’ [unified command)].

As American commander in Vietnam, | underwent many frustrations, endured mauch
interference, lived with countless irritations, swallowed many disappointments, bore considerable
criticism. . . . | realized that air operations against North Vietnam were outside my jurisdiction,
however much | might have thought they should have been part of it. . . . A commander must
leam 1o 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 unprecedenied centralization of authority in Washington. . . . Instead of five
“commanders’* —CINCPAC, COMUSMACY, and the American ambassadors to Thailand,
Lavs, and South Victnam—there would have been one inan directly answerable to the President
on everything. . . . Such an arangement would have climinated the problem of cooedination
between the air and ground wars that was incvitable with CINCPAC managing one, MACV the
other *

Link to the Present—Prospects for the Future

George Santavana once remarked that those who cannot remember the past are
condemned to repeat it.”* If the United States is to amrive at 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 fo profit by past experience when designing command structures 1o
fight ‘aurs. The most recent example is the Rapid Deployment Juint Task Force
command discussions. On 24 April 1981, the Secretary of Defense announced that
“over a penod of 3 10 S yeans, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDITF)
should ¢volve 1nto a separate unified command—with i's own geographic
responsibulitics,  service  components,  forves,  intelligence,  communications,
logistics facilities, and other support elements. ™ In setting up this new unified
command, the military has an opportunity to st up a command structure with clear
and Jirect lines of authority and respomibility.”™

“he unificd command structure in existence today has evolved over the past 40
yean. Presently the United States has six unified commands. They are the Atlantic
Command (LANTCOM), US Eurvpean Command (USEUCOM), Pacific
Command (PACOM), US Rcadiness Command (USREDCOM), US Central
Command (USCENTCOM). and US Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM).
Additonally, there are three specified commands—Acroapace Defense Command
CADCOM). Military Arhift Command (IMAC), and Strategic Air Command (SAC).

S
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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 arz 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 placc 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 &
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 “wur 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 achicved the unity of
command principle because of service doctrine and perspectives for theater
warfare. Chaptes 3 develops the background information for the final chapter,
which outlines a proposed command structure for theater warfare.




1. Command and Employmeut of Milisury Forces, USAF Extension Course Institute, Vol. II, Part C
(Maxwell AFB AL: Air War College, 1952), p. S.

2. *If we are 10 prosecute our ncxt war successfully, firm doctrine based upon common sease muit be
arrived at, agreed upon, and taught . . . now."" So wrote a formes US Army infantry instructor af the US
Army Command and General Suff Colicge in 1949. This was true in 1949 and is true even todsy.
Reference: Edward M. Postlethwait, Licutenant Colonel, USA, **Unified Command in Theaters of
Operations,”* Militsry Review, November 1949, p. 23.

3. Ibid.. p. S. Sec also John L. Frisbee, “*New Life for JCS st Forty,"* Air Force Magazine, Febevary
1982, p. 86. Frsoce siatcs that from the lase 1700s until the early 19408, the direction of US forces in
wartime has been through a loose process callad mutual cooperstion. The direction of US forces was
under a Joint Army-Navy Board following the Spenish-American Waz. In 1919, the Joint Chicfs of Staff
was catablished. From 1903 until {942, the Joint Army-Navy Board opcrated ynder the doctrine of
mutual covperation.

4. Subunificd command structure (MACY) in Vietnam. Sce section entitled Vietnam Was.

S. John D. Milicit, The Organizution and Role of the Army Service Forces (Washington, DC: Office of
the Chief of Military History, Department of the Army, 1954), p. 23.

6.Ibid.. p. 25.

7.1, p. 26.

8.Ibid.,p. 2.

9. Executive Order 9028, 28 February 1942,

10. Millett, The Orgunizution und Role of the Army Service Forces, p. 23.

H.iwd, p. 3.

12. tbad.

1. Command and Employment of Milissry Forces, p. S.

14. Ibid.

15, 1bid.

16. Idsd.

17. General W. W. Momycr, USAF, Retid, Air Power in Three Wars (Washington, DC:
Government Pnnting Office, 1978), p. 30

18. Eisenhower was under comiderabie pressure 10 have all American ground forces placed under
Muatgomery ‘s command afgd 1o have a singlke sir cor ponent command by the Britizh. The American
forves oppased this. To appease both the British and the Americans, Eisenhower clocted t retain ground
forces wndes his suthonty and 10 keep ctical air under the British and strategic bombardment under the
Amencans. Thus, bowing 1o political pressures. he compromised the command struciure. (See Momyer,
Air Power in Three Wars, pp. 46-52.)

19 Momycr, Arpower in Three Wars. p. SI1.

20 Itwd , pp. SO-31. for a detarked discussion.

21 Ind . p. S).

22 Joha I Frabee, "Command Lines for Combat Force, " Deferse 81, August 1981, p. 10. Sex ilse
Fabee, “"New Lafe for ICS &t Forty, A Porce Magazine, Febroary 1982, p. 86, The Joint Chicfs of
Suatf finst met on 9 February 1992 The JCS was establishod by President Rooscvelt followng the
Arcadia Confurerwe of [ecember 194)-January 1992, The US Presdent and UK Prime Minister

25




COMMANID STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

Churchill agreed to form the US-UK Combined Chiefs of Staff as the military organization to provide
strategic direction for American and British forces. The US Joint Chiefs of Staff was the counterpart of
the British Chiefs of Staff Committee which was organized in 1923.

23. Frisbee, *"Command Lines for Combat Force,”” Defense 81. p. 10.

24. Ibid.

28. Ibid.

26. Ibid.. p. 11.

27. Posticthwait, “*Unified Command in Theaters of Operations,’* Miliary Review, p. 26. The
doctninal views expressed by Lieutenant Colonel Postlethwait, reprinted in full in Appendix 1, Section S,
may not be as accurate as they are indicative of the perception many held in 1947-50 about service
doctrine.

2%, Ibid.

29, Admirat W. H. P. Blundy, USN, Retired, “"Command Relations in Amphibious Warfare,** United
Stuates Naval Institute Proceedings 77 une 1951), p. $73.

. ld

M Momyer, Air Power in Three Wars, pp SO, 53, and $6.

32 Robent F. Futrell, The United Stutes As: Foree in Korea, "150-1953 (New York: Ducll, Skan, and
Pearce), p. 38, Futrell gaves an excellent review of the events leauing up to the Korean war. Sce pages 3%
through 4§

3 Message, JOS XS24 1w CINCEE, 12 July 1950,

M. Momyer, Air Power in Three Wars, p. 51,

38 Futeell, The Umited States Air Force in Korea. p. 9.

3o Koy B Appleman, United States Army in the Korean War. South to the Nuliong, North s the
Yulu (Washington, DC. Otface of the Chict of Mibitary History, Depanment of the Army, 1961, p. vi.

3 tutell, The United States Air #orce in Korea, p. 43

W Id . p 4 10 anteresiing to aole that as carly as 1946, the Jinnt Chaets of Statl haad naued @
ditectng UJOS 1289270 11 December 19460 1o all theater commandens which requited  umitied
commanders o cvtablnh o ot statd to provade the speciahized haow ledge and advice that was aevded o
cmploy land, naval, and air forves. I ook 3 yean for MacArthur o acknow ledge ths dueutine. He
establohed 2 Joint Stratepie Plans ard Operation Group of the General Headguanen, Far Ban
Command, on 20 August 19349, However, in reality, the umification principle never ieached the hghest
leselof s command  Evenin June 1980, the General Headguaners, Far East Command, * demomtrated
an absence ot any veahige of amtwatisn pinciples

39 Idd (Conclusion taken teom Far East Ayt Forves Report 1, pp 24228, and reported n Futrell’s
ok The Urmited Mates Air Force in Kowea, 19S0-1983 p 31)

0 Imd

41 b

42 Suatemeyer W CGHEAF Bomber Command, Minwon Directine, 11 July 195, Stratemeyer 1o
CGEAL. Misaion Ducviine, 12 July 1950, an quoted an Futicil's book The EUniied States Aur Forces tn
Koreuw 195001980 p 48

4V buteelt, The € anted Sttes Asr borce in Korea, 1930- 1954 p 3%

3 Ind

1% Almond e Commander, US Naval Foeves Far Fast and CGREAL, Coordanaten of At Effuer of
Far Last Aur Forees and mited States Navai Foeves Far Bast, 18 July 19300 28 quated 18 Futreils ok
The Untied Sthates Arr Borces in Kerea, 1930-1V8 3 p. SO

46 Dulrell, The United Mates Ais Force in Kovea, 1930-1934 p M4

4% Message, COMNANVEE 10 CINCEE, 2007302 July 19%), a0 quated in Futrell's ok Fhe United
States Atr Peowve tn Kovew, 1V80- 1983 p A

a8 Futrell, The U nited States Arr Foeve in Kovga, 1980-1938 p 33

M Ibdd,p ¢S

M acoutine Agent The JU3 i dhasgaste one of i membets e at as theit agent e caquly
funy by ot vty Tot which they are tespoaable and for which they have been avapned 2 spoifi
tospenubdity S Pub 2 puaragzaph W24l

”
>



HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVZ

51. Frisbee, *’Command Lines for Combat Forces.'* Defense 81, p. i 1.

$2. See Appendix A for a review of the provisions of JCS Publicstion 2.

$3. Momyet, Air Power in Three Wars, p. 68.

54. There is an interesting book that provides an insight into military theory and strategy used in
Vietnam. The book, On Strategy: The Vietnam War in Context, by Colonet Harry G. Summers., Jr.,
USA (Carlisle Barracks, PA: Strategic Studies institute, US Army War College, April 1981), places the
Clausewitzisn theory and principles of war in context of domestic problems and helps explain the
Vietnam war in hopes of prepering the US Army to serve more effectively in future conflicts.
Additionally. this book takes a critical luok at how the principle of unity of command was used by the
United States and North Victnam. Sce pages 87-93 and 101-111 of his book, and note 13, Chapter 4, of
this study.

$S. Momyes, Air Power in Three Wars, pp. 6668,

6. Ibid.. p. 69.

$7.1d . p. 71

S8 Ibd.

$9. General Paul D. Harkins, USA, COMUSMACY. argued the point. (Sce note 60 below.)

60. Admiral Harry D. Felt, USN, CONCPAC, expressed this view. (See Momyer, Air Power in
Three Wars, pp. 64-T8 )

61 Moeyer, Air Power in Three Wars, p. 73,

62 Itnd . p. 4

63 Ihd..p 76

o3 Adnural U S Grant Sharp replaced Adnural Feltoa 1 July 1964 as CINCPAC.

68 Mot <1, A Powersn Three Wars. p. 77,

66 MACY Dircctine 95-4. 6 May 1968,

87 The Single Manager Problem. Dhe Creation of an Opeeational Control Syatem for LS Tactical
Air s § Corpa of South Victnam Dunng (9687 (Wasluagtan, DC: JCS Hintorical Dwaswon, July 19761,
pp =28 Previondy classficd Declassitud by SM - 19781, 20 March 1981 (Sce Appendia £, Section
3. fue 3 discussion on the JCS paper )

6% Momyet, Air Power tn Three Wars, p. B2 Major Genersl Nonman §. Andenoa, USMC, Retired,
penides 3 different vicw in b feview esaay of General Momyer’s ook The review caay entstied
“Short Shaft for Manne Air'" appearcd 1a the May 1981 isaue of Marine Corps Gazene (pp. 86~-48).
Genetal Anderon states It was my contention then 2 Commanding General, 1s Manne A Wiag,
and st remams my cuBy kion loday that the fuut teawn for “ungle mansgement” was yean of Air Force
acplect of ‘umy requitements, noglevt whch could valy be overcame by puting Manae Corps resources
w work f the Army as 2 stop gap™' (p. BT). Commenting upon the sunghe manager for s comcept i
MACY amd aif compunent conmander (Commander, Scventh Ay Force), be statea: " Othens hoked ot
the Seventh At burce perfurmance gui- differently. To them, o umply revived and resfliows] the
convicton that when, in 1947, ihe United Statos st up an indepeadent Ase Furce, i went 3 sicp o far by
i luding tactieal aviation i the nowly cutahinhed departinent By thes wparasting tcticel svistion i
datnnc and vbpxtnes trum the grouad furces st 1 charped with supporting, out covatry commitied 3
ghaatly mtabe As cvsdennnd 1 Korea and Victnam, the Ay relnguashod capabibiis whah wery o
A repained valy aftcr kg and bitct mavhanatom 1a the war thesier, whores 1 both unlances,
AMarine Corpr tum hoacd ay a team fruem the vutaect ™" 1p §E)

& Goneral Witham C Woestmoeclamd, USA, COMUSMACY, rand the naue—sapporied by
Genetal Willam W Mumyer, USAE, Ax Deputy MACY —wuh the Joent Chacfs of Staff a 19638 Scc
e 87, Chapeet 2, amd Sevimn 3, Appendi |

) " The Semghe Mansper Prubicrs The Creatnm of an Opcrations] Control Syssem for US Tacixal
At § Carpn of South \ wtnam Dunng 1968 °° Provamihy clasafud  Devlasuficd by SM-197-81, 20
March 1951 (Sec Appeadin | Sevton 3, fur 3 dicuson on the JCS paper ) Sor alw Gicnerel
Nostmvland's had A Siddier Kepnwts, (hapter XVIHE "The Hatthe for Khe Sanbh,”" p 333, and
Genetal Anderwn’s coasnent in mate 68 of thes chapict

T oIbat The US Marune Conpn Jows mut agtee with the cuncisuon roachaod By the XS hisdoncal paper
vser e 08 bt They bebove that the ungle managet foe art wsed in Victiam Jod ot work Sex

7




COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

Appendix [) and note 68 abave. Momycr, Westmoreland, and the JCS Historical Division paper
conclude that the snghe manager for sirused in Vietnam after 1967 did. in fuct. work.

72 General Willam C. Westmuorcland, A Soldier Repowts (Garden City, NY: Doubleday and
Company, Inc.. 1967). pp. 76, 261-262, and 411.

73. Phillip A. Crowl in his anticle *"The Strategist’s Short Catchist: Six Questions Without Answen,”™*
The Harmon Memorial Lectures in Military History, No. 20 (USAF Academy CO. 1978), p. 1, stated
this same thoupht when he sasd. “*History is simply recorded memory. People without menuwy are
mentally swh. So. ton, are rations or scicties o institutions that repect or deny the relevame of the
wollective past ™

13 Supplement 10 the Air Foree Poliey Letter for Commanders (Wahington, 1DC; (Office of the
Scurctany of the Air Force, Government Printing Oliice, August 1980, p. 7

78 General David C. Jones, USAE, Charman of the Joint Chietfs of Statf, caprossed these same
thoughts dunng an address to the class of 1982, Air War College, Maxwell AFB AL, 29 January 1982,
In bct, s rerarks were “History hay shaown that span of control bevomes » hmiting (actor in
designing an cltective commuand sructure For example, when General Manhall was Chief of the Ammy
Statt. he reorgamzcd hus statt because koo many people-—some 61 - - reported directly o him. His span of
contrd was touo great. Tuday, we seem 1o have shipped back 1 Manhall's days. our span of coatrol is oo
great  As apphied to the recent discussions on unilicd commands, we tend to overdy complicate our
command structures with an exvessive span of control We noed to ainaure this comimand structere i a true
punt command, with representation teom cwh service, with clear and direct ines of comnunkatoes
tUsed with perminacon of General Jooes 168ee abao JOCS Publication 2, pp 34 ) General Jones, i an
intcnacw at the Peatagon on 17 February 1982, and reponied 1a The Montgomers Advertiser, 138th Year,
Nu VS, 1K Fobeuary 1982, p 49,10 an anwie enbitied "General Seeks Changos in Jount Chacts Syatem, ™
stated that “changes need to be miade in the pont system " He sated the aim of his proposed changes way
o impeone planning in pbitary readiness matiers. The curtent system . puts emphanis on budpet
thatiess amd on peacctinge manapement of the swervnes Changes in stratepy tend to thecaton traditnnal
wrvwe foley o & redininbubon of nwney o




CHAPTER 3

SERVICE DOCTRINE FOR THE EMPLOYMENT
OF THEATER-ASSIGNED ASSETS

In the last chapter, selected historical examples of command anangements used
in World War 11 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
uscs 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 | recall
vaused 6 months of discussion between the Army and the Air Force before someone
realized both were using the sanxe word—""control”"—but with different meanings.
The Air Foroe uses control in its strictest sense, while the Army uses it more
loosely. { 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 arc most uscful in the review process. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff"s Publication |, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms, and Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), should be
consulted fer 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.' as used here, refers to **fundamental principles by which the
military forces or clements thereol guide their actions in suppont oi national
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objectives. It is authoritative but requires judgment in application.’’? 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.? Joint doctrine is doctrine between two
or more services, while combined doctrine is between two or more nations—to
include the services of that 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 o 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.* As wiil be shown, the services’ dortrines 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 warfarc—a unified command structure.

US Army Doctrine*

Two primary sources—Field Manual 100~1, The Army, and Field Manual 100-S,
Operations—were used in the discussion on how the US Armmy doctrine is
developed for employing Army forces in theater warfare. These sources provide
the capstonc 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 deveiopment of the land, sea, and air forces
of the United States and on their employment as an integrated team.''’ 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, cconomy of force, unity of command, sccurity, surprise, maneuver, and
simplicity) lies in their utility as a frame of reference for analysis of strategic an'
tactical issues.'® 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. For every objective, there should be unity of effort under one responsible
commander.

This principle insurcs that all cfforts arc focused on a common goal. At the strategic level, this
common goal cquutes to the political purpuse 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 sccurity organization, which includes the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chief's 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 objeclive. Coordination may be
achieved by cooperation; it is, however, best achicved by vesting a single tactical commander
with the requisite authority to direct and coordinate ali forces employed in pursuit of a common
‘w.ll

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 cffective. the command
organization must be an integrated team of land, sea.'* 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
nccessary 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.'*'"" The requirements for the
Army's forces—corps. divisions, brigades, battalion:—and their support are drawn
up in response ‘. three primary factors: national military strategy, military
capabilities of t1  nation’s potential encmies, and allies with whom we expect to
fight.

The above reflects the Army's fundamental doctrine for force employment. The

key element is a lund 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, are translated into Army doctrine for operations in
Field Manual 100~-S. 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. '

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
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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.!® 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,'*'*

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.'” 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.® This means the commander
must see the battlefield all the way from the unit's rear boundary to the forward
edge of its arca 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.2
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 exccution, 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.®® The commander should view the battlefield as two
distinct arcas: an arca of influcnce and an arca of interest.® The area of influence is
that arca within the commander's area of responsibility where he must be able to
lucate 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 96 hours in time.”
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.? In terms of distance,
generally the area of influence lies between 75 and 150 kilometers and the area of
interest lies beyond 150 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.?

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.® To fight the extended or deep battle
requires resources not organic to the Army.*' 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.'’*? 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 warfighting. In summary,
the Army belicves 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. ™

US Navy Doctrine*

The Navy. unlike the Army and Air Force, does not articulate fundamental
doctrine for joint and combined operations in its scparate doctrinal naval warfare
publications. Instead. the Navy uscs the appropriatc combined and joint
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publications =~ *eir fundamental doctrine for joint and combined operations. The
Navy subsciiwcs 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 illumirate 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.* 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.”” **Given the narrow margin of the US Navy advantage, every
effort must be made to integrate relevant capabilitics 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 sca. This includes operations of sea-based and land-based
naval uir for naval operations. Also, the Department of the Navy is responsible for
maintaining the Marine Corps.™ Navy combat operations involve two basic
functions—sea control and power projection.® Sca control is achieved by the
engagement and destruction of, or by deterrence through, the threat of destruction
of hostile aircraft, ships. and submarines at sca. Power projection is a means of
supporting land or air campaigns using naval capabilitics.*!

The part of the Navy charged with carrying out these naval operations is the
operating forces. The operating forces include the fleets, seagoing forces. naval
destruct forces, sca frontier forces, Fleet Marine Forces, the Military Sealift
Command. Navy shore activitics, 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.”**’ 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.*

By law.* naval forces are composed of Marine lund combat, naval combat,
service forces, and organic aviation clements—US Navy and US Marine Corps
avistion clements—for the **purpose of controlling the seas and littora) {shore or
coastal| arcas while defending the flect against all threats the encmy may bring to
bear.'** Naval air provides an clement 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 lar:d operations is flown in
an in-support-of role.*” 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 battle requires additional air to accomplish a specific
mission of limited duration.* The rationale is that naval aviation is for fleet defcnse
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 cnunciated in nava! warfare publications. supports
the principles of unity of effort** 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 amplily Tundamental principles for joint and combined operations that are
found in Juint Chicls of Staff publications or combined doctrine publications.®!
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 forves in support of joint and combined operations.

The Marine Corps comes under the Department of the Navy where there are two
separate services—the Navy and Manne Corps.® To a large degree, coch of these
services iy separate and distinet with respect to its administrative function. The
Commandant of the Marine Corps 1s a chiel of service and a permancent member of
the Joint Chicfs of Staff. Briefly stated:

Ihe Commuandant of the Manne Corps i directly responuble 1o the Sevretany of the Navy Jue
adminniration, disciphine, intemal wrpamzation, ramng, fequirements, ¢lfivieny, eadingss of
the Manise Comp, for the operation of the Maning Corpe materral support sy stem, and fie the wtal
performance ol the Manine Cope

With regard to s mession and funchions. ™ the Manne Corps is organized,
traned. and eyuipped to

provade Flevt Manine Fotves of comibincad atis, togethet with suppaniing air compuonents, fi

setvice with the § nded Sates Floet in the scrzure of defenwe of adsancad nasal hases and foe the
votdut o s h Land opetations as may be cosential 1o the proseyute of 2 aaval campagn
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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 cumrently two: Fleet Marine Force, Pacific and Fleet Marine Force,
Atlantic. Operstional control of the Fleet Marine Forces resides with the respective
US Navy fleet commanders,”’ 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
clements—ground combat, aviation combat, and combat service support.® There
are three types of marine air-ground task forces provided by the Fleet Marine
Forces. The Marinc 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 sustaincd combat.®

When Marine forces are employed in joint or combined operations, Marine Corps
doctrine states that operational command by the unified or joint commander will be
**exercised through the service component commander and commanders of other
subordinate commands. ' Marine doctrine Zues on to state the Marine air-ground
ask force—the combat clement 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 uaval
component of a specified command.*' The above relationship of the Marine air-
ground task force to the joint or combined command deals with its primary function
of amphibious operations and **will be employed as a uniscrvice force under the
unified command.’'® Marinc doctrine also states that when Marine forces are
operating as an element of a combined force, those Marine farces employed will be
used in accordance with the agreed doctrine of the military alliances panticipating in
the operation. For example, in NATO, Marine forces will be *guided by NATO
standardization agreements®' and by major NATO commanders’ exercise
directive|s)." ™™

Marine doctrine states that when the Marnine air-ground task force is employed. it
generally functions as a separate component of a naval task force, joint task force, -
or combined forve. with operational control passing to an operational commander us
direcied . “"The MAGTF [Marine air-ground task force] operates i« an imegral
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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 Flect 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:

Operational control of aviation assets will normally remain with the MAGTF commander and
pronty of tasking air support will go to the MAGTF ground forces; however, we must accept the
necessity of cor. mitting our aig ssscts alone when they arrive in theater prior to the ground forces,
which iv often the Cane.

While continuing to stress the optimum utility of MAGTF integrity, we st recognize the
nocesaty for contralized cuntrol but deceniralized execution of tasks. . . . | {reaffirm] my policy
that. when operating in a3 nonamphibious eavimames, OPCON (operstional control) of
MAGTFs may be cacrcived by wwhunified commanden down through compe-equivalent
commanden

in another whitc ictter, 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
1o operate in any battlefield scenario, and its ability to contribute to the success of
the theater mission is inherent in the Marinc air and ground combat elements
working together as 8 tightly integrated entity. ™ This white letter provides guidance
during sustained operations ashore. As viewed by the Marine Corps. this
employment will be as follows:

The integisty of the MAGTE s sn air-ground wam (will be maintsined with) aperstional control
of weganis Manne TACAIR® retaincy! by the MAGTF during youm {and operatiom. The MAGTF
will panale wetcs W the pedt fid commandkr in i e of air dfeme, long-range
michininn, st heg range nvonnanance [29d] Manae TACAIR wwtics avatablc w ¢acess of
MAGTE reguirements will be mande v aslable G Ihe ol Iurce Conmamicr at

Finally, the white letier states the "MAGTF commander is a “uniservice
commaider” {which] establishes the hasis for the integrity of the MAGTF as an

entiy
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In summary, the Marine Corps believes in the principles of unity 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 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-] is the umbrella doctrine for the family of basic doctrines, which ix
published in the )-series manuals. Operational doctrine is published in the 2-series
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-),
Tactical Air Operations. Major command doctrine is in line with Air Foree basic
and operational doctrine.

