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Abstract

THE LAND COMPONEIT COMMANDER: IS ONE REQUIRED? by MAJ Andrew
S. Sandoy. USA. 53 pages.

Research Problem. Joint doctrine does not address the conflict between

how the United States Army and the Unified Commanders in Chief (CINCs)
prefer to organize ground forces in a theater of operations. The Army prefers a
subordinate land component commander (LCC). while many CINCs organize

their ground forces on an area basis. The lack of doctrinal guidance may cause

the failure of the coalition land campaign. This monograph seeks to answer the

question: when does a theater of operations need a subordinate LCC?

Research Method. The monograph reviews the problem, describes the

organizational options, surveys the historical trends, and conducts a detailed

analysis using three criteria. Reviewing Joint and Army doctrine explains the

problem. Studying management theory describes the organizational methods

available. Surveying the organizational history of American theaters of

operations over the last rifty years establishes the trends regarding the

subordinate LCC. The analysis determines when a subordinate LCC is
appropriate bosed on successful wartime theaters of operations. The criteria are

three principles of war: objective, unity of command, and simplicity.

Conclusions. History tells us that successful theaters change from
functionally based organizations with a subordinate ICC to area based

organizatons without one. Even so. there are five considerations which may

favor the use of a subordinate LCC: theater immaturity, leader inexperience.

objective concentration. CINC weakness. and parochial interest. Immature

theaters at the start of a war tend to not be prepared for the decentralized joint

operations inherent in the ea bamed organization. Similarly, inexperienced

subordinate leaders may be unable to control joint and combined operations. A
smll theater objective normaly causes the CINC to centralize joint operations.
A strong subordinate LCC is a means to ensure unity of land force command, if

the CINC is weak. Finally. if the CINC has a different nationality from the major

land force, that nation my need a subordinate LCC to protect its intWrt.
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THE LAND COMPONENT COtMANDER: IS ONE REQUIRED?

PART 1: INTRODUCTION

MAutNI adersting aong a 1coMd in terms Of ConnM militry
tNlg n d tKUng Is a pru'tte to success. HvlOO/100

Joint doctrine does not oddess the fundamental differences between how the Army
and the Unified Commanders in Chief ( CINs) prefer to organize ground forces in a
theater of operations. The United States Army prefers a subordinate land component
commander (ICC), who commands all round forces in theater. Conversely, many CINCs
(or theater commanders) organize their growx forces on an area basis. Joint doctrine
avoids any decision, stating that theater commandes will organize their theaters as they

see fit.
Joint doctrine fails to addkess what circumstances favor which kind of theater

organization. As a result, staffs in new theaters of operation, such as the Kuwaiti
Theater of Operations, waste precious planning time deciding which structure is best.
The Army may be forced to operate in an organization which it is not prepared to fight in.
In crisis, like Orenada, such controversy can lead to serious command, control, and
communications problems. This doctrinal confusion may cause the failure of the coalition
land campeign in war.

The United States has foght as a member of various coalitions from 1940- 1990.
For example, when we liberated Europe in World Wer II General Eisenhower was the
commander of the Allied European Theater of Operations. He commanded American,
British, Canadian, French and other nations' troops. On the other side of the world
(neral MacArthur commanded American, Australian, Dutch, and New Zealand forces in
the Southwest Pacific Area. Even today, Oeneral Schwrzkopf commands allied forces in
the Kuwaiti Theater of Operations. Iherefore I will focus my analysis on allied

(combined) theaters of operations in which American troops participated
This monograph seeks to answer the question: when does a theater of operations need

a subordinate lend component commander (LCC)? We will seek this answer in four steps.
First, by reviewing the doctrinal problem and highlighting the conflict between Army and
joint organizational doctrine. Second, by studying manaemant theory to understand the
organizational methods availeble. Third, by surveying American theaters of operation
over the last fifty yers for organizational trends. At this point we will know doctrinal
prefoerences, theoretical options, and what historically was done Finally, wewill



analyze these theater organizations against three criteria: objective, unity of command,

and simplicity. These three principles of war lend to conclusions about when a

subordinate LCC is appropriate and provide implications for future actions.

Our criteria determine when a subordinate I.Cr is appropriate based on an analysis of

successful wartime theaters of operations. First, the criterion of objective identifies

these successful wartime theaters. Then, the criteria of unity of command and simplicity

compare and contrast theaters both with and without a subordinate LOC. Given this

framework for analysis let us look In more detail at each criterion, starting with

objective.

The first criterion determines which theaters met their objectives and should be

kept for further analysis. Surveying history showed the organizational trends, but this
includes too many organiztions for detailed analysis within the limits of this monograph.

One should reo nably expect that successful institutions hove better organizations than
unsuccessful ones. As Carrelli Barrett said . .... war is the reat auditor of

institutions."2 Theaters with organizations which fail to achieve their objective will be

discarded After this screening I will compare and contrast theaters using the second

criterion, unity of command

Certain types of objectives should facilitate a subordinate LOC, while others do not.
The principle of unity of command states that each objective should have one commander

for unity of effort.3 Some groups of land force objectives probably need a subordinate

LCC, while others need one commander per objective. The types of objectives should help
identify when a subordinate LCC is appropriate. Comparing objective types will address

unity of command; determining simple organizational solutions to problem areas

addresses the last criterion.

Certain types of organizations are complex to control, while others are not.

Simplicity reduces complexity, which limits control problems. 4 The criterion,
simplicity, determines whether the land force organization causes so many control

problems that the CINC has difficulty overcoming them. By comparing the control

problems in theaters with and without a subordinate LCC, we should see the constraints

Imposed by various theater organizations. Having reviewed the methodology, let us start

with the problem, conflicting doctrine.
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PART If: THE PROBLEM- DOCTRINE

Department of Defense (DOD) and Army doctrine for organizing theater ground forces

conflict. Doctrine, something which is taught or a system of beliefs5 , provides an insight

into how institutions prefer to organize. Joint doctrine explains how DOD prefers to

organize theater ground forces, while Army doctrine details how the primary land force

prefers to organize theater ground forces.

Joint doctrine states that the theater commander must organize his forces and

provides him several ways to do this. I he CINC can organize the theater on a functional or

an area basis. 6

Joint doctrine states that a functional organization centralizes the responsibility for

certain normal continuing operations throughout the theater. An example of such an

organization is the Strategic Air Command, which centrally controls strategic bombing

throughout the world. In this case the theater is the world and the centralized function is

strategic bombing.

Joint doctrine discusses four functions that the CINC can centralize in a theater of

operations. The CINC can designat a functional component commander for air, land,

maritime, and special operations. A subordinate LCC centralizes control of land
operations.7 Joint doctrine also provides a means to decentralize operations.

It states that an area organization decentralizes the control of certain normal

continuing joint operations within an area. The joint area commander can control oil

actions, air, land, and sea in his area.8 The National Guard in each state are an example

of an area organization. The Adjutant General controls the Army and Air National Guard

units in his state. This decentralizes control of joint forces, the Army and Air National

Ouard to the state. So, a functional organization centralizes land operations, while an

are organization decentralizes joint operations. Which organization does DOD prefer?

3lightly overstating the case, Joint doctrine wants a centralized functional
organization with the advantages of a decentralized are organization. It states that, " the

organizational structure should facilitate the efficient integration of components, while

optimizing Umcapebilitiesof each service"9 This provides no guidance, so we will louk

at Army doctrine.

The Army prefers functional organizations with a subordinate LOC. Army doctrine

makes numerous references to a LOC and has no discusion of area commando. Army

group, field army, or corps commanders can be the theater LCC according to FM 100-5

, 3



O(erations, the Army's basic doctrinal manual. I he Army accepts this.

Army officers believe in a subordinate LCC. During joint exercises at the Command

and eaneral Staff College (COSC) and Ute School for Advanced Military Studies (SA 1S),

Army students insist upon a I CC. A literature search reinforces this.11 The Army

preference ignores joint doctrine

Joint and Army doctrine on ground force organization conflict. Joint doctrine is

ambivelant. It sees both a need for decentralization and centralization, so it allows for

area and functional organization. The Army prefers a functional organization and ignores

the area organization. The Army prefers centralized land operations with a subordinate

LCC, while DOD allows for decentralized joint operations with a subordinate LCC. Given

these conflicting doctrinal preferences, let us see how institutions can be organized.

PART II: THE OPTIONS- THEORY

Generally. management of many is the same a management of few. It is
a matter of organization. Sun I zu I .ArLLW_

Theory provides a framework to look at a situation in an organized manner.

Uepartmentation is the management theory which discusses how and why institutions
organize. It explains how institutions can be organized and what circumstances favor

which type of organization. There are two general ways to organize subordinate

departments: by function or by area. 12 Let us look at functional repartmentation first.

E nito States

Federal Depost :*Z l InealRn ue S rt/,w

Insuruxe~~ go eev eCommission

FUNCTIONAL D.PARThENTATION

Figure 113

Functional departmentation organizes based on the major activities that an
institution performs. It is the mot common form of departmentation and exists at some

level in almost all org nizatlons, 14 The U. S. Government is organized on functional lines

to regulate many financial activities (see figure 1 ). The Federal Deposit Insurence

Corporation manages banking, the Federal Reserve controls the money supply, the

4



Security and Exchange Commission overseas financial markets, and the Internal Revenue

Service (IRS) collects taxes. This departmentation centralizes control, maintains the

power and prestige of the functions, but leads to parochialism and a slow response to
changing conditions. 15

The IRS has power, prestige, and centralized control. Tax policy for the entire U. S.

is made in Washington D. C., which centralizes control and tends to keep policy uniform.
This centralized control, protects IRS workers from local influence, which gives the IRS

quite a lot of power. Centralized power has its down side, however.
the IRS is perceived by many to be parochial and reluctant to make any changes. lor

example, an IRS audit is certainly not something anyone looks forward to. Taxpayers

must prove to the IRS that their audited tax returns are correct. 1hey must prove their-
case to the bureaucrat. The bureaucrat is looking out for the IRS, he isn't there to help
the taxpayer. This narrowness of interests is the essence of parochialism. Parochiolism

and protection from local influence make adaption to local conditions difficult. Military
doctrine ignores these problems when discussing functional departmentation.

