A240 178 o @

D-A
l!l\l\llIlll\I?\l\l\\Il\lHlll\\lll\\l\\llll

Span of Control and The Operational Commander:
Is It More Than Just a Number?

A Monograph
by

Major Willlam G. Pierce
Corps of Engineers

DTIC

5;3ﬂu2wm{

R Y o

School of Advanced Military Studies
United States Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

Second Term 90-91
Approved for Public Release; Distribution Is Unlimited

91-10369
JNORRSE A




. b

— rov
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE ot e roeoras

Public reporting Durien 10r this COHECUON OF iNTOIMAaLION » EUMaLted 18 SVEIage | AOUP BEY rEIOONe, iNCiUEing thy time 107 Q 1My N, 108rChi

A e i 1 4ia i, 208 L6 b8 g o e o e, ard cammers feaning i rden el s S0y Cne ool L0
. I wer 1ten, DITeCOTate mation .

Daves Highway, Sulte 1104, Arlington, VA 222024102, and to the OMice J' Mlmo«?ml and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (Moo-olll)m:&?:;::r‘\‘. oﬁ?s'o:‘.m 1eftersan

ra"'. AGENCY USE ONLY (Leave biank) |32, REPORT DATI 3. REPORT TYPE AND DATES COVERED
01/05/91 MONOGRAPH
% TITLE AND SUBTITLL 8. FUNDING NUMBERS

SPAN OF CONTROL AND THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDER:
18 IT MORE THAN JUST A NUMEER?
AUTHOR
MAJOR WILLIAM B. PIERCE, USA
[7- PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAMI(S] AND ABORESSIES) . rmm

REIPORT NUMBE

" gOMOOL OF ADVANCED MILITARY STUDIES
ATTNI  ATZL-SWV
FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS 64027-6900

§. SPONSQRING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10, SPONSORING / MOHITORING
. AGENCY REPORT NUMEBER

11, SUPPLIMENTARY NOTES

128, DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 12b, DISTRIBUTION CODE ‘

APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITELD
(73 ABSTRAGT (Maximum 300 words)

This monograph addresses a fundamental problem in
operational levei command. The operational commander is required by Army and
Joint publications to organize his forces. In order to do this, the commander
must understand the limits of his span of control when making his organizational
decisions. The term span of control is neither defined nor explained in the army
and joint publications. At the tactical level, the span of control is
estoblished in the applicable TOLEs. . At the operational level, this is not the
casa. The variables that affect civilian span of control were examined in a
military context. These factors are perscnality and organizational driven. The
factors that have the greatest affect on span of control are similtarity of
function of subordinates, style of control the commander uses, the type of
coordination required between subordinates, and the number of personal contacts
the commander uses to control his forces. In addition, changes in structure,
tasks and personnel will affect span of contro! over time.

T4, SUBIECT TERMS 15. NUMBER OF PAGES
SPAN OF CONTROL, SPAN OF MANAGEMENT, 52
COMMAND ANL CONTROL, DECENTRALIZED COMMAND, MILITARY, 16. PRICE CODH
Y ATIONS
17. SICURITY CLAS (I \ 20. LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT |
OF Ruany - A3SIFICA 3. SLCURITY CLASSIFICATION” [ 19, STCONTY CLASSIFICATION | 20, LIMITATIG OF ABSTRR
£l L SIEIED UNCLASSIFIED |
NSN 7840-01-260-5500 beLes o Standard Form 298 (Rev. 2.89)

PranctiDed Dy ANV 1. 230-18
102




SCHOOL OF ADVANCED MILITARY STUDIES

MONOGRAPH APPROVAL

Name of Stucent: __Willlam G. Plerce, MAJ. Corps of Engineers

Title of Mcoograph: Span of Control and the Opecatlional
© commander: Is It More Than Just A
Number?

Approved by

Monograph Director

LTC Ernest R. Rogers,/MBA

l? }77 Director, School of
C James R. McDonough s Advanced Mllltary
‘L Studles
M J‘::"d“" Director, Graduate
Phillp J. Brookes, Ph.D. Degree Program
Accesion For
NTIS CRA&I ;
DNIC TAB 3

U..amounced ]

Justitication |

Accepted thls ?ﬂ\‘ day of ﬂ‘? 1991 By .

AvandBHHy Corles

T ["Avail andjor
Dist Speclal




ABSTRACT

SPAN OF CONTROL AND THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDER: IS IT MORE THAN JUST A
NUMBER? by Major William G. Plerce, USA, 52 pages.

This study examines the Iissue of span of control for an
operational commander. The operational commander |s required by jolnt
and Army doctrine to organize hls forces. In order to do so, he must
understand the 1imits of his span of control when making
organlzational decisions,

Span of control is not defined in elther Army or Jolnt
publications, but the term s used in doctrinal manuals., At the
tactical level, a span of control between two and five units |Is
believed to be approprlate. However, the commander’s span of control
at tactlcal levels |s much larger when CS, CSS and staff are
considered. At the operational level, understanding what affects span
of control Is essential. For subunifled commands, Jjoint task force
organizationa, fleld armles or army groups, the operatlional commander
muet estabilsh his own organization, Nowhere In doctrine s a
methodology for dolng this cescribed.

Although the milltary does not deflne span of control, there is a
wealth of Information on It In management books. Thils treatment was
examined in a milltary context. The factors that have the most
influence on the commander‘s span of control are the similarity of
function of the subordinates, the style of control of the commander,
the type of coordinatlion between the commander and hls subordinates,
and the number of personal contacts that the commander uses In his
command style. Changes in the structure, tasks, and personnel will
aleo affect the limits of span of control over time. Unfortunately,
underatanding the factors that Influence span of control will not help
a commander establlsh his Initlal span of control. They will only
help him adjust his span of control glven a number of subordinates and
a sltuation, Thus, two to flve subordinates appear to be a good
starting place when the commander organizes his forces. Then, the

commander must adjust his span of control based on the factors
presented.

There are three maJor doctrinal implications In this study. The
Army and Jolnt doctrline provides no Information on how to organize
forces ~ only that |t must be done. Thls doctrinal vold must be
fliled In future publlcations, The second ls the crilticallty of
recucing the amount of information the commander |s presented during
battle. The commander must establish a Commander’s Crltical
Information Requirements (CCIR) and this |ist should be added to all
campaign plans. This will ensure that al]l subordinate elements focus
on what the commander needs to make his decisions. Thls will help the
commander expand his span of control. Flnally, the millitary educatloun
system must inculcate In all offlcers the phllosophy and tralts that
foster decentrallzed control. This |s the primary factor that will
enable a commander to expand hls span of control.
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INTRODUCTION

Command and control (C2) has been subjected to a considerable
amount of scrutiny In the recent past. Lleutenant General Leonard P,
Wishart, Combined Arms Center Commanding Generai, addressed C2 In an
artlicle in Milltary Review where he referred to Operation Just Cause.

