Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
AUG 2004 2. REPORT TYPE 00-07-2004 to 00-08-2004
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

What is Joint Interdependence Anyway? £b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
U.S. Army Combined Arms Center -K nowledge,Military Review,294 REPORT NUMBER
Grant Ave BG 77,Fort Leavenworth,K S,66027

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Sa_me as 3
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



What is Joint
Interdependence
Anyway?

I HERE IS MUCH ADO lately about the chapter is not torn out of the book, but translated
concept of “joint interdependence” in futureinto a better language; and every chapter must be
military operations. More than one four-star generado translated. . . . As therefore the bell that rings to
has praised Operation Desert Storm'’s joint dea sermon, calls not upon the preacher only, but upon
confliction; that is, the conduct of relatively indepenthe congregation to comé.”
dent service operations orchestrated in space andStudents of organizations have adapted these
time so as not to interfere with each other, as in ametaphors of interdependence and applied them to
operations deconflicted with ground operations. Ilopen social systems. @rganization in Action,
Operation Iraqi Freedom, U.S. forces achieved modames D. Thompson describes three types of inter-
joint interoperability with a variety of forces work- dependence (from the least to the most complicated):
ing together to a greater degree because processe$. Pooled interdependence, where separate orga-
were clear, such as using U.S. Air Force close afzations, which perform adequately on their own,
support in lieu of U.S. Army artillery. But, generalsmight fail if one or more of the others fail. Failure
say the future of jointness is interdependence, witthreatens all.
no service operating independently and all relying on 2. Sequential interdependence, which is linear like
each other’s capabilities to be successful. a supply chain or assembly line. One unit in the chain
We are not completely satisfied with this visionproduces something necessary for the next unit, and
of future joint interdependence. We are concernesb forth.
that military leaders might inadvertently miss the 3. Reciprocal interdependence, where the output
leadership and organizational implications associatesf one organization becomes the input for others and
with interdependence. Instead of the discussion once vers&.Organizations become less distinguish-
ented on deconfliction, interoperability, and interdeable from each other and their combined perfor-
pendence, we propose a more meaningful way toance requires complex forms of coordination.
talk about the continuum of interdependence. We The services have always faced problems in
believe there are varying degrees of interdepenvhich each member’'s competencies and skills did
dence, each of which affects differently how thenot provide the most desirable solution. Using
military organizes, leads, and achieves. Thompson'’s terminology, we best describe how the
The concept of interdependence might be beservices organized for Operation Desert Storm pri-
understood as a metaphor taken from the biologicedarily as pooled interdependence, not deconfliction.
sciences. In biology, interdependence describes re-Geographical boundaries separated air operations
lationships for survival of an organism. Biology alsdrom ground operations, but sequential interdepen-
describes complex or recursive variables that mulence dominated during Operation Desert Shield.
tually affect each other. For example, human orgarihe Air Force and Navy delivered Army forces to
are interdependent—the liver cleanses the blood thabrts of debarkation. The coalition’s air forces con-
the heart pumps. Other organisms and features ddicted air operations. Ground forces then conducted
the environment are also interdependent. Animalgperations on the ground. Reciprocal interdepen-
breathe out carbon dioxide, which trees transforrdence occurred as well. The Army and Marines se-
into oxygen. cured ports for the Navy and Air Force to conduct
People use similar metaphors in theology to indifuture missions and sustainment operations in Ku-
cate similar social meanings, such as, “No man isait and southern Irag.
an island,” which is derived from John Donne’s fa- Thompson maintains that when these services
mous Christian meditation: “All mankind is of one come together in joint configurations, they become
author, and is one volume; when one man dies, omesyntheticorganization with a relatively short
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lifespan (such as for disaster relief or combaneeded. First, with pooled interdependence, by-the-
operations) and emerge and organize based on theok standardization works just fine. Second, plans
environmental conditions and the situation at Fandare well suited to situations where sequential inter-
Figuring out ahead of time exactly what interdependependence is present. Third, the most demanding
dencies will develop with synthetic organizations iform of coordination—mutual adjustment—is based
not possible. Their design, which depends on the siten continuous communication and decisionmaking
ation, evolves as circumstances change. and is best suited to situations where reciprocal in-
The challenge for senior military leaders is to deterdependence is present. As information technolo-
sign before engagement a joint interdependent forgges advance and contemporary environments be-
that will not need subsequent, recurrent reorganizaome more fluid, the more capable the joint force
tion yet will be flexible enough to adapt to rapid encommander must become in facilitating adjustments
vironmental changes in real time. Combatant conduring operations in real time. Note that the term
manders have an array of coordination tools at theifacilitate” replaces “command and control” in the
disposal for the design effort. Commanders shouldase of reciprocal interdependence.
build efficiencies associated with interdependencies Different kinds of interorganizational conflicts (ser-
beforesituations demand they do so. The easiesice rivalries) arise with each type of interdepen-
way to do this is to establigttandardgrules, rou- dency. Synthetic organizations in pooled interdepen-
tines, processes, regulations, or procedures) that fatence (U.S. forces operating in the Pacific theater
ter multiunit, interdependent relationships. Joint docversus the European theater during World War I1)
trine helps, as do institutional knowledge and lessorexperience conflict over resources and compete for
learned. them with little regard for each other’s needs; for
Developingplansto coordinate a series of deci- example, which theater had priority resources for
sions yet to be made is more complicated. This syfanding craft that were in short supply?
chronization does not require the constraining Organizations that operate sequential interde-
routinization of standardization and is more appropendence rely on outputs from relatively indepen-
priate in nonroutine situations, such as early in milident organizations with little or no incentive to re-
tary operations when tasks change often. spond to the demands of dependent ones (such as the
The most complex process is coordinatedual timeliness of close air support to Army units during
adjustmentThe more uncertain and ambiguous theperation Anaconda in Afghanistar(rganizations
situation, the more likely commanders will use thismmersed in reciprocal interdependence can oper-
form of coordination because they can manage it iate without conflict (as in the Marine air-ground task-
real time as new information becomes availabte. force approach—one team, one fight). However, if one
Army slang, this is acting on “audibles” (radio com-organization fails, punctuated discontent and blame
munications). The availability of new technologieswill follow, such as the finger pointing of CIA direct
has also led to the creation of new jargon for muaction teams and joint “black” operations forces
tual adjustment, such as “common operating picturefhen things go wrong and as currently seen in the
and “digitized force.” command controversy at Abu Ghraib Prison in Irag.
A complex relationship exists between the degree From a bureaucratic organizational perspective,
of interdependence and the degree of coordinatiomhy would the Navy and Marines want to move
from sequential to reciprocal interde-
1 i pendence with the Army when con-
Thompson’s Three Types of Interdependencies ducting combat operatiors3iter all
Pooled Interdependence U.S. maritime forces are semi-autono-
mous with air, land, and sea capabili-