Military doctrine addresses only the centralized facet of functional departmentation.

It doesn't address prestige of the function, parochialism and inflexibility to local
conditions. Military doctrine has also overlooked facets of area departmentation.

Z, 7g-- II IIIi

AREA DEPARTHENTATION

Figure 21(

Area departmentation orgenizes geogrphically for physically dispersed Wtivities.

All activities in an area re under the control of one mamagr. 17 State governments are an

example of reo departmentation in theU. S. (see fiqure 2). Each state is a separate aree
within the U.S.. Arcs depertmentation decentralizes control and improves local

coordination, but needs more trained or experienced leaders.1In The states' law
enforcement agencies provide an example of each of these traits.

Each state needs trained or experienced leaders to locally control and coordinate law

5



enforcement Fhe U. S. constitution gives each state control of its own low enforcement

system. Local politicians and community leaders coordinate with local law enforcement

ajencies to ensure that thee agencies perform in accordlace with local standerds.

Clearly, if there re not enough competent local politicians and leaders, contro! fails and

events such as polia, beatings may become prevelent. Decentralization and local

coordination are addressed by military doctrine, but the need for more competent leaders

is not. Let us analyze departmentation theory and see when it recommends a subordinate

LOC.

Theory & a Theater of Operations

DepartiotalisU Cetrol Adaptability Other Comsideraties
Functional (LCC) Centralized Inflexible Protects Land Force
Area Decentralized Flexible For Dispersion. Needs Experienced Leaders

Table I

Functional departmentation centralizes control, maintains the power and prestige of

the function, but is slow to adapt. Therefore, a subordinate LOG centralizes control of
land operations, protects the power and prestige of the land component (Army), but is

less flexible to change. Area departmentation decentralizes control, flexibly coordinates
in dispersed areas, but reeds more experienced l)eri. A theater or~qjnized without a

subordinate I .C, therefore, rlectrali'es joint operations, is dispersed over a wide

area, but requires more trained leaders. There are three inferences from the other

cateciry (see table I), starting with dispersion and area departmentation.

First, since dispersion leads to area depertmentation, concentration may lead to

functional departmentation. In that case theaters which concentrate the bulk of their

forces in a small area would be functionally organized A concentrated land force objective
would maess the land forces in a theater. Therefore, a subordinate LOC would be expected

in a theater with a single concentrated land force objective. Conversely, an area

organization should be expected in a vest theater with dispersed objectives. Just as

dispersion and concentration are related, so ore experience and inexperience.

Since area based orqanizations need more experienced leaders, functionally based

organizations may need less experienced leeders. War provides combat experience, while
peace does not. 1 A mature wartime theater is more likely to have experienced comblt

leaders than a new peacetime theater. Additionally, a new theater is less likely to have

leaders used to working in that organization than a long established theater. Experience is

6



related to area based organizations. A mature theater will have many leaders who Pre

familiar with the peculiarities of that theater. Therefore, a mature wartime theater

allows for an area based organizatiun, while a new peacetime theater allows for a

functionally based organization. This relationship is the second inference, protecting the

land force leads to the third inference.

Joint doctrine states that the service with the preponderance of type forces and

appropriate command and control provides the functional commander. 2 0 For example, if

the Army has three divisions and the Marines have two divisions in a functionally

organized theater, the Army provides the subordinate LCC. [his seems reasonable. 1he

majority should rule, so long as minority rights are not ignored.

BasedWi tlls guidance from doctrine, we deduce a similar rule between nations in a

nomhined organization. The nation with the majority of land forces normally provides the

subordinate LCC. Ifo theater has twelve erman divisions and four American divisions,

we expect that the Germans provide the subordinate LOC. Since all theaters do not have a

subordinate LOC, when is one needed?

A theater is functionally organized with a subordinate LCC to protect the power and

prestige of the major national land force. I heory says that a functional organization

maintains the power and prestige of the functions. The function that the subordinate LCC

protects is the nationality of the land force. If the theater commander is not the same

efrvice or nationality as the major land force, the land force needs protection. The INC,

may not understand the concerns of a nation. The major national land force needs a senior

representative to ensure that his nation's land forces are not sliqhted, compared to the

others. The subordinate LOC protects the major national land force. Theory end its

inferences therefore lead to some expectations

Expectations

Detrmentati . Time Objective Problm Add.3sed
Fumctionl(LCC) War StWrL/Thear New Concenk'ghed Protect Land Force
Area War End/Theter Mature Disesed

HIstorical trendsand detailed analysls shouldconfirm three major points. First,

historical trends should show a transition from functionally based organizations at the

start of war to are based organizations at the end of war. Second, detailed analysis

should show that theters with a single concentrated land objective have a subordinate

I.MC, while big theaters with dispersed objectives have an area based organization. Third,

7



we should expect that a subordinate ICC is a way to address parochial service or national

interests. History will test the first hypothesis.

PART IV" HISTORICAL TRENDS

From 1910- 1990 the United States fought wars in five separate theaters of

operations: Central Europe, tWe Mediterranean, South East Asia, tWe Far East, ard the

Pacific. A review of the theater organi2ations will sho how prevelent a subordinate I X,

was and if the trend over time was towards an area based organization without a

subordinate LCC. The review starts with Central Europe.

RAF Bomber CINC Air CiN Fretxh Supreme Connader
Comnand Forces(Fr) Land ForceA Allied F itionary Force.

li roYR+ona nUAir F iF ] [fFi] Allied Air 2Ist Army ki I
L"Fr)+ Forces 1I Forcesi

France 1940 (FouctonII) European lheater fay 1944

(Functioal) _

Figure 321 (CINCs and land forces are highlighLed)

The Allies were functionally organized with a subordinate LCC at the start of the war

(figure 3). During the stunning fall of France in 1940, the CINC of the Northeast Front

commanded all land forces, as the .CC. He had air counterparts in the French /one of Air

Operations (North) and the United Kingdom Air Forces (France). There was no overall

CINC, who commanded all allied air, and ground forces.2  This unity of command problem

was solved before the invasion of France in the Summer of 1944.

Oneral Eisenhower, Supreme Commander Allied Expeditionary Forces, commanded

all of the functionally organized units invading France (figure 3). Oeneral Montgomery,

Commander 21st ArmyOroup, was the LCC. Air Marshall Tedder, Commander AlliedAir

Forces, was the Air Component Commander (ACC). Finally, Admiral Ramsey,

Commander Allied Naval Forces, was the Maritime Component Commander (MCC). 23 I his

functionally based organization successfully invaded France, but changed after Normandy.

8



liedEx~di~ow Fr IW.Al Forces
Firl.1th(C Air ractic
Ailloed A~5rce AonrrlkarceAi

AiA(nF orc 9 e )

Eure~WEN 1990. (Area)rea

Figure 424

Fromi September 1944 to the present, allied forces in central Europe maintained an

wrea organization (figure 4). Three army groups, one in the north (2 1st), one in the

center ( 12th), and one in the south (6th), along with a separate allied airbore army
were the ground fboe. which conueed Germany in Mafy 1 945. Habitually associated
with each army group was an air force as shown above. Eisenhower found a subordinate

LCC dACt b ecssin i n kh inoh h f command.25 The essenice of this

organization survives today in NAT~s central front

Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT) has an area organization for land forces (see
figure 4). 1there are two army groups in Oermany, one in the north (NOR IHALJ) and one

in the south (CENTAG). AFCENT has asubordinate ACC, Allied Air Forces Central Europe

(MAFCE). Each army group still hasma habitually associated air force 2d Allied Tactical
Air Force (ATAF) with NORTHAG and 4th ATAF with CFNTA6. 26 So, the Central Europea

Theatei change from a functional organization without a CINC to an area organization with

aCINC. A similar change occurred in the Mediterranean.

Ors editerranew *Mddle* [!(RF)2

Naval Eastern Central Wror

Epditionary Mhdturamoam Tbathe of Operotiea: Noeomber 1942
Farce (Area sad Fuactigeel)

The Mediterranean Theater ban as an ares anid functioinal organi~'etion without a

9



CINC (figure b). When Allied ground farces landed in North Africa in the Fall of 1942
there was no commander for all forces in theater. Eisenhower's Allied Force Heaurters
controlled Northwest Africa but the rest of the Mediterranean was under British service
commanders. The Allies failed to secure North Africa in the Winter of 1947. The lack of
a theater CI NC made unity of effort difficult and the wrea task forces were failures.A6

The task forces were too complex and were abanoned after the severe American
defeat at Kasserine Pass. Fach task force was a joint and combined air- lend teem which

chirgcd organization doily. Battalions and divisions rotated from from one notion's
heaiijueters to another with extreme rapidity. Aircraft flew directly under the command
of corps in a small theater where centralized air control was more appropriate. This
turbulence in a new and untried theater command structure aided the catastrophe at
Kasserine. After that debacle the theater reverted to a more familiar structure.29

The aree structure in figure six remained for the rest of the war. The Allies
appointed aCING. initially Eisenhower, to control all joint and combined operations in
the Mediterranean. One group of armies (Allied Armies Italy) sequetially liberated
North Africa, Sicily, and italy, while a second group of armies under CINC Middle East
secured the Middle East and liberated Greece. CING Mediterranean was the Maritime
Component Commander (MCC), while the Air Component Commandler (ACC) controlled the

Mediterranean Air Commanx 31 A& in the Central European Theater, the essence of this
structure survives toay.

