Form Approved

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE Form fpproved

Public reporting burden for this coliection of iInformation is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching data sources,

gathering and mainlgining the data needed, and cormpleling and reviewing tha collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any ather aspect of this callection
of infarmation, including suggestions tor reducing this burden fo Washington Headguarters Service, Directarale for Information Operations and Reports,

1215 Jeftersan Davis Highway, Sulte 1204, Arlinglon, VA 22202-4302, and 1o the Office of Management and Budget,

Paperwork Reduclion Praject (0704-0188) Washinglon, DC 20503. -

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS.

1. REPORT DATE (DD-MM-YYYY) 2. REPORT TYPE

{01-03-2011 MASTER OF MILITARY STUDIES
RESEARCH PAPER '

3. DATES COVERED (From - T0)
SEPTEMBER 2010 - APRIL 2011

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

INTERDEPENDENCE, INTEROPERABILITY, AND INTEGRATION: N/A
JOINT FORCE ANALYSIS AT THE OPERATIONAL LEVEL :
. 5b. GRANT NUMBER
N/A
5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER
N/A

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

MICHEAL D. RUSS, MAJOR N/A
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
‘ 5e. TASK NUMBER
N/A
5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER
N/A

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)
USMC COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE

MARINE CORPS UNIVERSITY

2076 SOUTH STREET

QUANTICO, VIRGINIA 22134-5068

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)
N/A

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REFORT NUMBER

N/A

10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S)
N/A

11. SPONSORING/MONITORING
AGENCY REFORT NUMBER

N/A

12. DISTRIBUTION AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
UNLIMITED

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
N/A

14, ABSTRACT A
Since the passage of the Goldwaters-Nichols Actin 1986, the U. S armed forces have faced daunting challenges to
operate effectively in dynamic, ever-changing, and complex security environments and maintain lethality. Fiscally
challenging times in addition to increasing diversity throughout the globe show that interdependence, interoperability,
and integration are vital to inevitable success on the battlefield no matter its form. To view the shape of the future joint
task force (or U.S. armed force for that matter) through today's lens will ineveitably result in paradigm paralysis. Recent
history has shown that a U.S. armed force that is completely reliant on interdependent, interoperable, and integrative
mechanisms will quickly off balance and paralyze its enemies, and accomplish the missions tasked by the nation
(military or non-military). Are we ready to fully commit to this and avoid paradigm paralysis?

15. SUBJECT TERMS
INTERDEPENDENCE, INTEROPERABILITY, INTEGRATION, FULL-SPECTRUM OPERATIONS, JOINT FORCE,
PARADIGM

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17, LIMITATION OF |18. NUMBER - 19a. NAME OF RESPONSIELE PERSON
ABSTRACT OF PAGES MARINE CORPS UNIVERSITY/COMMAND AND STAFF
uu 35 COLLEGE

a. REPORT b, ABSTRACT |c. THISPAGE 19b. TELEPONE NUMBER (/nclude area code)

UNCLASS UNCLASS UNCLASS 703 784 3330 (ADMIN OFFICE)

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




INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SF 298

1. REPORT DATE. Full publication date,
including day, month, if available. Must cite at
lest the year and be Year 2000 compliant, e.g.,
30-06-1998; xx-08-1998; xx-xx-1998.

2. REPORT TYPE. State the type of report, such
as final, technical, interim, memorandum,
master's thesis, progress, quarterly, research,
special, group study, etc.

3. DATES COVERED. Indicate the time during
which the work was performed and the report
was written, e.g., Jun 1997 - Jun 1998; 1-10 Jun
1996; May - Nov 1998; Nov 1998.

4. TITLE. Enter title and subtitle with volume
number and part number, if applicable. On
classified documents, enter the title classification
in parentheses.

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER. Enter all contract
numbers as they appear in the report, e.g.
F33615-86-C-5169.

5b. GRANT NUMBER. Enter all grant numbers
as they appear in the report, e..
1F665702D1257.

5¢. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER. Enter all
program element numbers as they appear in the
report, e.g. AFOSR-82-1234,

5d. PROJECT NUMBER. Enter al project
numbers as they appear in the report, e.g.
1F665702D1257; ILIR.

5e. TASK NUMBER. Enter all task numbers as
they appear in the report, e.g. 05; RF0330201;
T4112.

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER. Enter all work unit
numbers as they appear in the report, e.g. 001;
AFAPL30480105.

6. AUTHORY(S). Enter name(s) of person(s)
responsible for writing the report, performing the
research, or credited with the content of the
report. The form of entry is the last name, first
name, middle initial, and additional qualifiers
separated by commas, e.g. Smith, Richard, Jr.

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S)
AND ADDRESS(ES). Self-explanatory.

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT
NUMBER. Enter all unique alphanumeric report
numbers assigned by the performing
organization, e.g. BRL-1234; AFWL-TR-85-
4017-Val-21-PT-2.

9. SPONSORING/MONITORS AGENCY
NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES). Enter the name
and address of the organization(s) financially
responsible for and monitoring the work.

10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S).
Enter, If available, e.g. BRL, ARDEC, NADC.

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT
NUMBER(S). Enter report number as assigned
by the sponsoring/ monitoring agency;, if
available, e.g. BRL-TR-829; -215.

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY
STATEMENT. Use agency-mandated
availability statements to indicate the public
availability or distribution limitations of the report.
If additional limitations/restrictions or special
markings are indicated, follow agency -
authorization procedures, e.g. RD/FRD,
PROPIN, ITAR, etc. Include copyright
information.

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES. Enter
information not included elsewhere such as:
prepared in cooperation with; translation of;
report supersedes; old edition number, etc,

14. ABSTRACT. A brief (approximately 200
words) factual summary of the most significant
information.

15. SUBJECT TERMS. Key words or phrases
identifying major concepts in the report.

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION. Enter
security classification in accordance with.
security classification regulations, e.g. U, C, S,
etc. If this form contains classified information,
stamp classification level on the top and bottom
of this page.

17. LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT. This block
must be completed to assign a distribution
limitation to the abstract. Enter UU (Unclassified
Unlimited) or SAR (Same as Report). An entry in
this block is necessary if the abstract is to be
limited.

STANDARD FORM 298 Back (Rev. 8/98)




United States Marine Corps

Command and Staff College

Marine Corps University

2076 South Street

Marine Corps Combat Development Command
Quantico, Virginia 22134-5068

MASTER OF MILITARY STUDIES

TITLE:

INTERDEPENDENCE, INTEROPERABILITY, AND INTEGRATION: JOINT FORCE
ANALYSIS AT THE OPERATIONAL LEVEL

AUTHOR:
MAIJOR MICHEAL D. RUSS, USMC

AY 10-11

Mentor and Orad Defense we Member: Pc\..u.. ( &.Ha, @é /s.'

Approved:

Date: / q’?m 261/
Oral Defense Committee Mefmbgy: ’ Egﬁwafé T Evickson
Approved: (o, A__—

Date: | nnArctt iy |




DISCLAIMER

THE OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS EXPRESSED HEREIN ARE THOSE OF THE
INDIVIDUAL STUDENT AUTHOR AND DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT THE
VIEWS OF EITHER THE MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE OR ANY
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY. REFERENCES TO THIS STUDY SHOULD INCLUDE
THE FOREGOING STATEMENT.

