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ABSTRACT (cont.)

The modern business community is faced with many problems similar
to those of large joint and/or combined military headquarters and are
a good source for managerial ideas and organizations applicable to the
military. Organizational lessons learned from the most successful
corporations are extracted for subsequent comparison with those from
military history. The product of the comparison is six principles for
organization of joint and/or combined staffs.

The paper concludes with a comparison o: current joint doctrine
with the six derived principles for staff organization., While today's
doctrine is basically sound, it fails to adequately address several of

the principles established in this paper. Recommendations for modifica-
. tion of existing doctrine are provided to correct the shortcomings.
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PRINCIPLES FOR ORGANIZATION OF JOINT AND COMBINED STAFFS, by Major
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“"Current U.S. military doctrine for organization of joint and
combined staffs evolved from World War II. This paper examines
military history and the modern business world to derive principles N
for organization of today's joint and combined staffs add then Ty
compares those principles with the current doctrine. N
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Following a cursory review of military staff functions and
staff evolution, selected Allied Joint and Combined Staffs of World T
War II are analyzed in detail to identify the significant factors
that contributed to their success. An overriding allied concern .
. during the war was unity of effort. Both American and British e
. leaders strongly emphasized unity and structured and restructured
their military organizations to maximize their combined efforts.
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This paper lists the major factors the allies oonsidered in striving ECA
for their unity of effort. o
A

The modern business community is faced with many problems ,§:$
similar to those of large joint and/or combined mili.ary headquarters W

and are therefore a good source of managerial and organizational B
ideas applicable to the military. Organizational lessons learned
from the most successful corporations are extracted for subsequent

comparison with those from military history. The product of the Tl
comparison is six principles fro organization of joint and/or e
combined staffs. A

The paper concludes with a discussion of current joint doctrine EARRS.
Juxtaposed with the séx derived principles for staff organization. PR
While today's doctrine is basically sound, it fails to adequately I
address several of the principles established in this paper, o
Recommendations for modifications of existing doctrine are provided s

to correct the shortcomings..
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I. INTRODUCTION:

Military staffs have existed for thousands of years and have performed with
varying degrees of success. The first hunters-gatherers held informal
discussions of where and how to hunt their quarry, whether 1t was man or animal.
The first records of more formalized military staffs are found in 15Q@ E.C.
during the Egyptian 18th Dynasty. Thothmes I used spies and an intelligence
staff to gather informaticn about his enemies' weaknesses and the best time and
place for attack. As Egyptian warfare became more complex and as larger forces
were involved, the requirements for staff advisers to the commarder irncreased.
In the later dynasties, logistic staffs were developed to support movements of
these even greater Egyptian armies. Eventually, a separate laogistics agency was

evelved with distinct titles, responsibilites, and functicns for each afficer.?t

One of the best staffs from ancient history belonged to Alexander. His
father, Philip of Macedonia, was a master of ordnance and arganizatiaorn,
attentive to detail, imaginative and progressive; he developed wone of the most
efficient forces of fighting men known to the ancient warld. Fhilip created the
staff system which was able to support the widespread campaigns of his son.
Missile-throwing weapons, siege operations, and fortifications were further
develaoped under what must have been a highly efficient engineer organization.
There were alsoc commissary and transport personnel, and there is eviderce that
Philip instituted a regular hospital organization. Enforcement of regulations
and supervision of camps were done by the equivalent of a provost marshal. It
seems apparent that, in a number of ways, present-day staff arganization is

similar to the system established by Philip more than 2,208 years ago.®
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Problem and Purpose.

Military staffs have cbviously continued tc evolve over the
centuries, based largely on the needs and desires of their commanders. Each
individual commander strived to make his staff as efficient and effective as
possible. However, history is replete with examples of leaders whose failures
may be at least partially attributed to their staffs. Therefore, a pertirent
question for today’s military forces is the adequacy of the command and staff

organization supporting modern commanders.

To narrow the topic, the next war in which the United States participates
will undoubtedly require the mutual support of the Army, Rir Force, Navy and

perhaps the Marine Corps and Coast Guard. It also may be conducted in

.
.l LNl

conjunction with one or more RAllies. Yet, the very recent history of U.S.

PPN ]

.
]

ALY HER NN YT BRSSP T A PSS S G L R BN YN W A v S T w € &

_ military operations is less than exemplary. Grénada, the Iranian hostage :fn;
i rescue, the USS Pueble incident, and cther joint and combined cperations point e
5 to possible problems. The command and staff organizations of the units invalved
- in these operations were certainly not the principal cause for less than
E completely successful operations, but they were a major contributor.?

2 "
? N
Q The question of whether or not today's staffs, specifically the staffs fuor ;
N R
, N

Joint and Combined Forces, are optimally designed can be analyzed fraom two
perspectives. Historically, in this century, the United States has participated
in several joint and/or combined military operations. In the business
community, academicians and corporate leaders hypothesize and then test

organizational thearies to streamlire their management. While there are

e STERE T, T, T TAT

distinct differences, the lessons learred from historical military experiences
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and modern corporations are potentially applicable to the problem of cptimal
designs for today’s military forces. An analysis of these twao areas will form a
basis for derivation of organizational principles relevant to jaint and combired
staffs. These principles will, in turn, be compared to existing doctrine for

organization of joint and combined staffs.

II. MILITARY STAFFS: .

What they Do.

The staffs of most organizations perform three generic functicrs: collect
infarmation concerning the operation of the organization, analyze the
information to provide advice and reccommendations to leaders, and translate
management decisions into instructions for subordinates. While the functions of
military staffs have increased in complexity the essence of their wcrk can be
condensed to these three generic activities. The U.S. Army's Field Circular
121-55, Corps and Division Command and Contral, breaks these basic tasks down

further and describes each one in detail:#

Dbtain and provide information,
Estimate and anticipate situatian,
Recommend courses of action.
Prepare plans and orders.

Coordinate operaticns.

Obtaining and providing information is essential to presenting the

commander with an accurate portrayal of events cccurring on the battlefield.
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The commander must work with the staff to identify the key elements of

v

LT

. information for each operation. Then the staff must aggressively work to i

5 ‘ . . A
DN assemble the information required. Y
R g
o LA
i o
<. Anticipating future situations and preparing estimates is the process by B
/: :_."',:
lj which the staff analyzes the data collected and presents it tao the commander. WA
‘. -
' Nriting in 1347, James Mooney stated; "There are too many facts and thirngs to f'.;{:
” think about for the commander. While all decisiorns rest with the commander, ft}
~ S
i’ problems must come to him pre-digested with all the thought and research that - s
:ﬁ organized staff can bestow upon them."S The term "organized thought”, with an f:%:,
.i"i- emphasis on organized, is probably the best description of the estimate process. ""
%
:.l Lee
» A
% e
o Upon completion of the estimate, the staff provides recommended courses of A

%

action to the commander. The cardinal rule is that courses of action must be

v, -
'..::‘ thoroughly coordinated among all sections of the staff. It orly confuses the .
L .
ﬁ situation when ore staff section recommends something that is completely ‘_E-:
':’-:. divergent from those of other sections. The final product does rnot rnecessarily :";':
- AN
::" require unanimous staff support, but it should include the careful analysis of E:'T:::
RPN
every staff section with comments on strengths and weaknesses. '.::t;:'::

Following the commander's decision, the staff is respornsible for oreparing

plans and crders for distribution to higher, lower, and adjacent headquarters as

ELAPERCERAEREE 1LY

appropriate. Once again, the critical requirement is full and complete

\:f

coordination of each componment of the plan. This insures the greatest possible

understanding by the recipients. Rfter all, this is often the primary means of

N communicating the commander’s intent for the operatian.
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Coordination is perhaps the salient furiction of the staff. After the
orders are issued and the execution has begun, the staff moritors the actions of
subordinates to keep the commander apprised of the current situation and to
assist him in making changes to the current crders or in making decisiaons
concerning future orders. In accordance with the commander's delegation of
functions and authority, the staff takes thaose actions necessary to coordinate

the cperations of subordinate units to insure accomplishment of their missions.