The peimary sourve used to develop this section is Air Forve Manual 1-1. The
Preface in this manual states:

Ths nuanual 1v an authontative statement fue the cmployment of A Forge rewurces. As sich, the
tetms ud here aiv dewnptive o aature and should be vicwedd from a phrossphical, mo s legal,
conleat. . Dt fure punt operaduns descnbes service responuhilitics for fune enaploymont
by two or mure US maliany services. . Dhtring for combined oferation is coundimaiod among
the sen e of momber natusm of defome allwaces ™

Air Forve basic doctrine begins with a disgussion of national power and the
military instrumcent. It describes the role the Air Force plays in secuning and
peeserving the freedom of the people of the United States. The Air Force must
maintain a force that is capable of carrying out its assigned mission. **This posture
1 sustaincd by the Air Force and supported through the teamwork of our nation’s
armed services. ™ *For the nation {0 have an elfective military instrument, the
military services must be an efficient icam of land, naval, and acrospace.”" ™

Air Force hasic doctrine stresaes that air forces “"must be effective in sapporting
the ather services in their roles and massions. The Air Fuoree can do this because of
futs] umygue capability 1o dehiver matenal, transport people, and project firepower
rapudly.”*™ To be effecuve, the Air Force has primary functions for which it is
wikey responsible and other functions that it perfrems in courdination with the other
SCIVICCS.
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Acrospace forces are applied in combat through the organizational arrangements
outlined in JCS Publication 2. ** Ait Force warfare systems™ 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
acrospace forces working as a unified team.”™

The Air Force accomplishes its assigned functions through its basic operational
missions. These are: strategic acrospace offense, strategic acrospace defense, space
operations, surveillance and reconnaissance, airlift, close air support, counterair
operations, air interdiction, and special operations.* 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.*' 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 are coordinated to provide the joint force
with the proper balance of available sipower. ™™

According to Air Force doctrine, mutual support ov the other services is an
important function of acrospace forces. The Air Force is structured so that in
“training, supporting, and employing forces [the Air Force] consider]s] carefully
the extent to which [cach service] can augment the capabilities of the other
servives.” ! With regurd to the control of military forces, the Air Foree supports the
principle of unity of command. Air Foree basic doctrine discusses this principle as
follows:

Suvventul nubitary oferatinns depend on 3 unity of command o achieve the intepraied cfion
and proving vontral seeded Lo sttain military obectives. The orgamzaten and the provedures o
appiies must he desgnated to avhiese unity of command.

Unity ol command rogquires a clesr stasement of command amangements and responsibilitics.
Each command must he strsctured e imure tapad decinoamahing and implementation. There
must e o ungle commander o cach kevel in the chzin of comnumd—and cach comeandes mus
kmm what i eapevtad of i commaml Guadance should alws be more prevae st cach cohwbon
dimn the vhan of command. Cautamicrs must aho work with ¢ach ather 10 coondinate they
coretage ub ancrlapping afcas

The cammunder munt have a Jcar umbentanding of the devclopuig battle The cuommander
must e able te it the comttand’s fueces thruugh subundinale cututanien who abw
undertand the objvting This roguires leastmwuark withn and boiween wnwes Umity of
vurnmaid v e ally critwal duning perods of crias snd conteaon

To support the theater hattle, the Air Force provides airhift for strategic and
tactical operations. To support the Airl.and Battle. the Air Force provides the
theater commander chse air suppont for land forces, battlefield air intendiction,
tactical air reconnainsance and survaillance, air defense, offensive counterair, air
interdiction, and special air operations. For effective employment of acrospace
forces in 3 theater of operation, Air Force doctnine states that the panciples of
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centralized control, decentralized execution, coordinated effort, common doctrine,
and cooperation are essential elements and are fundamental to the success of Air
Force operations.® The principle of centralized control® 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 em| 'oying the capabilities and characteristics of warfare
systems. """ Air Force doctrine states that centralized control of air forces must be
established under a single air commander.®® 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 weapons 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. to intcgrate and coordinate plans and strategy for combined operstions to
achieve 3 common objective.™®

The Air Force believes that the principles of war—aobjective, offensive, mass,
cconomy of force, surprise, security, unity of effort, maneuver, simplicity, timing
and tempo, and defensive™—provide guidance for the most efficient employment
of acrospace power. They provide a basis for Air Force planning, dirccting, an
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 follows:

Unity of effort permits integrated, responsive, and decisive application of acrospace power. It
focuses power on the objective. Acrospace forces can be employed in diverse and mubkiple tasks.
These tasks are interdependent snc must be exccuted in o coordinated snd complementary manner
1o fulfil! sk objectives.

To realiae the fult potential and effectivensss of acroapace forces, they must be employed as en
entity under command arrsagements that preciude dissipstion of resources and fragmentation of
effon.

Unity of effort for acrospece forces is beat achieved when allocation of resources. sasignment
of prionitiex, vversll planning, and control of operations are ceatralized at the bighest level under
NWnda;tukmmw.uMyMAmemm.”

In summary, the Air Force believes in the principles of unity of command and
cffort where a singke commander excrcises operational command through the
component command system; where forces sre integrated under 3 single
commander into an cffective tcam of land, naval, and air forces. The Air Force
states that air forces must be preparcd 1o prosecute an air campaign worldwide
against varied theeats.
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Comparative Analysis of Service Doctrine

To fully understand the services' views on a theater command structure, one must
go beyond the writtert doctrinal statements made by the individual services. The
doctrine espoused by cach 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
fighting 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 penspective of an integrated, combined arms force—the Marine sir-
ground 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
organizcd 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 sca/water environment) operations
and 1o 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 are structured to support the concept of an integrated Marine air-
ground 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 efTicient team of land, naval,
and air forces. However, cach applies this principle in varying ways. Army, Navy,
and Air Force agree that one single commander, the theater or joint force
commander, should exercise operational control of theater-assigned assets through
his land. naval, and air component commanders. The Marine Corps belicves that
Marine combat forces should come directly under the joint or theater commander
and b employed by a Marine component commander. The Army and Air Force
believe in the functional component —air, land, and naval; the Navy and Marine
Corpe belicve 10 the servive conponent—US Navy vomponent, US Marnine
compunent, US A Porve component, and US Army component.

The Army and Air Foree agree that land forves should come under the land
component, ar toqves should come under the air component, amd naval forces
should come under the naval component. Both the Army and the Air Farve agree
that US Marnine forves shumhd come under the asval component when awigned
amnhihious opetations of ofher opetations an suppirt ol naval campagns. They
apree that Manne combat forves should be assigned 1o the operational contred of the
Lamd vorzgpunent duning sustaincd opcrations ashare.

a1
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The Navy belicves that all naval asscts, including Navy aviation, should come
under the naval component commander. If naval aviation assets are employed over
the land in support of the AirLand Battie, 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.”
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 belicves its forces shouid come directly under the theater or joint
task force commander. Thus, the Marinc Corps would operate as an uniservice
command. The Marine Corps does 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 air-
ground task force.

All four services believe that the theater or joint task force commander should
organize his forces the best way he sces fit. In general, the Army and Air Force
belicve there are three generic components compuosed of land forces, naval forces,
and air forces. The Navy and Marines believe that for sustained operations ashore, 2
fourth component should be added. If the theater or joint force commander
organizes his forces with only three components, then the Navy und Marine Comps
wuuld support this arrangement as long as Marine aviation remained integral to the
Manine air-ground task forve. They do et 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 provided. This comparison is based upon actual experience in
working doctinal inues in the joinl arena, discussions with service stafl officers,
and stervicw s with senior service alticers.

The US Army has employed its forces under the unificd command structure since
the heginming of the concept. Army Jutees are nonmally divided into an army group
of hield army with the corps under this echelon above corps. Revent decisions by the
Amy stafl and dovtrinai statements by the US Army Training and Doctrine
Command har¢ tended to imply a dnft from this principle of unificd command. For
example. the exiended hattleficld concept™ tends 1o portray the battle from a corps,
and helow . penspective. Additionally, the 1973 Abrams agreement™ changed Army
ductiine by placing cmphasis o the corps, thus in ¢ffect climinating the echelon
abuve corms.® The US Army has revogmized that an echelon above corps is needed
and s working to provide the interface for joint coondination of ofganic amy assets
and i force tactical ar asseh.” Recent discussions by the Army staff and Air
Statt, and the dialopgue between the Army's Traming and Ductrine Command and
the Asr Forve's Tacr 3l Air Command, have centercd on working out procedures to
citevt the neded comdination between Army and Air Fosce units 1n a theater of
opctations. ™
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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.'™ The argument presented by the Navy is that naval air assets are limited,
must be available as required to maintain sca 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 flect commander.' Discussions between the Navy and Air Force
over this issue have resulted in an agreement that-naval air asscts provided for
support of land operation will be in an in-support-of role. '™ 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. '™ However, it appears that
the position of the Navy will not change-—that is, navat air 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 operationa: control of the
naval component or naval unified commander when conducting araphibious
operations. In recent history, Marine forces have been employed in sustained
operations ashore. When employed in this role, the guestion 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 uniservice command.'** The
Marine Corps also argues for the integrity of the MAGTF. Recent discussion in the
Joint Chiefs of Staff arens on this issue led to the services’ agreemoent that the
MAGTF normally would not be 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.*® If Marine forces are employed as suggested by the
Marine Corps, it creates two land armies and two air component commanders. '’
Several Army and Air Foree senior officers have raised this point.'™ In their view,
all aviation assets should come under the air component commander and all ground
forces should come under the land component commander. There iy historical
precedent for Marine Corps forces to come under the lund component commander
for sustuined operation ashore. ™™ 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.*'"’ The issue is still being debated in NATO;
but. based upon the Joint Chiefs’ 1980 decision, it is up to the theater commander to
or,ranize his forces as he sees fit.

since 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 cxception of strategic airpower,'"" 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.'’? 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,'"* 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 theater organization as specified in Joint Chicf 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,
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The next chapter discusses joint and combined principles of wartighting and

shows the application of these principles in setting up a command structure for

theater warfure.
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NOTES

CHAPTER 3

1. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication | has two definitions of doctrine. ) have used the DOD version as
opposed to the NATO definition. They are essentially the same, however. (Sce JCS Pub 1, p. 113.)

2. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 1, DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
(Washington. DC: Joint Chicfs of Staff. | June 1979), p. 113,

3. Only all-service-agreed joint and combined doctrine was uscd 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.

S. The author gratefully acknowledges the editorial assistance for accuracy provided by the Army
Advisory Group at Air University. Maxwell AFB, Alabama; in particular Colonel John Kennedy and
Licutenant Colonel Jim Lynch of the US Army, Licutenant Colonel Craig Mandeville of the Department
of Amiy's Firgpower Reguirements Division, Washington DC, and Licutenant Colonel Lowell Bittrick
of the USA Training and Dotrine Command, Ft. Monroc, Virginia.

6. US Army Forces, AU-8 (Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University, Scptember 1981), p. 2. (Sec also
Field Manual 100-S, Operations, 20 August 1982, p. 1-1; and Department of the Army Manual,
December 1980, pp. =11, for discussion.)

7. Field Manual 100-1, The Army (Washington, DC: HQ Department of the Army, 14 August 198)),
p. L

General E. C. Mcyer, the US Army Chief of Staff, states in the Foreword to Field Manual 100-).
*“The keystone of vur {US Army] contribution toward peace is total competence in waging war, It is also
my persuasion that cach of us can profit by sober reflection on its [FM 100-1} contents—those
fundamentals which drive our profession and which mark us individually as unigue contributors to the
nation and its security.””

The Preface to Field Manua) 100-1 states: **In this document are expressed the fundamental
prnciples governing employment of United States Army forces in support of national objectives. . . .
Tactical doctrine . . . can be found in appropriate field manuals. The basic operational concepis for . . .
tactical doctrine are set forth in FM 100-5, Operations. Doctrines for joint operations . . . can be found in
JCS Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF)."'

8. See Appendix A. **Unified Action Armed Forces, ™ for a discussion on the primaty functions of the
US Army.

9. Field Manual 100-1, p. 3.

10. Ibid.. p. 13.

L1 Ibid.. p. 16.

12. The term “sea’ is used interchangeably with the term **naval’* in this monograph. The meanings
are the same when used in this context.

13, Freld Manual 100-1, p. 22,

14. Ind.

15. Field Manual 100-5, Operations (Washington, DC: HQ Depaniment of the Army, 20 August
198, p. 1.
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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 battleficld. For the corps and division, ths is much deeper than foreseen by current
doctrine (p. 32). To fight this extended battle, Army organic aid Air Force tactical air assets are required
(p. 37). For an alternative view of the extended battlefield, ce the March—-April 1983 issue of Air
University Review, *'Extending the Batilefield—An Airman’s Puint of View,”* by Colonel Thomas A.
Cardweli 111, USAF (pp. 86-93). The thesis of this article on the vxtcided battle, as viewed by the Air
Force, is really a theater war and focus should not be on a corps baitle. The Army concept, as currently
articulated, overemphasizes the corps commander’s responsibility for the battle, describes only one corps
on line, and fails 1o 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 Corless W. Mitchell, USA,
in an unpublished strategy employment assessment paper, AY 1981-82, for the Air War College, entitled
**The Extended Battlefield Concept: A Potentisl 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-$ and infiuential 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 ‘stici y problem’ of procediral command and control
and ity interface with the A Force™ (p. 11, *“Indeed, there appears to be a gap in the formulation,
coordination, and approval of joint command and control doctrine conceming this new defined Ai vy
area of respomnibility [the extended battkefield]. The solution lies in a joint agreement as to the procedures
that will be used tor the planning, command and control, and the command relationships 1o be established
tor this new innovative doctene”” (p. 13).

1% Ind., p. 2-2.

19. Unity of etfort s defined by JCS Pub 2 as ““the concept of the US military establishment as an
etlicient team of lund, naval, and air forces . . . based on the principle that effective utihization of the
nubitary power of the nation requites that the efforts of the separate mibitary services be closcly integrated.
Unay of eftort among service forces assigned o umfied or specified commands is achieved by exercise of
operstional command, by adherence to common strategic pluns and directives, and by sound operational
and administrative command organizations’' (p 6).

20, kield Manual 100-S, pp. 2-6 and 2-7.

2 bd,p 2-7

2 Imd.p ES-1,

23 dd.p 18-

24 Ibid (See Chapters 1S and 17 for detaded discussion of employment of Army forees in joint and
combined operations. )

25 Id. (See Chapier 6 tor discussion on tachcal intelligence for the modem batlefield.)

26 Ihd . p 61

27.1bd.. p. 672

25 Imd

29 Ind.p 7-15

M tnd.

3 See note 17 abeve for discusaton on resources required 10 fight the exicnded battle.

32 AU-4,p. &

M ibd
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34, Itis 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 11, USN, Chief of Naval Advisory Group. Air War
College. Maxwell AFB, Alabama. on 9 November 1981. See also Appendix C for the Navy's view on
unity of command.

37. Sce Appendix A. “‘Unified Action Armed Forces,”” for discussion on the Navy's primary
functions.

38. Employment of Naval and Marine Forces, AU-16 (Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University. June
1980, p. v.

39. See this chapter. section entitled **US Marine Corps Doctrine™*: and Appendix 1. Sections 3 and 4,
for the mission of the USMC.

40. AU-16.p. 3.

41. Ibid.

42 Ibid..p. 7.

43, Ihid.

44 Ibid., p. & (Operational control reverts back to the aumbered fleet commander. The CNO setains
adminintrative command. )

45, DOD Directive S100.0. Functions of the Department of Defense and Its Mojor Components, p. 8.
and Title 10, US Code. as amended.

6. AU=l6.p 11,

47 In support of is defined as “assisting or protecting another formation. unit, or orgamization while
remaining under orignal control™ JCS Pub 1, p. 176). The Navy uses this tenn to discuss the
cimployment of naval aviation v hen supportng air-land operations,

48 The Air loree also eniploss ate for naval operations —called tactical sir support of maritime
operations-—n the sanie m-support-of arrargement.

49 See Jomt Chicts of Stat? Publication 2, Emficd Action Armed Forces. . 70and Chapter 4, section
entitled *Join: and Combmed Doctne™

S0, The author gratetully acknow ledges the editorisd assistance tor accuracy provided by the Naval
Advisary Group, Air Uninersity s Mavwell ARB, Alabamia.

81, Sce Chapter 4, section eatitled " soint and Combined Dactrine. ™

S2 AU-l6.p ol

83 Munne Conpys Munual (W ashigton, DC: Department of the Navy, HQ USMC, 198th, p. 14

83 See Appendiv AL Umified Action Armed Forces, ™ tor prinsary nssions of the USMC,

$5. Manine Corps Manual, p. 1-3,

S6.AU-16,p. 61 Seealso 7 US Manne Corps Aviaton ata Glance,™ A Force Magazine. February
19820 p ST This artwele states, m part. *To the unimitiated. the US Marnne Corps - and Marnne Corps
Avigion e sunple adpuncts of the US Navy - But there s a clear dehieanon thar gives USMC and
Manne Aviation their specual mdependenee and autonomy . Reflecting this Lindependence and autonomy |
1 that the Sraditiosal proary ansaon ef the USMC has been amplnbious assault - ats promment role m
the St Rapad Deplosiment Foree fwill be to enpape 10 sustamed ground combat i the Southeast
Astan conthict, USMC tought throughout the swar on the ground. a

$7.0hd L p 63

SK dd ,p 72

59 Jbud L pp 73,78

&b Fleet Manne Force Nanual 31, Command and Staff Acion (Washington, DC. HQ USMC, 2|
May 1979y, p. 237

6l dnd . p 238

62 Il

63 Sec Appendin 1 tor discusaon on e term U standardizaton agieenient
W Fleet Manne Foree Manual -1, p 241

-
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6S. Fleet Marine Manual 0-1, Marine Air-Ground Task Force Doctrine (Washington, DC: HQ
USMC. 31 August 1979), p. I-8.

66. Ibid. (Sec also Landing Force Manual 0-1, Docirine for Amphibious Operations (Washington,
DC: HQ USMC, August 1967). Luanding 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 Letier No. 1-80, Flexibility in MAGTF Operations (Washington, DC: Cominandant of the
Marine Corps, HQ USMC., 17 January 1980), p. 1.

68. Ibid.. pp. 2and 3.

69. White Letter No. 7-81, Command and Conirol of USMC TACAIR in Sustained Operations Ashore
(Washington, DC: Cammandant of the Marine Corps, HQ USMC., 29 June 1981). This lctter defends the
integrity of the MAGTF and pravides guidance to all Marines that the MAGTF will always be employed
as a uniscrvice component—a separate, or fourth, component command when operating in sustained
operations ashore.

70. Ibid., p. 1.

71. White Letter, Enclosure 2, p. 2.

72.Ibid., p. 3.

73, Air Force Manual 11, Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air Force (Washington,
DC: HQ USAF, 14 February 1979), p. vii.

4. Ihid.. p. v. Air Force Chief of Statt General Lew Allen, Jr., stated in the Foreword w0 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 1. During these 60 years, our doctrine
has grown from advocating imited observation and *dogfight’ roles to prescribing strategic, tactical, and
mobility air operations throughout the world and in space. ™

75, 1bid.. p. 1=4. Acrospace is defined by AFFM 1=1 as *"the otal expunse beyond the Earth's surface:
it s the multdimensional operating enviromnent of the United States Air Foree: within which
atmosphene, suborbital, orbital, aud deep space systems are operated™ (p. 2-4). For the purpose of this
monagraph, the terme “an™ and Caerospace™ are interchangeable  (Colonel Diave MeNuabb, USAFF,
Colonel M. DL Heeh™ Snuth, USAFE (deceased); Licutenant Colonel Bill Naslund, USAL, Retired;
and Licutenant Colonel Tom Cardwell, USAF, began the revision of AFM 1-1, duted 1975, in 1977, As
the pnimary action officer, Coloiel MeNubb hid the responaibility to coordinate the draft with the Gicld
commands and the Air Staft. Several sigmificant changes occurred from the 1975 manual and the 1976
version of AF basic doctrine. The most significant change was the shift in emphasis towards the umiticd
command structure with forces integrated into an efficient and effective land, naval, and air team.
Although Air Foree doctrine has stressed this concept since 1947, it was not until 1979 that the theme of
unificd operations was so exphitly aniculued. Another change in the 1979 version was the shift in focus
of how Air Force torces contribute to joint and combined operations. Colonel McNabb provided the
following analysis of AFM [-1: The 14 February 1979 edition of AFM 1=1, Functions and Basic
Doctrine of the United States Air Force, was developed as a fead document for Air Force doctnine as well
as to outline the tasks for joint and combined operations. AFM -1 emphasizes that the primary purpose
of services is to develop—urganize, train, and equip—and sustain forces for employment in a unified
envirenment. In summary, services train forces—unified commands fight. To develop this theme, the
manual covers the suthority of national lesdership. the supporting obligations of the four services, and the
leadership responstbilitics ” joint and combined communden. It was written from an acrospace puwer
penspective—global, strc o ae, or theater wide—that looks st warfare from space and minimizes carth and
battkefield boundaries. The manual highlights the Jeffersonian checks and balances as applicd to our
military system  These checks ane the two chainy of command—an operational chain for force
employment and an adounistrative command for forve development and sustainment. Forces are
deployed and employed by the operationat chain by Supreme Allied Commanders, joint commanden, or
commander in chiels Within this system, this Jeaves each service with responsibilitses Tor logistics,
admunustration, torce structunng, traming. and preparedness Opcerationally, the manuat was wnitten 1o
emphasize the bavic orgamizationsl tenet of torce employment through jomt and combined commands.
This tenet holds one conunander per theater or subtheater with authonty to control force cmployiment in
that command’s area of twtical responsibility. The underlying concept tor this tenet-  the prinaiple of

50




SERVICE DOCTRINE

centralized control under a single cammander —has been derived from the history of successful mititary
aperations. Under this command and control cancept. the joint, or combined, team is integrated by
arganization and operational plans ta insure employment as a coherent farce. In this warfighting system,
qomponents support cach other aperationally with all Torces directing their pawer 1wowards theater
objectives. ) (Saurce: Personal correspondence with Colonel David R. MeNuabb )

76 0bid . p. 1-12.

77. See Appendiv AL Unitied Actnm Ared Farces,” for a discussion an the functions of the US Air
Foree.

TR AEM I=1 defines wiartare systems as “weapon systems and their suppant clements in a single
coherent and lexible fighting system. organized to meet specific military demands™ (p. viii).

9. AEM 1-1,p. 2-5

RO, Ihid., p 2-6.

Ki Ibul.p. 31

K2 b, p 2-21

R fmd .p 3-12

&4 Ihd . p 4-2

RS fhd p S22

80 Jomt Chiet al Sttt Publication 2 uses the term “centrahized direction.”” Centralized direction is
eaetttiad tor coordimating the ellorts of the torces commanded tp. 39) which s, Jor sl practical purposes,
the sane as centrlized contal

KT AFM I-1 p 83

K8 dhd op S22 The Aur Foree view on single mamagership at nrpower under the an componeat
compramder s depved trons pracecal expenience amd history I Nontht Afnca m 992 10 1933 Ainenican
airmen fearned 1 centialized contiad ot wrposwer was essentisd. The Arnny A Corps doctome of the
time ted atpoveoe toomdivdual corps, wath the ground toree commader direvtng s own e Thas
splintening ol airpas er aflowed the Gerans 1o gain control ab the an as the conps were using tactical an
in the ose air suppart tole, thus ignonmg e eocnoity. Dunng Wordd War [ the mvasion ot Europe
would have been successtul had ground uits conducted ity own wir campagn. The toundation of
venttahized controf had s beginenng in North Atnics

K9 fhd Lp S-3

B The Air Force has two additionat principles of war tinnng and empa, and detensine s than does the
Ay and uses the term “unny o elort™ rathes than “urity of command * However, the principle o
unny ot conmand s ised by the A Faree

YEAM L p S 4

92 fhd p S 6

Wi The Matme Corps tses the teem S component™ (o nednn servace compasient, not i the sense of a
tnctional component See Appendin b Section 7. lor discusaion,

94 See \ppendin G

G5 19T Generab Abrans, US Aemy Cluct of Sttt approsed o change i Anny dovttne which
defeted the anmy proup and werged uncbons o thie teld aniy and conps into asgle eohelan called the
corps See Appenhin B b detabs

Ot fuerview with Lentenant General Walham K Kichardson, £ 8V, an 18 Octabwer 1981 a0 the
Peutagon, Washington X General Richardson, the £ 8 Aty Deputy Chictat Statt ton Opecations and
Plans . stated that the 1S Army was torced 10 change its comphasiy foan this cohelon above corps o g
corpy onentation However, the U8 Anmy reaapinzes the necd 1o prosaide a ot imtertace above canps to
itk gt the covpitation problens between the corps and the Ait Borce torces Carntentdy | the Anmy i
workimg this prodtem \ bantleticld covadimation cloment, under study by the S A Tranmg amd Daanine
Command. wal hotp tecchmmate this Lick at an eobclonaban e corps iConplete miemacs s contained in
Appendin B

9T ad Sec mieven wath Genved Stany, tonemer Commvandiny Geterale TSN Teamep and

Povirawe Conimand contaned i Appendin G Geperal Stainy states it Lerees niost be oy IRTANY

thice cenpoients ot for iaval bces e b band Jorces, amd one for An tatee tonies Thus. Iy
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8. This author, while assigned to the Air Staff in 1977-81, worked the offensive air support
agreement on apportionment and allocation of tactical air (TACAIR) assets. In ffect, the agreement
provides TACAIR for support of the land battic based upon the allocation decision made at the echelon
above corps level. Licutenant Colonel Craig Mardeville of the Depaniment of the Army's Firepower
Requirements Division, Lieutenant Colonel Homer Lewis of the USA Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC). Lieuienant Colonel Doug Spencer of the US Air Force's Tactical Air Command (TAC), and
Liewtenant Colonel D. J. Albents and Majoc Ken Hall, both in the Air Staff's Doctrine and Concepts
Division, participated in the development of this landmark agreement. Lieutcnant Colonels Lewis and
Spencer worked the issue between TAC and TRADOC and developed the strawman agreement which
was forwarded to HQ USAF and the Depariment of the Army in October 1980, Licutenant Colonels
Mandeville and Cardwell worked the final agreement at the headquarters level. After initial headquarters’
coordination, the agreement was forwarded to HQ TAC, USAFE, PACAF, and TRADOC, for formal
approval in January 1981, (Sec Appendix B for discussion.) This sgreement marked the first tacit
acknowledgement by the US Army since 1973 that an echelon above corps was needed to provide the
required coordination of 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 Licutenant General Onis, US Army, and Licutenant General O'Malley, US Air Force (the two
services” Deputy Chiels of Sttt for Plans and Operations), ia 1988, (Source: Personal dizry and HQ
Air Force, Directorate of Plans Histury, Vol. 1, | January=-30 June 1981. Information presented in this
note is unclassified.)