. QUOTATION FROM, ABSTRACTION FROM, OR REPRODUCTION OF ALL OR ANY

PART OF THIS DOCUMENT IS PERMITTED PROVIDED PROPER
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT IS MADE.

i



Table of Contents

DISCLAMER.......itiiiiiii i e
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ....ooiiiiii e

PRE[ ACE ..........................................................................

INTRODUCTION . . oo,

JOINT FORCE: STRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL
REFLECTION. ...t e

JOINT FORCE: CURRENT AND FUTURE

PERSPECTIVES. oo

OPERATIONAL

INTERDEPENDENCE. ... ..ottt e

OPERATIONAL
INTEROPERABILITY............

OPERATIONAL

INTEGRATIO N ..................................................................

iii

.............................

............................

...........................

...........................

...........................

...........................

............................ 1



Executive Summary

Title: Interdependence, Interoperability, and Integration: Joint Force Analysis at the Operational
Level : .

Author: Major Micheal D. Russ, United States Marine Corps

Thesis: The guarantee that the United States (U.S.) armed forces are ready to conduct full-
spectrum operations at a moment’s notice and in light of ever changing, complex security
environments relies on: (1) the strength of service interdependence; (2) technical and operational
interoperability; and (3) the integration of service capabilities. )

Discussion: Since the passage of the Goldwaters-Nichols Act in 1986, the U.S. armed forces
have faced daunting challenges to operate effectively in dynamic, ever-changing, and complex
security environments and maintain lethality. Moreover, fiscal constraints combined with an
American spirit that expects its military to win the nation’s wars have made it incrementally
difficult to determine the shape of the future force. The lessons of the operations in the Persian
Gulf War, and Afghanistan and Iraq have served to focus the lens and reveal the immense V
responsibilities of operating as a joint task force in today’s security environments. To view the
shape of the future joint task force (or U.S. armed force for that matter) through the same lens'
that currently exists will result in paradigm paralysis. Moreover, a misconception of what shape
the future force must take will form and result in a force that is potentially unable to conduct full-
spectrum operations at a moment’s notice.

One might ask, what is the shape of a force that can accomplish this mission for the
future? The answer is a U.S. armed force that is completely reliant on interdependent,
interoperable, and integrative mechanisms that quickly off balance and paralyze its enemies, and
accomplish the missions tasked by the nation (military or non-military). The U.S. armed forces,
in order to take the lead and address the challenges and uncertainty in the future, must also be
ready to leverage the capabilities of U.S. government agencies, and the agencies and militaries of
international partners. To accomplish this, it will take the full effort of the Department of
Defense to implement a shift in paradigm and redefine the meaning behind the term “joint” as it
applies to interdependence, interoperability, and integration. '

Conclusion: In fiscally challenging times and amidst ever-increasing diversity throughout the
globe, interdependence, interoperability, and integration are vital to inevitable success on the
battlefield no matter its form. Are we, the U.S. armed forces, ready to fully commit to being an
interdependent, interoperable, and “capabilities” based armed force and avoid paradigm
paralysis? Tomorrow is counting on it.
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Preface

This analysis was generated by a combination of deliberate academic research and
personal experiences of the author. After ten straight years in the Fleet Marine Forces, I have
fortunately served alongside many Marines, sister-service members, inter-agency civilians, and
many international military officers during seven deployments throughout the globe (which
entail operations in the U.S., and southeast and southwest Asia mainly). I have observed that the
level of understanding required for conducting operational design has dramatically changed as a
result of increased in complexities that exist in the theaters of operation. Additionally, the
changes in the Department of Defense (DoD) to drawdown the size of U.S. armed forces,
emplacing fiscal constraints, and focus on conducting full-spectrum operations has prompted me
to probe how operational level interdependence, interoperability, and integration are bro gressing.
[ believe that in order to maintain a ready-force that is able to conduct full-spectrum (military
and non-military) operations in its fullest form and at a moment’s notice, the DoD must focus on
a capabilities based armed force to script future joint task forces for conducting operations in
support of the nation.

Throughout the course of my research and writing, I would like Vto acknowledge the
following people for their support, time, and mentorship throughout this process:

My family: Vici(i, Thomas, James, and Caroline

My mentor: Dr. Pauletta Otis

Others: Colonel Wilbert “Wheels” Thomas, USMC

Lieutenant Colonel John “JP”” Farnam, USMC

Lieutenant Colonel Brian “Zeke” Baker, USMC



The guarantee that the United States (U.S.) armed forces are ready to conduct full-
spectrum operations at a moment’s notice ;.md in light of ever changing, complex security
environments relies on: (1) the strength of service interdependence; (2) technical and operational
interoperability; and (3) the integration of service capabilities. Requiring the U.S. armed force to
be completely interdependent, interoperable, and integrated is fiscally sound and reduces
redundancies during research and development. Long gone are the days where individual
services can afford to fiscally and physically keep pace with the demands of complex security
environments and execute full-spectrum combat operations singularly. Only the collaborative
efforts of an interdependent, interoperable, and integrated joint force ensures success in
combating the challenges of conducting full-spectrum operations on diverse battlefields. Now
more than ever, the requirement for unifying sister service capabilities and those of the other:
government agencies demands an armed force that is completely interdependent, interoperable

and integrated far below the strategic level of war.

Joint Force: Strategic and'Operational Reflection

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (GNA)
served as the primer for unifying the efforts of the U.S armed forces, elevating the status of
theater combatant commanders, and diminishing the role of the service chiefs.! Strategically,
GNA also implemented processes for “improving defens¢ management” in government and
“improving theater military operations”2 at the geographic combatant commands. Operationally;
though, Operations JUST CAUSE and DESERT STORM highlighted that GNA alone could not
guarantee that the U.S. armed forces could plan and fight as an interdependent, interoperable,

and integrated force.® Therefore, over the course of the next twenty-four years the U.S. armed



forces focused on future challenges posed by national and global constraints that helped in
defining what it meant to operate as a "joint" force.

Transitioning the U.S. armed forces over those twenty-four years to meet the
requirements set forth by GNA was challenged by decreases in defense budgets, rapid
technological advahces, and a swiftly changing global setting. Since 1991, increased budget cuts
and expectations for efficiency and effectiveness in all facetg of the military have mandated that
the services cooperate at all levels of command to achieve fiscal goals set forth by the leadership.
Rapid technological advances have also brought to light the validity of single-service
technological development and the importance of inter-service technological and operational

| interoperability.4 To compound matters, globalization, global information access, non'—state
actoré, and enemies without borders removed linearity from the battlefield and in many cases,
added unforeseen uncertainty to many military problems in combat.

For the U.S. armed forces and senior leadership, the term "joint" was complicated. To
minimalists, “joint” generally referred to “a limited liability partnership or a nonaggression treaty
among the services.” Conversely, maximalists viewed “joint” as a “synergistic approach to
combining the strengths and capabilities of each service."® The end of the Cold War forced the
renewal of efforts to “integrate regional perspectivés and priorities” crafted by emerging “U.S.
national security and military strategies.”” Consequently, operations that took place throughout
the 1990s and into the 21* century highlighted stark ambiguities in the relationships of ’the
services at the operational level.. Warfighting functions, like logistics and sustainment, increased
in importance with the functions of command and control, and maneuver and fires®: inevitably

prompting that a “joint” effort in the future necessitated the reduction of redundant of service



capabilities in order to focus on the ““first operations’ in future campaigns and wars,” as

: (1774 22 ‘ ('
opposed to worrying about “first battles. 10

The daunting challenges that lay ahead for devising "joint" service roles were captured in
Joint Vision 2010 (published in 1995) and recognized that:

The American people will continue to expect us to win in any engagement, but...also
expect us to be more efficient in...resources while accomplishing the mission
successfully. Commanders will be expected to reduce the costs and adverse effects of
military operations, from environmental disruption in training to collateral damage in
combat.“Risks and expenditures will be even more closely scrutinized than they are at
present.