Changing Factors.

The generic staff functions noted earlier apply equally well to the staff

S0
of Alexander the Great and to that of the Central Army Group Commander in NATO tzzg
today. However, changes in several factors in the intervening 24 centuries have EE:E
significantly affected the evolution and organization of moderrn staffs. :;;;

5]

,'."t.‘;

Techrology has played an integral part in expanding the role of ard rneed ‘;;E:
for staffs. Extensive, in-depth analyses are not required to coordinate rvock L;u:
throwing with clubbing for 200 ancient Egyptians. On the ather hard, 5 :
ccordinating the landing of invasion forces on a hastile shore, while supported 2;;
by naval gunfire and ground attack aircraft, requires a substantial plarnirg 32}2
effort by a large group of people. Hence, current military forces have staff Eigi
sections and staff experts which deal with a wide variety of technical details. Eiii
A commander, faorced to orchestrate all of the specifics himself, would simply be ?;{
overwhelmed.® Of course, as experts are added to various sectiaons, the size of é;f;

o
the staff grows and the complexity of coordination required increases almost g?E.
exponentially. More about this enigma later. ;5;

:

-

5
R YR R R RN R R s oAV et




1

"
-..\ !
LA
W
(S
N
A second factor in the evolution of staffs has been the growth of military :“:
forces. When a commander could assemble his entire force on a large field and b)[
-"fv.
Ny
see as well as direct his men from a good vantage point, his staff reqguirements "2
»
rla
were minimal. However, as military forces grew, 1t was no lornger possible to &
‘.
lead them without a host of messengers, advisers, and especially logisticians ta e
'..f
s
handle the feeding and resupply of ammunition. r‘:‘
r.,
N,
ea
The last substantial feature influencing staff organizaticn was the :iﬁ
PR
NENS
expansion in scope and size of miltary conflict. Prior to the First Werld War, :HS
\.‘:‘&'
military conflicts were isclated to one or two relatively small areas of the NSy
warld. The outcomes were normally determined by either naval or ground combat, f:f
’\-_
not both. World War I, as the name implies, ircluded nearly global military j:ﬂ
hostilities. For the first time nations had fighting forces that included air, ;éf
naval and ground units fighting with allies against a common eremy in several iﬁ:
Ll
r -
theaters and on two continents. World War Il exparnded the range and dimensicn ﬂxi
::;
of military conflict even further. Now a premium was placed on the coordinated }kf
actions of air, naval, and ground units. Allied success was achieved through :tfl
KA
~
the careful coordination of not just military force components but the ::?-
RN
AN
coordination of warfare in several different theaters on several continents. O
NS
Origins of Modern Military Staffs. P4
4
.

The historical evidence strongly supports the contention that all European R
staffs stemmed from the system of Gustavus Adolphus, the Swedish Army commander
in the early 1600s. As the commander of a rulti-national army, he influenced

every nation that came into contact with him in their military thought and in

the design of their national military staffs. By the time of his death at Iy
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Lutzen, in 1632, the transition from the old to the new era of warfare was about
complete. Each nation in the following years managed to add its own individual
twist to the organization of command staffs, but all changes after Gustavus
might well be considered as variations of the basic Swedish theme. Gustavus’
Headquarters Staff included a Quartermaster section and lesser staff sections
such as Chaplain, Surgeon (also the Barber) and Provost Marshal. There was a
Chief of Staff to oversee staff operations and Chiefs of special arms such as
Artillery, Scouts and Engineers who not only commarnded the special troops but
Gustavus and his Chief of Staff

also advised Gustavus on their employment.

functioned as the cperations section.”?

Within the military forces of the United States, staff organization has
evalved from the Revoluticnary War. The U.S. Army concept of staff was adopted
fram the Prussian system as taught by Von Steuben to Washington's Revoluticrnary
Army. Later, in 1981, the Secretary of War, Elihu Roct, created the staff
college at Ft. Leaverworth and in 1303 Congress passed legislation which
established a General Staff for the Army.® While the crganization of
Headquarters Department of the Army has changed over the years, the staff

organization within Army units has paralleled the gereral staff crpanization and

has remained essentially the same.

The Navy concept of staff is an amalgamation of staff for line officers ard

staff for the civilian managers of the Navy. The Department of the Navy was

established in 1798 and at that time consisted entirely of civilians. Naval

officers only commanded ships. By 1812, a need for professicnal advice to the

civilians on matters in which the naval aofficers were expert was recognized and

a board of naval officers was appointed. In 1842, the Navy changed to a bureau
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system, with separate bureaus for each major furnction asscciated with equippirng

and marming the Navy. However, this system failed to operate well arnd was

EAC X B4
XX
1

recognized as inadequate during the Civil War. Unfortunately, the civilian :;ig
solution to the Civil War problem was tc add more bureaus., At the end of the SEEE
19th century, the Secretary of the Navy began to realize the difficulties with i??i
controlling the bureaus and suggested a general staff system. Finally, in 19@93, 32;3
a Beneral Board of the Navy was established to serve as an advisory bady to the b&;j
Secretary, with the president of the board serving as the Naval Chief of Staff. :f::

S

In 1315, Congress passed a law which instituted the Office of the Chief of Naval

.
v

a e
s T e
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LAY P

Operations, charged with the cperaticns of the fleet and with preparaticn and

AAm
3
o

readiness of plans for use in war.? Despite the recognized problems of the

A
Ay

bureau system dating from the Civil War, the Navy still uses it today.
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The Air Force staff, because of its relatively recent origins, did not
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germinate from an older system, but was created based on the best available

SN
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organizational concepts of the business world at the time. The Rir Force was
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created by Congress in the National Security Act of 1347, Since its inception,
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the US Air Force staff has been organized along functional lires. Urnder the
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Chief of Staff are five deputies: Manpower and Personrel; Programs and Analysis; o

%T

Research, Development and Acquisition; Operations, Plans and Readiness; and

"’ ..l'.’ l..
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Logistics and Engineering. All directorates under the deputies remain
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functionally organized. This same structure is duplicated at each successive

{2

level of command within the Air Force. In the Air Staff and throughout the Air

T
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Force, decisions are made at the lowest level which has access to sufficient

/

by
%
Y

Ay
ade

he s
L4

information and which has the requisite authority.®

B
S '..-‘\/ -‘_'1

.“'. .‘."; .
PV

)

A Y,

.

o

PAERERE ALY |
A
P




) 7
LABILLLTS

«
-'-
Ot

»
L

A

RN

. .'A_,l:’l

0

>
-
L

) NI LY

\
A

et ey »
AN XA

) "'j‘ R
ORI ST R A )

LA,

!
1)
!

-'-’n'.’-*ﬁ.- L - . 3 . D et = v " NS e LI - al
) W) ANV, DU Lo LB S

III. JOINT/COMBINED STAFF ORGANIZATION PRINCIPLES FROM HISTORY:

Unity of Effort.