A synchronized combat assault simultaneously placed Jolnt

forcew at dozens of different locations, totally fixed the

enemy and kept casualties and collateral damage to a minimum,

Realistic tralning prepared the units involved, while superb

lesdership at all echelons, decentrallzed command and control

and superlior C2 aystems allowed the swift and declstve

execution of this highly successful contingency operation.

Operation Just Cause was a succesi. partly becsuse of excellent
C2, What exactly !s command and control? Joint Publlcation 1-02
defines command and control as follows:

The exerclse of authority and direction by a properly

designated commander over assigned forces In the

accomp! Ishment of the mlssion. Command and control functions

are perfurmed through an arrcangement of personnel, equlpment,

comnunications, facllltlies, and procedures which are employed

by a commander )n planning, directing, coordinating, and

controliing forces and operations in the accomplishment of
the mission.

Fleid Manual 100-5, Qperatlons, does not give a deflnitlon of
command and control, but indlcates lts Importance. The key to the
section on C2 Is, "Common to all operations -- close, deep and rear
-- |8 the necessity for superlor command and control.*3 This
quotation Implles that effectlve C2 s cruclal to winnlng on the
AlrLand battlefleld. [n establishing an effective C2 structure, the
operational commander s faced with a problem. As the slze of the
unit increases, the structure of that unit becomes less defined. At
the squad level, there is a well deflned structure as outllined in the

appllicable Table of Organization and Equipment (TO&E>. Thls holds

|
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true up through the division level, However, at corps and higher
(operational) level unlts, there 18 no set structure, and these units
are constructed and organized wlith specific forces to accompllish their
mission. It will be shown that It 18 the operational level
commander’s responsibility to bulld and organize his forces, In
establishing these organizations, one 'of the factors tnac the
operational commander must consider is the concept of span of control.
It does no good to organize a force If there are too many subordinate
headquarters to control effectively., At the same time, It ls wasteful
|f the commander ls ldle or over-supervises his forces because he has
too few forces to control. Unfortunately, doctrine does not provide
the commander with any guidence on how to organize hls forces,

To help the operational commander bulld hls force, this monograph
will answer the following question: What are the parameters that
determine how many subordinates an operational commander can
effectively control? The question cannot be answered unless there is
a criteria to measure the evidence by. Since the concept of span of
cohtrol ls directly related to command and control, then the |imits
of span of control will be reached when the operational commander can
no longer command his forces efficlently and contlnuously.

There is one iImitation to thls study, This morograph assumes a
mid- to high Intensity wartime environment. This does not appéar to
be unreasonable because In mid to hlgh Intensity combat, there ls a
potentlial for frequent changes |In commanders and staffs due to
casualtles, and rotations.

There are two primary reasons why understanding the parameters

surrounding espan of control are critlical to the success of the
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operational commander. The first reason relates to the recent
political decisions to reduce the slize of the Army. As the Army gets
smaller, In order to malntaln the same fighting capablllity the slze of
the headquarterg elements must also decline. It does no good to have
an Army that has a disproportlionate number of headquarters elements,
Every eoldier assigned to a headquarters takes the place of a
potentlal flgﬁter. While headquarters are essential In generating and
directing combat power, and synchronlizing efforts of the fighters, the
fewer the headquarters the greater the number of actual flghters,
Thus, commanders must understand the Ilmits of span of control so they
can reduce to the minimum possible the number of headquarters
pcsitions while providing contlinuous C2.

The second reason for understandihg the 1imits of span of control
was alluded to In the above paragraphs. At the tactical level there
are well defined structures and the span of ocontrol of tact!cal
leaders ls flxed by the TO&E. At the operational level, there are no
fixed organizations and the operational commander must organize hle
fot ces. In the process of doing this, the commander needs to
understand what parameters affect his span of control.

Thls monograph |is organized Into five sectlons. After the
Introductlon, Section II will examlne the military theory and doctrine
on span of control., It will address both tactical and operational
doctrine and describe the ditferences between span of control at
different levels. Sectlon III will describe the theory of span of
control from the civillan perspective. Thls section will ocutline the
factors that Influence the !imlts of span of control in‘'the clvillian

sector. Section IV wlll examine the factors that influence civiilan
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span of control In a military context and determine lf theme factcrs
have any appllcabliity in operational level organizations. Sectlon V
will conclude the study with a summary of the answer to the original
research question and address the doctrinal Impllications of that
answer .

SPAN OF CONTROL DOCTRINE

This rotlon will provide the theoretical basls for understanding
span of control., It will also look at the current tactical and
operational doctrine on span of control.

While the expression “span oi control' |s used In milltary
publlcations, it s nelther deflined nor explalined. The two Army
publications that provide definitions are Army Regulatlion 310-265,
Dictionacy of Mllitacry Terms, and FM 101-5-i, QOperational Terms and
gSumbols. Nelther of these publications contain any reference to span
of control.4 The same problem exists In the Jolnt areﬁa. JCS
Publlcatlon 1-02, Deparfment of Defense Dictlonacy of Milltacy and
Amsoclated Terms, nelther deflnes nor mentions span of control.B
Wnile It ls Inconvenlent to work wlth an expreasion that Is not
deflned, span of control ls used In the doctrinal lliterature and |Is
generally understood to mean the number of subordlinates reporting to
one commander. Before proceeding to [ts contemporary use, |t s
useful to look at a theoretical basis for understanding span of
control.

Iheocy

Carl von Clausewitz, the premler milltary theorist of the 19th

century, did not mentlon span of control In his work Qn War. He dld,

however, discuss the concept and |ts Importance. He said,
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Order of battle means the distrlbution and composition of

arms as Individual parts of the whole. . . . There have even

bsen times when the order of battle was considered the most
important part of the action.®

In describing how the parts fit Iinto the whole, Clausewltz
specified the optimum number of parts or units In an army. His
conclusion was that the optimum number ls elght, These parts are a
vanguard, three parts for the main body, two for reserve, and a left
and right flank guard.?’

CIaugewltz aiso reallzed that the 'total number of parts must not
become so large that confusion will result.* He went on to state that
It would be difflcult for one headquarters to manage elght
subdivisions and that the limlt was probably ten.8  With these
statements, Clausewitz acknowledged that there ls an upper limlt to
the span of control of an army commander,

Clausewltz also delineated the disadvantages of a small span of
control. While he conceded that command of an army s easler |f
orders only need to be given to three or four other men, there are two
major dlsadvantaqes with this type of organization. Orders lose
"speed, vigor and precision' 1f they have to travel through many
layers of command, and 'a general‘s personal power and effectlveness
diminlshes In proportion to the increase In the sphere of action of
his ciosest subordinates.'? He continues with this iine of thought by
describing how each 1ink In the chaln of command reduces the effect of
an order. The two ways are simply by the process of being transferred

(Implying distortion of the message through several layers of command)

and by the additlonal tlime needed to pass the order.!0 Martin Van




Creveld aiso confirms the notlon that large spans of control result In
speed of execution,!!