As aresult, much of the following fifteen years after Joinr Vision 2010 was published was spent
shaping and defining joint warfare doctrine and the future of joint force operations. First, to
maximize efficiency, the U.S. armed forces developed interdependent operational mechanisms
for acquiring equipment and conducting joint training. Second, to be able execute “‘dominant

maneuver, precision engagement, full dimensional protection, and focused logistics,”12

a joint
task force needed interoperable systems that increased compatibility across the joint warfighting
functions; all the while, reducing costs and materiel redundancies associated with the increase in
technological combat systems. Third, effectiveness in combat .throughout the 21st century
necessitated a complete integration of service capabilities “institutionally, organizationally,

50 13

intellectually, and technically” ~ to meet the demands of an increasingly complex world.

Though these constraints seemed overwhelming after the passage of GNA, recent history
brought to light the need for capabilities based joint task forces and continued U.S. armed force

.
!

transformation for future endeavors.



Joint Force: Current and Future Perspectives

Every military force in history that has successfully adapted to the changing character of war
and the evolving threats it faced did so by sharply defining the operational problems it had to
solve.

General James Mattis, USMC

J-5, Joint Forces Command
Joint Operating Environment 2010

The demands of fiscal constraints, complex security environments, and expectations to
conduct full-spectrum operations indicate the need to further fefine future operating
environments in order to achieve true interdependence, interoperability, and integration below
the strategic level. First, U.S. armed forces continually face challenging “economic constraints
coupled with rapid and increasingly expensive technological advances...[that] require the U.S
military to transform the way it thinks about the application of its capabilities.”'* This theme is
unlikely to change in the future as the demand for fiscal responsibility increases at a pace
complementary to the expense of technology and natural resources, and as the U.S. deepens its
ties in the global economic community.

Next, the increasing complexity in battlefield characteristics are numerous and
expanding, and requiré an agile force that is ready to conduct full-spectrum operations.

| Emerging global markets and international political ties combine Qith the emergence of non- |
state actors to add new dimensions to the current and future battlefields. Persistent conflicts that
possess the all of the characteristics and types of warfare combine to blur the view of today’s
security environments adding increased uncertainty. Additionally, the ability to widely access

and broadcast information and the use of cyberspace presents a fourth dimension to the

battlefield that has just recently begun to be fou;ght on. By and large, these dimensions of



today’s and tomorrow’s battlefield shape how U.S. armed forces are and will be manned, trained,
and equipped to conduct full-spectrum combat operations."
Lastly, the expectation to conduct full spectrum operations provides no choice but for the
U.S. armed forces to function as an interdependent, interoperable, and integrated force; reliant
also on the capabilities of U.S. and international government and military organizations.
Operationally, Admiral Mike Mullen, United States Navy (USN), states in the Capstone Concept
for Joint Operations, 2009 that in the future:
...to meet future challenges...We will need to develop new capabilities and change the
capacities of existing ones...create new joint and Service doctrine, tactics, techniques and
procedures. . .establish new methods for integrating our actions, both internally and with
partners...select, educate, train, equip and manage our people differently...envision and
create new organizations...[and] develop new technologies and adapt existing ones to -
new missions. ° ‘
In order to address Admiral Mullen's "call to arms," this analysis intends to highlight the
importance of viewing the U.S. armed forces in a more holistic way by focusing on mechanisms

for achieving true interdependence, interoperability, and integration at the operational level of

war.

Operationel Interdependence
Interdependence between ’U.S. military services, inter-agency counterparts and:
international partners is increasingly importaﬁt as rapid character changes occur in the global
community; i.e., wider proliferation of interwoven political, social, and economic systems. For
starters, the U.S. military services require interdependent mechanisms at the operational level to
resource and api)ly military power when tasked and maintain the capacity for full-spectrum
operations. Additionally, history has proven that in order to maintain tempo with the rapid

changes in security environments, operational level forces require specialization in a wide range



of operations to outpace and combat the rate at which these changes can occur. Moreover,
executing full-spectrum operations effectively relies on leveraging the capabilities of U.S.
government agencies as well as international partner activities.

Being ready and able to conduct full-spectrum operations necessitates U.S. armed force
reliance on a host of partnerships inside and outside of the Department of Defense during
operatibns to thwart the potential for creating redundancies in capabilities and increasing
operational costs. Presently, U.S. armed forces are not capable of maintaining capabilities that
allow them to operate singularly amidst increasing fiscal and resource constraints, and in
characteristically security environments. Therefore, joint task forces now and in the future need

“capabilities that are beyond the simple combination of service capabilities”"’

to fully meet the
challenges posed by the complexities of today’s and tornorrow’é battlefields; operational
environments likely possessing characteristiés of conventional, unconventional, regular, and
irregular warfare. Additionally, expectations to decrease redundancies in capabilities and costs,
and maximize unity in effort forces the U.S. militafy to request and utilize the capabilities of
U.S. and international agencies to provide expertise in areas for which the U.S. military has
limited or no capability. Thus, it is imperative that “the strength of individual...competencies

[are] pulled together”18

and a maximum effort is exerted toward synthesizing the strengths of
these numerous capabilities made available for consumption.

First, the four services of the U.S. armed forces rely on one another to perform certain
inherent and specialized missions in training and combat to support the designated main effort of
joint task forces globally. For example, the Army, as the primary land force, relies on the Air

Force and Navy for deep and close aviation fires and logistical support despite its efforts to

maintain indigenous rotary wing capabilities. The U.S. Marine Corps relies on U.S. Navy ships



to carry Marines and equipment in order to conduct amphibious operations. Historically,
Operation DESERT STORM ascertained "that ‘jointness’ worked" to support the U.S. Army
logistically despite the U.S. Air Force and Navy's marginalizatioﬁ of the mission throughout the
oPerétion.19 Holistically, the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps were also able to |
synergistically combine military strengths and efforts to swiftly divulge Iraqi troops from Kuwait
in just a few days.

However, new generations of operations that are constrained by resources and blend many
different characteristics of warfare necessitate a deeper understanding of joint service capabilities
and limitations for conducting operational design in support of accomplishing strategic
objectives. (i.e., Operations IRAQI and ENDURING FREEDOM)?® Because of this, joint task
force tailoring today and tomorrow will more likely be shaped by the force capabilities required
to address the defined problem within its area of operation. Therefore, the shape of the joint task
force must be expanded to also include the capabilities resident in U.S. and international
government agencies in order to fill anticipated and identified gaps in capability.

Secondly, the U.S. armed forces reliance on one another’s capabilities when operating as a
joint task force further require the assistance of interagency partners to provide unique
capabilities that are not resid:ent within the armed forces. In Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, for
example, the U.S. armed forces were limited in personnel and expertise for training and
mentoring an indigenous police force for the Iragis. Thus U.S. Central Command partnered with
U.S., international, and private organizations to empioy current and former civilian policemen to
lead training, mentoring, and transition programs for Iragi police forces throughout the country.*

In more recent operations, elements of the Drug Enforcement Agency likewise provide counter-



narcotics expertise to decrease illicit drug production and trafficking in support of security
operations in Helmand Province, Afghanistan.