Allied crnc Alli j~g Allie Allied Alle lle
___ Caez Southern StE r S

Allid ror . MeuthernErp (ASU )Aloe hs A llarea strctu ed llied)

One ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I aryLladLn ocs otentuosi nd tl, wl ai grupanamis
AlledLa d ares teast ropen cntrls Forces nothe eas Meitraean (Grece
muits~) AFSNm lshAir rad l k theMedteren Sothern Sr E

Z 
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1943- 1945.32 This trend continues in Southeat Asia

D owr CINC at CINC Allied Landl I"ed Aii
in, tg (F~d,,.f)iti--l'F I ForcesSE As.ia IC

uIRns 1942 (Functieea) ndioE Ft Foce S si c
Swith East Asia CemmAd
1944-1945 (functim oal)

Figure 7 3

South East Asia also went from a functional organization to an area organization. In

1912 the Allies last Burma to the Japanese with three national LCCs (figure 7). The

British India Command focused on protecting India and retreated west. Stilwell,

Commanding General (0) of the American China- Burma- India (CBI) Theater focused on

the supply route to China and retreated north. The Chinese defended China and retreated to

the Northeast. Without a CINC, Burma fell to an outnumbered Japanese army.3 4

By 1944 the allies had a CINC. Mountbatten, the Supreme Allied Commander South

East Asia Cmnmand, controlled the functionally organized rormes in t1ater (figure 7).

Therewas an ACC (Allied Air CINC), a I CC (CINC Allied Land Forces SE Asia), and a M(C

(CINC fast Indies Fleet). 35 As in the Mediterronean, the theater become area based with

a CINC. America forgot the CINC in Vietnam.

tic Of Vie M~ihtay Assistance Pacific Pacific StrateicArea ...... AI MI

Vietiarn 1965--1975 (Area)

Figure 8 6

Vietnam, a stunning American defeat, had an area based land organization without a

CINC (figure 8). American Field Force aream coincided with Vietnamese Corps ores.

Commander Third Marine Amphibious Force (III MW) was the MCC in South Vletnan,

while Commanwer, 7th Air 1 orce, was the ACC in South Vietnam.37

No CINC was in charge of all Allied forces in South EastAsia The Vietnamese

11



government control led the Vietnamese ground forces, whi I Military Assistaee Command

Vietnam (MACY) controlled American ground forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff controlled

SlrategicAir Command sorties, while Pacific Command with the Pacific Fleet and the

Pacific Air Forces controlled the air and see war outside South Vietnam. This structure

was a contributing factor to the defeat.3 Vietnam was odisastrous exception in our trend

towards an as organized theater with a CINC. The Far East developed both the CINC and

the area organization.

Asiti Surm CImme Ameican
Fleet [B]ritish DuLh & Australian Area

I FarasL N I La I Air.

Phillipifm. 1941
(Fuatieimal) ABOACM .IlF*b 194 (F acti*el)

Figure99

The Allies in the Far East failed with their initial functional organization. In

December, 1941 the Japanese overran a functionally organized Phillippines (figure 9).

MacArthur commanded Army forces in the Phillipines and was pushed back into Batann.

Stark's Asiatic Fleet was totally ineffective. fhe other allies were also functionally

organized without a CINC and they failed too. In the face of total defeat the Allies replaced

separate national service coordination witli Ul first joint and combined CINC. 4 0

Field Mrshall Wave]l totally failed as the CINC of the functionally orgeni7ed

ABDACOM (American, British, Dutch, andAustralion CommandX figure 9). He had no

time to form an effective headquarters and had limited authority over his subordinates.

When Singapore fell in February 1942, the command collapsed The British retreated

through Burma to India The Dutch surrendered in Indonesia Americans surrendered at

Balen. The Australians and newly arriving American forces defended Australia as their

base. Once in Australia, the Allies finally empowered a CINC, MacArthur, asSupreme

Allied Commander ,outh West Pacific Area (SWPA). 4

12



r Afne Allied CWmW
Sa Vuwea Pacinic AreaI lied Aliled Allied 68t

F Alid Allied j Low Nva Air (ALAMIO
Farcesa Farces F

lacs Farces
SSWPA 3942 (FumcUtml) SWPA 1943-1945 (Area)

FiWre 1042

On I BApril 1942 he organized the theater on functional lines (figure 10).

MarshalI ordered a reluctant MacArthur to have a LCC. General Blaney, the Australian

Army Chief of Staff was his LOC and Americans become the ACC and MCC. The Allies

defeated tihe Japanese thrust to Australia and recaptured eastern New Genies (Papua) by

January 1943 with this functional orgnization. Victory did not save the structure.13

From 1943 to 1945 the Allies in SWPA defeated the Japanese with three Army sized

areacommands (figure 10). 6th Army (Initially ALAMO force) conducted amphibious

assauts, bypassing the Japanese, while the 8th Army cleared &W defended the

lodgements. Allied Land Forces, the A rleins and all land forces in Australia, secured

the rear and pursued the retreating Japanese. Americans remained as the ACC and MCC.44

Again, as in lO and MfO, a functional land force organization without a CINC becean

area organization with a CINC. Far East Command continued this organization in Korea.

I' art: Km t (Area) 
......

Figue 11l5

Far [ as Command kept th is ar a stucure from th Kor en W ar t th pesnt

( f i g ur e I I ) . F a r E a u e n r n r n n d h t h r e e t fo u r a r e e c o m m w id e u r n t h w a r . iw o

were iand ommands (Ryukus nd MriesBonin), one wee pmninsule ommand

(8th Army, which controlled Kore), wnd the last (Xth Corp roin Sptembr to

Dembe~r 1950) was an amphibious assult form, like 6th Army in SWPA. Between

13
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1 963 and 1990 in Korea, the Far East Command underwent many organizational changes.

Area commands under the CINC, such as the 1990 strucure, remain the basic

structure. Currently there are three Republic of Korea (ROK) armies and the Combined

Field Army to control ground forces in Korea. There is sill anACCanda M,. Theonly

new type of structure is the Special Operations Command 46 The trend, a joint arid

combined CINC with an area orqanization for land forces, continues. Even the Pacific

evolved to this.

Pacific Ocean Area I

Paafifric.e 104 (mT5 th iw f Cu trall Pa idc Wo h Pacinic

an te bcaeenaeaore Artenwia IN(fguet) Ar ea r Aobore

Pacific Theaer mrN ,p nh h N oy e r

(rmcUeaI) Task F ogiao ase C

Pp ific Theater 194/45 (Area)

Figure 1247

The Pafic'Theater began Word4War Two functionlyorganizedon service lines

and then became an area organization with a CINC ( figure 1?). At Parl Harbour the
United States lost much of the Pacific Fleet. There was a functional Army command, the

Hawaiian Department, but there was no CNCto command a]I forces, Army and Navy, in

Hawii or the Pacific. Admiral Nimitz, appointed as the theater CtNC shortly thereafter,
was directed to have three area commands. North, Central, and South Pacific Areas

fought WorlId War I I using their own ae organizations. Nimitz, with this structure,
successfully penetrated the Central Pacific, blockaded Japan, and seized the air bases for

the bombardment of Jqpa. 4 This area organ iat ion continues tod*.

rrorc Alaskan US UPaic Pafc

PaciMi CommmaU 1990 (Area)
Figure 1549
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Currently PACOM has four rea commands which control land forces (figure 13).
The actual number of subordinate commands fluctuated from 1947-1990 depending on

PACOM's area of responsibility. Archipelagos such asJapan nd isolated peninsulas such

as Korea or Alaska form the basis of commands controlling ground forces. US ForcesJapan

currently controls all joint forces in the Japanese archipelago, while US Forces Korea

controls all joint forces in the Korean peninsula. The Alaskan command controls all joint

forces in the Alaskan peninsula nd US Army Pacific controls all remaining forces in the
Pacific. Practicolly, U. S. Army Pacific controls Army forces in Howaii.5 0

HISTORICAL TREND
Tim F...p. Ibditwvam So*tlMat AsiI Far Fast Parific
Slart FwxLaional FwxcLionul Functiomal Funtionel Ftn:iowll
Fnd Area Arm Area Ar.. Area

The fifty year trends in American theaters of operations are remarkably similar.

Moast theaters begin without a CINC and are functionally organized with a subordinate LCC.

These theater organizations fail. Successful theaters then organize under a CINC, who

controls all joint and combined forces. Eventually, successful theaters transition tram

having a subordinate LCC to heving several area commands. This confirms the first

inference from theory.

Thaters start with a functionally based orgeniz7tion and transition to an eas based

organization. This indicates that war trains leoders, and needs flexible, decentralized,

&Wd joint operations, while peace allows for inflexibility and centralized control of land

operations. A closer look at the doctrine before and after World War Two reaffirms the

transition towards decentralized joint operations and area based organizations.