9. See Appendix C, “"Command Structure for Theater Warfare, US Navy View,” by Rear Admiral
Robert E. Kirksey, USN,

10, As was the cane in Vietnam where the Navy air component for Route Pachagos 1L 10 TV, and
VIB in North Vietnam was the Pacific I'leet, and Air Force air component for South Victnam s .
Packages 1, V. and VIA in North Vi tnam was the Deputy Commander for Air Operations, MACV,

101, Sce Appendin C. by Kirksey. (During the periud October o December 1981, discussions with
Licuicnant Commander C. D. Wagner, Chicf of Naval Operations’ Sirategy, Plans and Operations
Division, USN, confinms this analysix. )

102 Ind.

103, Whiie asvigned 1o the Air Stalt dunng 1977-¥1, the avthor participated in headguanters ataff level
discussion with the US Navy over the maue of in-support-of venes operstional control of naval ascts
passing to the air component or Land component commander. At the siaff level, a corsensus could not be
reachod, and the aue was mt passed 1o the senviee chiehs fur resolution. Therefore, the agreement stands
that naval assets operating 10 suppont of land operations and air furce assch operating in support of naval
operations will he conducted in 2 support of role.

104 Intervicr. with Geoeral Stary, USA, on 3 December 1981, at Machill AFH, Flonds. (Sce
Appendin G foi interview. . a - also Appendia F, “*An Organization for Theater Operations From o
Commander's Penspevtine,”” by General Momyer, USAF, Retired. Both Generals agree thet aaval air
et should be placed under the operational control of the air component commander wihcn partic ipeting
10 a land opcration

108 Intenvicw with Licutenant Genetal Maller, USMC, va 18 Octoaber 1981 at Washingtoa DC. (See
Appendin D for intersiew ) General Maller siresses the pannt that the umigue aature of the Manac forces
dictates that they niuw be employed as an integrated team of lamd, air, and supprat forces under the
MAGTE commander who reports disectly 1o the theaier of joint futve commander  However, of the
“heater of joint fudce commandet sphits the MAGTE. the USMC would honor th, decision. FMEM 3-1,
Cosamand und Maft Action, states that the Manng forves will be emploved unact the umified, specified
naval component of oint Lk force commandet when operating in its plamany function of amphibuws
opctations, amd when operahing i combined apctations, the Manne forces will be employed as directed
By aprecd combuned dontnne (pp 23K, 2 No aeabon o made of how Mante forves will be
empioved in sustained epetalions i curtent Manne Corps dovtnine pubhications. One has 1o conslt the
Commandant s whiic letters e pundance o thes aspoct of hoeve emphoy ment

The Junt Chiels ol Matf guidanee on emphoyment of USMC tactwal air dunng sustained operations
ashote vt Under anst arcumistamees, the theater of jomt commambor will aegamize his comimand to
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retain the unigue capabilities of Marine forees to pose to an enemy the threat of amphibious operations:
(2) under sustained combat aperations ashore, the theater commander should place the MAGTF forces
under the land component comatander--applies also 1o placing Army forces subordinate to a land
component command by a Marine: (3) normally. Marine air asscts would remain organic to the MAGTF;
however. under certain circumntances these air assets could be shaed under an air component
conmander as dircued by the theater commander: and (4) it iy imponant lor ficld commandens o
organize their forces 1or wartime operations #nd peacetinge ¢XCreses 1n ways that minimize the difficulty
of transitioning from peace e war, (Source: JCS meeting, 4 December 1981, where the Joint Chiefs of
Statt discussed the commuand and control of USMC tactical air during sustained operations ashore and
conmand relationsheps 1 operational plan developient as quoted in DIP No. 11, Draft, **Command
Relanonships, The Manne AirGround Tisk Force, and What They Mean to an Ainan!™ (Washington,
DC:HQ USAFE. Dovinne and Concepts Diviswon, 19%2), p. 31.)

106, While assigned 1o the Air Statt, 197781, the author particapated in discussions on command and
control of USMC tacticad air assets during sustained operations ashore. The authur presented the Air
Force's postion o the Joint Chrets of Staft on 12 December 1980, The Marine Corps’ position was
presented by Licutenant Colone) James W ' Jay™ Bierman, USMC. After deliberations by the Joint
Chiets, a decision was teached wherehy the MAGTE s integrity would be mamiained but the theater or
pont force comntander would make the final detesntinanon of how furces assigned 1o his command woulkd
he urpatmzed  (Source Personal dary )

Reprnted below o that aprecment reachied by the Joint Chicts of Staft and s to all unified
conhrtandens 1o Deceitber 1980,

OMNIBUS AGREEMENT ON COMMAND AND CONTROLL
OF USMC TACAIR DURING SUSTAINED OPERATIONS ASHORE:

The Aane an prowd sk torce INEAGHTEY connrrander wall ectae gpwratronead contiod of his
organie air assebs D proeears misseot ol e MAGEHE g combat clemsent s the support o the
MAGTE prourd clement Duting pant operatton, the MAGTE air assets wali nosmatly be in
suppat of the MAG T nnssion The MAG T commander wel make sotties available o the pant
futew vonnmamder, tor Lk thioagh fos ant component conander . dor an delense, fong-taipe
mitcadietion, il hony taree weoonnanaames Sothies e eness of MAGTE direct suppaue
reguarcinents wedl e pronided o he ot e contranden toe Lk tirough the an component
countatdes bt the snpport of other components of the ST, o of the JTE av a whole Nothmg
beten shall intninge oo the authotty ot the theater o punt fofoe contmander, i the exctone of
avtational contiof, o asagn misaons, reduedd efloits, and diect coondination anwng s
subordinaie conuttandet to inauee amity o efton presciihed 1n JOS Pub 2, Unified Acton Armed
Forcey o0V W) aSoune TR Na o 11 Dratt, Comnand. Relaonsheps, The Manne
An Groutsd Lash Borce and Whot They Mean o a0 Auttran’ 1 Washengton, 100 HO USAE
Daninne and Concepts hvoson, 19520, 0 27 and USMOC Winte Letter No. 7-81, Commund and
Controd o UNAMO TAC AR o1 Suitined Operutiony Ashore, 29 June 198) )

ftshouhl v notad that tie paae o command amd yonin] of Matne avabon asdts Bl caine up h
s ang the Victoan conthot Fiw e continucd thaosgh the 19500 In 1977 Colonet Robent ¢
Clatk USAL Cobonet Mathin 1D Hk 7 Siath US AL cdeecasabs, Dcutenant Cobonel Waltand |-
Nasfund. UM Reted | wutenant Colonel Daaald § Alderts, USAL and | icutenant Coluncl Thomas
N CatdwolE HE USAE Dot the Ihtnne and Comepts Do, HQUSAL L bhegan deselgnng the UN AL
ot o angic managet fob ateonoept In 9K Coloncd Daad RO Subb ssncd the Ast Fone team
when Colonch Samth Clark s amd Naslund 60 the divisnon The scars 1975 e 197 e many
Ginusanens letwaot i DS AL and USMC aier the ssvae af whio should have conttad ut £ S avatem
avscte the USAE atpeere s fot the siple tiacaper approach and the USMUO arpinng b retentnn of
cintatraal control By thy ATAGTHE Comtander In 9950 1he ssauc canw o2 head when LS Togeen
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were introduced into NATO. The issuc was debated in the joint arena by Licutenant General Jerome F.
O'Malley, USAF, DCS/Plans and Operations, and Colonel (brigadier gencral selectee) Robert A.
Norman, USAF. Director of Juint and NSC Matiers, HQ USAF, for the USAF: and by Licutenant
General John H. Miller, USMG, DCS/Plans, Policies and Operations, and Colone] D. E. **Dep’* Miller,
USMC. for the USMC. The joint staff decided to clevate the issuc up to the Joint Chiefs in December
1980. Licutenant Colonels Cardwell and Bicrman presented the service views to the Joint Chiefs on 12
December. The compromise reached by the Juint Chicfs whereby the integrity of the MAGTF was
maintaincd. but the CINC (theater) or joint force commander would decide how to organize his forces, is
the current guidance on employment of USMC forves during sustained operation ashore.  (Source:
Pensonal diary. See alw anticke entitled *“Joint Chiefs to Resolve Dispute on Air Strategy'” in the Los
Angeles Times by Robert C. Toth. 12 Devember 19%0, p. 1)

A personal observation to this note: Having been directly involved in the JCS discussions over the
employment of USMC tactical air during sustained opetations ashore since 1977, | believe that the
agreement reached (the so-called Omnibus Agreement) by the Joint Chichs on Command and Control of
USMC TACAR During Sustained Operations Ashore was the best agreement the JCS could make given
the requirement for an urcnimous 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
way a compromne between the USMC and USAF position. The fint pant of the agreement is easentially
the Marinc Corps punition, and the second part is cssentially the Air Force pusition. To clarify the
Ommbus Agreement, the guidance in the note above way issucd in 1981, Tt is interesting to note that the
Army and Air Force interpret this agreement and the guidance along the lines of tacit appeoval for the
placing of all TACAIR under the air component commande. —naot the Air Force, but the air component.
The Manne Corps anterpeets it as tacit appeoval to function cither as an uniservice force, fourth
component. of ax a MAGTF with no “splitting™” of land and aviation aascts. In the authoe’s opinion, the
pundance i quite clear, it s up to the theaker commander w organize his fusces as he sees it I i,
indeed, impurtant B fickd commanden to organize their forves in peace as they will fight in war. The
USMC, USA. USAF. and USN have agreed to the provisions of both the agrecment and the gusdance In
my view, the sill unresohved issue 1 how shauld we organize our peacetime forces for warfighting. It
the aim of this monograph e peopose 3 way o do pus? that

7 Ax was the cawe aimtiatly 10 Victnam pror 0 198K, (S¢e Appendin |, Sectums ) and 4, fue
dicusanon )

1% General Momyer, USAR, Retred. General Stazty, USA, Licutonant General Richardwon, USA;
and Licutetiant General O'Malley  USALE, rabsed this guestiont Sce Appendaes 8, £, 1, and 6 e
divussion

19 Sce Appendin 1 Sevien 4. Hachpround Information on USME Command amd Conatrol
Relativmships Duting Sustained Operations Ashors, 1977 1o 1970, by Mapwe Claytens R nishhom,
USAl

11U See Appendin | Scotiatt 2. e an antervacw with Mape General Carl D Petenon, USAF,
Retred, foemer Aut Deputy Commander in AFNORTH  Hin comiments postit oot wne of the canmand
and contro] naucs avas sated with the sattoduc i of USMC foeves in AFNORTH

FEL That iv bonbor and sanber anceaft asvigned 1o the spoaibicd vinnneand  Strategic Al L omiimand
ISALC)

112 Gienctal Momyer. USAL, Retired, Genetal Starrs, USA, and Licutenam General | gardsn,
UNAL have taned this ponat See Appamdiees B F, and G e discussion Sec alws Arr Power 1, Theee
Wars by Genetal Walham W Momver, T SAE, Retired iWashington, DO Gosertunent Phisting Offwe,
1975 pp 99 U7

1Y Thin was tiue in Wandd Wae 11, Kutca, amd Victam

T14 T bis tole a2 spedilicd comittander, CINCNAC

LIS Jount Chuet o Satft Publatwn 1, p 44




CHAPTER 4

A COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE

This chapter provides onre answer to the question posed in Chapter 1: What
»anization should the United States use to employ land, naval, and air forces in a
tnvater 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 of unified operations. Each
of the three wars reviewed—World War 11, Korea, and Vietnam-—showed an
cxperiment sith various methods of employing US military Torces. The successes
and failures of these experiments provide insights into a method o provide clear
lines of authority for 3 command structure for theater warfare. Additionally, the
expericnces of past van have led  joint and combined doctrines for the
employment of military forces in a theater of operations. In Chapter 3, the services’
doctrinal statements  concerning emplovment of forves were presented. By
analyzing these pronouncements, a general statement can be made: The services all
formally agree with the employment of theater-assigned assels in 3 coberent team to
sccomplish combat missions 10 a theater of operations; however, the services
interpret the broad principles tound in JCS Publication 2 in Jifferent manners.
Chapter 3 presented these different views on the command structure for theater
warlare. Keeping these views in mind when sudving joint amd combined doctanes
will help one undentand the ditficulty service plannens have an designing a
command structure Tor theater warfighting.  Before Jiscussing the proposed
command structure, 1t will be usciul o review ot and combined dovtnine for
theater warlare.

The principles and dovinines for Joint and combined warfare are presented in the
Jolloming sechions  After this bt review and analysin, a command structure is
proposed that will provade for the inteprated employment of mulitany lorees 10 a
theater of operations

LA
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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.?
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 Depantment 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
tcam of land, naval, and air forces.*

The establishment of the US military departments, services, and the combatant
commands scts 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 $ depicts the operational chain of command. Operational authority comes
from the national command authoritics* 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
commanden® (see Figure 5). Unified and specified commands are ¢stablished by
the President. A unified command has a broad continuing mission and is composed
of forces from Iwo of mwre services, while a specified command has 3 broad
coatinuing mission but is composed of forces from a single service.” Joint sk
forces of joint forces are designated by the Secretary of Delense or by 2 commander
of a unificd or existing joint task force and are composed of assigned or attached
clements of two or more services. '

The military depaniments and services provide forves to unified, specified. and
point task force commands, and they do not have operationar direction over these
assigned combatant forces. They do have service authonity for purposes other than
vpcrationn] direction. This service authority includes the preparation of military
forces and their administration and support.

Figute 6 depicts the service chain of command. The authority runs from the
President to the Scerctany of Defense o the swrvice secretanics (o the service
chicls—for example, the Chicl of Naval Operations. !

The integration o1 Jotves provided by the military Jepantinents for combatant
vommands 15 known as the umificd command structure. Figure 7 depicts this
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NATIONAL COMMAND
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gr—
NATIONAL COMMAND
AUTHORITIES
SERVICE SECRETARY
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Air Force)
o ormulnlion or st | SERVICE CHIEFS
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commands. (Source: JCS Pub 2)
_

Figure 6. Service Chain of Command

the aanonal level v oblaned by the authorty ob the President and the Secretary of Defense,
everened through the seeretaties of the nnltany departments and the Jom Cluets of Statl, by the
stratcpse planming and dircction o the Jowt Chiets of Statd, aod by commuon, jomt, and cross.
senviomg by the mulitan departinents. Pty of eltort smony service torves assipned to ualicd or
speaitted commands s achieved by exervine of operstionsi comniand. by adherence 1o comman
strategic plans and direcives, and by sound  operational and  sdinumistrative command
orgamizaion This comvept 1s the hasis for o sound workmg relationstip between the Jont Chiets
ot S1att and the commanders of unilicd and specibicd comimands i the oveall drategic direchion
of the articd lorces on the one hand and, on the other, the miliany depanments and senaces
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charged with preparing and providing forces for the unified and specified commands and
administering and supporting the forces so provided. '

The principle of unity of effort generates certain requirements for unified joint
and combined actiuns. 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. '*

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

UNIFIED COMMAND STRUCTURE

Operational | yaTIONAL COMMAND | _ Service

Authority AUTHORITIES Authority
JOINT CHIEFS | (MEMBER OF JCS) SERVICE
OF STAFF N SECRETARY
I Aoy
' |
JOINT e
STAFF SERVICE CHIEFS
|
UNIFIED SERVICE MAJOR
COMMANDS [ ] COMMANDS
SUBUNIFIED L} | COMPONENTS I {Provides
COMMANDS bd  [Land. Naval, Forces)
and Air)
JOINT TASK
FORCE [

Figure 7. Operational and Service Chain of Command
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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.’"' 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 cxploited to their full potential to achieve the effective
attainment of overall unified objectives.!” 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 of the United States by
placing effective strategic direction under a unified command. This is achieved by
integrating the armed forces into an cfficient land, naval, and air force team to
prevent unnecessary duplication or overlapping among the services. This
integration should enable the armed forees to achieve a high degree of cooperation
by coordinating the operations of the team, to promote etficiency and economy, and
to prevent gaps in responsibility. ¥

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 deternimng the most etfective method, - consideration shail be given fint to the mission o
be sccomplinhed, and then to the capabiliies and functions of the services involved., the
geoptaphic fovation amd mrtare of the comtemplated opetations . . L and capubsibities of US and
cpemy forces. ™

Once these factors have been considered, the command structuse can be designed.

The United States has developed three methods to exercise commund in unified
operations —unified command, specified command. ™ and joint task force.”" At the
top of cach method of commumd stracture i85 o single connmander whe exercises
command and control* over assigned forees. The term command means:

The authonty vested in an individual of the armed forces Tor the direction, coordination, and
contrd of tmilitary forees: an order given by a communder  that i, the will of the commander
capressed for the purpose of banging about @ particalar action; Jand] a unit or units, an
orgamzation. of an arca under the conmand of one individual **

The functions of command, such as the composition of subordinate forees, the
designation of objectives and assignment of tasks, and the authoritative direction o
accomplish an assigned missien, are called operational command.** For use within
the US commiand structure, the terms operational command and operational control
are ssnonvimous, The Joint Chiefs of Stafl have provided specific guidance on the

i
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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.**

The overall commander personally exercises operational command, and he
exercises operational control through the commanders of subordinate commands or
component commanders.”® 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 chicfs
of scrvices on matiers which are the responsibility of the military departments and
services. 'Y’

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.* He has the authority to set up joint task
forces, subordinate unified commands, component commands, or uniscrvice
commands.™ When a uniservice command structure is used. the uniservice forces
will be assigned to the component command of that service.™ However, the
establishment of a separate uniservice command is under exceptional circumstances
and must have the specific approval of the Joint Chicfs of Staff. ' Use of uniscrvice
or single service torces is not the normal method of setting up command
arrangements for theater-wide operations.

The subordinate unified or service component command* is commanded by the
senfor officer of that service assigned to the unified command. However, the
comminder of the unitied command or members of his joint command statf will not
serve as the component commander.' A component command consists of the
commander, statt, and units or organizations under his command which have been
provided by the military departments or services. ™ The component commander has
the responsibility for employing his forces based upon the unified commander’s
puidance. Additionally, he has the responsibility to make recommendations to the
unificd commander on the proper employment of this component, internal
administration and discipline, haison in service doctrines, tactics and technigues,
component logistics support tor tactical emplovment of his component, and service
intelhigence. '

It is important to note the unique nature of dual authority that focuses on the
component commander of the unitied command. The component commander
derives his authonty from the National Command Authorizies (NCA)Y and has both
service administrative and unified operational authority. The servies component
conmmander is the ¢xpert in applying the tactical strength of his service: he becomes
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the exemplar of the principle of unity of command by bringirg both service
administrative and unified operational authority into focus on the hattlefield.

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 methor of establishing a command organization—is
not meant to be a permanent .ommand arrangement.’ A joint task force is
established when the mission has a specific limited objective and *'is dissolved
when the purpose for which it was created has been achieved.''¥ Like a coniponent
command, the commander of a joint task force exercises operational control over
his entire force.*

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 lo carry out the duties and responsibilities with which he is charged, but
the staff organization st ould conform to the principles [outlined in JCS Publication
2]."*¥ Figure 8 depicts a typical joint staff organization.

Combined doctrine,” which the United States has ratified, closely parailels the
doctrine and principles found in Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2.*' 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.’**2 The command
exercised by an allied commander does not include full command* of the forces
assigned to f.m. An allied commander has the authority to exercise command over
assigned forees in the form of operational command and operational control. The
reason for this is that no natien 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 forees, and to retain or delegate operational or tactical control.*
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 are limited by function, time, or location. The commander
may deploy units and retain or assign tactical control of those units.** Tactical
control is defined as *‘the detailed and, usually, local direction and control of
movements or inancuvers necessary to accomplish missions or tasks assigned. '’ It
is interesting to note that in NATO, the terms operational command and operational
control are  applicd 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 conumanders, such as the corps commander.

The doctrinal principle of unity ot effort found in allied publications conceming
command structures parallels the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s principle of unity of
effort.* In NATO, agreed doctrine states that there shall be only one overzll
commander who organizes the forces into naval, land, and air components, each
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Figure 8. Typical Joint Stat! Organization

with a component commander.® The structure is organized according to the terms
of the mission and area of responsibility.

Combined doctrine is casy to understand if one has a clear understanding of the
Joint Chiels of Staf doctrine for joint and combined wartare, as the principles are

the same.
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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—Iland, 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 excercise operational control.* 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 sctting up unificd 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 Chicets 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 ¢r amphibious operations. Not
surprisingly, interservice discussions on command structures break down along
these lines.

Each service caretully guards its functions as prescribed by DOD Directive
S100.1, known as the *‘tunctions paper.”® 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  bused upon  the
capabilities of the individual service forces, service doctrine, and joint and
combined doctrinal guidance.

A Command Structure—The Proposal

The theater command struvture st be organized o accomplish assigned
military missions. The US theater commander is responsible to the national

[1%}
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command authorities,” 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.*

To support the theater commander, a joint staff is required.** 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-clectronics division. The
composition of the staff should include representation from the services assigned to
the theater command. The staft officers must be able to advise the commander on
service tactics, techniques, capabilitics. needs, and limitations. *‘Positions on the
staff should be divided so that service representation and influence generally reflect
the service composition of the force.” " The success of any joint systen is the staff
which is composed of people who are sclected 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.”**

A former commander of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force listed what he
considered as prerequisites for assignment to a joint operational headquarters: select
cach officer carcfully to insure that his background and operational experience
match the requirements of the specific billet to which assigned; insure that cach
officer is completely knowledgeable regarding the peculiaritics of his parent
service: and establish a completely responsive ligison network with higher,
adjacent, and subordinate headquarters

The composition of the senior staff positions should be based upon the assigned
mission.*” Each of the services should be represented on the staft. 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 chiel of staft 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 necded expertise for the joint staff.
{See Figure 8 for a typical joint staft organization.)

Below the theater commander and his staff are three components.™ These
components are labeled lund, naval, and air. It is important to note that rhe division
t> ot 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 ot the theater commander. To employ these forces effectively, the
comnumnder exercises operational controb through the component commander.®
Figure Y shows this command relationship.

The Army. Navy, and Air Foree generally agree in the three component system
tor torce emploxment. However, the Navy agrees with the Marine Corps that for
sustarned operations ashore, a tourth 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
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component—the Marine force component.® However, given the theater-assigned
missions of a unified, combined, or joint command structure where two or more
SCIVICES, OF two ur more nations are assigned to the command, a fourth component
may not be necded. The Marine forces should be assigned to cither the land, naval,
or air componeni 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.®? This is not to state that
the US Marine Corps could not be a separate component of the theater command.
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
asscts assigned to the air component.* History has shown that this is the best
method to employ national armed forces in a theater of operation.* Past experiences
have shown that the assignment of Marine combat clements to 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.®” The theater commander and
the component commander should never be the sume person.® The component
commander should have a staff to support his assigned mission. Composition of this
staft is dependent upon the mission; but in general it should contain liaison
clements, plans and operations divisions, intelligence, and other stalf 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 Marnine 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 Manine 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 vperations, the forces assigned, znd the desires of the
component commander. Looking at each of the components, certain statements can
be made concerning the organization of the componen: command structure.”