The above illustrates that interagency partners pro;/ide joint task forces the ability to more
fully understand environmental complexities and enable a “whole of government” solution to
complex problems. Synthesizing interagency capabilities with the U.S.‘ armed forces as shown
also aids in reducing the creation and employment of redundant capabilities, and reduces cost in
training. In the long term though, the might of joint task forces in combination will not be
- enough to overcome the iﬁcreasing complexities of the security environment characterized by
difficult and confusing social, economic, and political agendas that are culturally dependent. The
efforts to partner with and utilize the expertise of international partners (military, government,
and international organizations) provides the greatest chance of completely defining the
problems in order to implement courses of action that are more likely to solve issues more
quickly.

Lastly, interdependence with international agencies and militaries provides numerous
points of view and the most important insights to the problems faced today and into the future.
Henry Kissinger stated in 1975 that "the world has become interdependent in economics, in

"?2 More modern interpretations also purport that .

communications, in human aspirétions.
"advances in technology and increases in social and economic transactions will lead to a new
world in which states, and their control of force, will no longer be important."> On the contrary,
traditional interdependence analysts tout that "military interdependence continues" despite
difficulties in interpreting the dimensions of international interdependence. How are

commanders expected to interpret and understand the levels of complexity on a U.S. internal and

international scale? The answer lies first in mandating interdependency amongst the U.S. armed



forces to exercise and employ varieties of capabilities during operations in traininé and combaf;
all the while, working to increase inte;rdep endency with other U.S. and international government
entities.

Reliance on the capabilities of the U.S. armed forces and interagency and international
partmers is the key to achieving strategic objectives in the conduct of full-spectrum Qperations at
the operational level. Joint task forces must actively seek to “depend on the other services for

certain tasks”**

to maximize efficiency and decrease overages in combat, and leverage these
capabilities in training to widen the knowledge base of operational commanders and staff
planners. The interactions that occur as a result of interdependence inevitably identify
inconsistencies in compatibility when working alongside one anbther. Ultimately, the insights

gained by becoming interdependent in training and combat serves as the stepping stone for

becoming completely interoperable.

Operational Ihteroperabi]itx

Joint Publication 1-02 defines “interc;perability” as “the ability to operate in synergy in
the execution of assigned tasks.”® Historically (particularly duriﬁg the early and mid 20"
century) interoperability was not deemed as important as it has become todavy’s U.S. armed
forces. U.S. operations along with the rapid rise in the use of information technologies
throughout the 1980s and 1990s brought interoperability between the services, agencies, and
multi-national partners as a forefront issue to be confronted in the future.® Moreover, Joint
Vision 2020 (published in 2000) identified “interoperability” as one of the key tenets in the
conduct of joint operations and “the foundation of effective joint, multinational, and interagency

: 7
operatlons.”2



Operationally, the increasing probability that future conflicts will require a force that is.
able to conduct of full-speétrurn operations requires U.S. armed forces, government agencies and
international partners to rely on one another to understand and meet environmental challenges.
In addition to interdependence, achieving complete interoperability in training, planning,
execution, and after action is what effectively enables the ability to conduct full-spectrum
operations at a moment’s notice. Becoming interoperable can only be completed by a
commitment to change the current paradigm and implementing continued change that: i) refines,
aligns, and merges U.S. armed force doctrine; 2) develops and employs combat systems that
communicate with one another; 3) mandates and increases the amount of joint training; and 4)
improves the intellect of the joint warfighter.

Interoperability achieved through doctrine alignment is the cornerstone of the U.S. armed
- force’s capacity to plan and execute below the strategic level and win wars for the nation. Joint
Publication 1 emphasizes that “joint doctrine promotes a common perspective from which to
plan, train, and conduct military operations...[and] represents what is taught, believed, and
advocated as what is right...[to] guide warfighting at the strategic, operational, and tactical level
of war.”*® Since the passage of GNA and as a result of combat operations in the 1990s to the
present, joint doctrine evolved and methodized the way the U.S. military is supposed to operate
in a joint, multi—national force while partnered with other government agencies. Moreover,
present joint doctrine that emerged as a result of global conflicts throughout the 1990s and early
2000s provides “on paper” mechanisms for moving towards interoperable processes that aid in
planning, development, training, and employment as'a coordinated force. Below the strategic
level though, the evolution of joint doctrine has not become deeply rooted enough to ensure that

technical and operational mechanisms are inherent to operational warfighters.

10



The *“technical” and “ope‘rational”29

sides of the U.S. military interoperability
'encompass'es the capabilities of combat systems (technical) and the expertise, knowledge and
experience of military members (0p¢rationa1).3o The U.S. armed forces are likely to operate with

“embedded technologies and adaptive organizational structures’”>!

that are mission specific and
formed by elements of each of the services. The interoperability of joint task force systems and
personnel directly contributes to the complete success or failure of its éperqtions. Moredvgr, the
more reliant the U.S. armed forces are on the inter-U.S. government agencies and international
governments for support, the more important reliance on technical and operational
interoperability grows.32

The technical interoperability of communications, information sharing (intelligence and
fires), and logistiés systems are key components to fully support combat operations for scripted
joint task force_s that are employed today and in the future. Communication systems have
historically provided the means for commanders to communicate with senior and subordinate
units. BS/ and lai'ge, increasingly capable information technologies have progressively made it
easier for commanders to communicate with senior and subordinate entities; usually with all
entities simultaneously and on the same communication medium.

Since 1986 though (and as U.S. military forces have operated more as a part of a joint or
coalition force), communication systems and standard operating proc;edures below the sU'ategic
level have not evolved to the boint of complete interoperability. Qperation DESERT STORM
highlighted the slow progression toward technical interoperability in that “communications
[were] plagued by incompatibilities and technical lirnitations.’f33 Subsequently, communication

* at the combatant command levels (specifically interactions between the ground and aviation) was

“conducted over commercial telephone lines because of the volume and compatibility limitations
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Qf the military communications. . >34 Operations in Africa, Irag, and Kosovo throughout the rest
of the 1990s also showed that lacking communications interoperability between U.S. and multi-
national forces would likely “impede future NATO and European operations.” and that the
“Pacific theéter [would face] equal if not greater difficulties in the future.”>

Communications at the operational level since th¢ 1990s have improved, however, and
resulted in increasingly compatible and interoperable communications systems; such as
improved common operational pictures, secure chat, voice-over-intemet protocol, and
information sharing and email systems to name a few. The slow progression has been the result
of lessons learned from global traiﬁing exercises and combat operations that indicate the
importance of and improvements in technical interoperability an, but suggest that it has not been
achieved.* Joint Vision 2010 and 2020 predict that communications interoperability is
increasingly important in light of the unique challenges of developing security environments and
the increased integration of joint and international forces, and enablers sourced from U.S. and
international government and non-government agencies.37

The sharing of information, in addition to comniunicating, is also crucial for increasing
all operational participants’ situational awareness during training exercises and combat
operations. Since the Persian Gulf War, numerous \;enues, like command websites, secure chat
and SharePoint, have emerged as potential force multipliers that allow military forces to share
information amidst the increased likelihood of commands being geo g;aphically separated. Frank
Tiboni stated in Defense News in January of 2001 however that:

Old, incompatible command and control systems are preventing the...sharing [of]

information in a timely manner with other regional services and allies...These disparate

systems, known as stovepipe systems, perform only one function and do not share

information with other voice, video, and computer systems. This means Army leaders in

the region must make decisions using data that sometimes is two to four hours old in an
era when battlefield and intelligence information changes by the second. ..*®
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The incompatible data and information systems andv protocols associated with accessing them
continue to plague forces in Afghanistan today as joint, multi-national, and inter-agency partners
are unable to access single-stovepipe information sharing systems that Aare in use. The discourse,
by not having near, real-time access to information for planning, execution, and after action
hampers the capability to synthesize with multi—nat;onal partners, maintain operational tempo,
and ultimately diminishes the rapport of U.S. armed forces.