The center of gravity of an alliance is the alliance.®?! With Clausewitz’
dictum as a guide, General George C. Marshall, U.S. Army Chief of Staff for
World War II, worked incessantly to insure that the various alliarces in which
the Army participated were as strong and as cohesive as possible. He was
cancerned not only with the international alliances, but alsc with the
"alliance" between the U.5. Army and the U.S. Navy. Because of their divergent
backgrounds and lack of history in joint operations, Marshall felt that it was
crucial to insure the unity of domestic military coaliticons with the Navy ard,
to a lesser extent, the Army Air Force. Long aware of the differences in
doctrine and training between Army and Navy aofficers, General Marshall scought in
various ways to overcome the obstacles to genuine unity of effort. He
constantly impressed upon his staff and onrﬂrmy commanders in the field the
necessity for subordinating service interests to the larger interests of the
war. Concessions and compromise were the principles that guided his relaticons
with Admiral King, the Chief of Naval Operations, and ccoperaticn was a
recurring theme in the messages he sent to his subordinates. Marshall realized
that the main detriments to unified commarnd were afficers with a service point
of view. He sought to diminish service orientation by assignhing Rrmy officers
to Navy staffs and seeking Naval officers for work on Army staffs. He believed
that the exchange would result in better understanding by each service and alert
commanders to potential areas of disagreement in advance.?!® It is instructive
to note that despite General Marshall'’s continued efforts there was only minor

progress in forming fully integrated joint staffs in the Pacific Theater.
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General Eisenhower, however, was able more fully to implement this policy but

:} not without several problems along the way. -:::-'.‘;J
P :J?J‘:
) \I_:.f
%
f- Eisenhower’s FPrinciples of Organization. R
-
» \} v
v
5 3
" . :\. Y
\ General Eisenhower was one of the most successful joint and combined forces 5:\j
\ S
3 Y
| caommanders of the Second World War. As such, his organization and use of by
( supporting staffs are of interest in the examination of organizaticnal ::'
At
e PO
: principles for modern military forces. From his appointment as Commanding iﬁ:
-,_ '.. :.
N General U.S. Forces European Theater of Operations through the end of his Doy
! E
? Presidency, Eisenhower stressed the importance of unity of command and :;b
-, ..-_.-:
. N
. took the actions necessary to achieve that goal. IR
- ',:.r,’.r
e
- %3‘.
: General Eisenhower’s approach to dealing with the diverse interests of two 325,
e
P . "'.'\
: nations and their services was to find the compromise acceptable to everyone, :f:
\J'
} which alsc made the most sense militarily. This technigque was demonstrated very g;?:
~ clearly early in the war, during preparations for the landings in Sicily. He .i:f%
,f was forced to compromise several times in selecting the landing sites, Eijq
Y
- allocating forces to the landings, and in arranging for Naval support. British A
) )
, Rir, British Ground and U.S./British Navy components all objected to the varicus ;t)}:
, Nt
landing proposals. He ultimately selected the plan which was, first of all, :?}ﬁ
A DAY
. :’:"-
! militarily sound and which then was most agreeable to the six military force -
_ [k |
. comporents involved.*® As history proved, his arbitration succeeded admirably. ’
. For some of the compromises that Gerieral Eisenhower fostered, there was
: undoubtedly a degradation in military effectiveress. But the benefits derived e
) from Allied unity of effort were far greater than any costs. GStated arcther }i:{
d S
) way, military considerations were often subjugated to the paolitical realities of ﬁrkﬁ
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combined warfare.

The commander in chief alsc used every stratagem available to engerder
unified Allied efforts. Among other actions, General Eisenhcwer corrected
inequalities in Allied rations, sought British popular support of U.S. saoldiers
stationed in England, and constantly monitored the press in both the United
States and Britain in an attempt to insure balanced reporting which fairly

described the contribution of both nations, 34

While he worked to maintain Allied unity of effart, General Eisenhower was
adamant about unity of command. In February 1943, he discovered that the
Combined Chiefs of Staff were attempting to issue directives to the British Rir,
Army, and Naval Commanders under his command. He immediately brought the matter
to the attention of the Combined Chiefs and the discrepancy was resolved.

During plarnning for Normandy, similar problems arose concerning cortrol of the
Combined Rir Forces during the Normandy invasion. General Eiserhower insisted
that all bombing directed against the continent must be under the contral of the
Allied Commander conducting the invasion and he refused to accept any other
alternative. Given the strength of his convictions, the Combired Chiefs acceded

to his wishes. S

The answer to unity of effort and unity of command within a joint and/or
combined military force starts with organization. After the chain of command is
established with a single commander, the structure of the staffs at each level
and their operating procedures are critical. The Rllied operaticns in the
Eurapean Theater presented several staff organization problems for General

Eiserhower. Because of the diversity of the three missions for which he was

11
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% responsible, he required three separate staffs. As commander of operation ?3;’
{ TORCH, he needed a combined staff for its planning and execution. RAs commander §§E 
.: of U.S. forces in Europe, he required a joint staff in England. And, finally, ;:5;
: as commander of the allied invasion of Eurcpe, he required a full time combined :?ﬁh
: planning staff to work in England. € Ef:;
5 N
g The initial task.facing Eisenhower was the planning for TORCH. The Joint ;5:*'
A Planners for the Combined Chiefs of Staff had done some of the preliminary waork, é&?&
g but with Eisenhower's appointment the planning function devolved to his contral. EEEE
j He appointed COL Gruenther, U.S. Army, as his Deputy Chief of Staff for TORCH izzg?
: planning and the British put practically all of their experienced plarmers at %;bﬁ'
.. his disposal. Not only were they experienced, but, more important, they had the izizi
respect and authority of the British government. This allowed them access to éﬁ\b;
virtually any element of the British government at whatever level necessary to S;f:
. coordinate their plans.t? 5%5%
S
! The preliminary Rllied efforts at planning for TORCH were criticized by :?:E?
E both the Americans and the British., The overall concept was acceptable, but the iS$:§_
: details to support it were fragmented at best. In response to these critiques, -
Eisenhower assigned General Clark to head the planrers and requested the best
\ U.S. Navy planners available from Admiral King, the Chief of Naval Operations.

He instructed Clark to form a fully combined and joint staff. The U.S. Navy,
however, was very reluctant to participate and General Eisenhcwer forcefully

reiterated the importance that President Roosevelt placed on TORCH and insisted

! that the Navy cooperate.!® Surprisingly, he did not request that they come

; : : . A Ay

under his command at this paint and, irn fact, reassured them that all he RO

LSRN

| . . . . . :\':\':\
required of them was their willing cooperation and support. RAANRY
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A The details on Eisenhower's staff organization and its urderlying ;St;
A

! principles were outlined in a message from Gereral Eisentower to General E; o
é Marshall in August 1943. Eiserhower explained that he was dual-hatted and 1n ESEE
re his U.S.-only role, he dealt with supply, discipline, and persornel thrcugh a E::s,
E deputy theater commander. As the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, his &i-ﬁ
% combined RAir, Ground, and Naval components were organized urnder separate ?EE‘
N commanders. Heads of major staff divisions were entrusted with coordirating and iggg'

supervising the corresponding staff divisions of the camponent commands. In

|

addition, he had a joint plarmming staff which paralleled the crganization of the
Combined Chiefs of Staff in organization and membership. This section worked
for the G3 and made its recommendations to G3. Staff conferences were held
regularly and frequently. Eisenhower met with subordinate commanders at least

once a week and more often during operations. His Chief of Staff met three

times a week with British and U.S. senior administration and supply officers to

[3
~

E
coordinate non-operational matters. Coordination was alsc achieved through the ‘:;iéz
LN