Clausewitz beileved that the limits of span of control were
dependent on the level of command. At the army level, elght was the
optimum number. At the division level, because there are far fewer
means for transmitting orders In actlon, then “five subunits must be
conslidered the appropriate flgure."12 Even though the means for rapld
dissemination of orders dld not exist at the division Ilevel,
Clausewitz made no allowance for the shorter distances between the
units at the division level,

Clausewltz specified numbers for what he believed was the optimum
span of control at army and division level, but did acknowledge that
span of control ls dependent upon the situation., One example of how
the span of control ls atfected by the situation s when the parts of
an army are ssaparated by a major terrain feature such as a river .18

The above section provides a background to the concept of span of
control. Clausewitz recognized lts Importance tried to establlsh an
optimum span of control for hls army. The next section will address
the current tactlcal and leadershlp doctrine concerning span of
control .,

Iactical Doctrine

Slnce span of control |s connected with leadershlip, It might be
Instructive to look at the Army’s leadership manuals for guldance on
this subject. FM 22-100, Mllltary Leadership, is the Army’s baslic
leadership manual. Nowhere In thls manual is the concept of span of
control mentioned or Implled. This ls not totally surprising because

the span of control for tactlcal leaders |s specifled In the TO&E.
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There are, however, situations where the tactical commander can make
decisions that affect the span of control of his subordinates. A task
force commander can change the task organization of hls unit by
rearranging the number of platoons under the control of each company
commander. It ls not lnconceivable that a mechanized infantry company
commander could control three mcéhanlzed platoons, a tank platoon, a
scout platoon, an anti-tank platoon and a mortar platoon In a
counterreconnalssance mission. However, the battalion commander
recelves no guldance from the leadership manual on the effect of span
of control when task organizing.

Span of control le alluded to In the brlgade, divislon and corps
manuals., Fleld Manual 71-3, Acmored and Mechanlzed I-fantcy Brigade,
states, “As a rule, each brigade can control two to flve battallons
and supporting CS and CSS elements." It continues with a quallfler,
“+ + + a8 the battle increases In Intensity, the brigade commander’s
span of control must be limited to a controllable number of
battallons, generally not more than four.*!4 While these statements
seem to place a limit on the brigade commander’s span of control, the
manual provides no information on what that “controllable number' |s
or how It ls ascertained.

Fleld Manual 71-100, QDivision Qoerations, specifles the mlesion
of the division headquarters. 'The division headquarters provides
command, control, &nd supervision of the tactlcal operatlons of the
division and lts organlc, attached or supporting unlits." It continues
with the span of sontrol., “Normally, the dlvislon will command and
control two to flve ground maneuver brigades.'!5 while this 1imlt
appears to be flve units, the actual span of control of a division

2




commander |s much higher. In addition to the three ground maneuver
brigades, there Iis an aviation brigade, a dlvision artlillery, a
support comnand, & cavalry squadron, and a staff., This totals eight
subordinates who answer to the dlvision commander and does not include
any of the four separate battalions In the dlvision (ADA, engineer,
MI, and signal) or any corps assets such as an attack hellicopter
regiment that may be OPCON to the division. While the commander has
two assistant division commanders, the manual does not describe how
they reduce the commander’s span of control.

The Cocpa Qperations manual is a llttle more eniightening on the
problem of span of control. The manual states that ‘one of the
missions bt the corps commander ls to task organize the corps for
combat." The problem of span of control ls at least recognized In the
statement, “the deputy corps commander extends the corps commander’s
span of control In areas and functions designated by the commander and
required by METT-T.“16 'The “normal* span of control of the corba Is
also provided. “The corps normally has iwo to flve divisions of any
type and comblnation.*17

While this sounds reasonable, In practice a situation simiiar to
that of the dlvision exlists to a much greater extent. Corps are
tallored for the theater and mission for which they are deployed. For
this reason, there s no standard organization for the corps.
However, the manual does provide a dlagram of what a “typlcal corps'
looks llke. This typlcal corps has three divisions, two separate
brigades, an armored cavalry regiment, an aviation brigade, a corps.

artlilery, a staff, and eleven separate CS and CSS brlgades and

battallons that answer directly to corps headquarters.i8 It 1|s not




stated In the manual how one commander (or the commander and his
deputy commander) can control anywhere from nine to twenty
subordinates,

The Army’s position on the optimum tactical span of control
appears to be between two and five subordinate units, This |s
confirmed by Major Andy Ssndoy In & monograph that Investigated
tactical span of control and lInltlative. He concluded that most
tactical unlts In the U. S. Army have three subordinate units. He
belleved that this |s an ideal mix for leader Inltlative in moblle
war, It provides leaders the flexibllilty and controi to §§plolt
Initlative.1?  While three appears to be the magic number, In
actuallty, these are only ¢round maneuver units with the lmplication
that control of aviatlion, and all other types of units Is not a
consideration in determining the limits on the commander’s span of
control .

Although there are doctrinal volds in analyzing the span of
control at the tactical level, TOLEs obviate most of the problems. As
the unit gets larger, the span of control problems seem to increase
without the corresponding Increase In Information on how to handle
this situation. The next wection of the monograph wlll address the
operational doctrine on span of control.

Qpecational Doctrine

The Army’s two leadership manuals describe the dlfferences
between the tactical and operational level of war., Fleld Manual
22-103, [eadershlp and Command at Senlor Levels, states, 'Unlike

Junlor leaders, senlor leaders divide their attention between |arger

organizational concerns and the personal leadership of those who take
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direct actlon In thelr behalf.*20  Senior level leaders “provide
vislon . . . bulld organizations and create conditlons that enable
Junior level leaders to accompllish tasks and missions."2! Both of the
above statements imply that the senlor level leader must understand
how to organize forces. What kind of organizational skills are
needed?

The senior leader at the “operational level of war must possess
direct and Indirect organizational skills,"22 While six skills are
listed, the one that is of Immediate concern ls the requirement to
‘properly resource organizations and understand the 'lonq-term
implications of this.*2® FPleld Manual 22-103 also llsts one component
of the millitary organizatlion as the structure. but no mentlon ls made
of span of control nor le there any advice throughout the manual on
how to develop the structure,24 In the discussion on the
organizatlon, the manual confuses the reader by claiming ‘most
mllltary organlzations are deplcted as block charts or wirling dlagrams
arranged according to ratlonal logic.'25 The inconsistency between
the requirement for the senlor leader to organize hls forces and the
statement that most organizations are aiready established s never
reconclled. In any event, the Army’s leadership manuals provide
little Insight as to how a senlor leader ls supposed to organize his
forces. While the leadership manuals provide no help for the

operational commander in organizing his forces (and thus establiishing

his span of control), the Army doctrinal manual on Large Unlt
Qperations does no better.
Fleld Manual 100-6, Large Unit Operationm, establishes doctrine

for the operatlon and functloning of organlizations at echelons above
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corps. The next operational level Is the army group. This level
headquarters may be required when “an operatlonal headqqarters between
the theater of operations and the corps ls needed." One of the
condltions that Influence the decislon to establlsh an army group Is
vhen the “span of control of the theater of operations headquarters ls
becoming too large."26 However, Instead of helping the operational
commander determine if his span of control ls too large, the manual
provices vague guldance such as "the theater commander must take
special care to ensure that the organizatlon of the theater is correct
and command relationships are clear.'2? Agaln no detalls are provided
on how to do this., The manual does state, In the same manner as the
brigade, division and cocps manuals, that the army group e organlzed
to control from two to flve corps but there Is no background
Information on the factors that Influenced thle figure.28 The problem
of determining the limits of span of control ls not unique to the
Army. There is also a notliceable lack of information on how to
determine the I1imits of a commander’s span of control In Joint
publications.