Few successful theaters were organized on a functional basis; the area basis of

organization was the most common. in fact, this was exactly what the Joint Manual Joint

&inN'moF dOtdWSeptember 1951 (after World War Two) stated. Itssuccessor

manual Jhint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2. Unified Action Armed Forces (UNA)NM , doted

23 November 1959 oao stated thi& This did not change until the next UNMF, doted

October 1974, deleted any mention of this.5 1 Interestinoly, this was near the end of the

disastrous Vietnam War. Doctrine emphasized ares organizations concurrently with

decentralized Joint aperatiois

Lecentralized joint operations became more important then centralized ground

operations. Comparing the 1927 Joint Action of the Army w the Nw with the 1951

Wplnt/ctlon Amed Formes shows this doctrinal chanue In 1927 the emphasis was on
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independent service operations. The 1921 manual merely addressed how the Army and

Navy would cooperate in the few rare joint operations: overseas movement, amphibious

assaults, and coastal defense. In 1951 the primary principle governing the functions of

the Armed Forces was maximum integration. By 19 February 1962, Army Field Manual

(FM) 100-5 Operations reached the some conclusion. .... the day of separate land, sea,

and air warfare is gone forever. No single element of the nation's overall military power

will suffice." 52 Just as doctrine emphasized jointness, it de-emphasized the services.53

Both Joint and Army doctrine showed a decrease in service influence. The 1927

int Actions Pf thpnrpy .nd the Nw stressed the functions of the services, while the

1951 Joint Action Armed Forces emphasized the preeminence of joint operations.54 The

Army took longer to come around on this point but It finally did. As late as the 27

September 1964 in FM 100-5, the Army emphasized its importance. .... all other

components will be operating in support of the Army component. Overall command is

vested in the Army cominander.-55 By 1962 the Army got on board, -Land, sea, and

airpower are interdependent elements to be applied under unified direction."56 The trend

from the power and prestige of the services to decentralized joint operations continued.

This historical review of theater organizations and military doctrine confirms the

first inference. Theaters of operations transition from a functional organization with a

subordinate LCC to an area organization without a subordinate LCC. Theaters tend to start

with functionally based organizations, Peace does not provide the experienced combat

leaders to fight a decentralized and flexible area organization. As the theater matures,

develops experienced leaders, and is forced by the chis of battle to become more flexible,

the area based organization predominates.

These trends partially answer our reearch question. They smy that a subordinate

LCC is more likely at the start of a campaign. They do not state when a subordinate LCC is

likely at the end of a campaign. Our analysis of theory indicate that a single concentrated

land objective favors a subordinate LCC, while severa! dispersed objectives In a vast

theater of operations favor an area orgeniztion. Let us compare and contrast successful

theaters with and without a subordinate LCC to see if this is true. First, we must identify

the successful theaters. The first criterion, objective, dues this.
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PART V: DETAILED ANALYSIS

Theaters which met their Obiective

This criterion finds successful wartime theoter organizations, which will be kept

for further analysis. One should reasonably expect that successful institutions have

better organizations then unsuccessful ones. Theaters with organizations which failed to

achieve their objective will therefore be discarded from further analysis. Additionally,

theater organizations, which did not fight in a war will be discarded War is the ultimate

judge of any military organization. If the organization has not been tested in the forge of

cunbat, its structure may not work.

The analysis of historical examples involves two questions. First, did the theater of

operations fight in a war and second, did the theater achieve its objective? Highlighting

which of these successful theaters had a subordinate LOC and which had an area

organization will also aid our comparison with the last two criteria. Analysis again

includes five theaters: Central Europe, the Mediterranean, South East Asia, the Far

East, and the Pacific.

CENIRAL EUROPE
ORGANIZATION WAR/PEACE OBJECTIVE SLCCESS
France 1940 War Defense Failure
Euroaemn ThILer of OperaUons (ETO) 1944 War Nomandy Success(LCC)
FTO 1945. (September 1944- May 1945) War Ruhr Succ-Are)
ANCENT 1990 Peace N/A N/A

Two of the Central European theater organizations met the criterion of objective.

ETO at Normndy and ETO from September 1944 to May 1945. The 1940 Allies in France

failed to defeat the May Oerman blitzkrieg In 41 days the outnumbered Oermans defeated

over three million allied soldiers at a cost of 160,000 casualties. Four years later the

Allies successfully invaded Normandy in June of 1944 with Eisenhower as the CINC and

Montgomery as the I(. Later, after Normady nd until the defeat of Germany in May of

1945, Eisenhower, as the CINC, commonded three army groups and an airborne army

without a subordinate LOC. A-CENT kept this area structure. France 1940 was an Allied

failure and AFCENT has never fought in a war. Two Central European organizations are

available for further analysis, ETO 1944 and ETO 1945.
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MEDITERRANEAN
(RR6ANIZATION WAR/PEACE OBJECTIVE SUCCESS
Meditrramnean 1942 War Tunis by 1942 Failure

AFSOLMl 1990 Peace Deterronce N/A

One Mediterranean Theater structure met the criterion of objective. Ihe Allies failed
to secure North Africa (Tunis) as planned by December, 1942.57 Without an overall

CINC and with constantly changing joint ard combined task forces there were numerous
command and control problems in the Mediterranean Theater. The Allies reorganized nd

from 19-13. 1945 succeeded in liberating the Mediterranoan. A CINC commanded two

army groups in an area organized Mediterranean Theater. AFSOUTH, with its two groups
of armies in Italy and Greece/Turkey, kept this area organization. AFSOUTH never fought
in a war and the 1942 structure in the Mediterranean was a failure, so they will not be
analyzed any further. We will continue to analyze the successful 1943- 1945 area

structure, along with a functionally based one from South East Asia.

SOUTHEAST ASIA
R6ANIZA FIIN WAR/PEACIF OBJEC'I lVE SUCCESS

South East Asia 1942 War Defend Burma Failurc
South-Euest-Asia Commnand (SEAQ1"4 War tBurM. $iiccs5(I C
Vietnam 1965-1973 War Socure Vietnam Failuro

The Allies' 1944 to 1945 South Fast Asia Command (SFA.) is the only organization
which meets the criterion objective. Without a CINC in 1942 to control Allied operations,

the outnumberedJapanese quickly overran Burma By mid 1944 the Allies installed
Mountbatten as the CINC and Lease as the subordinate LOC. The Allies liberated Burma in
1945 with this successful and functionally organized command. America failed in the
Vietnam War. S AC 1944, functionally organized with a subordinate LCc, is the only

Allied organization in South East Asia, which succeeded in war. This organization will be
further analyzed along with three from the Far East

THE FAR EAST
WOAMIIZAX rON WAIRaPfAqE OBAECTIyE SUCCESS

Far East 1941 War Defend Phillipines Famire
ABDACOM Jan/eb 1942 War Defond Eat Indies Fmire

AM 29-i w*s~swePhillines ~SW Mi(ju
fSE i (a_ Kw_ _ Wu s W sM ou
Korea 1990 Peace Deterence N/A
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I hrea of six Allied organizations in the Far Last were successful in war. American

Far Ewt forces in 1941 failed to defend the Phillipines. The Allies in ABDACOM then

failed to defend the East Indies. TheAllies in SWPA, ABDAC's successor, successfully

defended Australia in 1942. They were functionally organized with MwArthur as CINC

and Blarney as his LCC. MacArthur thcn reorganized SWPA on area lines. Using thre

subordinate armies he liberated the Phillipines. Far East Command, redesignated from

SWPA, defended Korea. It was organized on area lines with an army in Korea and two

island commands. Today, rar East Command, redesignated as the Combined Forces

Command, continues to defend Korea in a time of peace. I hree Far East organizations were

successful in war: SWPA 1942, SWPA 1943- 1945, and Far East Command (FEC)

during tMe Korean War. We will only keep one Pacific organization for further analysis.

PACIFIC
ORGANIZAlION WAR/PEACE OBJECTIVE SUCCESS
Pacific, December 7, 1941 War Defend Hawaii Failure
Pacific Ocean Area 1942-1945 War Joa Success(Area)
Pacific Command 1990 Peace Deterrence N/A

Only the Pacific Ocean Area met our critcrion of objective in the Pacific Theater of

Operations. American forces in the Pacific suffered a decisive defeat at Pearl Harbor.

Nimitz, the newly appointed Pacific Ocean Area CINC, successfully penetrated Japanese

defenses, bombarding and blockading Japan. Ills theater was organized on area lines

using joint task forces and island base commands. I he Pacific Command retained this area

organization during peace. The Pacific Ocean Area (POA) was the last organization

successful in war. Counting POA, there were three functional and five area organizations,

which met the criterion, objective-

Fi:mwct I Orlgizatiem(with LCC) Area Orgamizatiems(wiUmt LCC)
(TO 1944. SWPA 1942. SEAC 1944 rTO 1945. MTO 1943. SWPA 1943

Ko a 1950. POA

1 hese successful theater organizations will help identify when a subordinate LCC is

appropriate using the secr and third criteria, unity of command and simplicity.

According to theory, theaters with a subordinate LOC should have a single concentrated

land force objective.
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Unity of Command: Which organization for what objective

1 he principle of unity of command states that each objective should have one

commander for unity of effort. Analysis flows from this relationship between the

objective and the commander. We will determine the common chLacteristics of the land

force objective in theaters of operations with a subordinate LCC. Then we will find the

common characteristics of the land fore objectives in theaters without a subordinate LOC.

Area based organizations should have dispersed objectives, while the three theaters with a

subordinate LCC should have a concentrated land force objective.

Theater LCC Objective
ETO 1944 Montgnery Normandy
SWPA 1942 Blarney Papua (Now Ounieo)
SEAC 1944 Lease Central Burma

Montqomery's compact objective area fell in line with expectations from theory.

Field Marshall Montgomery, the LCC as commander of the invading 21 st Army Group, had

asimplemission: secure a beachhead in Normandy. The beachhead, 100 miles wide and

20 milesdeep, was bounded by the English Channel on the North, the river Seine on the

East, and the Cotentin Peninsula on the West. The transition from a theater with a

subordinate LOC to one without one also fell in line with theory.