Joint planning staff, joint G2 (Intelligence) committee, and daily G3 EEEZ
(Operations and Planning) conferences. Further, there was a Chief of Staff's EE;\:
conference which included his Chief of Staff, 62, G3, and correspanding officers E;EE‘
of the Air and Naval Headguarters. It was intended to identify ard resoclve EEEE
points of friction before they developed. Gereral Eiserhower followed the Army ;;1;
ARSKS

model in designing his staff with orne exception. He fully integrated the :itg:
British into his staff and he had two Deputy Chiefs of Staff, both British, ore :Eégé
for operations and one for supply. Special staff sections, e.g. the French E¥;_
o
re-armament staff, were filled with experts as opposed toc egual representation. &;ﬂi
Finally, in the staff sections dealing with administraticn and supply, there was E;;;{
an excessive number of persornel because of the requirement to work directly :;;;
with two separate nations, 19 &;E;
e
e
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Organization of the staff was just the beginning of establishing a cchesive
arnd smoothly operating joint and combined staff. The pecple that served on the
staff and the procedures they used were perhaps the greatest contributcr to
unity within the staff. From Eiserhower’s point of view, the perscrnality «f the
staff members was of paramount importance. In August 1348, during planning for
TORCH, General Clark reparted a problem to General Eisenhcwer corvcerning the
inteqration of the British and U.S. staff officers. The immediate response from
the CG was a dictum to change personmel until the right perscnalities were found
for working together. This was to be a principle aof his for the remainder of

the war.=2®
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s
AT

LADN

Another principle espoused by the CG was, "...a great amcunt of informality f:{{
.:.'.'_,.\

in staff work." He put himself at the disposition of his subordinates, but told .;;j

them they were free to solve their own problems and to avoid the habit of
passing the buck to him. No set scheme of orgaﬁization, training, or corncept of

command was to prevail over common sense. @1

Reviewing Eisenhcwer’s organization in Europe and his actions, it is clear
that his two overriding corcerns were to establish and maintain unity of effort
among the Allies and unity of command within the armed forces. To accomplish
his objectives, he organized his command structure and ther his staff with unity
as the fundamental principle. He always insisted on having a U.S5. Chief of
Staff directly under him. But, his Deputy Chiefs of Staff were frequently
British as were his subordinate commanders. The individual staff sections were

almost always mixed with British arnd American officers. To summari:ze

W]

Eiserhcwer's principles:

N %A
‘1&!{/:




National and peolitical unity of effort.

Unity of command under a single commander.
Fully integrated and united staff organization.

Change perscnalities until they fit.

)
.
! Encourage greatest informality in staff work, ;:;:
§ Meet with staff frequently to insure coordination. :isﬁ
: 2‘
! Command _and Staff Drganization in the Pacific. N
\ ':
: 5
: The command organization in the Facific during World War II was a 5
e
g compromise. It was forced by the personality and respect accorded General i
; MacArthur by the American public and the refusal of the Navy to place the f
: Pacific Fleet under the command of anycone except a Navy officer. The JCS dealt g :
! with this dilemma by establishing two commaﬁds in the Pacific, one for MacRfrthur ;%i‘
i in the Southwest Pacific and one for the commander of the Pacific Fleet. The E;E
S naval choice for theater commander of the Pacific Ocean Areas Caommand was Eé;
! Admiral Nimitz, who was considerably junior to MacArthur.=2= ;i'
;: .
:
" With two commands in the Pacific, contreol of the theater was vested with
E the JCS in Washington. Given the nature of the JCS organization, the President ,i;
E: was in fact the Pacific Theater Commander. The result was that no single i;;.
0 A
i individual within the theater could chcose betweeen strategic plans, resolve §SE
conflicting claims for troops and supplies, assign priorities, shift forces ﬁ; -
AEN
between commands, or cancentrate the resources of both commands on a single Eii
objective. The outcome was keen competition for rescurces, frequent Ei;

1%

requirements for JCS decisions, and cccasionally presidential decisicns.®2

Unity of command within the theater, as a principle, was clearly vislated.
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In a letter to the Chief of Military Histaory in March 1353, Gereral

WSSO E Y (N>

MacArthur was very critical of the decision to establish twao caommands in the

2"
>

Pacific:

Of all the faulty decisions of the war, perhaps the most
unexplainable one was the failure to unify the commard in the Facific.
The principle involved is perhaps the most fundamental orne in the
doctrine and tradition of command. In this instance it did nct
involve an internaticnal problem. It was accepted and entirely
successful in the other great theaters. The failure to do so in the
Facific cannct be defended in logic, in theory or even in common

b NORADRNR 2L Lo

,:‘ sense. Other motives must be ascribed. It resulted in divided

" effort, the waste of diffusion and duplication of force and the

;- corsequent extensicon of the war with added casualties arnd cost.  The
4, generally excellent cocperation between the two commands in the

Ef Racific, supported by the goad will, gocd nature and high professional
fu gualifications of the numercus personnel invalved, was nco substitute
jh for the essential unity of direction of centralized authority.®<

“

U{

s

The Navy had similar feelings about the fractured command structure in the

Pacific and would have gladly provided a Facific Theater Commander.

¥

AP Al

Unity of command was also & problem for the Allies in the Pacific. The

Australians and New Zealanders were concerned that by committing their military

L«
‘u

“5 forces to a Combined Cammand, headed by an Americarn, they would lose their
v
o ability to defend their homelands. The JCS responded that each national power

had the ultimate authority over its military forces and could withdraw them from
any operation or campaign which they felt was inadvisable.2®% UWhile this

satisfied the Allies, it had a substantial impact on the combired commander. He

L . . . . .
-, was now required to constantly monitor the concerns of his subordinate RAllied
N4

:I ccmmanders and, in essence, get their concurrence on every operation and

>

“~ . . . . .

< campaign in which he wanted them tc participate.
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MacArthur's Southwest Pacific Command.

On 18 April, 1942, Gereral MacArthur officially assumed command of the

Southwest Pacific. He immediately organized his ferces into Allied Air, Graund,

WY F S CC N A A A A A

and Naval component commands. General Sir Thomas Blamey (Australian) cammarnded
the land forces, Major General George Brett (U.S.) commanded the air forces., and
Admiral Leary (U.S.) commanded the naval forces. He structured his headquarters

in accordance with the traditional U.S. Rrmy model. It included a Chief of

EAEE N

Staff and four staff sections (Personnel, Intelligence, Operations, and

3 Logistics) all headed by U.S5. Army afficers. There was nothing in MacArthur'=s
I appointing directive instructing him to select officers of participating

b

; governments, as General Wavell had been required to do in the Allied Far East

o

i Coammand. The President and General Marshall becth urged MacArthur to include

0 Allies on his staff. He ncnetheless declined their suggestions and used only

ES Americans in the senior staff positions, with a few Dutch ard Rustralian

'~

': officers serving in subordinate positions. ®6

:E Gereral MacArthur enumerated the basic factors in organizing his combined
E staff in a message to Gerieral Marshall in July 1943. He emphasized the

% impaortance of "complete and thorcugh integration” of grournd, air, and naval

E; elements, close persconal relationships, and the close physical lacation of the
g various headquarters. All these, he claimed, made possible "a corstanmt daily

% participation of the staffs in all details of planning and cperations" ard "an
gs attitude that is without service bias." But he cautioned that the mere assemblv
E of an approximately equal number of officers from the various services would not
% in itself produce an effective joint staff.2?

3

?:'

o)

O N e P A

A NS

AP P
eSS

3
:'.‘-
LAY
[

[ 4

Al 4
‘.') .

RN R
e,
Y ‘.I’S',\l

Y

a
L
L
B
.

[ J
LRI

i

':'.t!

T
e’
v e
2

A
AR )
A

g

v

.
P A

Ny vy

‘.’i\\\'j.

L4

i ":“i’
g

Y,

P

" "'.'.'.'_'.'_\',

’

WS A A

" .l " ‘-
MR

LIRCI 2 RS ]
e ' A h ]

2"y

a0

I Y
‘ L

L] ‘l'll
s

L DN IR N )
XY
PACA AR A

-“.-"‘.'..-' I} 'I‘:"l,
PADWS
Sy s (A4

I‘.
AN A N
SE -

T3
s

S




.!3T1f>?