Joint Chlefs of Staff Publlcation (JCS Pub) 3.0, Doctrcine for
Unlfied and Joint Qoecations, states that one of the primary CINC
_responsibliities is to ‘organize the command.'2® However, for all the
CINCs in the Unlfled and Specifled commands, thelr command ls already
organized. The Armed Forces Staff College Publication (AFSC Pubd 1,
Ihe Joint Staff Qfficer‘s Gulde 1991, contalns line and block charts
for ail unifled and speclified commands. The span of control of each
CINC ranges from three to seven subordinates plus one for the staff,30

Thus, the span of control probiem does not appear to be at the CINC
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level, because his organization Is esgentially flxed. The
organizational problems for the operatlional commander occur between
the CINC and the corps commanders. This problem |s recognized In FM
100-~8.

Whether and when to subdivide a theater of war into more than

one theater of operations, and when to recombine separate

theaters of operations into a single unlfled theater, are

among the most Important declsions facing the commander of a

theater of war,3!

Several Jolnt publications acknowledge that ocrganlization of the
theater of war and theater of operations ls critical, but do not
describe any decision making process to help the commander fuifill his
organizational cesponsiblliitles,

Some of the comments In the Jolnt doctrine clearly Imply the need
for superlor organlizational sklll wlthout providing any speciflcs.
JCS Pub 0-2, Unlfled Action Acmed Forces (UNAAE), states,

Sound command organization should provide for unity of

effort, centrallized direction, decentrallzed execution. . . .

Decentral ized executlon |s essentlal because no one commander

can control the 1?talled actions of a large number of unitse

and indiviguals.3
Another example of this ls found In Joint Chlefs of Staff Publilcatlon
2,0 wvhere It states, “"The analysis of ends, ways, means and acceptable
risk guldes CINCs as they organize forces, establlsh levels of control
and allocate resources.33 A later section entitled “Guidelines for
Joint Operations' requires the CINC to “establish a command structure
that clearly deflnes overall command responsibllity . . . M34 The
requirement to organize forces |s also one of the ten fundamentals in
designing a campaign plan,38

While it Is clear that the operational commancder !s responsible
for organlzing hls command, the doctrinal llitercature does not help him
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do lt. It does not provide any guldance for the staff elther In
aiding the commander In determining hls organization and span of
control. AFSC Pub 1, In listing the requirements for the C3 estimate,
does not mention span of control or the organization of forces,36
Another source of Information on the organization of operational
level forces s JCS Pub 6-02.2, Jolnt Task Force ¢JTF) Planning
Guldance and Procediras. The manual states, “A JTF commander has full

authority of organize and reorganize all elements of assigned and
attached forces as necessary . . . .37 However, as In all previous
cases, there is no direction on how to do this. As a matter of fact,
elght factors that determine the organizational structure are |lsted
but none of them consider the span of control of the commander.38 ap
example of a JTF organization ls provided and the number of
subordinates to the JTF commander Iis seven not counting his
coordinating and personal statf.3? Wnlle the coordinating statf ls
under control of the chlef of staff, the personal statf officers
answer directly to the commander. The number of personal staff
officers may be as high as five, which would bring the span of control
of the commander to thirteen.40

Based on the above, operational doctrine on span of control ls
sorely lacking. At the tactical level, this may not be a problem
because the organization (and thus, span of control) Is usually
speclfled In the TOME. At the upper levels of tactlcal organizations
(corps) and at operational levels, there Is a tremendous emphasis on
the responeiblility of the commander to organize hls forces. However,

none of the doctrinal publications examined lIncluded any lInformatlon

concerning span of control, The next section of the monograph wlll
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examine how the civlillan world views span of control. The factors
that determine and Influence span of control will be presented.
SPAN OF CONTROL THEORY - A CIVILIAN PERSPECTIVE

Although the mlllitary’s treatment of span of control |Is
Incomplete, there Is no lack of Information on span of control In
civilian literature, The Information available on span of control for
clvilians s found in management books. There are unique aspects of
span of control in the milltary environment that will be addressed |n
the next section. However, It |s useful to look at the c¢lvillan view
of epan of control because there are many concepts that are
traneferable to the problems of mllitary span of control. This
section will provide a clvillan deflnltion of span of control,
describe how organizations and span of control relate, and examine
those factors that determine the 1imits of span of control in a
clvilian organlizatlon.

What is span of control? Span of control Is a number which
measures how many people report directly to a common superior. The
maximum number was once belleved to be seven.4! Hoﬁever. this number
ls far from constant, Other definltions are avallable and are
slightly different. However, they all relate tc the number of people
that one supervisor can supervise pffectively.

The fact that there Is a Iimit on the span of control of an
Indiviaual s Intultively obvious. People are |lmited by time,
knowledge, skills, Interest and motlvation In what they can
accomplish.4¢  The smaller the span of control, the closer the
supervision of the subordinates. This is not necessarily bad, but as

the number of managers Increases, so does the cost of dolng business,
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Management books clalm that the principle of span of control vas
firet asserted by General Sir lan Hamllton. He commanded the British
forces in'the Battle of Galllpoll In World War I. On the subject of
span of control, he stated, ‘The average human braln finds Its
effective scope In handling three to six other bralns,*43

The span of control problem s not limited to the number of
pecple one Individual supervises, V. A. Gralcunas, a French
management consultant, published a paper In 1933 that addressed span
of control. He ldentified three types of subordinate-superior
relationships: (1) direct single relationships, <(2) direct group
relationships, and (3) cross-relatlionships, Gralcunas developed a
formula to determine the number of all possible types of
super lor-subordinate relationships requiring managerial attention.
With only four subordinates, there are forty-four possible
relationships. With flve subordinates, the number l® one hundred.
Whlle this number is not always realized !n practice, the vomplexity
of the management problem lncreases dramatically with the addition of
only one subordinate.44 The problem of determining span of control ls
not as simple as It first appears. '

In addition to the problems presented by Gralcunas, the range of
answers on the upper llmlt of span of contro! In the Ilterature ls
quite large, One author states that “Classical theorists agree that
span of control should be limited %o flve or six.*45 Another author
asserts that span of control should be four to elght subordinates at
upper levels of management and elght to flfteen at lower levels,
However he does add that oplnlons are dlvergent on the subject and

that a manager may be able to supervise twenty to thirty
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subordinates.46 One source stated that the span of control of the
- Presldent of the Unlted States ls about one hundred.47 Thus, there is
~ no coneensus on the limits of span of control,

There is, howsver, a consensus that while there ls a limit on
ipan of control, the exact number |s dependent upon several underiying
factors and that there are too many variables which Impact on the span'
~of control to arbitrarlly prescribe a 1imit.4® One author belleves
that the exact number will vary according to how the underlyling
factors impact on the time requirements of managing effectively, 49

In any event, there are some structural factors that affect the
span- of control, Understanding the different types of organlzations
and thelr effect on span of control ls essentlal.