Once the Allies exploited out of Normandy and the objectives dispersed, FTO no longer

hod a subordinate LCC. Montgomerys 21 st Army Group secured the beachhead with Second

British Army, First U. S. Army, and First Canadian Army. Once the beachhead was

secure, the 12th Army Group assumed control of two U. S. armies (the First U.S. Army

and Patton's newly activated Third U.S. Army). 12th Army Group then exploited south

and west out of Normandy, while 21 st Army Group fixed the Germans in Normandy.

Eisenhower directly controlled these army groups as the theater CINC. So, when the land

force objective was compact, twre was a LCC and when the land objectives diverged,

there no longer was a L CC and ETO organized on an area basis. This transition also

occurred in the SWPA,

SWPA was initially or anized on a functional basis to fight in a compact defensive

area Ganeal Blaneywas Macorthur's subordinate LCC. Macrthur's mission, as CINC

SWPA, was to defendAustralla. Lacking the forces to defend the entire Australian

continent, he ordered Blarney to defend forward in Papua, eastern New Guinea. Papua was

a triangular peninsula, 160 kilometers by 400 kilometers. Like Normandy, it was a
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contiguous land mass largely bounded by water. Also like Normandy, the organization

with a subordinate LCC only lasted so long as the battle was confined to Papua.

Once Maicrthur began operations outside Papua and the objectives dispersed, SW'A

reorgeni,'ed on an area basis. A semnd ground unit, ALAMO force (later renamed 6th

Army) under Krueger was formecL. After that, Blamey fixed Japanese forces in Papua and

controlled forces in the rear (Australia), while Krueger began amphibious assaults,

which bypassed the Japanese. Krueger invaded islands separate from New Ounies or

conducted deep amphibious turning movements in New Ounie. As in Normandy, once the

confines of the single peninsula were broken, a second land headquarters was established

SEAC's land force objective was similar to Blomey's in 1942.

SEAC was also functionally organized to secure a compact objective area.

Mountbatten's subordinate L.C was General Lease, CINC, Allied Land Forces South Fast

Asia. Mountbatten's mission, as CINC SEAC, was to liberate Burma. Mountains bounded

Burma on the North, East, and West, while the ocean formed the southern boundry

Burma was vest like Australia and exterior lines of operations divided the Chinese in the

Northeast, the Americans in the Northwest, and the British in the West. Not only were

the Allies' aims quite different, their lines of operations were far apart. Lease's

objective, central Burma, was where these three lines of operations met.

Central Burma united the Chinese, Americans, and British. A secure central Burma

protected the supply road to China in the North and was the gateway to secure Mandalay and

the rest of Burma The Americans and the Chinese wanted the Led rood in North Burma

opened, the Americans to supply Chennault's stratic bombino of Japan from China and

the Chinese to provision their Army. The British wanted to retake their entire colony in

Burma.5 8 Central rTurma, the 100 mile line from Mandalay to Lashio, was the compact

objective which united Lease's disparate forces, fhe war ended before the British attack

south to Singapore and the American advance north into China split the land force objective

aid tested the need for a subordinate LCC. Even so, we see a common thread

These three uc'cessful theaters with a subordinate I CC had a single compact

objective, which focused the efforts of the land forces The beachhead at Normandy was

such a compact and unifyin objective. When Patton broke out of Normandy aid exploited

west to Brittany, while 21 st Army Group attacked east to Germany, no such objective

unified the land forces and a second land force headqurters was formed. Papua was

another compact and unifying objective. Once the campaign expanded to include islands and

parts of Now Guinea separated by water from Papua, no contiguous land mass united the
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land forces. Again, a second land force hedquters, ALAMO Force, was formed. In the

case of SEAC central Burma remained the compact and unifying land objective.

Functionally organized theters with a compact land force objective confirms Ueury.

Fach of the three theaters, FTO 11944, SWPA 1942, and SFAC were functionally

organized theaters with a single compact land force objective.

Let us now see if the five area based theaters had dispersed objectives. If so, we can

conclude that management theory is correct, geographical concentration is a primary

reason for having a subordinate LCC. We will start with the European Theater of

Operations from September 1944 to May 1945 (F 10 1945).

IEFO 194559
Iauiad Force Lime of Oprat OWib cL've
2 lt Army Group Normndy North Belgium. North Ibh'
12th Army Group Normandy. eaar, South RId
6th Army Group Marseilles, Sar, Austria
Ist Allied Airborne Army United Kingdom. Air Corridor, Landing Zone

The European Theater of Operations (ETO) was organized on an area basis to

decentralize control of its dispersed joint forces. [TO had three army groups habitually

associated with three air forces on separate lines of operations. In addition f [0 had the

First Allied Airborne Army with its own transport aircraft to conduct airborne assaults.

Wit four air ground teansoperatingon four separate axes, area depr tmentation made

sense. I at us review each axis starting with the North.

The 21st Army Oroup and the associated 2d Tactical Air Force attacked on the

northern line of operations. Their supplies or lines of communications ran from English

Channel ports, while their axis of advance or lines of operations ran north of the

Ardennes up to their objective, the northern Rur. The Ruhr was the economic heart of

Germany and it lay behind the Ardennes. [he Ardennes was the historical barrier which

separated the two major invasion routes into Germany. South of the Ardennes was the next

axis.

The 1 2th Army Group and its habitually associated 9th (U.S.) Air Force attacked on

the southern line of operations. Their linesof communication also ran from English

Channel ports. Their axis ran south of theArdennes and through the Saw enroute to their
objective, the southern Ruhr. The Sear is the second historical invasion route into

Oermany. This line of operations approaches the Ruhr from the south. As 12th Army

Group turned north to the Ruhr, it would have an exposed flank. I he third air- land
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grouping fought on this flIank.
The 6th Army Group and the uiated I1st Tactical Air Force guarded the southern

flan* on a separate line of operations. Their supplies came from Marseilles in the
Mediterranean. Their start point differed from 12th Army Grup, which began in
Normandy. Additionlly, as 6th Army G3roup attacked into 0rmany they would be
advancing east as a flank guard, while 12th Army Group attacked northeast towrds the
Ruhir. Even though both Army Groups were south of the Ardeonnes, they were on separate
lines of operations. Their start and end points were different. lnadmltlon to this flank
guard, Eisenhower had a deep air- land attack force.

The F irst Allied Airborne Army supported the army groups on a fourth line of
operations. Their assembly area was in England and their means of movement and supply
was by air. Their lending 7ones, Northern Belgium for Operation MARKFT (iIDFN and
the far side of the Ruhr for Operation GIRENADE, were beyonid the ground formo They had
separate lines of operations, since their routes, along with start and and points, were
different from the army groups. So, while Eisenhower's aim was the Ruhr, he had four

air-land teamns, separated by terrain and supply lines, advancing on geographically
disperse objectives

Dispersejoint operations fell in line with our theory for having an area based

orgfnzation. An area based organization decentralized joint operations in a dispersed
geographical area. Fisenhower had four joint (air- land teams), oriented on soerate

objectives and divideddby lines of operations. So, ETO decentralized joint operations on
four separate axes with an area based organization. We saw a smilar structure in the
Mediterranean Theater of Operations (MTO).

VITO 1943-1945O
Land Force Lim. of 0(~rUwtus/Q)bgkimLw_
Allied Armies Italy Tunisia. Sicily. uIvaI
GM4 Middle East Middle East. kt"

The Medterromn was also ormoizod on an area basis. This dmntraized t
control of dispersed ground force&. MTO had two land forces, separate groups of armies,
on two lines of operations. Theme ame were not divided by a major ground obstacle, but

by thes- Hielt. This forced each group of armies to fight a separate decentralized battle.
AlledArmies Italy attackedlon the Italian axis.

It advanced through Tunisia and Sicly to Italy in order to knock the Italians out of t
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war and to fix Orman forces in the central Mediterran. As 18th Army Oroup, it

cleared Tunisia It was then renamed 15th Army Oroup and liberated Sicily. It was again

renamed during the initial operations in Italy sAllied Armies Italy (MI). Finally. when

Clark replaced Alexander, it was finally renamed 1 Sth Army Oroup and secured Italy.

Meanwhile, a n 'group of armies was in the eastern Mediterraeam

Oenral Headquarters Middle East (OHIQME), secured the Middle East and liberated

Greece. Much of the time OHQME was an British Army service component command,

which rotated forces between the Italian line of operations and the Middle East. It

supervised training and its 9th and IOth (UK) Armies performed internal security from

Egypt to Iran. OHQME ran a second line of operations up the "soft underbelly" of Europe. It

failed during 1943 in a disastrous egean campaign. Success followed the destruction of

Oarmany's Army Group South Ukraine in Romania. The Oermans had to abandon Greece or

have those forces destroyed in detail. This left an opportunity for the British to pursue

their aim of postwar influence in the Balkans.6 1

MTO fought in two widely separate lines of operations, while pursuing radically

different objectives. The Allies fought on the Italian line of operations after a United

Nations objective. 1 he British secured the Middle Last and liberated Oreece, primarily in

search of British objectives. Not only where the objectives and lines of operations

physically separated by water, they were politically diverse. 1his dispersion of aims was

hound to be controlled under two different lend headquarters. A similar difference in

national priorities also separated ground forcs in tlc South West Pacific Area (SWPA).