.~

'

o
)

>
.

e I

.

z

NALALS

" 'J".i

. -
s

I
anl
1

-

5

B

JONOCERA

/'.

'|' ll
A A

‘: %— Y
PPN

LITIRE,

J-

LN

5-

f

P N N EEER S N

The cperating procedures of Gerneral MacArthur’s headquarters were alsc
conducive to unity of effort. It was customary for his staff to prepare gerneral
plans including missions, forces, and target dates. Detailed operatienmal plarns
were then developed by ground, airy and naval component commanders and their
staffs. Responsibility for the extensive ccordination of these plans was
rormally assigned to the component commander with the largest role to play in

the operation, =8

General MacPArthur’s principles for command and staff organizaticn mav be

summarized as follows:

Complete integration of ground, air, and naval forces.
Close personal relationships.
Close physical locatiaon.

Frequent cocrdination betweern combined and component staffs.

Nimitz’® Pacific Ocean Areas Command.

Admiral Nimitz assumed command of the Pacific Ocean RAreas on 8 May, 1342,
and experienced considerable difficulty in establishing a joint command which
nperated smacthly. As Commander in Chief Facific Ocean Areas (CINCFOQ), he
exercised considerably more direct control over his faorces thanm did General
MacArthur., Like MacRrthur, he was prchibited from 1nterferring 1n the 1nternal
administration of the forces in his theater. But as a fleet commander, he
remained responsible for raval administration as well as operatiors.  Throughout
tne war there was frequent confusion as to whether he was acting as the area

commander, fleet commarder, or the theater commander responsible to the JCS. 7
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Admiral Nimitz arganized his command into three subordinate commards:
South, Central and Narth Pacific Area Commards. The North and Central Facific
Areas were almost entirely raval operations, but the Scuth Pacific Area Command
was a truly joint command with 6@,000 U.S. Army troops, three fighter groups,
twc medium bomber groups, a marine division, and remnants of the ANZAC rnaval
force. Admiral Ghormely was the commander of the South Pacific Area and
organized his cocmmand to mirror that of Admiral Nimitz. He established air,
amphibious, and service commands all under naval officers, while retaining
control of the ground and rnaval forces under his headquarters. His staff
consisted of approximately 1@0 naval officers and just three Ormy officers.
When he assumed command, the Army forces were spread over a large rumber of
islands throughout his area with a variety of command and support structures.
Some of the bases repcrted directly back to the War Department. Because of this
confusing arrangement, Gerneral Marshall assigned Major General Harmon to take
over the administration and training of all U.S. Army ground and air troops in
the Snouth Pacific. He was alsc to assist Admiral Ghormely in preparaticn and
execution of plans which invalved the Army air and ground forces.
Paradoxically, Harmon was not in the chain of command betweern Ghormelv and the
Army ard frequently found that his missicn statement conflicted with Admiral
Ghormely’s. Only through close coordination were serious problems avoided.
Ghormely eventually gave Harmon command of Army forces for short pericds of time
to support specific operations.3® With the conflicting missions and lack of a
joint staff, there were numerous disagreements between Ghormely and Harmorn on
the use of Army forces, especially air forces. The discord abated scmewhat
after Ghormely was replaced by Admiral Halsey, who insisted on the "ore force®
principle and gave the Army a greater role irn the plarming and execution of

sperations, 3t
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One of the most enduring disagreements between the Army and Navy was the

h

; dispute over a joint staff for Admiral Nimitz. The RArmy felt that the Navy was :(
, P
“ \l“-. ¥y
'y using soldiers inefficiently in the Pacific. Their preferred sclution, short of ?::
-

/

%)
7

an Army commander, was the creation of a joint staff under Admiral Nimitz with

., g,

Central tc the joint staff

full Army air and ground forces representation.

argument was the ability of the two services to provide logistics support to

&g their forces. The Army complained that the Navy failed to keep them fully

informed on proposed operations and, as a result, adequate logistics planning

poos 7w
g RS
AN .
-}j was impossible. In the summer of 1943, General Marshall received two reports SO
N R
o from general officers in the Pacific which severely deprecated the Navy's "

L

;& logistics corganization and management. The proposed solution from both officers ::i‘
;Eﬁ was the establishment of a joint staff under Nimitz. Marshall passed the EES
;F letters with his endorsement on to Admiral King, the Chief of Naval Operaticns EE;F
2 (CND) . King;s response to these letters implied that the twc gereral officers i;?_
Sl pon
? should mind their cwn business and did not address the issue.3® Later in the :E;:
.H summer Marshall provided two messages from the Army’s Combined Commarnders, E:E
t: Eisenhower and MacArthur, in which each outlined their staff crganizations and Sﬁi:
E; the rationale behind them. Again, the CNO did not respond. 23 Eigé
N
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While the Army was working to change Nimitz' staff through the CNO, Nimitz
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was re-evaluating his position based on input received from his subordirnate
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commanders and staff. It is also quite likely that Nimitz and King discussed
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& the matter privately. In September 1343, Admiral Nimitz arnrncurced the formation
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of a joint staff containing four sections: Plans, Operations, Intelligence, ard
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3 Logistics. The first two sections were to be headed by Navy officers and the
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j last two by Army officers, with a mix of both Army and Navy persarnel within NG
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Commander Pacific Ocean Areas. The flaw in the organization which would cause

considerable difficulty later was the provision for some officers to serve on
not only the joint staff, but also on either the fleet staff or Army staff. By
asking these officers to serve two masters, the benefits of a joint staff were
lost. However, the Army in the Pacific believed that this organization was

superior to the previous staff arrangement and endeavcred to make it work, 34

The Army in Washington, meanwhile, was still unhappy with Nimitz’
organization. They believed that Nimitz shauld be single-hatted as theater
commander and appoint a naval officer as Pacific Fleet Commarder. They were
concerned that he would get bogged down in the details of fleet command and,
therefore, perform theater ccmmander duties inefficiently. They felt that the
new staff organization was an impravement, but wanted two Deputy Chiefs of
Staff: an Army general to deal with Army matters and a Nival flag officer for
purely Navy matters. Finally, they recommended adding special staff sections
for administration, services, medicai, signal, ordnance, engineer,
quartermaster, transportation, civil affairs, and other sections. These wculd
be supervised by one of the four main sections, but ceordination would remain
the responsibility of the two Deputy Chiefs of Staff. Gereral Marshall liked
the idea, but realized that the CNO had been maneuvered as far as possible on

the issue.?S

Navy acceptarce of a joint staff for Admiral Nimit: was a relatively mirncor
topic compared to the dual-hatting of Nimitz as Pacific Ocean Rreas Commarder
and Fleet Commander. Admiral King repeatedly insisted that Nimitz was capable
of handling both jobs simultanecusly. The hidden agenda was the command link

between the CNO and the Pacific Fleet. As long as Nimitz remaived the Fleet
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Commander, he reported to the JCS as theater commander and to the CNO through
naval channels for operations and administration of the fleet. If, however,
Nimitz relinquished command of the fleet tco a subordinate, his relaticnship to
Admiral King would be significantly altered. Functioning sclely as the
commander of an active theater of operations under the JCS, he would no longer
be directly responsible to King. In these circumstances, King’s ability ta
influence Nimitz would be limited to his authority resulting from his position
on the JCS. The CNO wauld lose his direct control of the Pacific Fleet. 3¢

Vestiges of these same command arrangements still exist taday.