There are two basic types of organizations. They are classifled
as elther flat or tall., The flat structure has very few management
layers and le typlcally assoclated with a large span of control and
decentralization. The tall structure usually has several management
layers and Is typlcally assoclated with a relatively esmall or narrow
span of control and centrallization, Both structures have distinct
advantages and dlisadvantages.

The flrst and most obvious characterlstic of the flat structure
Is that the management costs are msmaller because there are fewer
management levels. Because of the large span of control in a flat
structure, the supervisor ls forced to delegate responsibllity. This
structure also forces the subordinates to exercise inltliative and
function lndopondently.so In a flat structure, there is a much faster

flow of Information and less distortion of inessages because there are

fewer management levels that the Information must pass through. In
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unstable environments, flat structures can react faster to change
becauss communication from the worker to the supervisor ls faster.5!

However, the probiems of coordination become more difficult because of
* the large number of pecple Involved In the coordination effort.52 In
additlon, when a problem solution is sought and there Is no clear or
objective answer, as in combat, coordination ls more difflcult In a
t1at structure.53 |

The tall structure does have one great advantage over the flat
structure. The tall structure Is more efficlent Iin problem
resolution.54 However, tall structures, which are characterized by a
narrov epan of control, lead to lower morale of the workers.
Theoretically, the narrower the span of control, the more closely a
supervisor can supervise each subordinate since there are fewer
eubordinates to supervise 58

WVhile the above description eeems to argue for the flat
structure, studies have shown that there !® no signiflcant performance
difference between flat and tall structures.56 Companies select the
type of structure that |s best sulted for thelr goals, management
styles and personnel. The next section willl address those Intangibles
that affect the span of control.

The factors that influence span of control, and thus, determine
the organizational structure, can be dlvided Into two broad
categories. They are personallty factors and factors external to the
manager or organizational factors.57 Several sources dlffer slightly
In what these factors are.

The flrst personallty factor Is span of attentlon, This refers

to the "number of things a brain can heed at any one time, plus the
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length of time It can concentrate on any one thing.*58 The smaller
the span of attention, the smaller the span of control.

The second factor le the knowledge of the supervisor. 1f the
supervisor s well versed ln.hla tasks. then he should be able to
aupoévluor more people, In addition, |f the subordinates are almo
knowledgeable In thelr areas of responsibility, then the supervisor

can delegate more authorlty to thoﬁ thus widening hle span of

control 5% It must be understood that the span of control s

depenident not only on the capabllities of the supervisor, but also of
the subordinates. |

The final factors are the personality and energy of the
supervisor. The personallity of the superviscer Is difficult to
quantify «nd there are few studles on this aspect of management,50
However, characteristics such as commanding respect and loyalty,
getting along with people, and comprehending qulckly are all part of
the managers personallty., The energy In question is both physical and
mental. The more energy & supervisor has, the more subordinates he
should be able to supervise thus expanding his span of control.

There are several organizatlonal factors that affect span of
control. Agaln, while there is some overlap, there Is no total
agreement in the llterature on what these factors are. Most of these
factors come from a study Lockheed dld on span of control., They are:

Similarity of functions. The more similar the Eunctions, the
larger the mpan of control.

Geograpnic contiguity. The closer the subordinates are to the

superior, the larger the span of control,
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Complexity of functions. The more complex the function, the
narrower the span of control.

Direction and control. The closer the supervision, the narrower
the span of control.

Coordination. The greater coordination required, the narrower
the span of control,

Planning. The more Important and complex the planning required,
the narrower the span of control,51

Rate of change of the environment. The faster the external
environment changes, the narrower the span of control .62

Number of personal contacts needed. The more personal contacts
needed between the superior and subordinate, the narrower the span of
control .63

[t must also be recognized that span of control ls not a statlc
number. There are several reasons why the span of control of a
supervisor may change., Once the supervisor has determined what hls
span of control should be, he must aiso be sensitive to the following
factors that wil! affect the span of control over time:

a. Change in structure.

b. Change in tasks.

a. Change In pecpie.et

This section has described the factors that determine the span
of control of managers. Many of these factors also atfect the span of
control of milltary leaders, but some have no Impact. The next

section will examine what effect these factors have on the milltary

aspects of epan of control and lnvestigate the possiblility of other
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factors that would assiat an operatlional commander in determining the
limlts of his span of control,
MILITARY LIMITS OF SPAN OF CONTROL

Sectlion 1! concliuded that the mllitary doctrine concerning
operational epan of control is deficlent, In order to determine what
affects the limits of operatlonal span of control, It ls necessary to
borrow concepte from management theory and examine how they £1t In a
military environment. Thls section will examine the personality and
organizational factors that cetermine span of control and which
varlables change over time.
Eacacnallty Factors

The fliret personality factor s the span of attention of the
commander. FM 22-103 describes the critlcal professional skills that
4 commander must possess, One of these skllls |s |lstening.

All too often, senior leaders and commandere through press of

time or lack of sensitlvity do not Illsten well or thelr

attention span ls distressingly short., . . . This wastes time

;:nyzl:.:'nd“c::;:: .%%nfuslon or creates the Impression they

It |s clear that the span of attention ls an Important aspect In
determining span of control, A commander cannot make declslons
efficlently 1f they are based on Incomplete information. Therefore, a
leader who flts the mold of FM 22-103, will have a larger span of
control than one who does not |isten.

The next factor ls the knowledge of the commander, This ls
clearly an Important factor In the wspan of control equation, The
Acmy‘s view of this factor le echoed in FM 100-5, Qperations, and the

Army’s leadership manuals, FM 100-6 states, “The most essentlal

element of combat power |s competent and confldent leadership."66 The
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senlor level leadershlp manual adds to the above comment. 'Possessing
appropriate competency skills, therefore is essential.* The reason ls
c.ear, "The very survival of thelr (senlor leader’s) unlits and
soldiers depends on their competency skiils,*67

The Army has not left the competency of operational commanders to
chance. There are several programs to ensure that the operational
commander is prepared to assume his responsibllities., At the tactlcal
level, the Combat Tralning Centers ensure that all leaders, in the
absence of combat, galn the experience that Clausew!tz claims is so
Important In his book Qn_War., At higher tactical and operatlional
levels, the DBattle Command Tralning Program, General Otfficer
Pre-command Courses, and operational decislon exerclses are used to
Improve the competency of the Army’s genlor leaders. In addition, the
Goldwater-Nichols Act requiree all offlcers to spand time on Jaint
staffs In order to be considered for promotion to senlor levels.
Thus, while knowledge 18 difficult to measure, the milltary does have
programe to enhance a commander’s competence In tactical operational
exercises.