3WPA 1943- 194562
Lend Farce Mssion Lime or OperaUen/Obiecti
6th Army Bypass. Seize eacilhead Australia. New Cwmiea. Phillipines
8th Army Block Retreat. Defend Beachtiad Australia. Now Gmiea. Phillioines
Allied Land Forces Frontal Pursuit. Row Ops AusLralia, New 6mkie. Borneo

The SWPA during this time was organized on an area basis to decentralize the control

of dispersed joint andcombinedoperations. Threearmies fought joint air, land, andsee

battles in area separated by the /m and national objectives. 6th Army conducted the

amphibious uaeults, 8th Army defended the beachhead, andAllied Land Forces

(primarily Australians) pursued the Japanese along with securing the rear. Not only

wr the armie isolated from each other, the Americm objective was the Phillipines,

while the Autrallan objective ww Dornom "Omraphical and political sapartion of

objectives justified an area oranization in accordance with the theory section. The 6th
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Army led the attack.

It fought an isolated joint battle deep in the Japanese rear. 6th Army's amphibious

asault was a joint operation requiring naval forces for transport, air form for cover,

and land forces to hold the ground It was the lead in a column of three armies and

bypased Japanese positions. Initial operations in New Britain and New Ounioshowed

that the bypassed Japanese invariably farce marched through the jungle to attack these

beechheaa. 6 3 If 6th Army continued to defend the beachhead along with planning and

executing future amphibious assaults, It would be split up, fighting an several

beachheads at once. if 6th Army was to focus on planning and fighting one isolated

amphibious assult at a time, someone else had to assume the defense of the beachhead

The 8th Army followed 6th Army and also fought an isolated joint battle. 8th Army

assumed control of the beachhead after 6th Army had .ecured it. This freed up 6th Army

to focus on one task and an extremely complex one at that, amphibious assault. This loft

8thArmy blocking the Japanese retreat in the isolated beachhead It needed theair force
for air support and the Navy for supplies. While 6th and 8th Armies bypassed the

Japanese and secured blocking positions deep in the Japanese rear, the Australians

conducted the frontal pursuit.

Allied Land Forces also fought its own isolated joint battles. First, Blame

controlled all allied land forces on the continent of Australia. This put an Australian in

charge of Australia's defense. In aditian to this joint raw operation, Rlamey also

conducted the frontal pursuit up the coast of New Ouniem He followed the Japanese and

linked up with the next 8th Army beachhead The Australians continued this isolated

pursuit until the Spring of 1945. First Australian Army then invaded Borneo to

recapture a British colony. At this point the Australian axis diverged from the American

one. So, 8lame aend Allied Land Forces fought three isolated joint operations: the defense

of Australia, the pursuit in New Ounie, and the amphibious assault of Borneo.

Similarly, theAllies In SWPA had three armies fighting isolated joint operations.

The decentralizad nature of joint operations; in the SWPA justified the area based land

force organization. One land force, 6th Army, made joint amphibious assaults dep in the

rear. A second land force, 8th Army, defended these beachheeds and blacked any Japanese

withdrawal. Finelly, a third lend force brought up the rear and pursued the Japanese

from New Ounien to Borneo. With three land forces fighting separate joint operations, a
decentralized ares based orgnia tian was logical. Just as in the Mr 0 and SWPA, the ocean

decentralized the Pacific Oean Area (POA).
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POA 1942-1 945(A
Saebrdlmit Cumami Line of OIurntias/jWbiqJ
North Pacific Area West Coast of U.S.. Aleutiies
Cantrll Pacific Are. Hawaii. Miwas. i J.
South Pacific Are. New Caledonia. Solomons

I he vastness of the Pacific Omn dispersedAllied forces into three joint and

combined area commands. Each of these three subordinate subunified commands had

completely different objectives, lines of operations, and lines of supply. The dispersion

was in great that we must lan below the subunified commands before we can find any land

forces. These land farces were part of invading task farce or island baoe commani The

ses separation showed the dispersion.

Each subunified command started and ended at greatly separated points. The North

PacificArea (NPA) under Admilral Theobald attacked from the West coast of the U.S. to

retakeAttu and Kiska Islands in theAleutians. The Central PacificArea (CPA) attacked

from Hwaii, through the Marianas Islands (Saipan), and finally reached the Ryukus

Islands (Okinawa) on the fringes of Japan. The distance between the NPA and CPA axis

was 3000 miles. Nimit7 tasked Halswy's South Pacific Arm (,SPA) to defend the see lines

of communication from the U.S. to Australia by seizing the Solomon Islands (Ouedalcanal).

At its closest, SPA's attack was 1000 miles from Tarawa on the CPA axis. Not only were

these three axis widely separated, which favors area departmentation, the islands within

each of these three theaters were separated.

Dispersion of land forces an islands within the subunif ied commands decentralized

joint operations further. The CPA had land forces under the control of invading task forces

and island base commands Each invading force was a joint air, land, and sea force under

the control of a Navy Adniral. The gane was true of each island base command. Again a

Navy admirol controlled all forces on a given island These joint invading task forcs and

island bae commands also controlled the dispersed land forces in the NPA and SPA,

Again, as geography disparss an orgenization, it tends to decentrelize joint

operations and result In an area organization. The vastness of a maritime theater and the

isolation of individual islands are geographical facts which create dispersion. I he size of

the maritime theater lends Itself to subordinate commands oriented on the various lines of

operation/ communication leading to their objectives. Since warfare in any isolated area

is joint, this makes the subrdinate command a subunifled or joint command Since esch

area will tend to have severl Isolated islands chains, the subunifled commandor will tend

to control subordinate land forces through subordinate joint task force or island base
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(ares)commanders. Water also decentralized 1 ar East Command (FEC).

tLjC 195065
Laud Force itasel Of eatlewa~s dweclv
fth Amy Jewn P~sui SofthKorn

Xth Corp J@Wa. Inm~ m
RyW=s CrmmW J"Ma. WMM
llurlsAS/ On CMMand Japan fliNius Bonin IslandS

The Pacific Ocean separated FEC's four land forces during the Korean War. The 8th

Army defended 3outh Korea, Xth Corps conducted amphibious assaults, and the two island
commands each defended their island groups. Each land force had Japan as its supp ly base
and depended on the Navy for reinforcements along with t Air Force for air support. The
most Interesting separation between land forces is that between 8Wh Army and Xtii Corps,
since both were in Korea, a small peninsula.

Lines of supply and operations separated these two forces. Both 8th Army and Xth

Corps received their supplies try see from Japan. 8th Armys port was Pusan, while Xth
Corps' ports were Inchon and Hungnam. This meant that both organizations were

dependent on FEC for supplies. Xth Corps was logistically separated from 8th Army.
this same isolation existed tactical ly. X Corps at inwas separated from the

Pusan perimeter and 8th Army by 200 miles of mountains. Upon link up with Eighth
Army, Xth Corps re-embarked end landed on the northeast coust of Nurth Korea at
Woring and Hungnam. Fvan when they linked up with Fighth Armys attark north to the
Yalu River, the central mountain ridge in Korea separated Xth Corps from 8th Army.

Terrain separated these two force logistically and tactically. Once Xth Corps evacuated
Hungnam in the face of the Chinese offensive and debarked at Pusan, it returned to 8th

Armycontrol. Their objective, the defensof South Korea, and their supply lines ra

coincided

This reinforces the area organization theory. If geography disperses an organization,
it tends to decentralize operations and results In an are organization. Dispersed
objectives, iqparae lines of operations, and different lines of communication are
manifestation of thia

Each theater had isolated objectives separated bygeaqraphy. Every objective tended
to have a Wert line of operations or communications from its bae to its objective. In
order to maintain unity of effort, each objective and I ne of operations had a separate
commander for unity of command I he.e commanders fought joint operations, which
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caused the CINC to decentralize joint operations. I his is just a theory predicted, wrea

departmentation decentralizes control. Theory also explained the three theaters

functionally orgnized with a subordinate LCC.

In thae cues the theater had a single compact objective clearly defined by

geography. ETO at Normandy, SWPA in Papua, and SEAC in central Burma all had a

sinqle, compact, and unifying objective. To ensure unity of effort for land farces in this

small area, a single Found ommander, the subordinate LCC, provided unity of

command Just as theory Implied, geographical dispersion was a key facter In

determining whether or not to hove a subordinte LOC.

So, we have confirmed our first two implications from theory. Let us look at our

final criteria, simplicity. and see if a subordinate LOC addresses national interest&

MIMijty: Addirmiug poillical probleIms

Theater orMizations should have the simplest structure, which meets the objective

andavoids major political problems. First, we will determine the common political

problems that theaters with a subordinate LCC address. Then we will determine the

common political problems that theaters without a subordinate LCC addess. Last, we

will compare thme. Functionally based orgenizations (ETO 1944. SAC 1944, and SWPA

1943) should address issues of service and national power and prestige.

Functionally Based Theaters

The Furopen Theater of Operations at Normandy (FTO 1944) resolved its land force

political crisis by having a British LCC under the CINC. The British had the majority of

land forces and wanted a British LOC. Just as doctrine required, the LCC was British.

This aldsasd a problem of national prestige and power.