In the Pacific Theater the unity of command principle was clearly viclated
with the establishment of the Facific Ocean Areas Command and Southwest Pacific
Cammand. Both theater commanders were fighting the same eremy and could not
efficiently accomplish their missions in isolation from each other. Their
cammon enemy, however, mcved his forces between the two theaters as required ard
was at least theoretically capable of dealing with them sequentially.

Fortunately, Japan chose not to do so.

Within the two theaters, Gerieral MacArthur was able to guickly put into
place a smoothly functioning combined staff crganizaticon using the prirciples he
outlined in his message to Marshall in 1343. Admiral Nimitz' commard ard staff
organization, on the other hand, was the center of cantroversy throughout most
of the war. Prior to adopting a truly joint staff, he and his subordinate
commanders suffered through numerous coordination problems. While this is not
conclusive proof of the validity of Eisenhower's or MacArthur's organizational

principles, it is an example of how not to structure joint or combinded

organizations.
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: IV. ORGANIZATIONAL PRINCIPLES FROM BUSINESS: f‘:,
W P,
S e
2 At the end of World War II, the U.S. demobilized and millions of men left ~
Ly o
y -\4
o the military to re-enter the civilian work force. As they maved up the 'f-'.j
A A N
£t
corporate ladder and were faced with organizatianal problems, they drew upon ;r
.-_:.r‘
' their war experiences for salutions. The resulting organizations were very :::-::
" similar in concept to those used by the RAllies in the war. In the succeeding 4@ o
years the flow of management theories and ideas has reversed, with busiress —-
3] AN
\j schools and corporations now doing most of the original thinking on effective BN
:-l ’ :';:'.’
-~ organizatioral structure. Pl
\-7 :.:_-
\: ‘I_.}A
_-.‘ 1,'#
i The current business community is faced with many of the same ',f_'
-.\: z::.-
v organizational problems which exist within the military. Like the military, S
—~ i
- they have experimented with a wide variety of structural scluticns. In recent .t
[, - ‘_,.‘
f':: history, the military has borrowed several management and corganizational ideas 0
“~ v
X el
o, from the business and academic community. Matrix management, management by
. objective, and zero based budgeting are just a few of the ideas emulated. Now,
N
Y
\.‘C as the military and the goverrment consider modificaticons to the JCS
-
v
> . . . . . . .
-~ organization, once again the trends in business are being reviewed for
- application to the military. I""E
~ NN
", N
N e
W Ore of the most recent efforts to identify attributes of effective :\
Lo )
- organizations was the research and subsequent book by Thomas Feters and Robert :_1
¢ X
> g
t‘ Waterman entitled In Search of Excellence: Lesscns from America’s Hest-Run e
> ool
‘ o~
: Corporaticns. In their book they assert that along with "bigness” comes o
. gy
| S
4 complexity and that, regretably, mcst big companies respond to comolexity in ;\v;
i » l‘a
;E' kind by designing very intricate systems and structures. They then hire more é::
Kl
n
} f-"
lg"‘ \23 ':
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9 staff to keep track of all this complexity and that’'s where the mistake begins. RN
¢ X i
A The solution is just not compatible with the nature of pecple irn an organization hﬁg
\ Wt
<o
. where things need to be kept reascnably simple, if the unit is to "pull :{::
N

5£

[ 4
e D]
&"

<

together”". The paradox is clear. 0On the aore hand, size gererates legitimate

. complexity, and a complex system ¢r structural response is perfectly reasconable. ;igi
.? On the other hand, making an organization work has everything to do with keepirng Ega
2; 1t understandable for the tens or hundreds of thausands who must produce Eiﬁ
. results. That means keeping it simple. 37 Sff
R: o
7 e
:; According to Peters and Waterman, simplicity in basic structural
il arrangement actually facilitates organizational flexibility. It seems that
:Q because the basic form is clear, flexibility arcund the base structure is made {
:l easy. The excellent companies do make better use of task furces, project ;;;;
~ e
:: centers, and other ad hoc devices to make things happen. The excellent N
E; companies also appear to be reorganizing all the time, but meost of the i;i?
. N
:j recrganization takes place around the edges. The furndamental framewcrk rarely :i:;
.
:3 changes that much. 2@ Eii
RN
'? The staffs in cutstanding organizations also have common traits., It iﬁﬁ
:; appears that there is cnly one crucial conecomitant ta the excellent company’s f?ﬁ
:j elementary composition form: lean staff, especially at the corporate level., In gg{
: fact, the attributes of simple organization and lean staff seem deeply e
fﬁ intertwined and self-fulfilling. With the simple organizaticrnal form, smaller Eﬁ%
‘i staffs are required to make things tick. Indeed, it appears that most excellent Eﬁ%
4 NN
; companies have comparatively few pecple at the corporate level, arnd that what §§B
) staff there is tends to be out in the field sclving problems rather tharm in the E:?
?} home office. The bottom lire is fewer administrators and more cperators.  From E&;
» .
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these observations, Peters and Waterman developed their "rule of 120": with rare
exception, there is seldom a need for more than 102 pecple in the corporate

headquarters, 3°

Calls for simple crganization and lean staff lead to the discussion of span
of control. Limiting the number of subordinates has been a prime consideration
of American managers for years. The Japarese, however, have taken a different
approach and have built many decidedly flat crganizaticns. At cre Japarese
bank, several hundred brarch managers repcrt to fhe same individual. At Toyota
there are five levels of management between the chairman and first lire
supervisor. There are 15 intervening levels at Ford. Recent evidence indicates
that American managers are beginning to reconsider. Former United ARir Lines
chairman Ed Carlson has an hourglass theaory that addresses this tcopic. He rotes
that, "Middle management in most crgarnizations really has little role beyond
Ymake-work! activities, such as stopping ideas dbming down and stooping ideas
going up." Middle managers, says Carlson, are a sponge. Hands-on management
becomes much more workable when there are fewer pecple in the middle. The
number of superflucus middle managers is staggering. Many senior managers
currently believe that reductions of S@% to 75% in their staffs and middle
management structures would significantly increase their productivity and

effectiveness, *®

Another common principle found in exceptional companies is simultaneous
loose and tight contral. The companies have a central unifying theme that
guides their daily activities at all levels. This theme provides guidarnce to
the senior manager, staff member, first lire supervisor arnd worker., It is

stated in a positive vein, e.g. "the customer comes first”, "24 hour delivery
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anywhere in the world", "new ideas originate here", and so forth. The result is
less central direction and more initiative at the lower echelons. Authority and
responsibility are delegated as far down the organizatioral chain as pessible.
Yet the central theme is maintained as sacrosanct.4* This is scmewhat aralagous
to Army doctrine, which provides a central theme aor direction for staffs and
subordinate organizations to follow in executing their missions, but gives them

the latitude to develop detailed procedures.

In summary, Peters and Waterman identified a total of four characteristics

of successful, irnnovative companies which dealt with organization. Simple form

and lean staff were the first two. None of the many comparies they looked at “

wre
l..\l“l

were formally run with a matrix organizational structure, ard some which had

.‘..l
v's
h Y

Ve

tried that model had abandoned it. The underlying structural forms and systems

..‘"

in excellent companies were elegantly simple. Top-level staffs were lean; it

Lt

was not uncommon to find corporate staffs of fewer than 122 pecple running

multi-billion-dollar enterprises. The third principle, increased span of

N -
a
L}
"

contreol, is cleosely related to simple organization. By reducing the number of

intermediate levels of management, the flow of information is speeded and the

b by "l .‘l e

volume is reduced. The final principle called for concurrent loose and tight
control. The excellent companies were bath centralized and decentralized. For
the most part, they had pushed autonomy down to the shop floor or product
development team. On the ather hand, they were fanatic centralists arcund the

few core values they held dear.*? To recap:

Simple arganization,
Lean staff,

Increase span of control.
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Develop central theme as guidance at all levels.

V. COMPILATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PRINCIPLES:

The primary concern of the Allies throughout the Second World War was the
unity of their efforts against the Axis powers. In the increasingly complex
world of business, corporate managers have the same concern. Just as the Allies
were convinced that cnly through well-organized, combined cperations would they
be successful, managers are seeking the same fully integrated and syrnchronized

efforts within their businesses.

With agreement on the impartance of unity of effort, the urderlying
organizational principles of Generals Marshall, MacArthur, and Eisenhower in
World War 11 and those of today's modern corparations have several striking

similarities. The principles can be summarized as follows:

Establish and mairitain a simple commarnd structure with appropriate

comporent _representation. In 1942, component representation included air,

ground, and naval staffs ard personnel. In corporate America, it translates to

greater span of contral and basic, clean lines of authority.

Create a fully integrated joint and combined staff. The raticnale

behind fully integrated staffs is the requirement for thorcugh and krnowledgeable
advice to support decision makers. In Waorld War II it was essential for the
Allies. In good companies tcday all aspects of cperaticns, i.e. finance,
marketing, distribution and marufacturing, are considered before decisions are

made.
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Insure complete ccordination of all plans through fr2juent excharge of

1

information between all participants. R prerequisite focr success in World War

“

\ . . . . . . “
5; Il was the coordination and exchange of information achieved in frequernt ; :
& OV
Y meetings. While numerous meetings were the answer in 1345, communicatians, Y
L automation and "central unifying themes" are slowly replacing them in modern iy
- . L . | N
. corporations. However it is done, coordination through information excharge 1c Teat
Lo e
e . . . . '-.' .
- essential to efficient operations. TN
] -

Lo -

f: \:-.‘
e Insist upon unity of effort within the acrganizaticon and upsn goo e
oy . - . e
Y persaonal relations between members of the organization., Many times the success NN
hAN of an organization is directly related to the ability of its members to perforn -
» e )
»;'\-

as "team players". If they are unable to subjugate their desire for persaonal

gain to the needs of the organization, the organization suffers. Now, as in the

13403, pecple’s attitudes are critical.

Co-locate compaorent commands (organizaticns), wherever passible, with

-~

X the headguarters. In World War 11, co-location ernhanced coordination and urnity : -
v oo
e of effort. Today, communications and automation are enabling the separatiorn of A
‘i\ -‘:'f.

N various elements of a carporation. For the military, however, co-location is ;\i

still desirable.
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EE Insist upon personal attitudes without service bias. This principle :tﬁ'
&

> was most important to the joint commanders in Werld War 1I and is equivalent to i?x'

""\

the unifying central theme described by Peters and Waterman. A lack of service :&:

N

"
Sty

bias is normally achieved by establishing a higher objective and/or by

Lol

installing agreed upon procedures for service cocperation. This correspornds to

the laose/tight control that is apparent in the best-run companies.
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The above principles worked well in Warld War Il and are still at wark in
modern businesses. With scome adaptation for existing U.S. military forces, they
will work well in the rnext canflict. Regretably, not all of them are being

applied by the U.5. military in unified and/cr combined commards.

VI. MODERN JOINT AND COMRINED DOCTRINE:

Today's joint doctrine for organization of unified and specified commards
is clearly raooted in the experiences of World War II. The Joint Chiefs «f Staff
struggled with the problems of organizing joint cperations and provided their
first guidance in a JCS directive on 2@ March 1943, entitled “Unified Commard
for U.S. Joint Operations”. It was a brief document, about a page in length.

In plain, concise language it defined unified command, fixed the limits of the
commander’s authority and responsibility, told him what he could and could not
do in general terms, and specified how he would organize his forces ard exercise

his cammand. 42

From the compact and succirct cne page directive, the JCS have exparnded
their guidance to almost 122 pages in JCS Publication 2, "Unified RAction Armed
Forces (UNRAF)". Within this document Joint Staff is defired as, "The staff of
the commander of a unified or specified command ar task force, which irncindes
members from the several services comprising the force. These members shaould be
assigrned in such a marrner as to insure that the commander understands the
tactics, techniques, capabilities, needs, ard limitations of the comporent parts
of the force. Fositions on the staff should be divided so that Service
representation and irnfluence generally reflect the Service composition of the

force, "4+
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More detailed counsel on formation and corganization of the staff is

provided in subsequent sections of the UNRAF. It stipulates that:

A joint staff shall be reasonably balanced as to numbers,
experience, influerce of position, and rank of the members among the
Services concerned, with due regard to the camposition of the forces
and the character of the cperations so as to insure that the commander
understands the tactics, techniques, capabilities, reeds, ard
limitations of each component part of the force. When appraopriate,
the authority which establishes a joint task force should direct its
commander to: (1) form a joint staff o~ (2) augment his cwrn staff by
assigning or attaching officers from Services aother than his awr, to
give balanced representation. Since the comporent commanders have

""'--{g"
A

certain Service respensibilities, joint staff divisicrns, particularly :-j:
special staff sections, should be limited to those functions for which r:a:
the joint force commander is responsible or which reguire his gerneral ’ﬁ*}

T
ta

supervision in the interest of unity of effort. Persarnel comprising
a joint staff should be kept to the minimum number consistent with the i
task to be performed. For the staff ta function smecthly and praperly :;.

with due consideration for the policies of the commander, it is e
desirable that the personnel who comprise the joint staff be detailed NASYS
therewith for sufficiently long periads of time to gain and utilize o

the required experience. The authority that establishes a unified
command aor a joint task force should make the provisions for :
furnishing necessary personnel for the commander’s staff. oo
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o
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Finally, the UNAAF specifies that the joint commander should organize hig
staff as he deems recessary to carry cut the duties and respocnsibilities with
which he is charged, but his staff organization should conform to the madel

diagrammed below:
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U.S. military doctrine for crganization of Combirned Commands and Combired

Staffs is norexistent. However, the orgarizational principles for U.S. Joint
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Commands is caonsidered equally valid for combined commands. Since combirned
commands are created as a result of international agreemernts, there are more
inherent restrictions in their design. In addition, Allied crganizaticnal
questions are more difficult to answer than uni-naticnal cnes. The main
difficulties are the lack of precedent and an abserice of combired doctrive., The
task of cambired staffs is mainly adviscory, whereas staff work in the individeal
services 1s both advisory and executive. Combined staff problems are magnified
because af their multi-naticnal rnature. Further, on a combirned staff,
psychalingical and socialogical problems are brought about by differences in
language, custaoms, religions, and standards of living. These factaors point to

the reed for a different approach.4S

Admiral Carney, CINCSOUTH, referred to combired staff prablems in the
following statemernt to his newly formed NATO AFSOUTH combined staff iv August

1951:

When inter-allied factors are superimposed (on joint and combined
staffs), the effects are freguently unpredictable. Politics are
politics the world over and many times we encounter difficulties and
nobjections which are illagical from the military standpoint but which
stem from political factors that are very real to the office holders,
the voters, and the taxpayers of the countries concerned. It is to be
expected that we will frequently enccunter problems of ocbscure and
puzzling origin, and an awareness of the prabability shcould helo ta
foster the patience and flexibility necessary. 4%

This memorandum, written more than three decades ago, demonstrates the
timelessness of certain principles relating to the human element of

organizaticons. The advice is as good today as it was ther.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS:

The current U.S. military doctrire for crganization of a joint staff has
evalved from the experierces of World War II. Unfortunately, in marny respects,
it has gradually moved away from the prirnciples that made it so effective 1n the
194@s. First, the authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has eraded.  They no
longer are in the chain of command between the Fresident and the unified
commanders, The extent of a unified commander’s authority has also beern reduzed
vis—-a-vis that of the Service Chief. His role in the administration or
discipline of the compornent commarnds under him has beern virtually eliminated.
And, finally, the joint staff has lost some of its effectiveress. The unified
commander can certainly arganize his staff, but he 1s dependernt uoon the Service
Chiefs to furnish persaormel. If a staff member does not perform he carn be
removed, but there are no guararntees that he will be replaced with a top~rnatch
afficer. Alsc, the staff members received frequéntly serve for less thanm the
rormal three year tour because of other persarnel requirefnents w;thim their

service.