“Operational” interoperability (unlike “technical” interoperability which primarily
references materiel capabilities) deals primarily with the knowledge and experience bases of
military personnel and tailored to improving operational design below the level of strategy.
 Anthony Faughn describes that “operational interoperability...assumes that the information
exchange is between two or more users (senders and receivers), who must be able not only to
exchange information but also to understand it;” the emphasis to on “understanding.”*® How
U.S. armed force members are educated, employed, and exercised throughout their careers
dictates their level of understanding at the operational level. Inevitably, investments in U.S.
service members must focus on increased opportunities to pursue higher levels of education, and
see that they are assigned to units that familiarize them with the conduct of full-spectrum
operations. Additionaily, joint warfighters must be led by leaders that expect them to be
culturally service-minded and blind at the same time in order to benefit the health of the
institutes and more broadly the nation.

Training and educating joint warfighters has been accomplished primarily through
established career professional military education (PME) venues, service and international
exchanges, and joint and multi-national exercises. Experiences gained by assignment and

participation in these venues assisted in “[overcoming] the barriers of organizational culture and
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differing priorities” and fielded appreciations for “the full range of service capabilities available

to them.”**

Additionally, best practices learned and reviewed during military education,
exchanges; and exercises has included a saturation in the capabilities of other U.S. and
international governmen;c and non-government agencies.

First, the foresight to dictate quality, quantity, and consistency in PME curriculum lécked
a common vision between the U.S. military services historically. Leading up to the passage of
GNA in 1986, U.S. armed force services (unlike‘ the United States Marine CAorps)' held views
ranging from hostility of the very idea of such professional military education...to views that
experience was the best teacher."*! However in 1986 , Title IV of GNA mandated that the
services improve the quality, conn;'ction, and education of its officers. Throughout much of the
twenty-four years that followed, every service implemented changes that have slowly diversified
School populations in addition to focusing on educating its officers on the operational level of
war and design; for example, the induction of Joint PME standards and increased service,
agency, and international participation at all levels of schooling.”

Second, personnel exchange programs on top of PME has been an effective program that
has increased operational interoperability with sister services, and U.S and injcernational
government militaries and agencies. Personnel exchange programs that haveéxisted since
World War II have highlighted the necessity for familiarization §vith joint, agency, and
international affairs when operating as a joint or coalition task force. Recent operations in
Afghanistan and Iraq provided many opportunities for U.S. armed force members to serve as a -
part of joint, coalition, or international force; i.e. individual augment (IA), mentoring teams,
and/or adjacent unit / international liaison billets. Even though the IA-type billets are not usually

considered exchanges, they illustrate alternate means for how military members have broadened
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their “know-how” on joint, agency, and international interoperability. Lieutenant Commander
Jim Newton DFC, British Royal Navy, in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, March 2003 noted that:
...the exchange ‘brought a number of essential qualities and capabilities, without

which, our planning, training, execution and the resulting operational successes would have
been less than assured...I am certain that without such expertise [the exchange] our ability to
maintain our Operation effectiveness and momentum on the battlefield would have been
significantly reduced.’*?

Exchanges, in addition to PME, have proven to be a valuable resource of information and .

“know-how” for U.S. armed forces; a likely necessity for future endeavors in training and

combat.

Third, testing, revising and validating the interoperability of technical and operational joint
mechanisms will only be possible if joint forces conduct a wide variety of training events on a
more routine basis in an effort to increase efficiency and effectiveness at the operational level.
Often, operational planners do not (and may never) fully understand the inherent and basic
capabilities of the forces assigned to their command, often the genesis for frustration and
confusion. Planners in Operation DESERT STORM captured this observation regarding the
capabilities and employment of the U.S. Marine Corps:

[BGEN] Glosson [USAF, Director of Planning, CENTAF] was frustrated with the strict

Marine adherence to their doctrine and their lack of empathy toward the other services. All

the same, he admired the Marine fighting spirit and was determined to support them. What

is unfortunate is that better joint education and training before the war, followed by more
open-mindedness and communication during the war, would have resulted in better
cooperation and trust.**
Although the size, complexity, and frequency of joint training exercises has increased since the
end of the Persian Gulf War, the inconsistency in pre-deployment training between operational
units and staffs assigned to deploy to combat together has hampered initial operating

relationships and familiarity. Additionally, joint task forces are consistently plagued by lack of

continuity due to personnel rotations and the absence of individual augmenters during regular
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pre-deployment training specifically designed for training and educating the core battle staffs.*
The absence of personnel in joint training at the operational level has disparaged the quality of
future joint warfighters and serves as an inhibitor to joint operations holistically.

Creating “joint warfighters” is more important to joint interoperability now more than
ever. The basic skills learned and honeci at the service/tactical unit level forms the foundation by
which U.S. armed force members operate from initially. Progressive saturation in tactical and

( .
operational joint matters throughout the duration of their career broadens their ability to think in
a more holistic manner and understand how the capabilities of a joint force can be synthesized.*
The focus by the services to retain the current experience level of the U.S. armed forces aiso
provides additional insurance that experienced personnel continue to serve and are provided
increasing number of opportunities to operate as a part of a joint force in training and combat.*’
Inevitably, fhe success of the U.S. armed forces relies on the ability to create service members
who are culturally (with regard to their servicé) minded and blind, are familiar and expeﬁenced
with sister service, agency, and international operations, and have the nation’s best interest in
mind vice their service’s.