The British, as the senior partner, preferred a British LCC for two political

reasons, service preference and national interest. First, the British system of command

in a theater was to have three cequal service chiefs collectivey command the theater.66

fris was much I ike the pro oildwater Nichols Act with the collective boy of Ue joint

chiefs of stalff. With no service in charge each service chief could veto any plan

threatening a service Interest. This British preference for a service organization did not

completely ae why the British aepted an Eiserdw as the CINC, yet wanted

Montpmy as the LCC.
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The American CINC and the British LOC were means to adde each nation's power

and prestige. As time wore on, the American contribution to the alliance became

overwhelming. By making an American the CINC, this aidressed America's share of power

in the Alliance. Similarly, during the invasion of Normandy the hulk of Allied forces

came from the British Empire. Only after the beachhead was secure did American land and

eirpower predominate. Additionally, Montgomery was the premier British ground

commander of his time. He had defeated Rommel and supervised the detailed planning for

OVERLORD. If the Americans had not accepted Montgomery as the British LCC, this would

have been a blow to British prestige. It would have said that Britain's temporary

preponderance of power in the alliance was irrelevent. Making an Englishman the LCC,

recognized the British contribution to the invasion. Even so. some Amer icans were riot

even willing to do that.67

Eisenhower did not appoint Montgomery as the LCC until just before the invasion.

Montgomery had been the Commander of 2 Ist Army Oroup for months. This made him the

de facto ILOC since he commanded the invading First U. S. , First Canadian, ad Second

British Armies. Even so, the Americans dolayed oddressing the issue of the LCC. Not until

I June, 1944, five days before the invasion, did Eisenhower designate Montgomery as

the LOC. Eisenhower preferred to have Alexander as his LOC, because Montgomery was too

abrasive for many Amerlcans. rM

I hesae fears of Montgomery's personality did not come to pass. Montgomery, mindful

of the differences in command styles between the Americans and the British, continued to

micromanage the British, yet used much less control with the Americans. When Bradiley,

the American First Army commander, rflectned on hi, experience under Montgmerwy, he

thought highly of Montgomery's command style.69 So we see that the LCC issue was

politically loedel It become a means to acknowledge the ally with the majority of land

forces in a theater. The same was true in the South West Pacific Area (SWPA) in 1942.

The S WPA In 1942 also resolved Its land force political crisis by having a LCC under

the CINC. The Australians had the bulk of the lend forces, were used to the British system

with a LOC, and wanted an Australian LCC. The Americans provided the preponderance of

force, would soon have the majority of land forces, and didn't want en Australian LCC

Again, the notion with the majority of land forces provided the IOC.

(noraI Marshall, the American Army Chief of Staff, orred Macrthur to

implement the structure for two reons. First, the previousABDAOM structure hada

LOC and all the Alllee had agreed to that structure. Secand, the Australians had the
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majority of land forces in SWPA 70 "lhe LCC solved thoe problems, but did resolve all

the Issues of prestige and power. Parochial interests continued to fester.

The structure ran counter toAnerican command preferences The intent of the LCC in

the ABDCOM structure was for the CINC to deal with strategic or political matters. He

wa to keep a theater --wide perspective, stying out of the details of any operation.

MacArthur was powerful and like many American commanders, was prone to direct

supervision. MacArthur began dealing directly with the commanders in New Ounies. Then

the commanders began dealing directly with MeArLhur. This rediced Blamey, the LCC,

to de fecto being just the commander of Al lied forces in Australia 7 1 Even this was not

enough for some Americans.

Mary Americans were unwilling to work for Australians. This is similar to the

distaste mery Americans had working fr Montgomery. The original designee for the

command of I Corps refused to command, because he would be working for an Australian.

This was a clear clash of national power and prestig and the command designee went

home.72 Even so, New unies Force continued to command a combined American and

Australian force arid Blamey continued to command all Allied land forces in Australia The

nation with the preponderance of land forces provided the LCC. South East Asia Command

(SEAC) also followed this doctrinal rule in 1944.

The SEAC in 1944 also resolved its land force political crisis by having a subordinate

I CC. The Allies had different aims and clashing personalities. The CINC was the

traditionol British hanids off theater commander, who preferred to handle strategic

issues and avoided resolving operational problems. The British had the majority of force

mid preferred to have a LCC, Lese, but their Allies resisted Again, the nation with the
preponderance of land forces provided the LCC. The LCC overcame the Allies' differences.

[he differences between the Allies' objectives has already been addressed in the unity

of command discussion. The Chinese Nationalists wanted the Allies to provide American

supplies by opening the Burma road They avoided fighting the Japanese ard Ibanded

their remurces, so they could defet the Red Chinese after the war. The Americans wanted

to open the Burma road to supply Chennoult's bombing of Japan and a Chinese offensive

against the Jaepnet Even though both wanted the Burma road open, their aims clashed
America's offensive aims diametrically oppned China's defensive ims. Finally, the

British wanted to recapture their colonies in Asia, while the Americans and Chinese

oppamdcolonallm. Not only did Allied aims clash, so did personalities,

Until the Novmber 1944 reorganization of SEAC, none of the leaders could got along.
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Stilwell, theAmericancommander anddeputyCINC, refued to work with (iffrd, the

British 1 Ith Army Oroup commander. Stilwell got along with the CINC, but Mountbatten

refued to get involved in Ue operational details. So, Stilwell lied his land forces

cooperate with the 14th Army commander, Slim. The Chinese refused to attack and only

took ordors from Chiang Kai Shek.73 Clearly, this divergence of objectives and

personalities without a single commander for unity of effort was unworkable.

The collapse of the Chinese Army in Chine and the overrunning of Chennault's bomber

bases led to unity of command under a LCC. The Chinese now needed the Burma road to

survive and put the Chinese forces in northeast Burma under American control. T he

Americans had little use for bombers without bases and desperately needed the Chinese

Army to keep fighting. Mountbatten was liked by everyone and was British royalty. His

position was secure and nobody was going to get him involved in operational details.

Stilwoll and the 1 I th Army Group commander were therefore fired 74 Since the British

had the majority of the land forces in theater, Leese became LCC. He commanded all allied

land farces in Burma Finally, there was unity of command and unity of effort.

So, the LCC in these functionally based theaters addressed the major political issues

of power and prestige irst, the nation with the majority of land forces provided the LCC

just as doctrine said. This LCC was Montgomery in ETO 1944, Blamey in SWPA 1942,

and Lese In SA 1944. Tlwy atkremW those nations' contributions in land forces and

protected the power and prestige of the nation with the majority of land forces. Second, if

the nationality of the CINC was different from the majority of the land forces, then a LCC

was reqired This was the case with Eisenhower and the British in ETO 1944 and with

Mecrthur end the Australians in SWPA 1942. Third, the LCC provided centralized

control when aweek CINC, Mountbatten, could not be replaced for political reasons.

Politics impacted an orgenizational decisions, confirming theory. Since the subordinate

LCC addressed political problems of national power and prestige, we should expect that the

area based theaters had more political problems.

S& J eee Theater

Surprisingly, the are based theater organizutions did not have more political

problems, Just different ones. First, the notion or service with the majority of land

forces still provided the CINC or all subordinate land for.ce commanders. This

structurally addar their power and prestige. Second, eliminating the subordinate LCC
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created political problems until the power relationship was acpted finl Iy, a U. &

Army or Navy heaquartrs commanding a joint or combined theater also created political

problems. We will start with the first challeng.

The nation and service with the majority of land forces provided the CINC or all

Wound force commanders. Americo provided the majority of land forces to ETO after the

breakout from Normandy. Eisenhower, the American CINC, directly controlled his four

subordinate land forces. In this case the majority ruled.

Britain provided the majority of land forces to the MTO and either provided the CINC

or both of the Army Group commanders. Initially, Eisenhower wastheCINCand

Alexander and Wilson, both Britons, commanded the Army Groups. Wilson and later
Alexander replaced Eisenhower as the CINC. Again, the majority ruled as CINC or

subordinate land force commanders

America provided the majority of land forces to SWPA after 1942. MacArthur, the

American CINC, directly controlled his three subordinate army commanders. The

majority ruled again.

The same happened in the Korean War and the Pacific. America provided the
majority of land forces in Korea I he American CINC directly controlled the subordinate

land forces. The Navy, with its Marines, provided the majority of land forces in the P(O

for most of thewar. Nimitz, through his sub are commanders, controlled all land

forces. Again, the majority ruled.

The notion or service with the majority of land forces protected its power and

prestige either by having the CINC or manning all major round force commands. This is
the same solution to majority interests we found in the functionally based theater. Only

there, the CINC's nationality was different from the majority land force. In that case the

subordinate LCC mlkesaed the problem. Eliminating the subordinate LCC to reflect a new
balance of land forces creaetd political problems in ETO and PO(.

Eliminating Montgomery as ETOs subordinate LCC reduced British power and
prestige. The British lacked the preponderance of land forces after Normandy and

Eisenlower, as the CINC, become the LCC British land fore still hed direct access to

the CINC through Montgomery, but the British were no longer in charge. Before, with

Eienhower as the CINC and Montgomry ae the LCC, the British could tell each other that

Eisentower was only a figurehead They could claim that Britain was really in charge
through Montgomery. Now, with Eisenhter as the CINC and no subordinate LCC, the

British were clearly the junior partner. The depth of these emotions came out in several
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ways.

The British made various attempts to keep Montgomery as LCC. Montgomery, the

British Chiefs of Staff, and Churchill all lobbied Eisenhower for asubordinate LCC. Thev

never demanded Montgomery but they suggested tht the L CC should go to the most

expcrienced ground commander. Eimhw n the Amerkns ignored the requests 7 5

The issue only died when Montoomery went too far ard threatened the alliance.

Montgomery in an interview after the Battle of the Bulge claimed that he and the

British Army had won the battle. Churchill was forced to publicly apologize by pointing

out that Americans had done 9bZ of the fighting. Montgomery was almost relieved of

command and the LCC issue finally died.16 The same level of passion existed in the Pacific

at the end of the war.