1.and Component Command

The Land Component Command comprises the land forees assigned to a theater
of vperstion. fts mission is to employ combat forces to support the unified
command structure.™ The commander exercises operational control of assigned
forces and is responsiblc for plans and forces to support the unificd command plans
and operations. In general, these tunctions include land combat, intclligence,
psychulogical operations, civil affairs, unconventional warfare, air defense, combat
service support, cover, deception, and clectronic warfare operations. ™! The combat
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unit s normally the army corps and marine land combat units. (See Figure 1 fora
notivnal kind component structure )

Naval Component Command

The Naval Component Command comprises the naval forces assigned to o theater
ol operations. Ity misaion is (0 employ combat forves to support the unified
command structure. The commander exercises operational control of assigned
fotces to suppont the unificd command plans and operations. In general, the
function of the command includes gaining sca control of sca lines of
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Figure 11. Notional Land Component Structure

communcations and the sea approaches 1o the land mass, as well as amphibious
operations and support of the land battle. This Tast function, support of the lamd
battle. implies support in the area of rwesupply and reintorcement of ground and s
clements. Duning land battle ashore, this includes naval air assets in suppornt of the
air-land battle. ™ When naval aviation units are assigned to suppont the land batile,
these aviation unrts should be assigned o the air component commander. The
combat clements depend upon the assigned minsion. Figure 12 contans s notional
nav al component structure.
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Air Component Command™

The Air Component Command comprises the air forces assigned to a theater of
operatione. s misaton is to employ combat forees to support the unificd command
structure. The commander excrvises operational control of assigned forces to
support the unified command plans and operations. In gencral. these functions
include counterair, air anterdiction,  close i support, tactical ahift, avwr
reconnaisance, and spocial air operations. ™ All theater-assigned air assets should
be assigned to the air component commander--—this includes the strategic, tactical,
and aiehift systenss employed in 3 theater of operation. The combat clement depends
upon the assipned mission (See Figure 13 for a notional air component structure. )
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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 he 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 whercin one single commander has command
of al! assigned theater assets.” To control these forces effectively, an integrated
tcam—Iland, 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 arc employed under a single land component
corimander. all naval combat forces are employed under a single naval component
commandcr. and all air combat forces are employed under a single air component
commander.

Based upon our perspective of histuiy and pragmatic observation, joint and
combined doctrines have evolved to state that combat forces are employed more
effectively and cfficiently by centrulized 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
afferds a more flexible use of the principles of war in directing US combat forces.
On the other hand. decentralized exccution permits the higher command echelons to
cstablish objective priorities and to implement strategy while placing the
responsibility for planning and execution at the lower level. Centralized control
and decentralized exccution are the most economical utilization of limited
resourees.

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-assignea assets.’ What organization should the
United States use to employ land, naval, and air force assets in a theater of
operations? The unified command structure.”

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.™

n
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CHAPTER 4

1. See Appendix 1 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 Steff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF ) (Washington, DC: Tue
Joint Chiefs of Staff, October 1974), p. 3.

5. The following is quoted from Joint Chicfs of Staff Publication 2, p. 3:

In enacting this Jegislation, it is the inteut of Congress to provide a comprehensive program for the
future security of the United Swates: to provide for the establishment of integrated policies and
procedures for the departments, ageucies, and functions of the government relsting to the national
security; lo provide a Department of Defense including the three military departments of the
Armmy, 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 combutant forces, for their
operation under unified command, and for their integration into an efficicnt team of land, naval,
and air forces, but not to establish a single chicf of staff aver the armed forces nor an overall
armed forces genera! staff. (Section 2, 1958 Reorganization Act.)

6. President and Secrctary of Defense, or their duly deputized alicrnates or successors—known as the
national command authorities.

7. Composed of Chicfs 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. 48 and $0.

10. Ihid.. p. S1.

1. Ibid.. p. 7.

12. A broad gencric term descriptive of the wide scope of actions taking place within unified
combatant commands under the overall direction of the commandens of thosc commands (JTS Pub 2, p.
4). Unified command is 1o be used for joint and combined operations.

13. For those readers who are interested in an excellent appraisal of unity of command as it relates 10
Victnam and Korea, see On Sirategy: The Vietnam War in Context by Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr..
USA (Carliske Barracks. PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, Aprit 1981), p. 87-92.
Colonel Summens states that the cvolution of the term unity of command was first codified in the term
cooperation. ' By 1939, this principle had changed 1o ‘unity of effort.’ While the words changed. one
common thread runs through all of these definitions: the reason for this principle is to facilitate attainment
of the objective. While at the tactical level, this is best achicved by vesting authorily in a single
commander; at the stratcgic kevel, it involves political and military coordination®* (p. 87). As this relates
10 Vietnam, Colonel Summier states: *In retrnpect, it would appear that such a headyuarters (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 1 did: We attempted 1o apply the principle of unity of effort and command in Vietnam, but we
never reached that objective. Like Eisenhower and MacArthur before him, General Westmoreland argued
for unity of command, but we never quite reached the full implementation 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. 8. This same thought was cxpressed by General David C. Jones. USAF, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, during an interview on 29 January 1982, st Maxwell AFB, Alsbama; by General
Donn A. Starry, 'JSA, Commander in Chief of Readiness Command. during an interview on 6
November 1981, at Maxwell ArB. Alabama; and by Major General Carl . Peterson, USAF. Retired,
former Air Deputy, Allied Forces Northern Europe., during an interview on 6 February 1982, at Panama
City. Florida. General Peterson stated 1hat history has shown the best methind to exercise cumntand and
control is through the unified vommand structure with three components of land. sca. and air. He recalled
his experiences in World War 11, Korea, Vietnam, snd Northern Command Europe. In the cases he cited
from peronal experiences, centralized direction of air made the mission easier to accomplish, As ke
stated, "' How could anything but centralized control be used 1o courdinate the massive sir raids in World
War 11. 1 recall one mission in November 1944 where we had a total of 12,250 sircraft in one raid. Can
you imagine the problem of command if we had several component commanden trying to covidinate the
airefton?”’

19. Ibid., p. Y.

20. Since the specified command method is composed of only one service. this method is not
discussed; however, the principles and doctrines specified in JCS Publication 2 apply equally o the
specified command arrangement.

20 Ibid., p. 1.

22, Command and control is defined as "the exercise of authority and direction by a properly
designated commander over sssigned forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Command and control
functions are performed through an arrangement of personnel. eyuipment. communications, facilities,
and procedures which are employed by a commander in planning. dJirecting. coordinating, and
controlling forces and operations in the sccomplishment of the mission ™ (JCS Publication 1, p. 74).

23 Juint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, p. 36.

24, Operational command is defined as ““those functions of command involving the compusition of
subordinate forces, the assignment of tasks, the designation of objectives, and the suthoritative direction
necessany 1o accomplish the mission. Operational command should be exercised by the use of the
asigned normal organizstional units through the commanden of subondinate forces exercising
operatwnal command. §t does mo include such maten as  administration,  discipline, intemal
urganizatnn, and unit traning except when @ subondinaie ~wenmander requests assistance.**

In the Umited States, the “"term is symmnymons with upmumnal control and i umiguely .‘pphcd to the
opcramonal control exercisad by the commanders of unified . . . commands over assigned forces. . . .
tJCS Publicatwn | p 245).

25 Joum Chiets of Statt Publivatun 2, p. 27, The commander 1 authonzed o "plan fiw, dephy,
direct, control, and covedinate the acinn uf ansigned forces; condudct Junt KaINIng cvervises, as may e
required 1o achieve etfective employment of the forves of his command as 3 whole, 1n accondance 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 unifurm 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 uverall requirements for the intelligence activities of his
command. Review the recommendations bearing an the budget from the component commanders to their
parent military departments 1o verify that the recomnwendations are in agreement with his plans and
programs. Participute in the development and acquisition of his command and control system, and direct
the system's operatian. . ..

26. Ibid.. p. 37.

27.Ibid.. p. 46.

28. Ihid.

29. Ibid.. p. 44. Uniservice command s defined as a ““commuand comprised of forces of a single
service”' (JCS Publication 1. p. 362).

30.ibid., p. 47,

31 Ibid.

32, Herein referred to as component command. A suberdinate unificd command ““has tunciions,
authoritics, and responsibilities similar to those of the communder of a unitied conmand . . . (except)
commanders of service components of subordinate unificd commands will not communicate directly with
the commander uf the service components . . . on matters which are the responsibility of the militury
depanments and services, of as directed isy their chief of services™ (JCS Pub 2, p.S0). See also Appendix
1, Section 7, for discussion on the tenm **component.”’

33, Joint Chiefs of Sttt Publication 2, p. 48.

M. Ibid.

A5 Ibid.. p. 4y

do. Ibid.. p. 5).

M. id 52

. Ibid.

3. Ihid., p. 64

0. See Appendin H lor discussion on combined dactrine. Since combined doctrine closely paraticls
US dixtrine for umified operations, it has m been repeated.

41. Currentiy. the United States has combaned doctrine arrangenments with NATO and inembers of the
Aw Standardization Coordingting Committiee (ASCC) —the United States, United Kingdom, Australia.
Canada, and New Zealand. ASCC combined dactrine is published in Air Standands. The ASCC nations
have apreed (e doutrine on tactical air. land. and naval operations similar to the doctrine found in
NATO's Allied Tactical Publications (ATPy). Along with Licutenant Culonel D. J. Albents, USAF, and
Major Derwin Bradicy, USAF, this suthor participsted in the development of Air Standards on tactical air
operations. Air Standards 45:8, Tucrical Air Procedures Offensive Air Support Operations, snd 483,
Tactical Air Docirine. These Air Standards closcly paralict ATP 27(8) and ATP 3MA), which outline
tactical air ductrine Tor combined operations, and detail the command and control structure fur 3 Pacific
theater of operations. (Source: Histewy of the Directorate of Plaa. HQ USAF, Vol. |, | January-31
December 1980, 1 March 1981 (Sevret. Nut Releasable w Foreign Nationals), Washingion DC, p. 90.
The information prescated in the note shove is unclassified.)

42 Alled Adminntrative Pubhicaisn i, NATEY Glossary of Ferms und Definitions (Brussels,
Hetpum Miditary Apeny for Standardizaton, Apnl 1977), p. 2- WK

40 Alhed Admnntratinge Bublration &) Jetines Tull comnnamd as the ““unlitany suthonly and
responubihity of a supetuw allieer W sug ordens tosubordinates L and cuets only waithin national
[T AYIVAN Nt N VIO Commmandet has ull voounand oves the forces - asapned L Bewauwe nations
n asapmng fatees e NATO avgpn waly opctational coimnand of opeeational comred™ ap 2710 Tiwe
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45, Ibid.

45. Ibid., p. 2-154.

47, Allied Tactical Publication 33A), *'1TO Tactical Air Doctrine (Brussels, Belgium: Mlllury
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 scrvice 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).

£2. Joini Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, p. 6.

53. Ibid.. pp. 67-68.

54. Ibid., p. 63.

$5. Interview with General P. X. Kelley. USMC. Assistant Commandant, USMC, at Maxwell AFB,
Alabama, on | 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. Ihid. 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 arc:

When | founded the Rapid Deplayment Joint Task Foice, 1 recognized the many difficulties
involved in the creation of such an organization. With this in mind, | nude a fundamental decision
that this coukd well be terminal rank and terminal assignment. but regardless of the consequences.,
1 was poing to do what was right for my country. After finding this Kind of peace with mys»If, )
found that every decision therealter was relatively simple.

Second. cach individual must be carefully selected to insure that his background and
operational expericnce match, as closely as possible, the requirements of a specific billet. Majors
and licuscnant coloncls are the backbone of a joint operational headquarters, and they tend to be
ccumenical. Colonels, on the other hand, recognize that it is their parent service which promotes
them and. therefore, tend to be muve paruchial. 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,

vhat you really need are officens who have vast experience within their parent seevice. You don't
nced professional “purple suited” staff officers who are masiers at gobbledygook and
COMPRNMISG.

And, third, establish an extenmive and cffective liaison net with all higher. sdjacent, and
subordinste commands. We live in a fasl-moving world and must communicate rapidly and
cffectively o survive.

Perhaps the most important clement for 8 successful joint operational headquanen is for all
members to be confident that the commander has the best interests of the country firt and
forcaunt in his mind. If they are convinced that he is mission-orienied and ecumenical, their own
service parochiahams quickly subside.

$7. See Appendices B, C. DD, and E. All of the services agree upon the compoaition of the joint staff.

$8. Sec Appendin F for discusmon.

$9. Sce Appendices B, C, D, and E for service views on three component command structures.

60 See Appendin § fur dincussion and rationalke fur use of the term compancnt ViKe service component.

61. Scc Appendin 1) and Chapter 3, the section entitied **Manne Corps Doctrine,”* fuor USMC view o
compuacit command structur

62 Jownt Chucts of Staff Publication 2 and 1O Darective $100.1, i the discussion of the functions of
the USMC. sate that ““these functiom do mol contemplate the crcation of a second land amy ™ (JCS
Publicaton 2. p 22, and DOD Directive $100.1, p. 91

™
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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. Sce Chapter 2; nokc 74 in Chapter 3: note 109 in Chapter 3; and Appendix 1. Sections 3 and 4, for
historical perspective of assigning forces under a land. naval, or air component. Major General Norman
1. Anderson, USMC, Retired, former Commanding General of the Ist Marine Air Wing, and Deputy
Commaader for Air 11l MAF in Vietnam in 1967, does not believe in placing Marine air under a single air
component commander. He states, in reference to Marine Corps mainiaining air assets in | Corps and the
contention that the 1st MAW divided its air assets between the two Marine divisions regardless of the
ground situgtion: **Nothing could be further from the truth than this spurious charge of inflexibility.
Marine Comps sorties were 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 bomn
and adopted.”” (See his article **Short Shrift for Marine Air,”* Marine Corps Gazete, May 1981, p. 87.)
General Anderson believes that history has shown that the best way to upply tactical airpower is from the
corps tor MAGTE, in the case of the Marines) level, not from the air component level (see page 88 of his
anticle). (See also note 6% ain Chapter 2 for additional informution. )

66. Sce note 109 10 Chapter 3 for background information on command and control arrangements for
USMC during sustamned operations ashore—nonamphibious operations.

67. See Appendices B, C, 2. andd E: und Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, p. 48,

6%, Sec Joint Chiels of Staff Publication 2, p. 46.

69. Joint Coicis w1 Sttt Publication 2 provides specific guidance on command respensibilities lor
components. Sce Jont Chets of Stalf Publication 2, pp. 45-50.

0. Umiticd as used here and in the other component commands relers to combined command strscture
albwy.

71. Ficld Manual 100-15 (Test), Larger Unit Operations (Washington, DC: Depasniment of the Army,
March 1974), pp. 3! thry 3-3.

72, Imerview with Captain Thomas J. Kirtland 1, Chief of Naval Advisory Group, Air War College,
Maxwell AFR, Alahama. on 13 December 1981,

73 Comespondence with General William W. Momyer, USAF, Retinad, during the period September
1951 10 January 1982, The essence of the correspondence, and subscyuent telcphone conversations with
Genersl Momyer., on the subject of rationale for placing all sir under the air component commander is as
fullows: Within the theater. there should be an air, ground. and sea component. These ane generic
commands which cuntrol all combat aperstions in the media of the air, ground, and ses. There must be an
overall compunent command structure to sssure that those fuices are directed in a coherent, coordinated,
and pnitive manncr. There is no place for two similar forces operating outside of a single authority for
that 1y pe of minsion. (Soe Appendix 1. Scction A, for further discussion. )

74, Tactical Air Command Manual 2-1, Tactical Air Operations (Langley AFB, VA: HQ Tactiical Air
Command, 15 Apeil 1978), pp. 11-1 thry 11-7 and }=1 thru }=19.

78, Sce Chapier 2 plus Westmarcland's A Saldier Reports, Momyer's Air Power in Three Wars,
Rudgeway's The Kewean War, and Eisenbomcet’s Crusade in Enrope (hivied in the Bibliography) for
diwussn. Joint Chiets of Statf Publicatnn 2 and allied ductrine publications recommend this command
sincture.

76 Intervicw with Genetal David C. Jones, USAE, Chairman of the Joint Chicts of Stall, held o
Maswcll AFH. Alshama, o 29 January 198 When ashed his view on the unificd component command
structure in hight of the onpoing JCS discusson over comaand and coatrol of USMC forces dunng
sustained operatihas asiore, Genersl Jones sesponded by aying:

JOS Pub 2 panades chear pundance on establinhing these commuand relatumbups. It 1 2 unilnd
sructure with land, sca. and air components 1o camy out the assigned otission. As o the
discusains uver Manne fofves dunng santaincd opetations ashore, it woukd depend upoe where
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these forces are employed. I could see where they might be employed separately and where they
might be employed under one of the other components. You must remember that the components
are not service oriented but are generic terms to describe a function to be performed——land
operations, sca 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 their
roles and missions very closely. This is what causcs 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
30201¢.

77. in developing the proposed command structure, soine 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 sir
component: that is, a subordinate command. This would be used only in a limited—Dboth 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 land
component or ground commander—Iike the USMC does with its MAGTF arrangement. However, given
the constraints in purchasing asscts 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 in
this single role. For example, dual capable sircraft have been developed for the Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps—the F~4 being the best example—4io accomplish not only close air support but also 0
provide fleet defense. buttieficld air interdiction, air defense, and sir interdiction. Specialized sircraft,
such as the AV-8 or A-10 although limited in number, have been developed (o sccomplish the close air
support role for ground cumbat forces. However, not enough specialized close combat air assets exist to
dedicate to cach individual corps. Therefore. we cannot affoed this option or model. One could argue that
the Marine Cops’ force package is structured in this matter and, therefore, provides s model for a thester
command structure. True, but the chse air suppurt aviation axscts are dedicated o the Marine Corps 0
make up for its light firepower. Since the primary mission of the USMC is smphibious operations where
» highly mobile, light fircpower force is required, the Marine Corps noeds aircraft assigned W0 the
MAGTF w0 perfosm this functicn. The point is: Given the subject of the monograph—+theater warfare—it
is my vicw that only onc model will work, and that model is the unificd commatd structure with throe
compunents—land, naval, and air. This is the best method o employ US forces in a theater of operations.

Anuther question one might ask is: b this ancher attempt (o take Marine sir sway from the US Marine
Corps? The answer is no. | hope the reader will objectively read the monograph aad judge it based wpon
the merits of the analysis provided and not summarily dismiss the monograph as an stiempt 10 **rehash™
the i2sue of should the US Air Force control all sirpower. The purpose is not 10 do this but 10 provide the
reader a rationake for o command structurc based upon historical cxperiences amd experiments with
different command structures, service doctrine, and coniempuorery thinking. There will be thase who will
strongly agree and those who will stroagly disagree with the proposed command stractuee. To those who
stroagly dinagree, | hope they will challenge the conclusions and write 8 monograph 1o support their
view. As | staied in the closing pert of Chapicr | **Professional military officens should chalieage the
conclusiom prosenied in a0 stikmpt to find 3 beticr system for employing forces on the modem
battieiacks. 3t in hoped this monograph will stimulate that debeie and provide the catalyst for further study
on this impurtant g, I this uccun, then this effort will have boen worthwhik:.

78. A hinal aote 1o this monugraph. It is my hope that the catalywt for further debeie and study on this
impurtant sopic has been this monograph. If this is the case, then | feel confident | have accomplished at
Icast ane of my objectives. In my view, the aexi siep is  address the subjects on **how our warfighting
orgamizations affect weapuns sysiems procurement”* and ““developing a warfighting struegy besed wpoa

1 hebieve it is unpurtant again o point oul that the lcrms air, land, and naval do not refer 10 a specific
service but arc gencric lenms W descnbe a function o be performed. As aa example, the air component
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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 forves, {See Appendix 1, Section 7, for discussion on component. )

Finally, whether or not the reader agrees with the conclusions presented in Chupter 4, it is hoped that
the ductrinal statenients in Chapter 3 will provide a sound foundation to understand how the services
cmploy forces and how they view the employment of forces in a theater of operations. 1t is from this
penspective that we can better undenstand the why behind service discussions on a joint or combined
structure for theater wartare. In the suthor’s view, it is time to end the guest for unity of command
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Genaral Wikam C Wesimoreland, US Army, shown on the fightine with other military
parsonne! lollowing mortar attack at Tan Son Nhut AB. Vietnam. on 13 Apri 1966
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President Lyndon B Johnson General “Wiliam C  Westmorelana. and General Walker,
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F.anh Bay AB South Vietnam. 1866
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APPENDIX A

UNIFIED ACTION ARMED FORCES
by
Colonel Thomas A. Cardwell 111, USAF*

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF),
October 1974, scts forth *‘principles. doctrines, and functions governing the
activities and performance of the armed forces of the United States when two or
more services or clements thereof are acting together'* (JCS Pub 2, **Purpose.” p.
3). rhis 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 S100. 1. Functions Paper; and the Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, In cnacting these laws, Congress intended:

To provide # comprehensive program for the security of the US. o provide for the establishment
ol integrated powices and pricedures for the department, agencies. and functions of the
poyernment relating 1y national security; L provide 3 Department of Defense, including the three
mubitary departinents of the Army, the Navy including naval sviation and the United States Marine
Corpn, and the At Forve under the directnn, avthoeity. and control of the Secretary or Defeme:
0 proswde that cwh mhitany depaniment shall be separately organized under its own secrctary . .
G pronade Bor thear umtied direcinan under cisilian conteol . but not 1o merge the departawnts o
wriwes, 1o provade o8 the establishment of umficd of specificd combatant commands, with a
dear and direet hite of vommand o s command; . . o provide for the uniflied sirsegic
dirsvtnon ot the vombatant forces. and by their uperation under unificd comaand, and for theie
wicptation ik an cliwient tcam of lamd. naval, and air forces, but st e extablish & uingle chief
of st aver the atnwd forves naw an overall general tanl. JCS Pub 2. pp Yand &)
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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 punciples 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 arc responsible to the President and Secrctary of Defense for the
accomplishment of the military mission assigned to them. The chain of command
runs from the President to the Sccretary of Defense through the Joint Chicfs 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 milisary 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 | describes the responsibilities of the Department of Defense. The
Depantment of Defense is composed of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
military departments, military services, unified and specified commands, lnd the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to include the joint staff.

The JCS is subject to the authority and direction of the President and Secremy of
Defense, serves as the advisor and military staff in the chain of vperational
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 cxecutive authority'” (JCS Pub 2, para 10303¢). The
Joint Chiefs of Staif 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 fuactions of the services and responsibilities by law of
cach 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 equipinent to meet the
needs of war.

b. Maintain mobile Reserve forces for emergencies.

¢. Provide departmental intelligence for DOD use.

d. Prepare and submit budgets and justify before Congress DOD-upproved
programs. Administer funds provided for maintaining. equipping, and training
forces.

c. Conduct research and development, develop tactivs and techniques, and
develop and procure weapons and equipment essential to the fulfillment of assigned
functions.

f. Garrison, supply, cquip, and maintain bases.

g. Assist in the training and equipping of military forces of foreign nations.

h. Provide such administrative and logistic support to headquarters of unified and
specified commands.

i. Assist the other services in their assigned functions.

). Organize, train, and equip forces for assignment to unified and specified
commands.

Functions of the Army (JCS Pub 2, paras 20202):

The Depantment of the Anmy is responsible for preparing land forces to meet the
needs of war. The Armyy includes land combat and service forves and such aviation
and water transport as may be organic to the Army.

The primary iunctions of the Army are to:

a. Organize. traia, and cquip Army forces for the conduct of prompt and
sustained combat operations on land —specifically, forces to defeat enemy land
forces and to scize, occupy, and defend land arcas.

Nn
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b. Organize, train, and equip Army air defense units for the defense of the United
States against air attack.

¢. Formulate doctrine for land force employment.

d. Administer the Panama Canal. (This is still in JCS Pub 2—has not been
changed.)

¢. 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).

Une should note that the Army functions (primary and collateral) are oriented to
terrain—conduct operations on land, scize and occupy land arzas, 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 sca, (o 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 naval forces’ employment.

d. Provide an organization capable of furnishing intelligence for the Navy and
Marinc Corps.

The collateral functions of the Navy and Marine Corps are fo train forces to
interdict enemy land and airpower through operations at sea, conduct close air and
naval support for land operations, fumish ascrial cartographic photography. and
prepare to participate in the overall air effort (JCS Pub 2. para 20303).

The naval funciions are oriented to the sea—the key is the medium in which
naval forces operate. The naval air function is 10 support the **prusecution of a
naval campaign®* (JCS Pub 2, paras 20302 and 20304).

A few key points on naval responsibilities for the suppont of naval operations
include: determining Nevy and Marine Corps force requirements: planning:
procuning: organizing. cquipping: developing doctrine. procedures, tactics and

92
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techniques: providing logistic support; and administering forces for the Navy and
Marine Corps.

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

The Department of the Air Force is responsibdle for preparing air forces necessary
1o 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
cnemy air forces, to control vital air areas, and to establish local air superiority.

b. Formulate doctrine for Air Force forces' employment.

¢. Provide an organization capable of furnishing intelligence for the Air Force.

d. Furnish close air sug:port and logistic air support for the Army.

¢. Provide air transport for the armed forces.

f. Provide strategic air warfare.

§. Provide acrial 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 requirememts: planning. procuring:
organizing. cquipping. developing doctrine, procedures. tactics. and techniques:
providing logistic support; and administering forces for the Air Force.

Unified Command Structure

Perhaps the most important part of JCS Publication 2, Chapter 3 outlines and
describes the umificd command structure. This chapier provides guidance for
commanders who employ the forces that are organized. equipped. trained, and
provided by the military departrents. Chiapter 3 discusses command, organization,
operations, intelligence, logistics, and administration of service-provided forces in
a umfied and specified command structure.