The tinal personallty factors are the personality and energy ot
the commander. These are also dlfflcult to quantify. However, their
Importance for the mllitary commander are acknowledged. FM 100-8
Qtates. “The sklll and personallty of a strong commander represent a
significant part of his unit’s combat power.'6B  The manual also
emphasizes that the personal Influence of large Jolnt and ccmblned

force commanders wlll have a major bearing on the outcomes of battles

and campalgna.59 Another aspect of command at all levels and

particularly at senlor levels 1s the abllity to take rlsks, An
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operational commander cannot walt for certalnty in making declsions.
He must be able to take risks In order to selze the moment to act.70
here are other factors that go into personallty. In a discussion of
wiratlonal command, Michael Barron concluded that control derlves
from two factors: ‘proper!y established command relationships and a
commander who |s able to convey his intent and Infuse his will and
determination to those of his command. 7}

While the above factors are ccrltical In determining the upper
limit of span of control, It s difflcult |f not Impossible to
quantify them Into a rational decision making process. The
operational commander must understand his own strengths and weaknesses
to properly organize his forces without exceeding his span of control.
The next sectlon will examine the organizational factors that
determine epan of control. Some of these tfactors are easler to
determine and Influence and it |s the organizational factors that the
remalnder of the monograph will focus on.

Qreanizational Factors

The flrst organizational factor that lnfluences span of control
ls the similarlty of functlon of the subordinates. There are three
types of organizations that an operatlonal commander can command. The
flrst s a one service force such as a corps, fleld army or army
group. In this case, the functions of the subordinate commanders are
essentially the same. This would argue for a large span of control.
The second type of force is a Jjoint such as a subunifled command or a
JIF. In this case, the operational commander would have operational
control over other service forces, and the simllaclty of function

would not exlst to the same extent as in the above example, Thils
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would limit the commander‘s span of control. A third type of force ls
a combined or multli-national force similar to the one In Operatlon
Desert Storm. This type of force would signiflicantly recduce the span
of control of an operational c¢ommander because of Its Joint and
combined naturs and the necessity to direct units with dlfferent
doctrines, capabllitlies, cultures, and nat{onal Interests.

In addition to the subordinate unit commanders, there are other
subordinates of a commander who have very dlssimilar Jobs., The first
is the commander’s chlef of staff, He ls responsible for coordinating
the efforts of Jolnt and combined statf offlcers. He has a Job 1lke
no other subordinate. He "sells* the commander’s vision to the staff
and is the commander of his staff.’2 Based on the amount of authority
the commander delegates to hles chlef of statf, the chlef may make
decisions In the name of the commander, or may Just present staff
recommendations to the commander for hls decisions. In any event, hls
Job Is to relleve some of the adminlistrative burdens of command, thus
expanding the commander’s span of control upper limlt. At the same
time, his ex!stence adds to the commander’s span of control,

The next group of subordinates are the personal staff offlicers.
The personal statf "is directly responsible to the commander. It
Includes any aesistants needed to handle matters requiring close
personal control by the commander.'73 Examples of the personal staff
are the commander’s alde, legal adviser, publlic affalrs adviser,
inspector general and pol.tlcal affalrs adviser. All of the personal
statf offlcers have completely dlfferent responsibilltles, It could

be argued that thelr role, and the amount of commander’s time they
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require In combat, may not be great. However, they stlil require
direct access to the commander.

All of the staff and subordinate commanders are organized to
assist the commander in executing his responsiblllities. While they
may improve the decisions of the commander, the time requirements they
place on him could degrade the efficlency of command.

The next group of subordinates are known as ‘directed
telescopes." This ls a term applied to the varlous means commanders
use In obtalning Information from subordinate unite,74 FM 22-103
outllnes the need for a directed telescope. “Whlle Indlirect
observations can and wil) aselst In the making of declsions, they do
not provide one essential element: a direct sample of the dally
conditlons of unlts and men.'’®  This sample could be through
electronic means such as electronlc eavesdropping on subordinate unit
conmunications nets, or through the use of a !lalson offlcer who
travels to and observes the unit In question, While the use of a
staff officer to perform this function will glve the commander a
different view of the condltions in his subordinate units, it has the
disadvantage of licreasing the number of subordinates who ansver
directly to the commander. If directed telescopes are sent to all
subordinate units, the commander could easily double hie subordinates
with a significant decrease In effliclency based only on the necessity
to listen to these "directed telescopes."

It appears that regardless of the type ot unlt, the functlions of
many subordinates are diesimliar. The subordinate commanders (elther

U. S. or allled), chlef of statf, personal staff and any directed
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telescopes all have dlfferent functions and areas of expertise whlle
taking up the commanders valuable time and decreasing C2 efficliency.

The next area of concern ls the geographic contlgulty of
eubordinates. In the clvillan realm, It ls possible to collocate
subordinates In one bullding or location for ease of control and
coordination. The nature of militacry operations precludes thile
arrangement. Dispersion is a fact of 1lfe In combat. Although this
dlspersion decreases the limits on wspan of control, technology has
lmproved the sltuation. World War I was domlnated by palace generals.
Whenever any commander had orders to give to his subordinates, he
eslmply called them back to the headquarters. Colonel-General Helmuth
von Moltke, the Chlef of the German General Staff In World War I,
never visited the front during the war.76  The Inability to
communicate with subordlnates tforced geographlc contlgulty at the
expsnse of the subordinate’s C2. While the subordinate ls at hle
superior’s headquarters recelving orders or providing updates, he ls
not In control of his forces.

Today’s operational commander can communicate with his forces
anywhere on the battlofleld.””  One of the maln advantages of the
Moblle Subscrliber Equipment (MSE) ls the ablility to Interface with
conmunications equipment at echelons above corps. FM 11-37, MSE
Ecimer for Small-Unlt Leaders, provides technlical specificatlons for
Joint communicatione equipment to demonstrate thls Interoperability.?8

Although geographic dispersion decreases span of control In a
civillan environment, it 1u a fact of life In the milltary, and cannot
be altered. State of the art communicatlons equipment allows the
commander to reach all of h!s subordinates with the same amount of
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ease (or difficulty |f the campalign or operation las conducted In an
active electronic warfare environment).  Therefore, 1t Is a minor

conslderation for a commander In organlzing his forces and determining

‘span of control.

The next area !s complexity of function. Clausewitz captured the
essence 6f the complexity of warfare. War lnvolves psychologlcal
forces and effects, chance and uncertalnty and an enemy who reacts to
your actlons.”® The complexity that existed In Clausew!tz’s day are
stil] present today to a greater extent.  Napoleon had eleven

functions or agencles to control. Durlng World War II, there were

| twenty functions or agencles to control. Today on the AlrLand

Battlefleld, there are thirty functions or agencles that the commander
must control.80 Clearly, the complexity of the commander’s Job has
rl,on tremendously.  However, whlle the complexity of warfare has
Increased, It s stll] essentially a constant for all of the
participants at any one time. Thus, while the commander s faced with
a monumental task of coordlinating all thirty functions or activitles,
there ls very little that he can do to eliminate or reduce this to a
more manageable number.