Technical and operational interoperability (or lack thereof in some cases) have historically
shown that increased synergy at the operational level is required to operate effectively as a joint
force during development, practice, and in combat. Complete interoperability of technical
combat systems and operational joint warfighters are key components to ensuring that the U.S.
armed forces are set‘up to be employed in and efficient and effective manner. Thus, this will
ensure that they are afforded the best chance of being completely integrated into a superior

fighting force prepared to conduct full-spectrum operations at a moment’s notice.
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Operational Integration

The effectiveness of the joint task force ultimately relies on the synergistic (or integrated)h
effects of the U.S. armed force capabilitiés to ably execute full-spectrum operations at any time.
The interdependence and interoperability of the U.S. armed forces and inherent capabilities rely
upon the mechanisms to integrate forces, identify capabilities gaps, and backfill to ensure the
synchronization of efforts to “produce paralysis, and bring about [the enemy’s] collapse:.”48
GNA originally sought at varying degrees to integrate the U.S. armed forces primarily at the
senior levels of command, increase unity of effon,l and ultimately support geographic combatant
commanders. Since that time, offsetting potential capabilities loss as a result of downsizing the
force and increased costs in equipment has placed capabilities integration as a “frontline” issue
for reorganizing and preparing an armed force capable of full-spectrum of operations globally. -
Moreover, the U.S. armed forces also require the capabilities of U.S. and international -
government ‘and non-government agehcies to be fully integrated into operational design to
 address the complexities that define the in political, economic, and cultural dirﬁensions of
security environments.m

First, after the passage of GNA and Persian Gulf War lessons regarding capabilities,
integration stressed a progressive need to integrate the capabilities of the services (particularly
the U.S. Army, Air Force and Marine Corps) to safeguard unity of effort and synergy for future
wars. The rift and miétrust between the services, lack of an integrated joint doctrine, and
misunderstanding for how to employ other service capabilities combined to fuel the flames of
diséord. Post-war assessments also highlighted numerous servige incompatibilities and
identified that complete integration (synergy) of the air-ground team was never accornplished.s0

However, the success of the force in Kuwait served as one of the main influencers in the
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» development of joint doctrine throughout the 1990s and functioned as a potentizil model for joint
task force operations in the future.”’ The idea that services would synergistically work together
in future conflicts was forecast in Joint Vision 2010 (published in 1995). Additionally, Joint
Vision 2010 stressed the necessity for integrating and partnering with allied, coalition, and
international partnering forces to completely address unfamiliar complexities in the security
environments of tomorrow.”

As stated above, Joint Vision 2010 specifically addressed that the efforts of the U.S.
armed forces would “not [be] enough just to be joint, when conducting future operations...[and
that] integrating...with allied and coalition partners” was necessary for maintai_n a decisive edge
for addressing the complexities of a rapidly changing world. > Unfortunately, this has been an
uphill battle. Operations in the Persiaﬁ Gulf War, Afghanistan, and Iraq proved that complete
integration with international partners was hampered by incompatibilities in hardware,
information sharing systems, and sensitivities to the conduct of international forces.”* Joint
Vision 2020, published in 2000, further mandated that to zichieve full-spectrum dominance as a
joint force, the U.S. armed forces increasingly rely on multi-national partners “to defeat ariy

| adversary and control any situation across the full range of military operations.” This requires
operational level commanders and their staffs to continually forge strong international
partnerships and personal relationships to ensure the cooperation of intemational partners while
conducting combat and theater cooperation and security operations in support of strategic
objectives:

A cornplétely integrated joint task forcé relies not only on the integration of the
capabilities of the U.S. and intemational armed forces, but that of the U.S. and intemational

government and non-government agencies. Combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan
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identified severe dysfunctional mechanisms and a lack of synergy between the efforts of the U.S.
armed forces and other government agencies. Particularly, a study conducted by the Strategic
Studies Institute indicated that:

...[interagenéy interaction was] cited as a fundamental obstacle to U.S. progress...Flaws
in the way the different components align their objectives, resources, and strategic thinking lead
to limited communication and integration when conducting daily operations. Extremely complex
and asymmetric environments...require a more cooperative and efficient interagency system to
synchronize all elements of U.S. power and ensure success.”®
This reality described by the above quote predicts the likelihood that U.S. armed forces will be
increasingly reliant on other U.S. and international government and non-government agencies to
assist in providing non-military specific capabilities; for example, for humanitarian assistance /
disaster relief missions, and peace keeping operations. Integrating the capabilities of the
agencies in future operations will be a source of strength for smaller and more agile forces
tailored for rapid deployment and conducting full-spectrum or specific operations.

Diverse security environments coupled with the internal focus on efficiency and
effectiveness with the U.S. armed forces underline the need for integrating the U.S. armed force,
inter-agency, and international capabilities to ensure full-spectrum dominance.’’ Today,
“integration,” as defined in JP 1-02, is “the arrangement of military forces and their actions to
create a force that operates by engaging as a whole.””® Tomorrow, integration will require the
inclusion of many inherent and outside capabilities for creating an integrated force that is capable

of conducting full-spectrum operations to achieve operational success; all the while, further

complicating the problem for the enerny.s ?
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Future implications

Hek who is willing and able to take the initiative to exploit variety, rapidity, and harmony—as the
basis to create as well as adapt to the more indistinct - more irregular - quicker changes of
rhythm and pattern, yet shape the focus and direction of effort—survives and dominates.
Or contrariwise: He who is unwilling or unable to take the initiative to exploit variety, rapidity,
and harmony...goes under or survives to be dominated.
: Patterns of Conflict
Colonel John R. Boyd, USAF (ret)

The success of the U.S. armed forces rests on the ability to emerge as a completely
interdependent, interoperable, and integrated force. Time and experience, since the passage of
GNA, has spelled out very clearly the direction in which the U.S. armed forces must evolve. The
Persian Gulf War highlighted thét the services were likely to never operate as separate services
ever again.’® The 1990s oversaw the publishing of the first documents that addressed,
formulated, and revised joint doctrinal ﬁrocedures. Additionally, the conduct of operations
throughout the end of the 20™ century until now indicated that the success of US armed forces
in the future requires complete interdependence, interoperability, and integration with much
more than just its own internal military capabilities.

First, achieving complete interdependence betWeen the services, agencies, and
international partners is responsible, economical (force-wise), and fiscally. Leveraging sister-
service, agency, and international capabilities, technology, and personnel to fillr gaps in joint task
force coverage is essential td reducing uncertainties and compounding the enemy’s capability to
operate. Using the strengths and capabilities of the services, inter-agencies and international
partners to augment strengths or thwart weaknesses also réduces redundancy when developing

and tasking the U.S. armed forces to operate with a lighter, agile, and more effective force.

Additionally, interdependence reduces the requirement for each service to create indigenous
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capabilities that are resident in other services or agencies, and should reduce &he rﬁonetary costs
usually dedicated to research, development, and fielding. The U.S. armed forces must embrace
three distinct mindsets to shift the service paradigm towards complete interdependence: 1) lower
the barriers caused by service prideﬁl; 2), coinpletely embrace joint doctrine in its truest form and
redefine “joint” based on the capabilities required of a joint task force vice the service
composition; and 3), depend on, trust, and utilize the expertise of the.U.S, and international
agency counterparts.

| Second, achieving complete interoperability ensures that any forces scripted to operate
together in training zind combat can equally understand and communicate with one another
technically and operationally (as defined in the “Interoperability” section). Technically, the U.S.
armed forces must work together to continually develop command and control, information .
sharing, and logistics systems that are compatible between services as well as inter-agency and
international partners (keeping in mind that technical interoperability is not lirﬁited to the
systems listed). Operationally, the U.S. armed forces need more mandatory joint training
exercises at.the oﬁerational levels and below to increase the knowledge base of tactical level
operators on their joint, agency, and international counterparts and increase familiarity prior to
deployment.62 Additionally, the U.S. armed forces must increase cross-service, inter-agency and
international exchanges and education opportunities to reinforce and build upon familiarity
gained during operations in training and combat. These assignments should be career enhancing,
filled by superior performers who are able to .think critically, and should not be characterized as a
penance or be filled by below average performers.