Command 1» defined in these tenms—direction, coordination, and contrul: an
order: 2 unit under the command of one individual (JCS Pub 2, para 30201).

9
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Command given an individual in the unified structure is called operational
command.

Specific guidance is provided on the excrcise 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.

¢. Exercise direct authority for logistics within his command. (Note: The
military depariments and services continue to have responsibility under the
Secretary of Defense for logistic and administrative support of component
commands. Sce paragraph 30203.) :

d. Exercise direct authority over all elements of his command.

¢. Establish plans, policy. and overall intelligence activities of his command.

f. Panticipate in the development and scquisition of his command and control
system and direct its operation.

g Review respective military department budgets bearing on his command to
venfy they are in agreement with his plans and programs.  Operational command is
cxercised through the service component commanden—Iland, naval, and air
components (JCS Pub 2, para 30202b).

Chapier 3 discusses unified and specified commands: joint task forces: and
support, coordinating authority, and exceutive agent for the JCS. A unificd
command v a command cstablished by the President with a broad continuing
misaon under a single commander. 1t is composed of assigned components of two
of more servives (e.g., USEUCOM is a US unificd command with USAFE as the air
component). A commander of 3 unificd command may direct the attachment of
clements of any ot his service conipanents 10 a subordinate unified command, joint
task forve, or uniservice force.

A specilicd command i a command established by the President which has a
bruad continuing nussion and is composed normally of forces from one srvice.
There are valy three specificd commands: ADCOM, MAC, and SAC.

A joint tash force is 3 force composed of assigned o attached clements of the
USA. USAF, USMC, and the USN, or two or more of these services, which is
comstituted by the Sevretary of Defense or by a unified or specified commander. A
ot tank force, unhike 3 subordinate unified command, is not 3 permanemt
vommand arrangement.

Special Operations of the Armed Forces

The tinal chapter of JOS Publication 2 i the ““cats and dogs™ chapler that
wuthines the pancipkes and doctrines governing jotnt aspects of special operatioos of
the anned horces
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Such areas. as listed below. are discussed in Chapter 4:

1. Base defense operations.

b. Measures to prevent or minimize mutual interference in onerations.
¢. Search and rescue operations.

d. Military support of domestic emergencies.

¢. Support by transient forves under emergency conditions.

f. Civil affairs operations.

g. Tactical testing and evaluation.

h. Mapping. charting, and geodesy.

i. Weapon systems integration.

i. Forcign internal defense in selected countries.

The term special operations as used in Chapter 4 is defined as *'secondary or
supporting operations which may be adjunct to various other operations and for
which no one service is assigned primary responsibility”” (JCS Pub 2, para 40102).

Concluding Remarks on Command and Control

JCS Publication 2, para M0214¢1). defines the methods of exercising command
by a urificd commander. One method is the use of the service componenmt
commanden. Others are: establishing a uniservice force that reports directly to the
commander of the unificd command (may be established with JCS approval only
under exceptional circumstances) (JCS Pub 2., pera 30228), establishing 8 joint task
force, and attaching clements of one force 10 another. At times, the unified
command just isues onden directly o specific operational forces. Due 10 the
mission and urgency of the siustion. this special force must remain immediately
respomive (o the commander. The commander must identify these specific forces,
and the Join: Chicls of Stalf and Secretary of Defemse must approve them. The
srvice compunent commander of the commanders of subordinate commands will
exercise operational command within a unificd command.

Chains of Command

There are two chains of command provided by JCS Publication 2. The fint,
called operational dircction, begins with the Prosident and continues theough the
Secretary of Iefense W the umtied and specified combatant commands. The
sevund, called operaional command, s achicved by adherence to common strategic
plam and dinvtines s well av sund operational and adminstrative command
awrgamzation. UCS Pub 2 )
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Requirements of Unifled Operations and Joint Actions

Unified operations and joint actions gencrate certain reqairements. These include
integrating cfforts toward common objectives, planning and conducting operations
under unified direction, developing doctrine for preparing and training specific
types of combat operations, and delineating responsibilitics and developing
doctrine for unificd operations. (JCS Pub 2, para 10104.)

Principle of Full Utilization of Forces

Full utilization and exploitation of weapons, technigues, and capabilities of each
department and service in attsining the overall objective of a military situation are
essential. The principle of full utilization of forces assigns primary and collateral
functions to the scrvices. The broad objectives of this principle include strategic
Jirection of the armed forces; unificd 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 unnccessary duplication and overlspping among
services; and coordination of operations for efficiency, cconamy, and prevention of
respomsibility gaps. (JCS Pub 2, para 10106.)

Principle of Support

The panciple of support is extremely important in conducting joint o unified
operations. This prnciple states that the forces developed and trained to perform the
pnmary function assigned to one scrvice shall be employed o support and
supplement the otier services 1 carrying out their function. This cooperation
should result 1n increased mission effectiveness. (JCS Pub 2, para 10190.)

Factors Determining Coordination

To determne the nust eflective method to courdinate the forces of two or more
sen e o acvomplishing a mission in a single operation o a campaign. consides
1int the mission to be accomplished and then the capabilitics and fusctions of the
wnes ivolved, the geographw heation and nature of the contemplated

L
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operations; and the character. strength, and capabilities of the United States and the
cnemy forees. This consideration will determine the nature and size of the fones to
be fumished by cach service and the type of command required. (JCS Pub 2, para
10t13.)

Command Organizations

The tunctions involved in o mibitary operation determine the service sdentity of
the overall commander. Because the exact role of cach service and weapon in future
wars cannot be delineated. the assignnwents of primary functions arc not intended to
be ngidly prescriplive in time of war with respect to command structure or
relationships. However, due consideration must be given to each service function.
The command orgamization should integrate components of two or muee services
into cllicient leams wiibe peoserving the uniservice (primary) responsibilities of
cach service and the orgamizational integnty of service components insofar as
practicable JOS Pub 2 para 30213 )

Unified Command Commander’s Authority

Nonally . missions reguinng operations of 2 uniservice force wall be assigned
the component commandes of that service. Under exceptional circumstances amd
with approval of the Jomt Chicts of Stall, the umibicd conuander may cstablinh a
wparate umsers vy foree with s conmgnder that operates directly under bim.

In the event of g magor emwegemd in his area of responvabiity necesatating the
use ot all avanlable dorces, the umbicd commander s authotized o asunke
tempotary uapctational vontrol of all such lorves exvept those torces wheduled for o
cigaged 1n the excvution tunder war plans approved by the Jant Chaets of Staff of
sive it opetational massions whch voould be interfercd witis by the contemplatad
as ob auch forces Ut should be noted that o transicnt Lrce commandes s reguired
to support the commumders within whose area of responsibility the tranvient foree o
Lon ated as tar as hes sussion and capabihines will atlow . This reguirement becomes
citectine when the atca votmamder declares that there s an emwergendy 10 all or pant
ot hus atea of wespotsibiliny which be catinet moet with the Torce regularty assipned
Eun Phas requitciient boecomes eltcching as well of there 1s a surpiise enemy attawch
which the vommnander canmo meet with his iegularly assigned forves. ) S Pub 2,
para 022K

!
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JOS Publication 2, point doctrine agreed to by all the services. wins created yeans
apo by g veny dedicated and brithiam group of militany men who understond the
toundations, the legal aspects, and the Jogical thinking that went into the design of
the Umited States armed borces” unilicd strcture. $t s the only document that
varmies out the provesions i the law which established the anitied stncture, When
oo more s iees are emploved to accomplish a specific military obpective, they
are emploved as o tean under the dhrection of a single comnunder. The commander
has operational conmamd of those seevive-assipgmed forces amd eacrcises this
comnund thiough b component commanders. This i the ey aspect ol JOS
Pubbeatien 2. s pubhication provides for an integrated team of components of
Laend, wanval, amdan torees
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US Army View

The tollowmg mtervien wan conducted on 18 Ocviobher 1981 by Licutenant
Colonel Thoas A Candwell I USAED wath Lacutenamt Genensd Walliam R
Richandun, € SA

Genetal Rchardsom o the Depe o Chaet of Sttt tor Opcrations and Plans,
Headquagicrs Papartisent of the Avay . Waslungton 1C. T entescd the Anmy slics
praduation trom the US Militany Academy 0 June 1980 General Richardson i o
craddiate of the Industial Collepe ol the Ared Forces amd holds the Silver Star
with Oub §eat Clister, Lepion of Moot wath two ok Leal Clusters, Distingunind
Fhong Crne, Hhionze Star Medal sath v (Valon device and thiee Oab el
Clusters, Purphe Feart, Combat Intastry i Badge €Qd Awards, and the Parachiutng
Hadve  Genoral Richandase seoved e Koeea amd Victnam Fle has werved in
nommwcpenty comnntainl positions o linding ool of the PXth Infanny 1o ade
LAt al) durmg the Vet conthnt and fatee the 1980 Intantes gk 1€ a0l
Zoay Al nany opetational amd stall asaenments, awlubing pae evently
Ipun Commanding General, Umited States Trammg amd Diwtnne Commaimd, e
assuiicdd T cuttent posation ot | August 19K

Cardwell: Sir. bwant to thank o fon tabing tie out of vaoar busy swohiedule 1o pive
AV oun Vv ot the Gotinsand st tute oe theater wattase

Richardson: Coln! Candwell, 1 hak lorward to out st amd the
spypaortumity o shaty i thouplts with vou

Carduedl: Caoncta!l Kuhanbeon, o do v ety omstiamd siovture to bight 2
thayatvt war '’

Rochasrdann: 1oanmgt vour guestion will nqguity theey tosfunses  Runspe amd the
Pacitiy e KIMEE fRapad Inphanant hamt Jaoh Faeec], amd metalland

Nt aliois
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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 still under
study by TRADOC |US Army Training and Doctrine Command|.

As you know, the Army déleted the EAC and transfeed these licld 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
se the Army fitting into a comimand structure with the three components - -naval,
Jand, and air?

Richardson: Of course, the US Anny would be the land component if we have the
preponderance of ground forces. Extending the battleficld 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 significent influx of data and
resources available to the corps communder. Also to target cffectively, joint
targeting clements, or BCE, may well be needed at &l 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 deconflict air and land forces' battleficld operations: in
particular, nuclear uperations

Genceral Starry, while he was Commander of TRADOC, published the extended
hattlefield concept in the Militury Review.' which is a good source to better
understand the Army’s view of the battleficld. This article provides current Army
thinking on this subject.

Cardwell: As you know, accepting the extended battlefield concept presents some
organizational prublems tor the Air Force.

Richardson: Ye, | am aware of the problems. However. by working the problems
together. we can sulve our differences.

(13 1]
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Cardwell: Then it is a question of resolving the conflict between supporting the
component command systern and Army doctrine o-; the corps being the highest
tactical headquarters?

Richardson: Yes. but 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.

Cardwell: Using the last conflict as an cxample. did the US command structure in
Vietnam accomplish the joint warfighting 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
wstallations. Over time, we were able to man and train the operators and establish
the command and control structure. Operations went fairly well when working with
the Seventh Air Foree, which served as the single manager for air. However, when
ihe Army began to operate in | Corps during Tet "68, there were some problems
since Air Force support was delayed due to the Marines operating as a separate
uniservice command; thus creating. in etfect. two managen.® This was resolved as
a result of Khe Sanh and action by the Joint Chicfs in 1968. This is a good example
o why we should organize in peace the way we light in war.

Cardwell: In your view what were the strong and weak points of the command
structure, und 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 wann—1 Corps with the Marines. and the Army and Air
Force i 1L UL and IV Corps,

11 were able to change the command and controd structure. it would be minimal,
but the single manager lor air should have extended over all of RVN [Republic of
Victnam|. Responsiveness of imerediate air sorties might have been improved. and
this is stll a convern today .

Cardwell: | agree When you assumed your present duty this past August [ 1981,
vou became deeply imvolved with the command and control issue that is still being
discussed in the JOS arena

Richardson: You have that right.

Cardwell: Can you discuss, inan unclassitied discussion, your views on that issue”?
Richardson: Yes. 1d be plad 100 The Army has supported the JCS guidance!
corenng emploving torees through the three coiaponent command structure. We

sie o hine wath the A Force view on this. My own peronal view is that for
sustarned eround aperations, we need 3 aingle commander tor fand forves, a singke

ot
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commander for air forces, and a single commander for naval forces. The issue b <
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 cxercises 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 piaced under the land
component commander.

Cardwell: Sir, given a non-NATO confrontation, what do you sce as the
appropriate command organization to handle limited war contingencies?

Richardson: The RDJTF command structure is currently under study. Training
and manning the ARFOR [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, 2t what level
should this coordination occur?

Richardson: To answer that question, let me give you some background. In 1973,
General Abrams approved a change in Army doctrine which deleted the army group
and merged functions of the licld army and corps into a single echelon calied corps,
therchy creating new Army doctrine. This chunge in Anmy doctrine has led some to
assume that the US Ammiy does not suppurt the single manager for air concept. That
i, it appears that we have driven the coordination level down to a kevel below the
air component  thus, in effect. causing airpower to be split between comps. Let me
assure o that the Army continues to support the single manager for air in o theater
of operations o witnessed by the OAS! [offensive air support] agreement. Per this
recent agreement. management of battlefield air intendiction is at the ATAF'—
Armmy Group level. Wiile at corps-air support operations center level, close air
support and initial battlefield air interdiction planning occur. Regional, or theater.,
management of hattiefield air interdiction occurs at the ATAF-Army Group level,
The Army recogmizes 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
nterdiction, long-range reconnaissance, offensive counterair, and air defense are
based upon theater-wide objectives.

As o battleficld 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 priontized requirements must always be provided the air component
commander. | believe that while on the Headguarters Air Force staft, you wurked
that OAS spreement with Licutenant Colonel Craig Mandeville of my stafl, so you
are quite lamihar with 1its peovisions. My view i that we need 1o expand the
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agreement., which is based primarily on NATO operations, to cover offensive air
support operations worldwide. The present agresment is a good starting point ¢

Cardwell: Yes sir. Craig and 1. among others. worked the final agreement which
wan 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. 1 want to continue the dialogue with the Air Foree both
hetween the Air Sttt and Army Staft and between the two Deputy Chicts of Statt
tor Operations and Plans and the joint mterface down at the Air-Land Forces
Appheatom Ageney.

Cardwell; What are vour views on the joint headguarters stafl composition”?

Richardson: At this time. it may be oo carly to see it the joint counterair, air
detemse, gomt suppressinn of enemry air detenses, joint second echelon attack, and
anr-Lad dorees mterlace coneept can help determine the required stall composition.
The iaue of Army statting to do the various jobs is under serious consideration in
the TRADOC community.

The real issue remains unresofved—recognition that currently there is no US
Army operational decisionmaking suihority that resides at the EAC except in
NATO and Korcia. We must come to grips with the problem and solve it. We are
workmg ot now The 1olks down e TRADOC and Tactical Air Command are
looh g mto snlvmg the oint intertace at the tactical air control center level’

Cardwell: Wbt service progiams, progects, or plans are currently beimg looked at
e angiease o it wanbightimg capabulny?

Richardan:  thee e many new e o CU feonmind. control,
commumig ahons, ad methigence ] cguipment coming imto the inventory to improve
the necded mcrtace hdoriton on these ssatems can be provided a alt levels of
the jomt b, v

Concepts bong developad between TAC and TRADOC - such as J-SEAD, ).
SARL BOAAD amd ALEE will uncover shorttalls and seve o eapand and
unpron e ot capabihities and omtmtertace.

s meaied cather, the Army s fooking 1o the BCE o lotmalize Army laison
abore Corps: Howerver, oashan -6 10 priontize targeis, coordmate the Army air
detense and other nutices, may e ashing oo much

Cardwell: Youwr Lt vomment abont o colonel bemg the BCE chick. 1t woukd
prosent g probiem Yourae wonking this aspect now !

Richardson: That's nzht TRADOC i ook o that now W tully recopmze
the need e matis coctdmatien fevels wil the A Foree For example, the
spwration, nchons, cad stathing to the BOE are 1o e evaluated iy TRAIXKS
Jdurme the upnonony RETXONM punt fgomme excrcise, BOLD EAGLE 82
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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 10 exercise operational command over theater-assigned Army,
Navy. Marine, and Air Force assets? The prot m facing us today is how to
integrate our forces into a coherent team to accomplish theater objectives. The
Army. duc to a doctrinal change. climinated the field army hcadquarters which, in
effect. removed the lateral coordinating headquarters for the naval and air
component side. However, recognizing the need to have an clement for
coordination at the land-air component level, the Army has developed the
battleticld coordination clement, and the BCE concept is still under review as to
exact manning and composition.

Richardson: That is a fair assessmient. | might point out that the Army is concemed
that we have the proper conimand 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 commianders so we czn insure success on the battleficld. The assets must
be given to the corps commuander to fight the hattle. His desire for air assets must be
comsidered it the ATAF level.

Cardwell: Yo Lt comment prompls aw o ask how you see Marine forees in this
ofgamzation”

Richardson: That would depend upon the scenario and size of the force. The
Manne clement  the MAGTF [Marine air-groumd task force| o whatever element
the Munnes provide - would come under the land component commander. In
NATO. this would be the Army group: in the RIITF. it would he the ARFGR. On
the other hand, ol Manine lorees are the predeminant lorce, then they would
vomtitule the Lind componeat.

Cardwell: s this the US Army posics rtaken in the JOS arena?
Richardwon: Yes i

Cardwell: General Riwchardson, thank you again for providing your views, |
appreciate this opportunity . Your views have been maost valuable and will help as
we it come to gops with o command structure for warighting. We mus
organtze in peace as we will fight in war.

[T}
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Richardson: Tom, it was my pleasure. | 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.

o



NOTES

Appendix B

1. Donn A. Starry, General, USA, *'Exicading the Battlcfickd,'* Military Review, March 1981, pp.
32-50.

2. See Appendin 1, Section 3. ““The Single Manager Problem: ‘The Creation of an Operational Control
System for US Tactica! Air in § Corps of South Vietnam During 1968,

3. Asspecified in JOS Publication 2, Unified Action Armed Forces (UNAAF ). October 1974,

4. USA and USAF agreement on Appationment and Ailocation of OAS. 23 May 1981, signed by the
4 rmy and Air Force Deputy Chiefs of Staff for Plans and Operations.

$ ATAE -In NATO, itis the Alhed Tactical Air Force or the ait component Sevel.

6 Sce note Y8, Chapter 3, for shditonal snformation.

7. That s the air component kevel

8. TAC-USAF Tactical Air Command. Concepts are: J-SEAD (joint-suppression of caemy air
defensed, J-SAK teunt-sevond echoebon sttack), J-CAAD (oint-countorair, air defense), and ALF) (air-
land foeves interfane).
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APPENDIX C

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE

US Navy View
by

Rear Admiral Robert E. Kirksey, USN*

The US Nind ‘s view on i joint operations conmmiand structure for theater wartare
i the umbicd commuand strwctire as specilicd in Joint Chicls of Sttt Publication 2,
Untpred Acnion Nsmed Fowees (UNAAF ).

U command structure to Bight a theater war will x the appropriate uniticd
commands. In himited arca conthicts, a subunified command or joint ask force
operating under the appropriate unificd command is the appropriate command
structure.

UN Navy Support of Joint Operations

Since the Ixtense Rearganization Act of 195K, the US amwed forves have been
assipied pranianidy o the theee umbied commands with the greates continuing need
o them AN TCOM cAtlantic Command), PACON (Pacitic Commamd), amd
USEUCON US Buropean Command). The basis for this assignning has heen the
posiioning of o bmted iosstatees for mely responag 1o CORBRECACIES 1h any pant
ol the wotht in suppust of gational lonagn pobicy From the Navy s vewpont, ths
assipnmnient has eesuited i manal totces operating prnanly umder three permanent
stalls CINCEANTRLT (Comander o Chuel, Atlante Fleet), CINCPACHLT

LY B N R P ars el s ML a4 mehe i d B sewyc b beoned B 8 AN e ot et v
T T O e Y L LUTE R S VP o P AT LT Y I X R PR A TR
B R R | R T A L PURT IR S e N T TEY T N P TR L LN

- W s Nt Vi Bl Rt e sk L vt ey biem e b it R Ralgvemt § praba 4 g
fdir s W dag Ade Rl il b e w i Pntin Ml Vel e Cseadcath biiie a M donad 4
Tty Y s Pee, Ve MLl maAn b N Al CT e ed 4 e Nee Ml st b oswad od e N
TR B S L R A I e
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(Commander in Chicf. Pacific Fleet), and CINCUSNAVEUR (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 supgort of land-oriented commanders of unified or joint commands. By
operating in support, the flect commander is frec to draw upon his total resources as
necessary 1o provide maximum naval support. This provides the desired flexiality
to meet changiag or escalating situations without being limited to specific or
predeterniined force units. In the long run, naval operations in support allow the
fleet CINC (commander in chief) 1o meet the competing requirements for scarce
naval resources and to use most effectively the inherent mobility and multiple
capabilities of naval torces.

Command Organization for Limited War

The commund organization for a limited war scenario should not differ
substantially from that orpanization for any war situation except that a subunificd
command o joint task force may be required. Under circumstances of limited war,
operational control (OPCON) of naval furces should remain with the fleet CINC.
This OPCON assignment results in contain advantages:

a. Tasking a fleet commander t9 do a centain job, or provide a given level o
depree of support, rather than providiag fixed or specific forves for a supported
comis e allows him 1 meet contingency  roguirements while maintaining a
halanced capability to ot ather reguirenionts mt under the cogrivamce of that
particular supported commander.

b Jont lofce conmanden do not requine naval component commanden with
adkditionai stall assets o accomplish acvessary operational and support tasks.

coSince available aaval forces are limited. the tleet CINC can best accomplish
the patentially conflicting tashs of supporting the land campaign, keeping sca snd
air lines of communw sbion open, carrying out Tleet defense and rotation of units.
Sumlarty . the supported commander is rehieved of the responsibility foe naval
awntated tashs not orbinanly connccted with tie land campaign such as ASW
rantsubtianne war a¢), amne countermcasures, providing logistics suppart, and
protevtion of kgistics shippang.

1o sumaimary . aaval forces shoukd operaie umder the opetational control of the fleet
CINC and in support of the punt tash fieve commander. Naval fonves may mot he
diverted, walnirawn, of atherwine anvolved 0 other tashs when operating i
support Therefore, tasking ol naval forces 10 supprt of 3 Eunt operatons 1s just as
himhing as avsigament o othee lonces unader the OPCON of the punt sk fonce
vtinander  Dhe Shet CINC . howgrer, s in the best panation todetermine the iund
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eltective employment of the scarce naval resources to achieve those tasks assigned
to his forces.

Consideration of Airspace Control for Joint Operations

Since cach service operates its own aircrafl, there is a requirement for procedures
to minimize mutual interference when those aircraft are integrated in joint
wperations. 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
ovenee the operation of those services which the airspace control system provides.
This ainpace control is understond to be designed primarnly 0 avoid mutual
interference and not to control combat operations or air defense operations.

Consistent with the provisions of JCS Publication 2, as amplificd by the
establishing authonity, commandens of the joint forces organize their resources (o
bost accomplish their assigned mission.  However, the single manager for air
concept has significant vulncrabilities in 2 wartime cavironmens due to its heavy
dependence on extensive, reliasble, and secure communications.

Compasition of the Joint Headquarters Staff

Componttion of the punt headguarters siafl should be governed by the mixsion o
misaions saapaed o the joint commander snd the forves expected o be assigned. In
that Navy forces generally operate in suppont, requirements for a Navy element will
normally be il
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APPENDIX D

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE

US Marine Corps View

The followmg is an inferview conducted on 13 October 1981 by Licutenant
Colonel Thomas A. Cardwell 111, USAF, with Liewtenant General John H. Miller,
USMC.

Loeetenant Genersl Miller is the Deputy Chief of StafT for Pluns, Policies, and
Operations, Headgantens Marine Corps, Washington DC. He entered the Marine
Corpsin June 1950 aiter praduating from Texas A & M Collcge in 1949. General
Miller served in the Korear: conflict 2« @ company ofTicer in the 1t Marine Division
and m Vietnam as the Conumanding Offwer. Headguartens and Service Battalion,
borce Lognties Commamd. General Miller has e.iensive operational and staff
cypenieie. He was promoted 1o beulenant gensral on 13 June 1979 and axsuned
s current posttion on 1 Ovtoher 1980, General Miller is & graduate of the US Army
War College and holds the Legion of Merit with Valor and Gold Star, Bronze Star
Medal with Gold Star, Purple Heant Medal with two Gold Stan, Meritorious
Service Medal, Jont Service Commendation Modal, Navy Commendation Medal,
and the Presdential Unit Cetation with two Bronze Stan.