In addition to the number of functions the commander faces,
technology has added to the complexity. The C2 systems are capable of
overwheiming the commander wlth Information. Some Information must be
acted on Immedlately while some may not be crltlcal and can walt.
Unless methods are developed to separate the critical information from

the routine reports, the efflclency of the headguarters will decrease

significantly,B!




Because of the nature of combat, there 1s llttle the commander
can do to reduce the complexity of commanding operational forces. As
aresult, while this complexity has an Impact on operations, It is not
a variable that the commander can alter and should not be a major
consideration In determining his span of control.

The direction and control exercised by the commander are the next
factors to consider. 1In a millitary context, the two alternatives for
contro! are centrallized and decentralized control. This is largely
determined by how much authorlty a supervisor or commander delegates
to his subordinates. There |8 a range of how a supervisor can
delegate his authorlty:

1. Look into thle problem. Glve me all the facts, I wlll

decide what to do.

2. Let me know the alternatives avallable with the pros and

cons of each, I will declde which to select.

3. Recommend a course of actlon for my approval.

4, Let ne know what you Intend to do. Delay actlon until I

approve,

5.t get me kKnow what you intend to do. Do it unless [ say

hot to.

6. Take action, Let me know how It turns out,

7. Take action, Communicate with me only lf your actlion ls

unsuccessful ,

8. Take actlion, No further communication with me |Is

necessary.

While the range of poselbliitles |ls large, the milltary tends to
lean toward three types of supervision. PFor staff offlicers, number
three |8 predominant although numbers one through four are used by
some commanders, For commanders who glve mission type orders, a
characteristic of decentralized control, numbers five or six are the
preferred alternat]|ves. Other considerations for the type of

suporvlslon 4 commander uses |s the amount of time avallable for the
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subordinate commander to back brief hls superior and the criticallty
of the actlon being taken.

The Acmy’s view on which style is better Is clear. FM 100-5
states, "In the chaos of battle, it s essential to decentralize
declsion authorlty to the lowest practical level because over
centrallzation slows action and leads to inertia.*83 While this makes
the Army’s position clear on the type of control It expects, It s
useful to understand why decentrallized control ls preferced,

There are several dlsadvantages to centrallzed control of
operations, Moltke stated the most obvious one.

The advantage which a commander thinks he can attaln through

continued personal intervention is largely Illusory, By

engaging In 1t he assumes a task which really belongs to
others, whose effectiveness he destroys. He also multlplies

his own tasks to a polnt where he can no longer fulfill the

whole of them.84
Thece are other disadvantages that are not as obvious. Centralized C2
might degrade the quallty of commana at lower levels.85 0One reason
for this Is the requirement for endless reporis. Not only ls the
higher headquarters overwheimed with reports, but the subordinate unit
staffs and commanders must assemble these reports. Thls can be a time
consuming effort whlle contributing 1ittle to the current campalgn or
operation.

Another weakness of centrallzed control le the vulnerablillity to
electronlc warfare 86 Because the technology exlists to gather
Information from anywhere on the battlefleld, there iIs a tendency to

use thls technology. However, when the communication system becomes

thé backbone of the C2 system, as |t does when centrallzed control |s
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exerclised, then any disruption In the communication means could be
disastrous and all control would be 1ost.87

The doctrinal emphasis on the use of decentrallized contirol Ile
well founded. The rapid tempo of battle will not permit contlinuous
control. Events will overtake and quickly destroy the declsion cycle
of any commander attempting contlnuous control according to Mlichael
Barron in hls monograph. Barron concludes that decentrallzed control
s not an optlon but ls mandatory on the future battlefleld.88
However, some control is needed. According to Joseph Drelling In
another monograph that describes the operational commander’s
Information needs, ‘effective control of an organization ls Impossible
without Information about what Is happening wlithln that
m:q.'nnlw:lon..89 Clearly, decentralized control does not mean no
control. How, then, does the commander reach a balance where he can
expand hls span of control by using a decentrallzed command style and
still have control over his organlzatlon?

The way a commander can achleve this balance ls through selectlve
use of Information. In examining the efflclency of headquarters In
World War 1I, Korea and Viet Nam, Archibald Galloway determined that '
‘1t was a majJor weakness when the (operatlonal) commander crowded hls
strateglc and tactical vision with too many detalls,.*90 Joseph
Drelling reached the same conclusion when he examlned operational
commander’s Information requirements. “An operational commander must

kKeep hie information needs to a manageable level. He must declde what

specific elements of Information are Important for him to recelive

personally.'?!  Field Circular 101-56, Qorps and Division Command and

gontrol, Introduces a concept called the CCIR or the Commander’s
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Critical Information Requirements. These are the ltems of Information
that the staff will track In real time and are critical to the
declslons that the commander must: make.%2 Although the manual |s
alrwtcd at the tactlcal level, the same principle has valldity at the
spoﬁtlonal level of war. If a commander has a well-developed set of
cé'm. he could significantly oxpand his span of control. The number
of messages directed to the commander would be minimized because hls
staff and all subordinate commanders know exactly what he wants and
needs to make decisions. Therefore, with a decrease In messages, a
domandor can control more units efflclently,

From the preceding anaiysis, decentrallized command should be the
goal of all leaders. This command style allows the commander to
expand hlg span of control and with a well-developed CCIR, he not only
can expand hls span ot control, but reduce the amount of time he and
his etaff must spend on reading and analyzing messages from
subordinates.

The next varlable concerns the type of detalled planning
required. FM 100-E provides guldance on planning Jolnt operations.
*In planning and conducting Joint operations, they (operational
commanders) wlil use prescribed Joint operations planning and
execution systems.”® This planning system s described In great
detall In the Jolnt Staff Qfficer‘s Guide. While the capabllitles of
the planners wiil vary from headquarters to headquarters, the planning
system operational commanders are expected to use ls fixed and has
little effect on the commander‘s span of control,

While the operational commander |s provided with a planning

system, a methodology for «coordlnation Is not well defined.
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Coordination between the service components und among the statf
offlcers is part of the planning process, Coordlination between the
eubordinate commanders ls less well defined, but no less Important.
MM 100-5 outlines this importance when it states, 'The unit commander
cannot depend on constant directlon. . . . He must know . . . the
responsiblilties of the units on his flanks and In support of hls
operations.*®% This is abeolutely critical - especially when the
control ls decentrallzed. Michae! Barron concluded that lateral
communication |s far more Important for execution using a concept of
decentrallzed control.’® This ls ceasonable because If not under
constant control by a higher commander, It ls essentia! that a
commander know the situation of the units on his flanks, Without this
knowledge, he could unknowingly expose hlis flank units to
counterattack. If units do not or carnnot talk to each other, then the
operational commander‘s span of contrnl should be reduced. The
nationality of unite fighting side by side ls a key consideration In
assessing luteral coordinatlon. This lateral coordination not only
involves units of the same service, but dlfferent services,

Operation Urgent Fury was ‘“plagued by the forces lnablllity to
communicate, a problem caused by the services contlinued practlice of
buylng radlos that are not compatible.'96 In determining a
commander‘s span of control, It ls essentlal that the communications
means between the services be considered. The commander must also
consider the means of lateral communicatlon at lower levels to ensure
that the crltical flank and supporting unlt coordination can be

accompi lshed, If there Is a lack of compatible systems, then
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‘coordination at all levels will suffer and tha span of control will be
zl!mftod to achieve an acceptable level of efficient and contlnuous C2.