Sequential Interdependence  ties. Why should the Army expect any-
thing from naval forces but pooled or
sequential interdependence, at best?
The same is true of the Air Force’s
P relationship with the Army. What
could motivate the Navy and the Air

Reciorocal Force to become more reciprocally in-
Inter depengence terdependent with the Army? The an-
swer might be that the Army now

trains and equips its force with a ca-

pability that was formerly under the

Alir Sea sole jurisdiction of Air Force controller
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JOINTNESS

teams and air and naval gunfire liaison companiespendency brings with it a need to suppress the doc-
If soldiers can find joint-relevant targets and rou+trine and old habits of hierarchical command and
tinely do what specialized teams do, then the rekontrol because such doctrine and habits lead to
evance of Air Force and naval fires becomes moriawed conclusions about how to design and orga-
reciprocally interdependent with the Army when sernize U.S. forces. Of course, this is relevant only if
vicing important Army-nominated targets. As longthe U.S. military does not move to the so-called
as Army-nominated targets have sufficient value tGpurple force,” where the force is “born joint” and
the joint force commander, naval and Air Force fireshe services give way to a truly national service. At
in effect, compete for relevance in a more balancethat point, any discussion of interdependence would
reciprocal, interdependent network of forces. address interdependent capabilities, not service-ori-
In postcombat operations, the Army is less interented interdependencies.
dependent on air and naval forces. Governmental Also important is the relationship of efficiency,
and nongovernmental agencies enter the operatioreffectiveness, and interdependency. Inherent risks
domain. At best, the Army commander is sequermsccur in moving swiftly toward vast reciprocal in-
tially interdependent with these agencies, providing terdependencies in a joint world. The military might
stable environment in which they can operate as watlot want to rush toward business-like efficiencies
as other nontraditional support such as logistics. Urin reciprocal relationships because doing so might
til the Army force commander sees a reciprocal inendanger effectiveness. One of our military col-
terdependency with these agencies, the joint fordeagues stated this issue succinctly: “Joint interde-
cannot leverage the advantages (high adaptability, fpendence is aimed at efficiency as well as effec-
example) of real-time mutual adjustment. With fewtiveness. It strikes, to a degree, at the redundancy
standardized practices in place, pooled interdepeme have always enjoyed in developing and apply-
dence is crippled. Succesgiisd to the ability of ing military capability. Military redundancy is not
these diverse organizations to create standardswvays efficient, but can be effective, since in the
while executing ad hoc plans on the fly. peculiar environment of war, business models are
What generals and admirals really seem to be sagot always best”
ing is that advanced information technology and the From the perspective of transformational leader-
uncertain, turbulent, and highly interconnected enviship, reciprocal interdependence in joint military op-
ronment has forced more reciprocal interdependenegations requires trust and reliability as mainstay val-
on the services. In short, the services intuitively reaies. Conventional hierarchical control undermines
ognize that they must get better at coordinated marue reciprocal interdependence. As the U.S. mili-
tual adjustment because the type of interdependentagy moves increasingly toward purer joint, combined,
needed is different from before. and interagency operations, it must find new ways
At the flag officer level, however, that recogni-to educate and develop leaders who can facilitate
tion, while important, is baseline. A more strategiche nuanced intricacies of focused and mutually
recognition is necessary. A third wave of interdebeneficial interdependenc&r
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