2K 2 2 2

Cardwell: General Matler, ot s 3 peranial pleasure 1o have this oppontumty o
discuss with vou the Manne Corpa’ aiews on the command structure for theater
wartare  Fhanb you e tahing e out of your biny schedule W pruvide your
VCWS

Miller: Tom, as you hnow, the subgect is very timely, aad | commend your effon
Iy o o to gops with ths important topic. We weleore the oppurtunity to
prov ke the Manne Corpe’ view o the conunand sivucture. This 1ssue has been, and
will coatinue 1o he, debated in the point arcna. The ivsue will only be solved when
we tahe inte acvount the services' views on the structure and fold the service
dvinne for employment of forves into the organizabion. | know you are aware of
the invawes involved and the problem of trying o integrate the servives into a theater
o pornt Lk force command sticture.
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COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR THEATER WARFARE

The Marine Corps is a 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.! Having worked the issue while you
were on the Air Staff. you are aware of the concemns that we have in trying to
integrate the Marine Corps in continental warfare.

Cardwell: Yes sir. | am aware of your concems. It is from this vantage point that |
structured my gnestions. 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?

Miller: | helicve the JCS Publication 2* guidance on this subject is entirely adequate
to cover the integration of service forces. Pub 2 stipulates the commander—CINC
of joint task force commander—determines how he will organize his assigned
forces. He can do this several ways—either through his service components,
subunified commands. or joint task forces. Pub 2 is quite clear on this point. The
Marine Corps supports the commander's organization for warfighting.

| came across a very interesting article you should read if you have not. It focuses
on the command structure. The anticke appeared in, | believe, the August issue of
Defense 81. It was writien by a retired Air Force officer., a Colone! John L. Frisbee,
The title of the anticle is “"Command Lines for Combat.* | agree with what he has
to say about the command structure.

Cardwell: O hund, | don’t recall seeing that article. | will read it.
Miller: You will appreciate what he has to say.
Cardwell: How daes the US Marine Corpa fit into the command structure?

Miller: As the CINC directs. One must keep in mind the fact that the Marine Corpa
1s unigque. Jtis, in reality, 3 joint task foece, if you will. Our service organization,
the MAGTF is an integrated team of air and ground forces which cannot be split
up. Jt must be employed as a team.

Cardwell: Amphibious operations aside. how would this integrated team—the
MAGTF—be employed for sustained operations ashore?

Miller: | prefer 10 uae the ferm continental warfare instead of sustained opcration
ashove.

Cardwell: Yor sir How would the MAGTF he employed in continental warfare?
Would the MAGTE come under the control of the land component commander?

Miller: We have a hasic phiknophical difference in the employment of forces. |
don't sec the CINC or JTF (jount task foree] commander running a scperate naval,
land. or air war- that is, he uses all his assigned forves (o fight a war. §tis a
continuum Instead of 3 separate action.
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US MARINE CORPS VIEW

Cardwell: | agrec that 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 onc answer. How the MAGTF fits in is scenario-dependent. It
ranges from a separate task force reporting directly to the CINC as the MARFCR
|Marine forces] component commander to being subordinate to another service
component commander.

Cardwell: The Jand component commander?

Miller: The Amiy component commander, in most cases: however, it depends
upon the size of the MAGTF. the geographical disposition of forces, and the
masion assigned. In the case of MAGTF working for, or being subordinate to, the
Am) component commander, § would have no problem with this.

Cardwell: Given the cave where Navy, Air Force, Army. and Marine Corps forces
are 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? | am
assuming that there are three US Army Corps on-line. and the MAGTF s
approvmately Anmy Corps sive. Would the MAGTF be on-line with the comps
reporting directly to the land component commander?

Miller: As Fatated carher, it s wenano-dependent. Given the case you cited, yes,
the MAGIE would come umnder the Army component commander. It is alwo
ponsaeble that the MAGTE would come under the Army component commander if
the MAGTF was not Army Corps size. 1t is up to the CINC or JSTF commander 10
ofganize his forees

Cardwell: Sar, | would ke to hovus the 1es of the discussion on, as you called it,
the connnental war There s mo e on amphubious operation; the isue centens on
cruplos ing Manine fotees othier than i amphirbioss operations.

Miller: That'sconat Avyoubnow we are anaval forve. A ey pant to remember
i that we are an amphlibious force and are not stnwctured to fight sustained
cpetations on shore By law, we are a naval toece, to do naval things. Our nisason
i amphibious operations in support of 3 naval campaign. However, we cenamnly
have the s.ll\.thlll[\ to vontnbute o the contiental war

Cardwell: In vow view then, what has caned the isue™ It the Manne Cotpn iy
attuctured to do amphibious tungs m uppant of aoval campaigns, then it wogld
aptsat. o the sbacc. that we sbould employ the Mannes i amphibaous
AN tatiotis oily

Miller: The cause, it you will, i that the MAGTE 18 abw being emplosed in other
than amphibius opctations As and betore, the CINC determines bow he employs
his ttees §E e deteinnnes that our forves will be emplosed i suppeent of Land
svrations, the e s then faned on how 1o 2r ploy the Manine forces The pant
SUuantentiont vomes when we discuss employment of Manne foeces in a continental
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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 Marinc Corps published his white letter* 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 fand operations where Marine aviation
will be required 1o support et 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.

Cardwell: Will these functions be tasked by the air component commander?

Miller: Probably the Air Force component commander if that’s the decivion of the
CINC or JTF commander. Marine assets would be added (o Air Force asscts to
accomplinh theater air &elenwe and long-range  reconnassance and intendiction
missions The MAGTE commander determines the aircralt for these functions and
teports them 1o the CINC of JIF commander. Likewise, shortfalls must be
whentihied s Anmy or A Foree assets can by used to support the Manne operston.
T atwe way st

Cardwell: Arc these cveess and shontlaths reported directls W the CINC or goint task
ltve conmmander !

Miller: Depends. How did the commander organize his forces? Nomally, the
CINC o JTF commander will assign 3 mission of an area of responsibility (o the
MAGTFE. 1t the MAGTE commander cannaot accomplish his aaigned mission, then
he maand Bt the CINC o JTE comntander hnow . He nunt have communcations
with the commuanbet

Cardwell: In my vicw, the MAGTE works fur the land component commander.
therwing, when Manne futees are used 1n nonamphibuus operations—sustained
operations anhare- 1t woshd appear that we have oreated a second land army. It
wouhd soerm to e that of the Manne futves are employed separately from the fand
cinpunent  that i, o 2 swporate compoacnt - there s 2 guestnn ob the creatwn of
3 sautid lamd atmy  IRN) Dircviing SHIO T, the fumtiom poper, probibets the
vivatun of 2 sevonnd Land armmy

Miller: F'm glad yome raned that poamt. There has been soine diwcusason that the
crploy mont of the Manine Corpa in continental wat has, a elfoct, created 2 sooved
lamd atmy 10 os conttary G IXOH) pusdance and the sslent of Congross i have the
Manine Cuepn st tumad as s sevand lamd aemy Lot me sdale nunt emphatcally that
the UN Manine Coep 1 in e way tyang to be a sevomd land army We have never
attenipted to L reate 3 sevond lamd army - We have mo plaas whataever (o compete
with the US Aty Lt fand opseratsons
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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. | can see 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 foree assigned or where the Marines were the predominant force with
Army and Air Force forces in support of the MAGTE. 1'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 Jand component.

Miller: That's my point. As | said, the MAGTF can be employed in a varicty of
ways—depending upon what the CINC wants. The functions prescribed to the
services by DOD Directive 5100.1 insure that all required warfighting arcas are
included in the defense structure. The functions provide stability. continuity, and
cconomy. and facilitate planning by assigning cach service responsibilities for
organizing. training. and cquipping 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 MAGTEF is employed in
the case vou cited carlier. with US Army forces, then the MAGTF could come
under the operational control of the Army component commander. This would not
create i second land army. nor would it it the MAGTF were emiployed separately
under the MARFOR commander. We would be supporting the CINC's
requirements.

Cardwell: A good cxample where Marine forces were employed in other than
amphibious operations was Vietnam. Using the last conflict as an exaniple. did our
command structure in Vietnam accomplish this joint warfighting objective”?

Miller: The air issue in Victnam aside; yes, to a degree it did. MACV did organi/
has forces o best it the Vietam scenario. You will recall that the 110 MAF | Marine
Amphibious Force} was given a geographic area of responsibility. However, as the
situation changed and as other service forces were used 1in the Il MAF area of
respensibility, the conmand arrangement changed. Part of the Marine forces began
to work with the 24th US Army Corps as it became the predominani force, This is
what 1aee as thee best example to show the flexibility of the commander to organize
s torces as he sees il

Cardwell: The An Force and the Marine Corps hold ditfering views on hew to
employ aipower. The issue was debated in 1967 and again in 1980-81. What are
sour views on the single manager for air concept?!

Miller: | behieve in it The MAGTF is a good example of how we employ Marine
aviation under the single manager for air concept. However, it is a matier of
fevel  that i the MAGTE commander is in control. He has control not oaly of
Manne i but alse the ground and support elements. s an inteprated team. The
Air Forve, on the other hiand. bebieves in the single manager for air concent but o a
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much higher level. As | 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
inean splitting up the MAGTF.

Cardwell: Agree. To do that would split the MAGTF. My own personal view is
that all air should be centralized under one component—the air component.
However, that issue was resolved in the tank.” 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 issuc was discussed in 1967, 1 just want to add to that,
Without bringing up all the pros and cons, | believe the decision during the Vietnam
issue to have a single manager for air was an unnccessary burden. It was not
necessary to manage air at the centralized point in Saigon. My beliet 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 that certuin air functions are  best
accomplished by the air component commander. 1 believe 1 mentioned carlier that
air defense, dong-range interdiction. and long-range reconnaissance are best
managed by the air component commander. In fact. the Commandant has stated
that the MAGTF commander would identify air assets to the joint force commander
for tasking through bis 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.,
Alr spice management s another function best managed at the air component level.
We have no problem with this at all.,

Cardwell: Then the issue is readly over as to who controls air assets that can be used
as close combat support.

Miller: That's right. It is Marine Comps doctrine that you don’t separate air from the
ground torce- the close air suppod.

Cardwell: Lcaving this arca, | have a two-part question. First, given a non-NATO
confrontation, what do you sec as the appropriate command organization to handle
limited war contingencies? Second. what are your views on the composition of the
hewdguarters stad? to handle limited war?

Miller: Fint, it depends upon the scenario and the desiees of the commander. JCS
Publication 2 gives oy ample examples o uswe. As to the compesition of the
headyuartens, it would also depend upon the seenario and the joint task foree
mission. Of coune. you would need target cells, liaison functions, and a command
and control system to handle it The MAGTF is structured teo deal with any
command structure o staff composition,

Cardwell: One final question sir. What service programs, projects, or plans are
currenthy being looked at by the Matne Corps 1o increase our joint wartighting
capabihty !
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Miller: We are looking at interoperability of communications—a big problem we
need to solve. We have. as | 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 AWACS [airborne warning and control
systems].* for example.

We are also exercising our forees to increase and enhance our joint warfighting
capability. We are working not only with US forces but also with our allics. We also
are working with the RDJTF [Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force] in training our
forces.,

OF course. all our programs, pluns, and joint exercising are acconiplished in
accordance with Marine Corps doctrine,

Cardwell: Again sir, it is a pleasure to have this opportunity to interview you today
on the Marine Corps™ views tor g command structure for theater warfare. Thank
vou,

Miller: Good luck on your effort.

L7
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X Joint Chiets ot Staft Publication 2, U wificd Action Armed Forces (UNAAF), October 1974,

A MAGTE (Marine air-ground tisk foree) is composed of three clements - -aviation, groumd, and
UPpOt forces 2

S, Whate Letter Noo 7-K1, Conpmand wnd Control of USMC TACAIR in Sustained Operations Ashere.
29 Junc 1981

. DOD Darective SIO0L, Functions of the Department of Defense and Dis Mapor Compesnents, 26
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APPENDIX E

COMMAND STRUCTURE FOR
THEATER WARFARE

Air Force View

The tollowing i composite of interviews, discussions, personal memorandums,
amd stath pagers between Licutenant Colonel Thomas AL Cardwell 111 USAF, and
Licutenant General Jevame 1O Malley, USAF, during the time e September
TN and 13 October TN

General O'AMabley v the Deputy Chiel oF Sttt foir Plims and Operations,
Headguarters Uimited States Air Foree, Waslangton DCL e assumed this position in
Angust 1980, Geneval O'Malbles entered the Air Foree i 1953 and attended pilet
g at Braan AFR, Texas. He s Nown the F-Xo, B-47, SR-71, F-40, and
RE HC. General O'Malley seeved me Viemam as Viee Conander., and later as
Comnrnder, of the doith Tietical Reconnaissance Wing, He ew 116 combat
missions in Vietoam. General O'Malbley is o griduate of the Naval War Coliege and
holds the Distmpgushied Seevice Medal, Defense Superior Serviee Medal, Legion of
Ment Distingunshed Flying Cross with one Ouk Leat Cluster, Meritorious Service
Muedal, A Medal with nine Oab Leat Clusters, and the Arr Foree Commendation
Medal wah three Oah Leat Clusters, He seeved in nunwereas operational amd staff
1obs prioe o aissunnng s current duty at Headyuanens United States Air Foree,

Cardwell: General O™ Malley . fiow dosou wee e commignd structure o hight a
theater wan!

O Malley: The A Force viesws the commind structure fo support a theater war
trong o theater penspevtne  thab s, aosmgle communder who directs the eftont of
assiEnad torees thirough the compotent contmamdess,

Cardwell: Then the mtegtation of serviee Torees s accomplishied through tlwe
cotmponent systens !

O Malles: That's conect. The mtegimion s at the component level L, nival,
and it forees cotmponent evel
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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 comporent commander in support of theater objectives. The theater or
joint force commander will, in consultation with his component commanders,
determine how the theater asscts will be employed. The commander will apportion.,
direct, and task, as well as rcapportion, redircct. or retask 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?

0'Malley: Of course, the Air Force would fall within the air component command
level. The Air Force provides forces to the theater CINC. These forces are
employed through the air component commander. Take NATO tor an example. Our
torces, US Air Forces Europe, 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 Europe.

Cardwell: Arc 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 st contlict as an example. did our command structure in
Vietnam accomplish the joint wartfighting objectives?

O'Malley: The entire conflict period or do you have a specific time in mind? The
structure changed several times.

Cardwell: In pencral. the entire conflict. We did nave excunions, If you want to
tocus i onspecilic perid, ler's say after 1967 ad up to 1970,

O'Malley: The gquestion s, did our command structure accomplish the joint
warhighing objectives after 19677

Cardwell: Yo

O’Malley: Only after we sorted out the command arrangements. In 1968, we
ostablished the ar component fevel ot MACV with General *Spike ™ Momiyer as
the Deputy tor Air Operations under General Westmoreland. This wis not a very
casy deciston, The Navy and Marine Corps viewed single managership of air assets
difterently than the Army and the Air Force. We made some Talse stans, but |
hehieve we timally worked out an arrangement that provided for responsive 2actical
air for our Land forces.

Cardwell: In your view. what were the stroag and weak ponts ol this conmand
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 cffectively apply scarce tactical air assets on the battlefield. 1 was
surprised that it took so long to get the organization in line with the principles of
unificd action as laid out in JCS Publication 2.' However, with differing service
views. | guess we did as well as could be expeeted. As to the weakness of the
structure, | 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 1n the Nonh,

Cardwell: Then there were three separate air components in the theater?

O'Malley: Acually there were two-—of sorts. All Air Foree tactical air forees came
under the Deputy for Air Operations in Saigon. Naval aviation was under the fleet.
This, in eftect, created two air components, The point is that tactical air in support
of land operatiom--whether USAE, USN, or USMC—should have been
ceatralized under one compaonent.

It vou remember, by the end of 1967 we had three aire teams in Vietnam. In |
Corps, the Manne air was organic to the 1[I MAF [Marine Amphibious Foreel. all
USAL e was under operational control of Seventh Air Foree in Saigon, and Navy
tactical air was outside of COMUSMACY jurisdiction.

Discussion ensued in 1968 to place all air under one commander.® By the end of
196K, we had two air components- - naval tactical air still under the fleet and USAF
and Marine air under the Deputy Conmander for Air Operations. This is why | said
weactually had taonr components,

Cardwell: Sieo what changes would vou have made i e comniind structure.

O Maltey: Other tem whan Dlhave alicady mentioned, Eeannot think ot any other
changes. 1 behieve that om command srangements most be in line with godance
pron aded by JCS Pubhication 2.

Cardwell: Leavmg Victnan now . given o aon-NATO confrontation, whin do you
e s the appropriaie command organization to handle o limited war contingeney ?

O Malley: 1t would depond upon what Jorees we assigned and the theeat.
Generally speaking, 1 would recommend o jomt sk lorge composed ol the
commader and s statd, o thiee components -naval, land, and air. Naval
torces, oomclude USMC forces tor amphibious operations, swould come under the
mnal component comnander. Army torces, o include USMC torees for sustained
aperations ashore, would come under the d component commander; and air
torces would be assigned under the ar component comnunder.

Cardwell: 1 teel | Rknow the answer ooy nest quesiion, but Pl ask it anyway.
What are vour views on hat g o sangle nanager lorar?

O NMalley: | hope vou know the answer, Fome 1 oo, we Tl by e 1o send you hack o
sohoal T have provided vou an thoughis on ihe single mang gee for air. As you 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—or TACS—provides the decentralized exccution.
Elements of the TACS are at cach level—from the air component down through the
army corps to the division.

The air component conmander normally is designated as the ainspace control
manager and integrates air defense. reconnaissance, special air operations, and
tactical air support operations,

Cardwell: In a way, you have anticipated and answered my next guestion. Other
thun what you have already stated. what are your views on the joint headyguarnters
composition—rtor example. target cells, liaison functions, cie.?

O'Malley: Well. other than service liaison personnel and USAF TACS people. the
joint headguarters must have functions manned to accomplish the assigned mission,
Again the exact manning depends upon the mission of the joint headguarters. |
would say, at a minimum, a representative from cach service would be required to
perform liaison-type functions: a targeting cell is necossarys and, of course, the
nomial intellige-ce. planning. current operations, and so on, woukd be aceded. |
cannot be more specific without knowing the assigned mission. 1 helieve the key
point is that we must iman the headguarters with expericaced people 10 perform the
assigned duties.

Cardwell: Sir. you have been personally involved in the onguoing discussions with
the Army. Navy. aml Marine Corps on command arcangements. Would you share
your views on commiand and control of USMC tactical air in sustained operations
ashore, and the command strwcture for the RDITE [Rapid Deployment Joint Task
Force]?

O'Malley: Fint, my view on the TACAIR {tactical air, fixed wing assets] issue.
The composition of the Army. Navy, USMC. and USAF forces is determined by the
response to theater requirements. Once determined. these assets 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 assels are assigned 1o the air
component commander, and the Marine air-ground sk force—or MAGTF—ix
assigned to the land component for sustained operations asture o (o the naval
component for amphibious operations.

Based upon the theater commander’s guidance-—the apportionment process—the
air component commander allocates and tashs Marine and Air Force lixed wing air
anets to accomplish theater objectives. | should point out here that we have
achnowledged the mtegrity of the MAGTF. Theretore. the Manne aviation
clement. through the MAGTE commander. reports o the fand  component
commander the Wtal hived wing air assels available for the plunning period by
arrcralt tvpe and expected sortie generation rate. The information is also passed by
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the Marine and Air Force tactical air control system to the TACS scrving the air
component commander.

For close air support, battleficld air interdiction, and tactical air reconnaissance,
the land component commander requests air support from the air component
commander. As for the Marine requests for air, they will be filled fist from Marine
aviation assets. Shorttalls will be filled from USAF air assets, and excess sorties
will be distributed by the air component commander to other ground forees.

Air defense. long-range reconnaissance. and long-range interdiction will be
tashed by the air component commander as is directed by the theater commander.
On this point, the Marine Corps ad ahe Air Foree agree. The Commandint bas
stated this in his white letter published this year. !

The advantage of this command siruciure is that it allows a single manager 10
mznage bl @i assets in support of theater requireients - the integration of all air
operations,

To your second question on the RDITE. | must speak in generalities. We are
currently discussing ditferent scenarion in the JCS. In the RDITE. we have three
components - called the ARFOR, NAVFFOR. and AFFOR— for Lland. naval, and air
torces. The Marine Corps is on record favoning a feurth component., the MARFOR.
ihe Air Foree doces mot agree with this view. If the Marines are the predominan
torce, then the Lamd component commander should be o Manne. However, if the
Army has the predominance of ground forces, then the land forves component
vommander should be Army . In cither case, the MAGTF should be ender the Tand
component.

Cardwell: If the Manne Comps were, in int, employed separately from the land
compunent, wouhd this not constituie a second land army?

O'Malley: In oy view, yos it would it there are hoth Army and Marine units
employed ingether in the samwe arca of operution.

Cardwell: Onc final question, General O'Malley. What Air Force programs,
projects, or plans are currently being looked at o increase our joint warfiphting
vapabthiy !

O Malles: We are always hovking a1 ways to improve our capability 1o respond to
amy contpeny  In the joint wartighting arens, we have aumerous projegts
underway with the other senvives. For example, we are working with the Armiy to
ncrease our ar detense capability. As you kpow, our jint interface 10 work these
problems with the Army s at Headguariens TAC and TRADOC . They are working
plans and progranss to increase our joint warfighting capability. The Air Foree
strongly endorses and supports all etions slong these hnes.

Cardwell: S, ) appreciate you taking e out of vout busy schedule o share your
vicws on vantnand structures for wafighting. Thanb sou very much
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O’Malley: It was my pleasurc, Tom. Thank you. | wish you the best in writing your

monograph on command arrangements. If you need additional material. please feel
free to call upon the stall.
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1 Jount Chacts of Sitt Publwatnn . Usitied Action Armed Forves (UNAAF), October 1974,

2 Sec aote SK. Chapier 2 and Appemdin 1. Section ) etithed " The Single Manager Problem: The
Creatn of an Operational Control System for E'S Tactical Aie in | Corpa of South Victnam During
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3 USMC White Letter Na 7-81, Command and Contrel of USMC TACAIR in Sussained Operations
dshore. 29 June 1981

4 USAE'S Tatwal An Command v ot Langkey AFB. Virginia: USA's Training and Ductrine
Command o at Fort Monroc, Vieginia, through the Jowt Aie-Land Foeces Agency.
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APPENDIX F

AN ORGANIZATION FOR THEATER OPERATIONS

From a Commander’s Perspective
by
William W. Momyer., General, USAF, Retired*

1 have felt vinee the carly days of Wordd War 11 that a unificd command should be
ostublinhed for the comduct of theates air, grwnd. and s operations, The
connander of the umificd command should have operational conwnand and contrul
ol all forces assigned to the theater for continuous operations. Forves that are in
transit, such as airhitt and particular naval forves. woukd come under the operstional
vontrol of the theater commander only while in his assigned arca. However, these
torces could not he diverted from their mission except by authority of the Joint
Chacls of Sttt or o higher military bady of there were forces of a different
natienality invelved.

The theater command sSoukd comnist of a0 joint sl with appropriate
tepresentation tsnn ] of the Torees asagned. Key positions on the it staft shoukd
b tdated anwon the services aecording o the mission of the theater. The sice of a
toree assipied should mot e the determinant of what service shoukd have what
pesttion. The mission of the theater amd the stratepy shoukd be the hasis for
asstgnnient with ntaten acconding 1o the change in Mralcgy as the war progrosses,
Thus, during the carly phases of the campaign when air superionty is the dominant
vernieration in the theater srateps . the J-3 shoukd be an airman. Onee air
suprnnty has heen achicved and the strategy shified o the defeat of the oppning
ground torces, the J-3 shoukd e a soldier. | woukdn't extend this basis of
assiEnnwent (o the ather positions since halance among the services is mandatory for
harnwonnus relations, senvee peide. and availability of the \pecialzed nowlkedge
peesosed By ocinh of the swervces, The hey msatis of  conunander.  vae

Ten M s oL gy ndt 2 M gt e arled b batd Bee o v 6 oy vuindnatnd Bt v Ba B A & dlaly
e M eI e e Al @ 1Y dua B s datos di tamid Mana ws S o R N Hla Aoy oad
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commander. and chief of staff should be held by officers of the three services—
Army. Navy. and Air Force. | 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 basis of teamwork and stifles the surfacing 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 sea.
Each of these components are equal and have operational control of the forces
assigncd the theater. The air component has operational control of all the air
clements t¢ include those of allies, US Marine, and US Navy. The grouad
component has similar suthority with respect to all ground forces, and the naval
componemt has the same responsibilities with respect to all Navy forces with the
exception of scz-based air. It is under the operational control of the sir component
vihen engaged in furtherance of the air campaign and the support of ground
operstions. For all missions in support of naval operations in sccuring the sea lines
of communication and protecting naval forces, sca-based air should be under the
operational control of the theater naval component command.

Marine forces when assigned » theater should be placed under the operational
command of the theater commander. The air element of the Marines should be
assigned to the operational control of the theater sir component command and the
grovnd force clement placed under the operations! command of the ground force
component. To do otherwise creates two ground forces and two air forces with ao
direction short of the theater commander. Thus, these elements of the Marines must
he insegrated into the theater command structure (o sssure maximum economy of
force, coherency of employment, snd concentration of force on the primary
vbjective sct forth in the theater straegy. Obviously, special consideration must be
given to the organic capability of Manne forces aad policies established that will
saure they have the needed fircpower as other theater forces engaged in similar
tctical missiom For cxample: By mission assignment, Marine ground forces are
not constituied for sstained operations ashore. Consequently. when used in the
wme role s an Army unit. they neod equivalent artiliery. tanks, and so forth.
Under some conditions, they may requiee more air support than a similar Army
unit. but this would comtitule a specific circunutance and aot 8 continuing
requirement day-tn snd day-out. When a Marine pround uait had the same priority
a any Army umit, it would get all the air support necded 10 accomplish the task.