While the overall trend has been to weaken the unified command., the
envircnment in which they operate has charged and now requires a stronger joint
or cambined cocmmand structure. The pace at which events carn happer, the
complexity of the issues involved, and the variet. of forces available to the
commander demand greater authority and effectiveress than ever. During World
War I1I, MacArthur arnd Eisenhcower had weeks, 1f rnat months, to plan and execute
their various campaigns. A unified or combined commander ir the rext war or
conflict will be faced with creating or modifying an existing planm and thern

executing 1t within days or hours, In the case of Grenada, the uriified
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commarder and his staff had to write and then carry cut a plan within days. Not
cnly has the time available to the commander decreased, but the variety and
capability of forces available to him have ircreased dramatically.

Time-distance factors for ground, air, and naval forces have orocwn substarntiallw
from World War II.  The range and destructive power of modern aircraft are
greater by a factor of ten tharm their WW Il counterparts. Intelligerce
c=llection assets, communications, and autcmation have speeded the flow of
information to the unified commander and his staff and have given them
urnprecedented cpportunities to cutmarneuver enemy forces, If thev are oarganized

ta use the information effectively, they will succeed.

ol

.
P

Recommendat 1ons.

-"{L‘.‘-.:"-‘“ !

Uritty of effort is the principle that makes an alliance effective., If Facs
been ard must continue to be the overwhelming imperative for mations organizing
joint or combined commarnds. Unity of command is the prirciple of war absaolutzly
essential to military forces. It 1s a subset of urnity of effort and 1s just ore
of the means available to natians seeking unity of effort. Unityv of effort and
command are achieved through organization of military command structures, thair
supporting staffs, ard the coerating procedures within the command. ALl of tha
fallowing recommerndations are directed towards strengthening the umity of

effart:

As demcnstrated 1n modern busiress and 1n World War 11, the oroficiency of

AL PAT

454484

A

a command structure 135 closely tied to 1t3s orgarmization.  The structure shaould

be simple and learn. Urified ard combired commands should use the existirg UNARF

madel and then limit the rnomber -f staff members as much as cossible.  Turrent
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doctrine appears adequate.

Like Eisenhawer and MacfArthur, planning at the higher levels should be

general in nature with the detailed plarmning being develcped in comporent

3
commands. This should be accomplished through close collabaration amcng the B:x
o
staffs from the component commarnds and the unified/combined staff. The secaond RSN
g
.
praviso from successful combined commanders of World War Il is the reed for £§:§

frequent meetings to insure adequate coordination. Moderrn communications ;:i
systems and automation can be substituted for some of the meetirgs and will i;i
significantly erhance the planning process. Whatever the medium, meticulous i:g
coordination must be accomplished quickly and effectively. This is rnot stressed Ef:a
adequately in the UNAAF. :(_

.
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At [}

Eisenhower?s dictum to Clark to form a truly integrated combirned staff by 35£
replacing personnel until the right personalites were fournd was and is the fg;
correct approach to forming effective staffs. Unfortunately, today's joint or éig;
combined commander dces not have the authority to hire and fire the members of %S::

A
his staff or his subordinate commanders. They are assigned by the Service ?Eiz
.:,::,_\

Y

Chiefs within the U.S. military and by the allied naticn in combined commands.

..

I

complete discretion in personnel matters, to include selection of component

Diplomacy is the anly saluticn to changing allied commarnders and staff members RGN
:“\‘:u
in a combined cammard. In a unified command the U.S. shcould give the commander :E}f
o
. d‘::

commanders. Today's CINCs have the ability to fire anyone within their command

from the same service, but find it much more difficult to fire staff members ard

commanders from another service.
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S
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A secord personnel factor is the length of tour an a combivned o unified
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S staff. Obviously, the longer the tour the more experienced the staff officer
v and presumably the more competent. A common trait of superlative companies in
]
L]
' business seems to be a commitment to rotating personrel between staff and lire
()
Qﬂ Jjobs. At IBM, the management adheres strictly to the rule of three-year staff
P rotations. Their raticnale is that a staff member who krnows he is going tao e
o e
o become a user within 36 maonths or less is not likely to invent an overbearirng e
s f_.-'_ 1
- .'A-(:!
= bureaucracy during his brief sojourn on the other side of the fence.“? While O
£ '_ ."-h!
¥ this practice is also certainly correct for the military within a single FT}I
.f\ I:.‘i
e: service, it is counter-productive when moving personnel between positions or a e
” e
o e
; joint or combined staff and positions within their service. The layvalty of }“:4
= e
.- individuals will remain with the service from which they came arnd to which it is :
\: ",
’:- evident they will return. The shorter the tour the less loyalty they will ANy
~' L
A A:

develop for their unified commander. This is especially true as long as the

.) "_l
i

service continues to hold the keys to promotion and future assignments. In o

‘:? order to enhance the losalty of senicr staff and subcordinate commarders, their t

N X

N tour lengths should be extended to the same lenpth as that of the commander with .

. sufficient staggering to assure continuity. ;a
Sea
- A
& N
" e
:r The final and perhaps most important recommerndation is the need for el

Tasad

" development of a central, unifying theme within a unified or combined command. gpgg
N N
: During World War II this was done at two levels. The Allies joired together to skﬁ
» N

- defeat Hitler ard the Axis powers and elevated their common goal above national :ﬁ:ﬁ

)]

. interests. On a more basic level, joint procedures or doctrines were devised, E?‘
7o AR
<o DA

- practiced, and then used in combat. Coordination of air with ground maneuver, T:F

W A
o of ground maneuver with naval gunfire, and air reconnaissance with raval forces }2{

ol :‘-!l.
e were just some of the joint procedures developed and practiced. t:s
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>, The commander must be responsible for developing the cerntral unifying theme E:
Y for his theater and, in most cases, it will focus on an ernemy or potential q:ﬂ
K .
fl
enemy. The key is the perceived importance of the central theme compared to the :r;
' e
, oy
, uni-service interests of personnel within the command. Will they be willing to §£
» subjugate their personal and service interests to a greater cause? f{:
2. e
~ Y
.2 e
’?f The second unifying concept is joint procedures and doctrine. They are the ‘;ﬁ
. responsibility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for development arnd the Unified -&:
>, .‘.'_-.
}?. Commanders for modification and implementation. In the short notice situation }i}
-"'. ..~' _-
5‘ anticipated in the rext conflict, there will not be ernough time to adapt ;ii
-2 uni-service procedures for use with joint forces. The validity of this It
Ry e
- principle was amply demonstrated in Grenada. Once developed, joint doctrine and R
‘l- .'-\-
> L]
L procedures must be exercised regularly and then used. {f%
— -
-~ T-_\"
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$~ Summary. ’ o
' %
3 o
L= ‘.'-1 \
N The United States military has the capability to fight and defeat any enemy ﬁé'
r..” e
< s
W) with the effective suppart of cur allies and the efficient integraticn of o s
3 Farl
.. Ca
» four services. Failure to win the next war must not be attributed to cur -f#
M inability to submerge uni-service and national loyalties. The preemirent need ':$
Iy .-.
{: is for consummate and wise integration of cur forces and synchronization of -
S 2
~ their actions! "t
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