Lastly, full integration of the cdpabilities of the U.S. armed forces, the inter-agency, and

international partners in all phases of training and combat must be achieved. A completely
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integrated capable force achieves greater results holistically than that of the sum of its individual
pieces through synthesis. Moreover, interdependent and interoperable forces that are completely
integrated across the spectrum of doctrine, organization, training, materiel, personnel and
leadership preserve the best opportunity for achieving operational success the first time; in
addition to making new mistakes vice those that have been aiready made in the past. Increasing
the fixation on'joint doctrine implementation and exercising joint capabilities as an integrated
force will improve the readiness for conducting full-spectrum operations. Correct and honest
assessments during and after training events will also afford higher level staffs and school houses
the feedback that will assist the U.S. armed forces in foreseeing the future, revising doctrine, and

altering procedures to develop future forces in the face of an ever-changing world.

Conclusion

An interdependent armed force that is interoperable and completely integrated in
capability is key for addressing increasing global complexities, the needs of the nation
strategically, and maintaining a ready and agile armed for.ce. The Persian Gulf War, conflicts in
the 1990s, and current conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan have highlighted that the
inte‘rdepe;ndence, interoperability, and integration of the U.S. armed forces, government agencies,
and international partners is crucial for ably conducting a wide range of operations at a moment’s
notice. The implications of the analysis show that if the leadership of U.S. armed forces is not
ful!y commiitted to lowering service barriers, understanding each other’s capabilities, and solving
each problem set as a team, failure to maintain pace with a fast-paced, diverse, and increasingly

complex globe is certain.
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In fiscally challenging times and amidst ever-increasing diversity throughout the globe,
interdependence, interoperability, and integration are imperative to ensuring success in all
missions tasked to the U.S. armed forces by its nation. The.implications of ensuring this happens
now and into the future “éerve to influence the concepts that drive our services’ adaptations to
the environments within which they will operate” and ensure that operational “leaders are to

have the fewest regrets when future crises strike.”®?

Are we, the U.S. armed forces, ready to
fully commit to being an interdependent, interoperable, and “capabilities’f based armed force and

avoid paradigm paralysis? Today and tomorrow’s national and global security are counting on

this commitment.

! Patrick F. Fogarty, Joint Operations: Organizational Flaws in Goldwater—Nichols. (Carlisle
Barracks: U.S. Army War College, 15 March 2006), 1.

2 Ihid., 1.

* Roger A. Beaumont, Joint Military Operations: A Short History (Westport: Greenwood Press,
1993), 171-174.

* Gordon N. Lederman, Reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: The Goldwater-Nichols Act
of 1986 (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1999), 110.

> Tbid., 104.

6 Kenneth C. Allard, Command, Control and the Common Defense (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1990), 254. Additional note: John Boyd and the military reformers attempted
to instill modern military theories that were unconventional in nature focusing more on the
synthesis of military capabilities vice conventional reliance on equipment (reference: (1) The

Mind of War, by Grant T. Hammond; (2) The Pentagon Wars, by James G. Burton).

7 Michael D. Krause and R. Cody Phillips, Historical Perspectives of the Operational Art
(Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History, United States Army, 2005), 16-18.

B Ibid., 17,

° Ibid., 17.

23



9 John L. Romjue, American Army Doctrine for the Post-Cold War (Fort Monroe, VA: U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command, 1996), Chapter 5.

' U.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010 (February 2010), 8.
2 Tbid,, 1.
¥ bid., 9.

1% Thomas G. Pope, Transformation: Herding the Cats towards Service Interdependence.
(Carlisle Barracks: U.S. Army War College, 27 February 2004), 1.

13 10.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. Capstone Concept for Joint Operations. Version 3.0 (Washington,
D.C,: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2009), 2.

6 Tbid., iv.

17 Henry H. Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000 (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 2000), 75.

B Tbid., 75.
19 Beaumont, Joint Military Operations: A Short History, 173.
20 Pope, Transformation: Herding the Cats towards Service Interdependence, 6.

2! Dennis E. Keller, U.S. Military Forces and Police Assistance in Military Operations: The
Least-Worst Option to Fill the U.S. Capacity Gap (Carlisle, Pennsylvania: August 2010), 17-20.

22 v A New National Partnership," speech by Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger at Los
Angeles, January 24, 1975. News release, Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office
of Media Services, 1.

2 Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence, third edition, New York:
Longman Press, 2001, 4.

% Chuck Harrison. “How Joint Are We and Can We Be Better?” Joint Force Quarterly Tssue 38
(2005), 18.

3 Department of Defense, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, Joint Publication 1-02,
30 September 2010 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2010), 238.

26 Anthony W. Faughn, Interoperability: Is it Achievable? (Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard
University, October 2002), 2-3.

24



a7 Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 63-65.

28 Department of Defense, Joint Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, Joint
Publication 1, 20 March 2009 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2009), ix.

& Faughn, Interoperability: Is it Achievable?, 6.

30 Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 65.
3 Tbid,, 65.

32 Tbid., 65.

3 Les Aspin and William Dickson, Defense for a New Era: Lessons of the Persian Gulf War
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1992), 23.

* Thid., 23.
* Faughn, Interoperability: Is it Achievable?, 16.

36 Reference search engines for Joint Center for Lessons Learned:
https://www.]llis. mil/JTKMS/main.jsp

37 U S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010, 7-9, 31; Shelton, “Joint
Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 65-67.

*¥ Frank Tiboni, “Slow Systems Hinder U.S. Pacific Forces, Allies,” Defense News (Jan. 8,
2001), 12.

b Faughn, Interoperability: Is it Achievable?, 6.
40 Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Jeint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 65.

1 Donald F. Bittner, Lieutenant Colonel, USMCR, "Curriculum Evolution, Marine Corps
Command and Staff College, 1920-1988" (Quantico, 1988), 7.

% Marine Command and Staff College, Academic Year 2010-2011(total of 199 student
officers): :

101 U.S. Marine Officers

24 U.S. Navy Officers

18 U.S. Army/Army Reserve/National Guard Officers

15 U.S. Air Force/Air National Guard Officers

1 U.S. Coast Guard Officer

14 Civilians ;

26 International Military Officers -

25



Courtesy of Marine Corps University Administration Department. |

“ William D. Chesarek Jr., Major USMC, “Foreign Personel Exchange Programs: A
Supporting Effort in Building Partnership Capacity,” (Quantico, Virginia: Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, February 2008), 3.

“ P. Mason Carpenter, Major, U.S. Air Force, Joint Operations in the Gulf War: An Allison
Analysis (Maxwell AFB, Alabama: February 1995), 28.

4 Gary Luck, General, U.S. Army (tet), Joint Operations: Insights and Best Practices, Ph
edition (Joint Warfighting Center, July 2008), 26.

% Reference United States Marine Corpé Order 3500.14. As an éxample, Chapter 1 of the
Marine Corps Training and Readiness Manual discusses the USMC linkages between the
Unijversal Joint Task List and Marine specific Mission Essential Task lists.

7 Reference U.S. Military Service and Joint Chiefs of Staff posture statements given to congress
in 2010. '

“ John R. Boyd, Colonel, U.S. Air Force (ret), Patterns of Conflict, Briefing slide 115. Inthe
“Aim” of Maneuver Warfare.

¥ Service, agency, and international integration stated as a key function of the Joint force in
both Joint Vision 2010 and 2020; addressed as an area of interest vice a directive in The National
Military Strategy of the United States 2011: Redefining America’s Military Leadership.

*® Carpenter, Joint Operations in the Gulf War: An Allison Analysis, 78.