The naval component should hav: operationsl command of all the naval elements
except 8 discunaed ahove. | doa't believe there can be two airmen in a theater of
mmWMNWyMumka
be counterair. terdiction. close air support, reconnasissance, or sirlift. There must
be a single compunent resporsible for all aie operstions in order 10 have 8 single air
sratcgy with all the sir clements uniicd as a balanced tcam in carying out that
straicgy. B not enough o coondineie xeperste #ir clcments from two different
services, Dwrection i requined that climinates sny doubt sbowt the job 10 be dome,
how much furee ix required, when € is required, and what is expected of the effon.
Those poals cannt be satisficd by coundination since thore is a0 leverage for
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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
commugication. the naval componsnt commander shoukd 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 theaer
commander approved for those operations. For the most part, a naval engagement is
relatively short. Therefore, air elements of the air component command would pass
to the operational control of iac navy component for u 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.

| would expect where there is a conflict on mission reguirements, the theater
commander wouk! decide which mission would receive priority. it would be the
theater commander., for example, 'who woukd make the decision to withdraw naval
air from the operations control of the air component for suppont of 2 naval
cngagement. Probobly with that decision would be a decision o place certain air
clements under the operational control of the naval component (o reinforce the
naval mir clements. In any cvent. the overall decision ax o where the theater
resourves would be applicd would he that of the theater commander and not that of a
compuncet command. There is ao way o assign o thester commander the
responsibility for the conduct of all operstions in furtherance of his sssigned
munsion, and then nat give hum the complete authonty ® control the forces. In other
words, the theater commander must have the authority 1o determine what forces
wuuld be shificd from one mission o saother and aol the component commands
snce they are himited 1o only 8 part of the total theater mission,

One final mate on the organizaion fur theater warfare, The theater commander
shouki nat sumuliancously conunand one of the components, He should be
cancernad with the over, 't strategy and the allecation of forces as aceded 1o carry
out that stratepy . He duesn’t hawe the time 1o get down to the details of fighting the
battle. Furthermuore, he must keep himsell above the tactical battles and let bis fleld
commanden do the jub they are best qualified o do. The political problems
paaxciated with o theater of war are s caiIEmVe & 10 Comume a great deal of the
ume of the theater commander. Hoence, he doown’t have the time. energy. and
detatled kmowledpe W wne o buth the theater commuader and & component
commandor.

As 10 planning conssderabions fur the theater buttle, | offer the following, There is
a fundamenta! comideration that dnives theater warfare planning: No ane force in a
theater s self-auflicient for all meaons. A theater of aperations iavolves the actions
of punt furves, and cach composent b orgasizcd. trained, snd cmployed W
avomplinh spooitic missions. Comoguently, specific forces are dependest upos
uthet forves 1o acomplinh tads whah the specilic forces are aot optimazed W
perfarm Encalwmer eapreacd this view a2 the cunclusion of World War || when
e sand there are oo bunger snghe force operations i6 a theater—theater oporations
mvolve punt force with cach force trained o accumpitash specific missions. it soens
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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 igfluence
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, | 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 upomghe 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 | would arguc that there must be clean lines of authority in
accordance with primary mission responsibilitics. We have that in close air support
in which ground forcec 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 few days. This docsn’t mean he should have organic weapons that
can reach these turgets. 1 think this is where the ground force commander must rely
on the air commander to take thesc targets under attack in the same manner that the
air commander depends upon the ground commander to defend and protect air
facilitics 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 airpower to handle such target systems. Those targets
bevond 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 weanon employed against such targets is a Pershing,  GLCM (ground
launched cruise missile), or a fighter-bomber. The principle is the same—the
destruction ol 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.
Itis one of the reasons that the air commander has traditionally had responsibility
tor targets beyond the FSCLL (fire support coordination line).

There is some concern with the discussion on the FSCL. The FSCL came into our
lunguage after the Korcan 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 torce commander. There has always been a difference of view
between US air and ground commanders on the location of the bomb line or FSCL.

"




A COMMANDER'S PERSPECTIVE—MOMYER

The air commander has sought to get this line as close to friendly ground forces as
the CEPs (circular error probabilities)® 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 hznd, 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 arcna. As a consequence, there would
have to be detailed coordination on the selection of the turget since the tactical air
force could strike the target as well. A determination must be made as to the most
efficient weapon to cmploy. This process is automatically above the corps.
Furthermore, the tactical air force may have ongoing operations in the arca that
transcends the target of interest to the corps commaader. 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 be 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 many considerations that come into play on such targets that far
cxeered the sphere of interest and responsibility of a corps commander. To make the
problem even more complex, who would make the decision about the use of
weapons in an adjacent corps under a different command? It seems to e the only
command kevel that cuts across the entire front is the air component commander and
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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 11, Korea,
Vietnam).? 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 11, 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.

1R
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Appendix F

1. J-3. Operations division of a joint staff responsible for planning. coordinating. and integrating the
operations of a theater command.

2. Cucular enor probability (CEP) is an indicator of a weapon system's delivery accuracy.

3. Wiltiam W. Momyer, General. USAF, Retired, Air Power in Three Wars (Washington, DC: US
Government Printing Office, 1978),
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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 Licutenant
Colonel Thomas A. Cardwell I, USAF, with General Donn A. Starry.
Commander in Chief. US Readiness Command.

General Starry enlisted in the Army in 1943 prior to attending the US Military
Academy in 1944. He scrved in Koreu as an intelligence staff officer on the 8th US
Army Staff and served two tours in Victnam, first as a member of the Department of
the Army team analyzing mechunized and armor combat operations and later as the
head of the task force designated to draw up plans for the Vietnamization of the
war. Then he commanded the famous 1 1th Armored Cavalry Regiment. General
Starry has extensive overseas and US staft and command experience. He was the
Commander of the US V Comps in Germany and the Commanding General of the
LS 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 | August 1981,

LI K I

Cardwell: General Starry . fiest let me express my sincere appreciation to you for
tahing e out of yvour busy schedule o discuss your view s on a command structure
amd argamyzation tor theater operations,

Starey: s my pleasuie sinee Tdo feel strongly about this subpect. As vou hnow |
have dedicated many seas of iy career o teaching Army officers low o organizge
aur toees tor warhighting 1 became pasticularly conceried while Conunander of
IRADOC Wiile there we warked many of the joint command and  contral
procedural tssies with TAC at Langley . We have resolved sonke of the doctrinal
ises ov et comniamd amd control of service torees: hweser, others remiin o he
selved We hane addressed, and momy view come o gnps with, the question of

(R}
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tactical air support of the land hattle and the integration of Army and Air Force
assets on the battlefield. Yo.. .csearch project should help to refocus the question
of whether we should organize our service forces in peace the way they will fight in
war.

Cardwell: Yes sir. We did resolve the question of how to integrate tactical air and
Army organic assets on the battleficld. 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.’ The work
started by you, when you were Commanding General of TRADOC, and General
Creech?® 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 issuc 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: | belicve in the principle of unity of effort, unity in that the service forces
are integrated into a land, naval, and air tcam under a single commander. As | 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 authoritics 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 utilization of our combined warfighting capability. This
means one commander with three component commanders—land, naval, and air. 1
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.

Cardwell: 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 foree fit into the joint structure? And. finally,
should one service be dual-hatted to command not only. say, the theater command
but also the service component? For example. should a soldier be the land
compuonent commander and the joint force or theater commander?

Starry: Well, | 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 be under the operationat control of the air component commander.,
whomever be miay be. Bt the only etfective way o employ air assets for, during,
and 1n suppont of the air-land battle. To do otherwise fragments our overall effon. |
CaRTOl Caviston o situation where we would want two air components anymore than
1 can envision two fand 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 airlitt and strategic air asscts 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 | 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:* thus, they would be
emploved as a separate component. What are your views on this?

Starry: Let me state that | 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. | am not talking about a naval campaign or
amphibious operations. | reler to protracted interdiction outside the scope of nuval
or marine amphibious warfarc. When they are used in sustained operations ashore,
as they were during air campaigns over Victnam, they should be coordinated by the
air component commander.

Cardwell: | personally agree with your view. It only makes sense to have a single
manager o coordinate and control the theater air effort. Do your comments also
apply 1o allicd air assets?

Starry: Yo, without guestion, | belicve our allies support this view also,

Cardwell: Yonsir. they do. In NATO, this has been agreed 1o in Allied Tactical Air
Publications. My second question dealt with Marine ground combat forees.

Starry: To answer that question, we should remember that forves are eimployed as a
team under the three components --land. naval, and air. The emplovment of
Murine ground forces depends upon the sttuation. In amphibious operations, they
must come under the naval component. In nonamphibious or sustained land
operations ashore, they should come under the lund component commander.
Remember, it s up 1o the theater commander in Europe, the combined Torce
cammander m Korea, and the juint foree commander in contingency operations to
orgameze ther forces, I 1 were the commander, | would place Marine ground
combat forces under the Lund component commander: and. as | said carlier. | would
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place Marine aviation supporting the air-land battle under the air component
commander.

Cardwell: 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, | would employ the Marine forces in the manner |
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 sec 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, 1 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. | would assign Marine ground combat forces under the land component
commander—the ARFOR.

Cardwell: The final part of my three-part question, the question of dual-hatting.

Starry: | 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.* This
concept has created somk discussion on part of the Air Forcs as to how the Air Force
would fit into this concept. How do you see the Air Force working in this extended
battlefield comept?

Starey: | don’t see any change in the way we currently do business. The interface
for Army and Air Force coordination occurs at all levels from division to the army
group. The final coordination level in Europe is AFCENT {Allied Forces Central
Europel: in Korea. it is the Combined Forces Command; and the coordination in the
JTF arcna s through the ARFOR and the AFFOR with the commander, JTF
ovensecing the process.

Cardwell: With the concept of a single manager for air in mind, at what level
should the coordination for tactica! air in support of the land battle—the air-land
mtertice --oceur?!
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Starry: At the air and land componcnt level. In Europe, for example, this is the
Central Army Group. or CENTAG, and 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 tum, 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 100-
157 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 that my monograph on a command and control organization
for theater warfare is timely then?

Starry: Yos. assuming it deals with the current concepts, it should be valuable. We
need 10 make sure everyone understands the structure as it now stands—before we
gotowar,

Cardweil: Pant of the misperception was created by the Army concept for extending
the battleneld.

Starey: You may be cornect. but | don’t really believe the problem is in the concepr.
Rather. the probcm may be in the portrayal. Given, the corps is our largest tactical
unit, with the command. contrul. and coordination resting in the group or JTF. As
such. brictings awd articles tend 1o emphasize the tactical operations and focus on
the corps und below. There is no intent to exclude multiple corps operations but,
since their interaction is handled at the joint or combined kevel and covered in, fir
cexample. NATO publications. there is no reason 1o duplicate it 0 wervice
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documents. Along this linc. § understand you are preparing an article on extending
the battleficld from an airman’s point of view.*

Cardwell: Yes sir, | am. 1 belicve it is important to set down how airmen view the
extended battiefield. and also how we view the Army concept. There may be some
misconceptions of what the Army concept does or doesn’t do.

Starry: It should be usetul to record how the Air Force views the Army concept of
the extended battleficld. § would like to state that the Army concept of the extended
buttleficld was written to force the corps to think about the encmy 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 plun extended 72 hours into the
future. The corps commander must assume a greater role in selecting those targets
in the second cchelon arca. Interdiction is the key to battieficld success. It is
interdiction that allows us to focus our attacks on those coemy targets whose
damage. destruction. or distuption would help us fight the battle to our advantag.:.
The extended battleficld concept may require some changes in colmmand and
control. However, to exceute the concept, we must recognize the need to use
resources tar bevond those organic to comps and division and to plan their
application over a greatly expanded battleficld. The Army must establish o working
relationship with the Air Foree for hoth target wequisition and attack. The
interdiction hittle will be fought at the corps and division level,

Cardwell: Purt of the problem comes when aimwen hear statements that the
interdiction battle is fought at the comps and helow level, Our theater orientation
torces us to think in terms of an interdiction campaign from the air-land component
level, We look tor the interface at this level, not at the corps level.

Starry: The interfuce ovcurs at the air-land component as well as the corps and
division levels. The apportionment of air interdiction assets occuns at the theater
level. Onee the allocution decision is made by the air component commander,
tactical air must he applicd in response to corps identitied targets, That's all I'm
saying. The conps commander must have a greater say in what targets are hit by air
ansets,

Cardwell: | will provide sou my views on the extended battleticld concept. Maybe
we can dispel many of the misconceptions both the Army and the Air Force have
comerning this conce.

Starey: Fmosure st would be it aseful, | look Torwand to your views, | will
provide Sou my thoughts on vour concemns.

Cardwell: | approviate that amd your interest in setting the aecond strasight, The
srvices st work togetber (o sulve our command aml control problems. General
Stamy. again, thank you for taking this time to provide me your views on a
votimand amd control structuee for theater warfare. § appreciate it very much.

Starrs: has been my pleasure. Fom The best to vou as you develop sour rescarch
prowvt §look forward to seeag dwe resulis of your etfort. Ganad Luch.
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EOTRADOC is the US Army’s Training and Doctringe Comaud kcated ui o Mearoe, Virginia,
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3OUSAF and USA letter of agreement signed by Licwtonant Gonerul Glen K. Otis,  USA.
DCS Operations and Plany. and Licutenant General Jerome F. O'Matley, USAF, DCS/Plans and -
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Support 1OAS), 23 May 19R],

4. General W L., Creech. USAF. Commander of Tacticsl Air Command. Langley AFB, Vieginia,

§. See Appendices C and D for Navy and Marine Corps views,

6. Sce General Donn A Starry's article entitied **Extonding the Rattlefick).”” Militury Review, March
1981, pp. 32-50.

7. Fwchd Manuai 118, Conps Operations (D), November 1961,

K. Thomas A. Cordwell I, Licwticnant Colomel, USAF, *'Extombing the Battiefick) - From an
Awnaan’s it of View, ™" Air Unives site Review, Masch-Apnil 1903, pp. 8642,
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APPENDIX H

COMBINED DOCTRINE FOR THEATER
WARFARE IN NATO

by
Thomas A. Cardwell I, Licutenant Colonel, USAF*

Combined doctrine' (doctrine of two or more nations) for theater warfare is
embodied in NATO's Allied Tactical Publications (ATPs). When an ATP is
promulgated. all nations have agreed to abide by the provisions of that doctrine.
The agreement is called a STANAG (Standardization Agreement). STANAGs are
ratified by nations after the services have concurred and apreed 1o implement the
provisions of the ATP.

The United States has ratified STANAGS covering ATPs on maritime operations,
land forve tactical operations,  airmobile  operations.  offensive  air  support
operations, counterair operations, clectronic warfare operations. and tactical air
operatienis. These are the only ones tht deal with air-raval-land  doctrine.,
operations, and tcticsl procedures,

It ss smportant o mere that once a nation has ratificd 8 STANAG=or the dactrine
spevified in the ATP - the services are expocted 1o implement the doctrine when
operating i combined warbare, 18 interesting o rote thit the doctrine found n
AP chnely paraliel the doctnne found in JCS Publication 2.7 which outlines how
TG OF MR e iees are expected o conduct joint wartare.

The umbrella doctrine for combined naval warfure is found in ATP B, Doctine
tor Amphibioies Operations, whike combined lend warfare doctrine is found in ATP
33, Land Forves Tact ol Doctrine. Combined air warfure doctrine i found in ATP
AL NATO Lacnead Aer Dosctringe, and is smplified in ATP 2UBY, Offensive 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 cach of these ATPs is that warfighting is a
combined cffort 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 (o the employment of that force. His responsibility
should be defincd 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 helow that of the overall commander should be based upon this
principle as well. This permits cffective decisionmaking. and provides single points
of contact for lateral and subordinste commanders. The principle should be
reflected in an organization whether it is geographically or functionally arranged.
For example. s military force may be arranged geographically into regions, cach
with a regional commander and functionally ammanged into naval, land. and air
components, with a component commander for each. Furthermore, in certain
circumstances, part of a military force may be organized for a specific mission—
normatly limited by time and space—and placed undcr 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
dnagreement between lateral commanders should be referred to their common
superior commander for resolution.’ This commander has operationsl command* of
his assigned forces. Normally, he cxercises operational command through his
¢ ~—naval. land, and air. It is important W note that operational command
does not include full command.® Each nation reserves the right 1o recall forces
assigned. hence, nations give commanders the authority 1o direct. coordinate, and
control military forves: kess full command o the single commander of combined
fureex,

Figure A-1* shows the command structure for combined warfare in NATO.
Using Allied Command Ewope (ACE) as an example of how command is
exercised, Figure A-2" illustrates the doctrine for combined operations on the
European land mass. To further breakdown the command structure. a look at the
organization fur Central Europe. Figure A=Y, wil! focus on the single command-r
and the component command structure.*
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MILITARY
COMMITTEE

1

ALLIED COMMAND
EUROPE

ALLIED FORCES ALLIED FORCES ALLIED CMD
NORTHERN CENTRAL EUROPE
EUROPE EUROPE MOBILE FORCES

ALLIED FORCES UK AIR
SOUTHERN FORCES
EUROPE COMMAND

Figure A-2. Doctrine for Combined Operations
on the European Land Mass
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MILITARY
COKMITTEE
ALLIED COMMAND EUROPE
{Hq SHAPE)
ALLIED FORCES
CENTRAL EUROPE
{ 1
NORTHERN ARMY GROUP CENTRAL ARMY GROUP
v ALLIED AIR FORCES —
H CENTRAL EUROPE N
2M0 ALLIED TACTICAL ot 4TH ALLIED TACTICAL
AIR FORCE AIR FORCE

NOTE: in AFCENT thers is no naval compenent as AFCENT's area of
responsibility does nof include scsan/sea areas.

amm—  OPERATIONAL AUTHORITY
weaae CULIRDINATION

Figuse A-3 Centrat Eurupe 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—Northen 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, sca, and
air components, as appropriate, to the specified mission.

Generally, the forces of member countries remain under national command in peacetime;
however, some are placed under operational command or control of NATO, some are assigned (o
NATO commands. and others are carmarked for these commands. . . . The organization of these
commiands is flexible enough and the liaison brtween them close enough 10 allow for mulual
support in the event of war, and the rapid shifling of the necessary land, sca, and air forces 1o
meet any situation likely to confront the North Ailantic communily . . . [the commander] would,
intime of war, control all land, sca, and air operation in (his} arca jof responsibility).

The specifics of exercising command is detailed in the aforementioned ATPs.
However. the doctrinal underpinnings are a joint and combined cffort of national
military forces joined together by a single commander who exercises operational
command through his component commanders—Iland. naval, and air.

The degree of effectiveness of military forces is o function of the command,
control. and organizational arrangements of the combined headguarters. Centain
principles are used when sctting up the command arrangements. Toese principles
include unity of command. unity of effort, centralized control and decentralized
exccution, and concentration of force.

To realize their full potential and effectiveness. theater-assigned asséts must be
employed under command  arrangements o preclude undue  dissipation  and
fragmem ition ¢l cffort and to permit their integrated, responsible. and decisive
application o tasks in this overall effort. Unity of effort is hest achicved when
authority for command and control is estublished at the highest practical level,
under a designated component commander. At these component levels—land, sca.,
and air foree - -the relative priority of combined snd joint demands on resources can
be assessed for allotment. apportionment. and allocation of these resources. The
optimum fevel for operational control of the effort would e wherever the best
assessment of the overull air, land. or naval situation can be made. Centralized
control is necessary for etfective application of force in an arca of responsibility s
promotes an integrated effon e the execution of plans. Additionally, it allows for
adjustments o 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 (o direct employment of tactical
resources ind to concentrate power at the critical place and time to achieve decisive
resulis.  Centralized control is achicved through a designated  component
commander who directs the total eilont by exercising operstional control of tactical
forces assigned or attached

Smee no wngle commander. al oy evel, can pervonally dissct all of the detailed
actions of a large number ol units or indis iduals, decentralized exceution of tasks is
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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—Iless full command—of assigned national forces within a
theater of operation. This commander cxercises operational command and control
through one of three subordinate commanders, or components—either a land, naval
{s¢a), or gir component.

Certain NATO recognized terms are used when describing types of command and
control and, for convenience. are listed below with their definitions. !

® Command. Command is the authority vested in an individual of the armed
torces for the direction, coordination. and control of military forces.

® Frll Command. Full command is the military authority and responsibility of a
supenion ofticer to issue orders o subordinates. 1t covens 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 thin when it
is used in o 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 communder to assign
missions of tashs o subordinate commanders, to deploy units, © reassign forees,
and o retain o delegate operational and/or tactical control as may be deemed
necessany . It does net of itself include responsibility for administration or logistics.
1t may be used to denote the torces assigned to a commander.

® Control. Control is the authority which may be less than full command
evercised by o commander over part of the activities of subordinate or other
ontsmzations,

® Opcranonel Comtrol. Operational control is the authority granted to a
comniander o direet forces assignied so that the commander may accomplish
specitic misstons or Gisks which are usually limited by function, time, or location;
to deploy anis concerned: and o retan or assign tactical control of the assigned
Ui,

® [ucncal Conrol. Vactical comrol isahe detaded and. asually, local direction
and control of movements or nancusers neeessary to geconiplish missions or tasks
asseened.

® Coordmatmy Awthoriny: The authonty granted 1o a commander, or individual
asstetied respanabihity . tor coordimating specilic funchions or aetivities mvols ing
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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, c.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.




NOTES

APPENDIX H

1. As a naatier of interest, the United States has combined doctrine in the Pacific theater. This
combined doctrine is embodied in Air Standards which closely paralie! 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 (UNAAF), October 1974, (See
Appendix A for a discussion on this publication.)

3. ATP 33(A). NATO Taciical Air Doctrine, May 1980, p. 32

4. Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 1, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms. 1 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
for administration or logistics. '

S. Allied Administrative Publication 6 defines full command as ‘‘the military authority and
responsibility of a superior officer to insure orders to subordinates. 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 authurity thun when it is used in a purcly national sense. It
follows that no NATO commander has full command over the forces that are axsigned to him. This is
because nations., in assigning forces to NATO, assign only operational command or operational comrol”
tp. -1,

6. NATO Handbook (Brusscls; NATO Information Service, 1978), p, 53.

7 Ihid.

R Abad. (In time of war, the ACE communnber- - SACEUR - woukt comussnd and control all land, sei,
and anr forces within his arca of responibility. )

9. Id.. pp. 4233,

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 empluy forces in NATO through
the component command structure. See ATP JUA) for air force employment. ATP 38 for land force
employment, and ATP K for naval and amphibious force employment under the land, naval (or sea), and
JIF component structure.

1. These are command and control definitions which are NATO-agreed und may be found in Allied
Administratine Publication 6, NATO Glossury of Terms and Definitions, Apnil 1977.




APPENDIX 1

ADDITIONAL REFERENCE MATERIAL

Section 1. Introduction

This appendix presents additional reference material to support the monograph.
Section 2 containy 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 Chicts of Stalf
Historical Division study entitled **The Single Manager Problem: The Creation of
an Operational Control System for US Tactical Air in | Corps of South Vietnam
During 19687 Section 4 contains o study by Mujor Clayton R. Frishkorn, Jr..
USAF. entitled “Background  fnformation on USMC Command  and  Control
Relaiionships During Sustained Operations: Ashore, 1776 10 1970.°° Section §
cantins service doctrine on unilicd operations which was written in the 1947-50
penekd. Section 6 s additional informiation on the rationaie tor o single manager for
a. Thes section swas prepared by General William W, Momyer, USAF, Retired,
Section 7 eontans i discussion on the tenm component.

Section 2. Interview with Major General
Carl D, Peterson, USAF, Retired

Ihe tollosmg isiesviapsis of aninterview with Major General Carl D, Peterson,
USAE. Renred. This mterview ook plce i Panama Cits . Florida, on 6 February
PON2. The author aeguested Generi eterson o record s thoughts on the
ntrduction o LS torees and. e particular, USMC torces into NATO during his
tom o daey Hhistony nes well record this period, s will by shown, as o turming
pomt i NATO docime,

General Peterson senved s the A Deputy, Allied Forces Northern: Burope
AENORTHI, NATO, i 1977 10 1979, A Air Deputy . he panticipated m the
development of allied plins tor the intraduction of US Marine Torees in Northern
Comnund Fuope  or AENORTEH as it is more commonly kaown. 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 Schieswig-
Holstein. 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, thercby making the command’s strategic importance directly
proportional to Soviet naval strength. Jt represents a significant barrier to the
Atlantic for other Warsaw Pact countries. With the excepiion of Federal Republic of
Germany forces, the area’s starding forces are smali in number. The nations of
Norway and Denmark must rely on mobilizatior 1o meet their defense
commitments.