Removing all Army forces from the POA before the invasion of Japan and placing

them under MoArthur's command, r Navy power and prestige. The Army chafed

througout the Pacific war that no one protected Army interests in the Pacific. For most

of the war the Army lacked the preponderance of land forces to press the issue. There

were too many Marines. For the invasion of Japan the Army provided the overwhelming

amount of land forces. The invasion involved several armies, so only Maci'thur had the

political stature to command the invading forces. No one could make Mcrthur

subordinate to Nimitz, so all Army forces were removed from Navy control. The JCS

were forced to coordinete Nim it? and MacPrthur's invasion of Japen. 7 7 The loss of Army

forces was a blow to Navy power and prestige but there seemed to be no other solution

when the Army forces became overwhelminq

Changing the nationelty of the LCC created problems. Ultimately, the service or

nation with the bulk of land forces provided the LCC. While the majority ruled, the

nature of many theater headquarters heightened minority frustrations.

U. S. Army or Navy headquarters commanding a joint and combined theater caused

political problems. Three of the theater headqwters were specified commands, while

two were combined commands. Mathur manned SWPA and FF as a U.S. Army

hodwuorters, while Nimitz manned POA as a Navy hoadcuarters. TheAustralians in

particular and the Navy to a lesser degree were irritated by the absence of their nation aid

service from MacArthur's head*arters. Without any representation on the theater staff

they hW difflcuty making their views heard or of protecting their Interests. 78 The Navy

and theAlr force were ally frustrated by FEQ Army off icers ran FEC, to the

exclusion of the Air Force and Navy./ 9 Thesene happpened in PC. Therewere fewArmy
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officers on Nimitz's staff end they had no influence with him. He had only accepted Army

officers on the orders from theJCS. 0 There was none of this emnity in ETO or MTO.

Eisenhower had deliberately structured these as joint and combined headcuarters.

There were officers from each nation end service an the theater headquarters. If the

principal staff officer was British, his deputy was American. This thorough intermixing

of staffs by nation and service made the staff laqe and slow but also ensured that national

and servicb viewpoints were addressed This served one of the roles that functional

departmentation provides, protecting the power and prestige of the function.

Cparison

The theater land force structure must protect service aid national power and

prestiW.e, while maintaining unity of command First, the structure must provide real

unity of command. Second the orgeni7ation must acknowledge the contribution of the

major land force. Third, the structure must protect the minor lind forc. Unity of

command is the easiest to address.

There were two ways to provide unity of command for theater land forces. The best

was to have a CINC empowered and capable of commanding the forces In theater. The second

and less preferrable way, was to have a subordinate LC empowered and capable of

commanding the land forces. The CINC of SEAC was unwilling to assume full command and

could not be removed for political reasons. So, the subordinate LCC maintained unity of

commend over the theater's disparate ground forces. Once we had unity of command, we

aftsc the contribution of the major land force.

We saw two ways to address this contribution. First, if the CINC was the sane

service or nationality as the major ground force, we had an area organization and the CINC

was the LCC. This was the case in ETO at the end of World War Two. Second, if the CINC

was not the sane service or nationality as the major ground force, we had a functional

organization with the major ground force providing the LCC. This was the case in SWPA

1942 and ETO 1944. As an alternative, we had an area organization and the major ground

force provided all the subordinate ground commanders. This was the cae in the MTO.

Having addrsed the major ground force, we protected the minor ground fuce&

The minor ground force needed access to the CINC to protect its power and presti*.

The fully integrated joint or combined headqurtors achieved this but took time to develop.

An area orgnization also did this, If the mInor ground force was a direct subordinate of
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the CINC. fhis leads us to the relation between politics and the subordinate Lo.

Two primary political factors call for a subordinate LCC. First, if the CINC is weak

and politically untouchable, the subordinate LCC is away to create unity of command.
Second, if the service or nationality of the CINC ir not the same as that of the majority

ground force, then the subordinate LCC is a way to address the power and prestige of that

force. Analysis confirms theory again.

PART VI: CONCLUSION

We sought an answer to the question: when does a theater of operations need a

subordinate LCC? Militry doctrine provided conflicting views on theater organization.

Joint doctrine stated that a theater could be organized on an area or a functional basis. The

area basis decentralized joint operations, while the functional basis centralized land

operations. The Army preferred central ized land operations with a subordinate 1.CC.

Theory confirmed the centralized nature of functionally based organizations and

highlighted several other points.

Tbewry & a Theater o Opera .eas

Dewartmststiee Ceetrel Adatability I.Laders Otb.r Ceoideratieas
Funcional (LCC) Centralized Inflexible Inexperienced ProLect Land Force
Arma Derentrali.ed Flexible Experienced Oispersed

Functional departmentation centralizes control, maintains the power and prestiqe oi

the function, but is slow to adopt. Therefore, a subordinate LCC centralizes control of

land operations, protects the power and prestige of the land force, but is less flexible to

change. Area departmentation decentralizes control and improves local coordination in

dispersaed are., but needs more experienced leaders. A theater orgaized without a

subordinate LCC, therefore, decentralizes joint operations, is flexible and dispersed

over swideares, hut requires more trained leaders. Since, theareedepartmentation

needs more trained or experienced leaders, the functional orgoization con be generalized

as not needlnq as many experienced leaders. There are several other expectations.
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Expectatiam

Opur-tmwatatien Trend Objertive Preblem A416 a

Functional (LCC) War Start Concentratcd Protect Land Force

Area War End Disersed SUtrng CINC

First, theaters transition from functionally based organizations at the start of war

to area based organizations at the end of war. Mature theaters adjust to the chaos of war
and have experienced combat leaders, while new theaters adjust to the calm of peace and

have inexperienced combat leaders. Second, theaters with a subordinate LC have a single
concentrated land objective, while vast theaters with dispersed objectives have an area

based organi7ation. Third, a subordinate I -CC dcesses parochial service or national

interests, while a strong CINC overcomes these. History confirmed the first.

American theaters of operations chanoed from functionally based organizations with a
subordinate LCC to aree based organizations without a subordinate LCC. Theaters began
with functionally based organizations and without a CINC. These organizations failed.

I heaters then organized under a CINC, who controlled all joint and combined forces.

Eventually successful theaters transitioned to an area based organization. Historical

trends confirmed that a subordinate LCC was more likely at the start of a campaign.

Analysis, using unity of command, confirmed the second expectation.

A single concentrated land objective favors a subordinate LOC, while several

dispersed objectives in a vast theater of operations favors an area organization. The
principle of unity of command states that for each objective there is one commander for

unity of effort Area based theaters, such as the Pacific, have isolated objectives

separated by geography. These lead CINCs to decentralize joint operations. Conversely,

functionally based theaters, such as ETO at Normandy, have a single compact objective,

clearly defined by geography. The CINC ensures unity of effort in Ois small area by
appointing a single ground force commander. Oeographical dispersion decentralizes

operations, while concentration centralizes them. Analysis also bers out our third

infereme about politics and structure
The theater structure protects service and national prestige, while maintaining

unity of command. Either the CINC or the subordinate LCC provided unity of command for
land forces. If the CINC politically can or will not provide unity of command, the

3ubordinate LCC does. The th=ater organization acknowledges the contribution of the major

land force If the CINC is not the same nationality or service as the major land force.
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appointing a subordinate LCC from that service or nationality adrhe this. fwo

political situations call for a subordinate LOC, a weak CINC or a CINC with a different

nationalityaor service than the majority land force, Analysis of doctrine, theory, andJ
history leeds to the major lessons.

Type Tim Leadership Jelmtness Objective Politics
I CC Wer Start I ass Fxngrienced Centraii~ed Concentrated Protect Nat/Sc Intaees
Area War End Moare Experienced Decentralized Dispersed Strong CINC

History tells us that successful theaters change from functional organizations with a
subordinate LCC to area based organi~ations without one. Campaicps become dec~'ntralized,
dispersed, joint and combined operations, which need more trained loaders. Peace dues

not necessarily prepare leaders for this. Leaders lack combat experience, organizations

are accustomed to stability, and national/ service parochialism abound. [his favors
functionally based organizations. War brings experience for decentralized joint and
combined operations. Even so. there are five considerations which favor the subordinate
I CW in a mature theater.

The unexpected start of a war, inexperienced loaders, concentrated objectives, a
weak CINC. and a CINC with a different nationality wr service from the land force may call

for a subordinate LOC. At the start of an unexpected war, leaders are probably

Inexperienced. If subordinate leaders are inexperienced, they will be unable to control
joint and combined operations. 1 he CINC then centralizes control. If the objective is
small, the CINC coordinates joint and combined operations. Again, the CINC centralizes

control, If the CING is weak aid politically untouchable, a strung subordinate LOC may
provide unity of command for lend operations. Finally, if the CINC hes a different

nationality or service from the major land farce, that major land farce needs their own

LOC to protect their interests.

PART V111: IMPLICATIONS

Joint doctrine (JCS Pub 2.0 Unffiei/tctn Arm - -~~ UAAE)Sol cnie
Incorporating this monorah's major findings. First, highlighting that the area

orgaization Is the most prevalent form of organization of UouMi force In a mature

theater. Secon, stressing the factors that favor ae or functional departmentation to
Include:. decentralization/ centralization, geographical dispersion/ concentration,
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maturity of theater, experieneof leaders, and protection of national ad service power/

prestige.
Joint doctrine provides tiese findings as a guide to action. This should not be dogna

hut a statement of fact to assist Army doctrine and Joint staffs. This should help Joint

staffs, while they develop their theater conmnd and control system. This cn also guide

Army doctrine to addiess alternative ways of organizing the theater. Ultimately, the

issue of the subordinate LOC is dependent on the situation. While the subordinate LOC may

the appropriate way to start organizing a small theater, it is not the best way to organize

all theaters.
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