! Don M. Snider, “The US Military Transition to Jointness,” Airpower Journal (Fall- 1996), 21-
22. . ‘ .

%2 1U.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010, 4-9.
% Thid., 9-10.

34 Terry J. Pudas, “Preparing Future Coalition Commanders,” Joint Force Quarterly, Winter
1993-94, 46.

33 Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 61.

¢ Jay W. Boggs and J oseph R. Cerami, The Interagency and Counterinsurgency Warfare:
Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Roles (Carlisle, PA: December 2007), 1.

7 U.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010, 25-26; Shelton, “Joint
Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 59, 61.

26



>8 Department of Defense, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, Joint Publication 1-02, -
230. : .

5% Shelton, “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000, 58.
5 Carpenter, Joint Operations in the Gulf War: An Allison Analysis, 1.

o1 Snider, “The US Military Transition to Jointness,” Airpower Journal, 16. Is it time to rethink
the man, train, and equip responsibilities of the serving and transform? Snider further comments
that ““... accepted wisdom has held that interservice rivalry is bad, even though very logical
explanations have been made, both for its existence and for its ebbs and flows over time. In very
‘broad terms, this “wisdom” has rested...on the twin beliefs that interservice rivalry has produced
some of our nation’s most ignominious military disasters, such as Desert One, and that it
inherently causes an inefficient allocation of resources across what are often redundant
capabilities—a luxury America can no longer afford.” This is the danger that the U.S. armed
forces must be on the lookout for.

62 MRXs are not enough. The operational level planners require tactical level units that are

familiar with one another. Especially pre-deployment to combat: operational staffs and tactical

units designated to deploy together to the same theater should participate in joint training venues

together prior to deploying (this pertains to all services). U.S. Marine Corps training attempts to

accomplish this by having ground, logistics, and aviation combat elements to participate in

Exercise MOJAVE VIPER prior to deploying to Afghanistan with the Marine Air-Ground Task
- Force there.

8 1.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010, 2.

27



Bibliography

"A New National Partnership," speech by Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger at Los
Angeles, January 24, 1975. News release, Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office
of Media Services

Allard, Kenneth C., Command, Control and the Common Defense, New Haven,
Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1990

Aspin, Les and Dickson, William, Defense for a New Era: Lessons of the Persian Gulf
War, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1992

B eaurnbnt, Roger A., Joint Military Operations: A Short History, Westpdrt, Connecticut;
Greenwood Press, 1993 '

Bittner, Donald F., Lieutenant Colonel, USMCR, "Curriculum Evolution, Marine Corps
Command and Staff College, 1920-1988," Quantico, Virginia: 1988

Boggs, Jay W. and Cerami, Joseph R., The Interagency and Counterinsurgency Warfare:
Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Roles, Carlisle, Pennsylvania: December 2007

Boyd, John R., Colonel, U.S. Air Force (ret), Patterns of Conflict, Briefing slides:
http://www.proj ectwhitehorse.com/pdfs[bovd/patterns %200f%20contlict.pdf

Carpenter, P. Mason, Major, USAF, Joint Operations in the Gulf War: An Allison
Analysis, Maxwell AFB, Alabama: February 1995

Chesarek, William D. Jr., Major, USMC, “Foreign Personnel Exchange Programs: A
Supporting Effort in Building Partnership Capacity,” Quantico, Virginia: Marine Corps Combat
Development Command, February, 2008

Department of Defense, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, Joint Publication
1-02, 30 September 2010, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2010

Department of Defense, Joint Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, Joint
Publication 1, 20 March 2009, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2009

Faughn, Anthony W., Interoperability: Is it Achievable?, Harvard University, Boston,
MA, October 2002

Fogarty, Patrick F., Joint Operations: Organizational Flaws in Goldwater-Nichols,
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: U.S. Army War College, 15 March 2006

Harrison, Chuck, “How Joint Are We and Can We Be Better?” Joint Force Quarterly
Issue 38, 2005 -

28



Keller, Dennis E., U.S. Military Forces and Police Assistance in Military Operations:
The Least-Worst Option to Fill the U.S. Capacity Gap, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: August
2010 '

Keohane, Robert O. and Nye, Joseph S., Power and Interdependence third edition, New
York, New York: Longman Press, 2001

Krause, Michael D. and Phillips, R. Cody, Historical Perspectives of the Operational Art,
Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History, United States Army, 2005

Lederman, Gordon N., Reorganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: The Goldwater-
Nichols Act of 1986, Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1999

Luck, Gary, General (ret), U.S. Army, Joint Operations. Insights and Best P'racticej, 2
edition, Joint Warfighting Center, July 2008

Pope, Thomas G., Transformation: Herding the Cats towards Service Interdependence,
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: U.S. Army War College, 27 February 2004

Pudas, Terry J., “Preparing Future Coalition Commanders,” Joint Force Quarterly,
Winter 1993-94

Romjue, John L., American Army Doctrine for the Post-Cold War, Fort Monroe, VA:
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, 1996

Shelton, Henry H., “Joint Vision 2020,” Joint Force Quarterly, Summer 2000,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 2000

Snider, Don M., ““The US Military Transition to Jointness,” Airpower Journal, Fall 1996

Tiboni, Frank, “Slow Systems Hinder U.S. Pacific Forces, Allies,” Defense News 16,
January 8, 2001

U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Capstone Concept for Joint Operatiéiis, Version 3.0,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2009

U.S. Joint Forces Command, Joint Operating Environment 2010, February 2010

Other relevant bibliographical resources:

Carty, Maj William J. “Joint Training Must Reflect Combat Realities.” National Defense
88, no. 605, April 2004

29



Davis,Mark G. Operation Anaconda: Command and Confusion in Joint Warfare. Thesis.
Maxwell Air Force Base: U.S. Air University, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, June
2004 .

Fischer, Scott A., Army and Air Force Subcultures: Effects on Joint Operations. Strategy
Research Project. Carlisle Barracks: U.S. Army War College, 15 March 2006

Forster, Richard A., Army and Air Force Transformation: Are They Synchronized?
Strategy Research Project. Carlisle Barracks: U.S. Army War College, 30 March 2007

Jean, Grace. "Army, Air Force Should Combine Combat Training." National Defense 92,
no. 644, July 2007 ' ’

Korb, Lawrence J. The Joint Chiefs of Staff: The First Twenty-Five Years. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1976

Light, Ronald N. Joint Vision 2020's Achilles Heel: Interagency Cooperation between the
Departments of Defense and State. Newport: U.S. Naval War College, 18May 2004

Lovelace, Douglas C., Jr. Unification of the United States Armed Forces: Implementing
the 1986 Department of Defense Reorganization Act. Carlisle Barracks: U.S. Army War College,
Strategic Studies Institute, August 1996

Macgregor, Douglas A. "Transforming Jointly." In Transforming America's Military, ed.
Hans Binnendijk, 219-229.Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 2002

Richardson, John M., RADM, The joint narrative: Describing the future environment
and joint operations, Joint Force Quarterly Volume 54 July 2009, p. 81-86

Shéehan, John J., Next Steps in Joint Force Integration, Joint Force Quarterly, August
1996, p. 41-47

Skelton, Ike. Whispers of Warriors: Essays on the New Joint Era. Washington, D.C.:
National Defense University Press, 2004

United States Marine Corps Order 3500.14, Aviation Training and Requirements Manual

U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. CJCS [Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff] Vision for Joint
Officer Development. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, November 2005

30