LR R 4

Cardwell: General Peterson. would you share your perspectives as Air Deputy in
AFNORTH on the probleins associated with the introduction of forces into a theater
of operations when those forces are introduced counter to current NATO doctrine?

Peterson: Tom. | would be more than happy to give you my views. Before | do, let
me give you some background information. I recall that in 1977, the US force
commitments to NATO v.<re so small that SACEUR (Supreme Allied Commander
Europe} had a varicty of options for cach available unit designed to meet a number
of contingencics in the Allied Command Europe arca wherever it could occur,
These options were for land and air foree forces. At one time. | 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 AFNOQYTH arca of responsibility. Hence, the concern within the command for
dedicated torces and the alliance’s intent to reinforce.

This changed with SACEUR's Rapid Reinforcement Plan and the major
commitment of US land and air forces to ACE in the 1978 time frame. Along with
this came the US Marine Comps.

The USMC. looking for a NATO mission, concentrated on the flanks. Following
what § beheve 1 be a correct story in that CINCUSAFE/COMAAFCE |Commander
i Chiet, United States Air Forces in Europe/Commander,  Allied Air Forces
Centrgl Europe] told the USMC that when they arrived in Centrul Europe,
command amd contro) of USMC aviition forces would be in consonance with
current NATO procedures and doctrine. Disagrecing with this philosophy. the
USMC looked o the 1lanks, with AFNORTH as the most fruitful ground to perform
thetr NATO miswion in comvonance with their own doctrine. While the AFNORTH
air torces vommanded by Norwegians, Danes, and Germam—were opposed 10
the USMU dictnine, the tact that i force was to be dedicined 1o the arca and teday
are preposiomng cyupment in ceatral Norway to hackup this commitment, is
perhaps an overmding Lictor in which political decisions overrode military
concepts, doctnine, and commnd and control procedurnes. How did they get there?




REFERENCE MATERIAL

When | amrived 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 estabiishment in AFNORTH. My predecessor died 2 weeks after he left
his AFNORTH post: my exccutive officer was assigned to SACEUR's staff 10 days
after my arrival: and my senior stal officer, a USAF colonel, retired 15 days after
my arrival. thereby making me all things to all people. | was my own action officer
with no corporate memory. From the first day 1 arrived. 1S June 1977, 1 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
Manne Comps.

The Communder in Chief of AFNORTH. at that time a UK Royal Marine gencral
officer, was a good tricnd of the LSMC's commandant. The commandant wrote
direct 10 our CINC requesting spaces in licu of USAF officers. He asked for
positions in one of our primary  subordinate commands. BALTAP (Balic
Approaches]: its Corps, LANDIUT Land Forces Jutland]: and in Headqguarters
AFNORTH. | found it amazing that the commandant could come up with so many
uptions Jor USMC representation, including my deputy, and tie these requests with
other ongomng wctions with which 1 was confronted. With no corporate memory and
no stafl to help, | personally did all my research through records duting back 1o
{963,

Alter putting together a position paper covering all aspects of the 18 proposed
vhanges 1o the US peacctime establishment, including the USMC proposed
chunges, 1 went o Headguanters SHAPE [Supreme Headguantens Allied Powers
Europe| und discussed my proposed stand with General James Allen. SHAPE Chief
of Staft. His guidance: **No more Marines, four only.” With that and other policy
pusdunce which 1 will discuss later, | wrote o Jetter 1o the Chief of Staff,
AENORTH. acopy of which is provided in iy end-of-tour report. 1t spellad out my
position. 1 won on all vounts; the CINC wrote to the commandant saying no nwore
UN Mannesood o) the communsbiant wanted nwre positions he would have to go
through JOS clumnels He never went G ugh JOS channels duning my enure.
Howenver, all fout posttions were .

I discussang problenes ssewcnated with the connamd and control of USMC
torees i NATO envasmmient, 1 e 1o base my mtormiation on conmand post
cacte e, prananedy, amd on e exerones which ook plisce i the APNORTIH arca
ol tosponsibiisty duiure my tenuee as At vputy

Betore T haechy bud my tect on e ground m June 1977, 10 was sdvised by the
Clnet ot Statd, AFNORTHE o general moabe UK Ay - ol the alleged vhan
that oveuned dusmye SACEURS exctonwe WINTEN 77,0 NATO conmuamd pont
Swtvisg which covers the perod of iansation o peace 1o war A USMC Manne
atiphiibious bragade PNEAR] was pab asbeore o Dok m an amplibious vl
nade waithout STRINLFLER T [Stake Fleet, Atlinie Command ] putting oot an
mataating duectine This stal Lich of voordination cused oo emd of peoblems in
MENORTH annd sts subwrdinate command BALTAR STRINEFLER T extablished
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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 ruffied the feathers of the air
component commanders of BALTAP, AIRBALTAP [Air Force Baltic
Approaches]. and Danish national authoritics 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 LANDJUT corps area
(Schleswig-Holstein}.

Command and control arrangements to accommodate USMC doctrine placed the
MAB under COMLANDJUT {Commander, Land Forces Jutlend], including air.
Air operations by the USMC were to be coordinated with AIRBALTAP. | was told
by the chicf of staff that not a single NATO general or flag officer agreed with this
approach insofar as AFNORTH was concemed. but reluctantly gave in 50 as to
avoid an embarrassing political confrontation in the exercise with the nation who
provides the major portion of reinforcements—the United States.

One can only realize how bid this arrangement was and still is if they understand
the ainpace management problem in the BALTAP region. BALTAP follows
normal  command  functional  arrangements and  has  an  air  component
commaxder—AIRBALTAP. lere the similarity erds with any other air component
commander. Why, primanily because the Bonn Treaty Convention gave the
peacetime air surveillance responsibility in morthem Germany to the United
Kingdom. and RAF Germany carmies out this function. No problem! Wrong!
Bevause ol the political sensitivities of the Bonn Treaty. no change has heen made
in the air Jelense mission even in war: therefore, air defense of Schieswig-Holstein
ILANDIUT areal is conducted by JATAF, while offensive air, reconnaissance,
electronic warlure, and so ob, is conducied by AIRBALTAP, Workable? It hax
never been tested. Now adkd an MAB, it air units kcated on AIRBALTAP basex.,
with ity own command and control system (o the picture: put it under LANDIUT
and say, We will conrdinate our air operations with AIRBALTAP and you can
understand how fudicrous this arrangement will be in war, | haven’t even mentioned
the atr defense problem, but imagine three separate air defense systems operating in
an area the sive of Denmark.

1 uwk this probiem to the Chief of Staff of SHAPE, along with the manpower
prublem. amd went over it in s entirety. | wasn't bringing up anything new. The
politically sensitive Bonn Treaty couldn’t be touched. and we would have 1o work
around that problem. Both he and SACEUR were well aware of the USMC
stuation. and | was advised 10 avoid introducing US military doctrinal problems
inty NATO amd 10 do the best we could under the circumstances. | stuck with this
policy Junng the time | was Air Deputy and advised my American stafl, USA,
USN. USMC. and USAF 1o do the same.

You would think the kearning process would have brought improvement. It did,
but not unti) asuther exercise had aken place. This was Able Archer 77, & mucloar
powedures excrone with @ cuaventional war play to ephance the soenano. The
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scenario. in fact, picked up where WINTEX=77 left off. Forces were in place and
the **war continued. ™" It was now November 1977.

Since this was a nuclear procedures exercise, USMC play was largely controlled
by USMC officers on the control group. There were improvenments. The
estublishment of another AOA |area of operations]. in this case South Norway, was
reamsonable: but. once again, no initigting directive was provided to coordinate
military operations in south Norway with the NATO arca commander or with
Headquarters AFNORTH. An amphibious assault was conducted in south Norway
with complete success.

On 22 December 1977, Brigadier General Crist, USMC. from FMFLANT |Flect
Manne Foree, Atlantic] armived at AFNORTH and made consideruble effon to
reach sn acconmadation with AFNORTH. An explanation of the capabilitics ol the
MAF, ity hmitations when an MAB is broken out of an MAF and moved off o
anather location, and how the AOA could be made to mate with other ainpace
managen went a long way toward alleviating critical mititary planning problems.

The command amd control problem remained an issue that was unsolved. |
tollowed my pudance and we did not have a confrontation, much 1o the
dusappointinent of my fellow NATO ofticers. It wasn't the forum for such an ¢ffon.

The next episade accurred during the massive SACEUR exercise Boldpuard.
This enercise wis conducted in the (il of 1978, Once apain o the consteraation of
the COMBAL TAPR [Commamder, Baltic Appraswhes], o three star Danish general,
and the COMAIRBALTAR {Commander, Air Forve Baltic Approsches], o two-star
Gemman generad, NATO . commamd  amd control - amangements il to by
vomproniised amd artficid arrangements made to satisfy USMC participation in the
fichd exercine. hwas not that they agreed to their concepts amd doctrine byt e (0
ransure the presence of hadiy oceded lorces inoan exercise with high hopes that
these same forves woukd be avanbable i war, AUone time, the mesage tallic pol
highly volatile baiween BALTAP and AFNORTH over command and control
srangemcnts imvohving the USMC AL one point, it became apparent that centain
clements in BAL TAPR would hike to have seen the USMC umits withdrawn friom e
cwreing, but waner heads prevailed and o jemyenigped command arangement was
tesrporated into the cverdine 1o acvommadate the Mannes. In true fashion, they
wore gung hoodid therr b s well that when authonzed to tabe the obtennive, they
robled ovet the oppositon i luding the cvercine umpires in their guest foe icton .
Faen a voupic of sy beheopter thghts over Eaat Germany failed w deter this
wrethe athilude amd esprit de congn

The Bast cvervree | opariapated in way WINTEN 790 Thewe pludosophical
Changes made by Bugadier General Crast were apparently ahandoned and the AOA,
vommand telations, amd allocation of il asnets were once again the problom In
taness to the USMCE, they recopnized the air defense peoblem and albovated the
st detense asaets e ATRBALTAR, agrevd to make available oacess asties, CAN
fobose ar suppent]. amd ievosnansanee T AIRBALTAP, and gencratiy the chmaie
was bt baverable

Uhe Lot 2 vcars that 1 spentan AENOR T swere one contimsts e iver the
USMO torcesy puttieulandy aa The question olten ashed was, Whs, ol all 1w
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beanches of the armed forces of each NATO nation contributing military forces to
the defense of the alliance, is the US Marines the only onc 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 littie concem for their national
sensitivitics or the alliance’s military organization. command and control system,
or NATO ductrine and procedures. These officers would never say anything
publicly. but privately | heard it often, sometimes pleading with me to make them
understand.

These word” von't change anything. | would be happy if it makes someone
understand thei. arc 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 sovercigmty and sensitivities of a nation. at least within the military
structure.

Cardwell: Thank yoi:. General Peterson, for taking time to discuss your views on
this subject. As you know. | firmly believe that we must get our warfighting
organization in line with approved doctrine; but, more importantly. we must have
an organization that has clear and logical lines of authosity. If we don’t, we are
doomed (o failure before we even begin,

Peterson: | coukdn’t agree with you more, Tom.

Cardwell: Again. sir, thank you for providing me your perspective. It has been of
preat value,

Section 3. The Single Manager Problem—The Creation
of an Operational Control System for US Tactical ..ir in
I Corps of South Vietnam During 1968

This scetion brictly outlines. in point paper format, the highlights of the JCS
Historical Division paper on the single manager lor air approach in | Corps. The
paper is entitked ““The Singhe Manager Problem: The Creation of an Operational
Control Syatem hae US Factwad Airin | Corps of Suuth Vietaam Dunng 1968°° and
was published by the JCS Historical Division. Washington DC. in July 1976.
Previously, it was classafied but has been declassified by SM-197-%1. 20 March
19K1. It was published find in Dactrine Information Publication 10, Bacigrousd
Inpormation on Arr Forve Perspectives for Coherent Pluas (Command and Control
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of TACAIR), April 1981, by the Doctrine and Concepts Division, Directorate of

Plans, Headquarters USAF, Washington DC. The point paper was prepared by the
author on 31 March 1981.

. OVERVIEW.

- In 1968, General Westmoreland, Commander, US Military Assistance
Command. Vietnam (COMUSMACY), introduced a single manager for
tactical air in | Corps under his Deputy Commander for Air Operations
(General Momyer, USAF).

== Gave him operational control (OPCON) of all fixed wing aircrat—USAF
and USMC. USMC took issuc. Commandant brought the problem to Joint
Chiefs of Staff,

= Unable to resolve: SECDEF wax asked to resolve. (DOD supported
COMUSMACYV.)

--== Did not end the matier as the controversy dragged on throughout
1968 (and continued throughout the conflict).
2. SPECIFICS.

- In 1966, USMC deployed forces (HlE Marine Amphibious force—MAF) under
COMUSMACY 1 a scparate uniservice command.

« USMC forces were under the **service chain of command’* under operational
command-- kess OPCON -of the Commanding General, Fleet Marine Force
Pacific. with OPCON given to COMUSMACYV. (USA and USAF forces were
undes the OPCOMOBCON of COMUSMACY—ax required by JCS Pub 2.)

- In 1967, the 1 MAF was joaned in | Corps by the Americal Division plus two
additional USA divisiom (USA outoumbered USMC by 2-t0-1).

-+ By the end of 1967, there were three separate air icams.
-« Ist Manne A Wing (MAW)—urganic (o Il MAF and which only

supported 1) MAF.

=+ USAF Seventh it Force under OPCON of Seventh Air Force (AF)
Tactwal Contnl Center (Saigon).

o« Navy  tactal  air--TACAIR  {camier-based)—outside  of
COMUSMACY junsdiction.

» Commander. Seventh Air ForceiDeputy Commander for Air Operstions,
MACYV. proposed single manager concept on |18 Jenuary 1968,

(L1}
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-- Concept based upon COMUSMACY conviction that only by ceatralized
“management of TACAIR could the US concentrate air firepower
cffectively, exploit tactical flexibility, and provide balanced air support.
-- Commanding General, Ill MAF; Commandant, USMC (CMC); and
CINCPAC opposed.
-=« USMC stated the proposed single manager concept was not doctrinally
_ or functionally suited (o Marine requirements.
- 1968 Tet offensive (Khe Sanh defense) reinforced COMUSMACY view thet
airpower must come under a singie manager.
== 19 February 1968, COMUSMACY dirccted | Corps air (less USN) be
placed under the sir componenst commander (Deputy Commander for Aie
Operations, MACV).

« CINCPAC agreed.
- USMC objected.
-« Commandant informed Chairman of JCS of his **increasing concem.**
=== Stated the single manager concept was » *“flagrant violation of both

the UNAAF (JCS Pub 2) and the . . . 1966 JCS decision fixing
command relations n Victaam.**

- Fehruary to March 196K, General Momyer developed the implenienting plaa.

USAFE, USMC, and USA officers participated.

- Thsoughout this planning sexsion, the Marinex consistently expressed
“graw concern” over the plan and possible long-renge effects on thelr
“airgrwnd team”” 1gzokes o (rom JCS peper).

 CINCPAC anpesved COMUSMACY plan on 2 March. and on § March
196K the implementing directive was signed.
= The find masvion under the single manager system was flown on 22

March 1968,

+ The Commamiant again went 4o the Chairmian, Joent Chiefs of Swi¥ (CICS).
with his concerms.

= Revommemicd the plan he submitied o JCS for review.
o0 Chet of Statl of the Asr Force iCSAF) ““immediately disagreed.””
e UWealy s mow dune somcthing he should have dune 3 kong ime
agu. He shuukd abw, i @y opision, place Navy an inke the same
stnucture. Abso, § consider that Westy has the suthordty 0 do what

be has duae " (Mema—handwnitten- -CSAF w CICS. 4 March
196K 4
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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 vs.
CICS/CSAF/COMUSMACYV) to SECDEF for resolution.

-- On 15 May 1968, Deputy SECDEF decided the single m.md;_.Lr issue in
favor of COMUSMACV/CJCS/CSAF position.

USMC was not ‘‘convinced™ by the Deputy SECDEF decision nor by
modifications to the original concept (zlthough the modifications gradually
shifted more control back to USMC).

-- In June. CMC complained 10 JCS that the single manager plan was not
acceplable,
--- JCS discussed, but no decision was reached. Requested further
evaluation by CINCPAC and COMUSMACV.
- By September 1968, all **evaluations™ were concluded.

- CICS reported to SECDEF that the single manager system was providing
the bhest overall use of TACAIR and the system would continue to be
refined and improved. He further recommended the single management
systemy be permitted 1o continue as long as COMUSMACYV deemed it
necessary.

-- CMC did not concur,

--- CJCS forwarded the CMC concern o SECDEF on 22 November
1968 and again recomnended that it was inappropriate to change
the system or require additional tests.
---- Deputy SECDEF agreed. and no further action was taken,
- The COMUSMACY single manager for TACAIR. as modified in May 1968,
continued in operation throughout the remainder of 1968 and into 1970,
3 SUMMARY.
+ The last paragraph of the JCS Historical Division paper sums up the issue,

- “Desnite the strenuous Marine Corps resistance to contral of its gir assets
in | Corpn by a US Air Foree commander, the single manager system
worked well and provided improved coordination and control of air
elements there™ (page 25).

- “*There is no doubt whether single management was an overall improvement

as far as MACYV as a whole was concemned. It was. ' (Licutenant General K.
B. McCutcheon, USMC. in his anticle 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. Frishkorn, 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.

ok ok k%

The following is a historical perspective. in outline form, of USMC command
rclationships from 1776 to 1970:

. 1776—Three companies of continental Marines assigned to Washington®s
army for the Trenton-Princeton campaign.

2. 17T98—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, be liable to do duty in the forts and garrisons of the United States. . . .

3. 18M-—Congress by the **Act for the Better Organization of the United States
Marine Coms™” recognized that the Marines could be **detached for service with the
Army.”

4. 1836~ Marine Commandant, Colonel Archibald Henderson, offered a Marine
regiment 1o President Jackson for detachment with the Army during the Creck and
Seminole wars,

5. 1847- -During the Mexican War, Marine Commanlant, General Henderson,
stited: 1 have written an order to the Secretary of the Navy to traaster 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. 1908~ Exccutive Order 969, signed and then rellected in Navy Regulation
P09 stited: " The Marine Comps shall be liable 10 do duty in the forts and garrisons
ol the United States on the scacoust or any other duty on shore, .. .*°

7. 1917 Major General Bament, Commuandant, dispatched lour regiments to
France for duty with the Army as pant of the American Expeditionary Forves (AEF).

a. Brigadier General Chester A Doyen, USMC, was Commander of the dth
Brigade. which was part of the Army s 2d Division.
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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. Lejeune, 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. 194]1—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 doctrinc. (Operations Division's memo, ** Amphibious Training,"
3-10 April 1942, OPD 353; and Greenficld, Palmer, and Wiley, United States
Army in World War I1: 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 und 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
Whitchill, Fleet Admiral King. 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
interservice 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
tunder Admiral Fletcher) which abandoned the Marines on Guadaleanal 2 days after
te invasion.  (Morrison, History of the US Nava! Operations in World War Il: The
Struggle for Guadalcanal, pages 3-i6; and Dycr, The Amphibians Come to
Conguer: The Story of Richmond Turner, 1, pages 329-352;

¢. 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 Asprey, Once a Marine, pages 182-18S; and Dyer,
The Amphibians, pages $48-452))
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f. Major General Vandergrift, USMC, Commander of Ist 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.)

¢. 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 opcrations.

b. Landing force placed under Licutenant General Simon B. Buckner,
USA.

c. Amy Air Forces and Marine Tactical Air Forces organized s one
Tactical Air Force (TAF) under Major General Mulcahv, 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 suppoiting the Navy. (Millet, Semper Fidelis, page 440.)

¢. 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 cntered the Korean war with the 1st Brigade under the
operational control of General Walter H. Walker (8th Aimy). The Ist Marine
Division was assigned to the Army's [, IX, and X Corps.

a. Throughout most of the war, the land component commander controlled

the Marine ground forces. (Millet, Semper Fidelis, pages 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 differcnces 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 (COMUSMACYV).

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
cconomical 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,
de!»v 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 Ist 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, MACYV had failed.

(6) But in this instance, Westmoreland pushed the issue all the way to
the Secretary of Defensc 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 Fidelis. 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).

Seciion §. Service Doctrine, 1947-1950,
Unified Operations

Licutenant Colonel Edward M. Postiethwait, USA, in his anicle, ‘'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 doctrinc has a
certain amount of flexibility in its application in line with requirements for unificd
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
does 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 H.

Alr 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
tlexibility 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 sitwations, 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
commandcr of the other,

Arr Force doctrine holds that a unified command at that level would restrict
theaterwide concentration of tactical air effort. This is partly truc in that
concentration might take longer. However, once the demand for theaterwide
tactical air cffort 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
ntegrating the efforts of two units on a cooperative or *associated’’ basis
regardless of the situation.

Section 6. Single Manager .
for Air Concept

General Wilham W Momyer, USAF, Retired, prepared the following rationale
tor the single manager for air concept. This information was collected from
carrespondence. interviews, and telephone conversations with General Momyer
dunny the period September 1977 o January 1982,

The wr component should comprise all of those elemwents that are engaged in
sustattied operations on i daily basis, Thus, Marine and Naval air, when directed o
sustained operations 1n i theater. and Air Force strategic and tactical air assets
asstgned 1o g theater of operation should be under the operational control of that air
component commander That s the 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 carcfully 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
clements are. The air component should consist of a variety of capabilitics to handle
all of the air missions that may cvolve 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 clements of a given country
but also to the air elements of a number of countrics assigned to a theater of
operations,

The argument about the control of air eperations at lower levels of command is
direeted toward the concern about the ground commander's lack of control of a
weapon system that has a tremendous impact upon the 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 direet control, By being under such control, this firepower can be
employed exclusively to the area of responsibility assigned that ground commander,
11 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 persiiade the theater or joint foree commander that the use of airpower in his arca
I mare important o the theater mission than the proposed emplovment by the air
vomponent commander.

I we had not been through the experience of three wars on refining the command
and control of airpower, these arguments would be pertinent today. The fact is we
started World War I with tactical air units under the control of divisions and corps
in North Africa. The result of that carly experience demonstrated the Tolly of
parceling out wirpower. The initial employment of aipower was in support of the
ground battle when the enemy air force dominated the sky. The 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 carly days encouraged this splitup of airpower and the near disaster thit
resulied.

Those who advocate significant parts of tactical airpower to the control of corps
commanders not only fail to digest the facts of history but also fail to understand
that. tn 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
cnemy wir off of his back and o reduced fighting strength of forces facing him by
virtue of the centralized control of airpower that permits concentration of effon
against decision clements of the enemy strength. There is no way 10 achieve this
apphication of strength and results if cach corps commander is given control of a
portion ol the tactical airpower.
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REFERENCE MATERIAL.

Section 7. The Component

There is discussion within the services over the term component as used in Joint
Chicfs of Stalf Publication 2. There exists some confusion on interpreting and
applving this concept to the command arrangements in our unified command
structure. The confusion Tocuses on the ambiguity of the terms component and
service component. Joint Chiefs of Staft” Publication 2 states: A component
command is also called a ‘component’ or a ‘service component’ T (page 4).
Discussions of comnund relationships in the joint arena have centered around
whether Joint Chicts of Stdt Publicition 2 is 10 be interpreted to mean
Ceomponent’” s either @ service term that is US Navy or US Air Force
component- -or o functional term —like wir. land, or neval 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
USAF, has operational control of air assets. The issue is more than one of
wrminology. It is one of ductrine. Use of parallel terminology and doctrine
facilitates @ smooth trmsition from unified-joint to unilicd-combined operations.
Our allies manitest clearly this philosophy in agreed upon doctrine. For example,
Alhed Tactical Publication 33A), NATO Tactical Air Doctrine, states military
forces are “functionatly arranged nto naval, land. and air components, cach with a
component commanider™ (page 3-2). Our combined doctrine in the Pacific region,
Air Standard 45:3, Tuetical Air Doctrine, expresses this sianwe thought.

Endorsement of the enm sepvice component vice component implics an
eadorsenient of the werm VS Navy companent, for example. Use of this deseriptive
G amplies the acceptimee of i malticonmiaader concept in which two or more
genenie theater-mtgned assets are operating in the same theater. The use of two
Band aninres i i gond cxample.

Endorsement of the term component, viee service component, implies an
endorsemient o the term e, Lnd, or savisd component which supponts the doctrinal
congept of fuvng o sigle manager for gl peneric theater-assigned assets,
regindless ot servee sttilation As an example, the mportance of having single
ait comnmiader Was altirmed 1 CS Memorandum 2302 635 1 which sunes:

baereahize thon il pestentid amd cHtestiveiess, air forees st e cmgshavad as an eniny aidee
comntand areangennats that precinde dissipudisn aml Eragiwentatnon of ctlot amd pemnt the
it etated esponane and deeine apphicadion of svalable s aswts b tashsoan e setall an
e that et ackeoe deapnated obectines Uity o chant s bestacineyed whicn plamnng aml
contnot ot the o thort ane sentabized at the phest fevel prcioashe mmder the smhicd antlssaty

coatebe e conmmnandon
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For reasons stated above, 1 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 USAF component.
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