The next varlable In the determination of span of control ls the
.cate of change. This refers to how rapidly the external environment
changes. If there are rapld changes, a commahdor would have to have a
~smaller span of control to maintaln control than In a more stable
environment. In combat, the rate of change is rapld and oporatlonﬁl
commanders must be able to keep up with these changes. The reason s
obvious. "Only In the rarest clrcumstances will the enemy’s movement:
contorm perfectly to friendly expectations. 7 Those commanders who
cannot react to change will not be successtul. One of the teasons for
the Allled defeat In France In 1940 was that the rate of change of the
sltuation exceeded the Supreme Commander of all French Land Forces’
(General Gamelin) ablilty to keep abreast of those changes and make
the necessary declsions.?8  Michael Barron concludes that the tempo
of future confllct will be much higher than It has ever been. The
Impact of technology has created thls tempo. It Is now possible to
acquire real time target Intelligence and communicate that
Intelilgence to decision makers who can then launch hlghly accurate
weapons systems to destroy targets at the enemy’s operational depth.??

Like some of the other factors !n this study, consider!ing rate of
change in determining the Iimlte of span of control Is not very
useful. Raplid rate of change ls a fact of life in mllitary operations
and there |s little an operaticnal commander can do to affect this
rate. He must, however, recognlze that the rapld changes may limlt
hie ablllty to direct many subordinates. Changes in the operatlonal
gltuation will occur and the commander may have to change missions.
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If the time needed to communicate the change of missions exceeds the
time the commander has to react to unanticlipated slituations, then the
commander‘s span of control ls too large,

The last factor In determining the limite of span of control ls
the number of personal contacts needed. John Rogers, In a monograph
on the civillan aspects of span of control concluded:

Through better tralning, clear polley, delegation of

Rop|1cAt 10N of Good. mAnAGenent practices. In' generals the

Q:Eb:;.:togﬂgagaﬁgli;;;:#;:;?ﬁﬂf required can be reduced and .
WVhile the reduction of personal relationships may be the goal in the
civilian realm, It ls not true in the military. FM 100-5 states,
‘Whenever possible, subordinate leaders should recelve thelr orders
face to face from thelr commanders on the ground chosen for the
operation."10!  In 4 monograph that explored the location of the
operational commander on the battiefield, Howard Ware studled six
operational commanders from World War II. He concluded that
commanders should be as far forward as “practical*.102 Thig feellng
le shared by most of the sources examined. The commander must be
forward to 'hold the pulse of the battle," and be In a position to
conduct face to face coordination with hls subordinate commanders,!03
Probably the best exampie of disastrous consequences when face to face
coordination I8 not accomplished was the Desert One operation. The
Holloway DBoard Investigated the opefatlon and concluded that
coordination among the various elements of the JTF could have been
enhanced by more fact to face exchanges,104

There are, however, several problems with face to face contact at

the operational level, Barron belleves that commanders can no longer
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gain an appreclation for the conditlion of forces through personal
obssrvation because of the slze of armies and scope of operations,iOS

Although the commander has the ablllty to provide direction to any

~ subordinate from anywhere on the battlefleld, glving face to face

-lnltnructlonl to subordinates may not accomplish ite intended purpose.

No matter where the operational commander |ssues orders, the size of
the units being directed will preclude all but one commander from
recelving the mliesion on the ground where he will have to fight, Thls
movement forward by the commander to glve Instructions takes valuable
time for little gain, and consequently, reduces the commander’s epan
of control.

The second problem concerns the service component commanders. If
the operational command ls not a Jolnt command, this may pose no
problem. If It ls a Joint command, the operational commander wlll
glve orders to an Army commander, a marine commander (or possibly a
land component commander) an alr force commander, a navy commander, a
speclal operations commander and possible a JTF commander. Not all of
these commanders have a need to see the ground. While It may help the
land component commander to recelve instructions near the front 1lnes,
the navy and alr force component commanders may have no need to be
well forward, In fact, since most of thelr aseets (alr flelds and
carrier battle groupe) will be well away from the front Iilnes, the
Jolnt operatlional commander may c'rnte more problems and more
dlsruption of navy and alr torce C2 by requiring these commanders to
move forward for Instructions.

While face to face contacts are important, where these contacts

oceur wlll have as much or more I[mvact on tne commander’s span of




control. Technology has Increased the number of optlons a commander
has in where he operates, but operating forward has lts disadvantages.
Rommel, while operating forward, was once out of contact with his main
command post for four days.!06 He operated this way because he
belleved In commanding from the front. However, he could do thls
without loss of control of his forces because It was predominantly a
ground war. Today, the operational commander must direct naval and
alr forces and to be out of touch with them would be intolerable.

Fach of the above varlables that determine civiilan span of
control have been examined in the military context, Some are
applicable and musi: be considered when the commander establlshes hls
organ.zatlon and method of operation. The span of control can also
chango,,ove!" time and these factors must also be considered.

Eagtocs that Change Scan of Control

The first factor that can atfect span of control over time ls a
change In strusture. Although the guidance In JCS Pub 3.0 requires
the operatlional commander to organlze for wartime Jolnt operatlone In
peacetime, situation changes or the addition of forces may requice
task organization changes, The commander has the optlon of
reccganizing his forces if he determines that hie Inltlal span of
control was elther too small or too large. At the same time, |t the
organizational structure ls. such that the command cannot aclept
additional forces without a maJor change In the organization of the
command, then the operational commander should consider the impact of
additlonal forces on C2 when determining his Inltlal span of control,

An example of a changing span of control wlith no organlizational

change s the commitment of an operational reserve, Prior to |ts
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comnitment, the operational commander may have |lttle interaction with
the reserve commander although technlcally it |s part of hils span of
control.  Upon crmmitment, the commander will have a signiflcant
Increase In contact with that reserve commander with no increase In
span of control., If the commander‘s span of control prior to reserve
commltment Is already at its limlt, then he could easily lose control
of the situation when he can least atford to.

The next factor ls changes In tasks. Like many of the other
varlables, mission changes are a fact of life In the milltary.
However, at the operatlional level, there should be fewer misalon
changes than at the tactical level due to the duration of campaigns
and the planning horlizons of operational comnanders. In any event,
the operationzl commander should conslder how his organlzation can
accommodate branches and sequels In the campalgn plan. If the force
Is to be agile, then so must the command structure.

The third factor is the change In technology. The next war willl
be a come as you are war. If It ls a short war such as Desert Storm,
the i.dustriai base wiil not be able to develop, manufacture and fleld
new technology during the war. In this technological age, Jjust
changing from the MSOA3 to the MIAl tank requires sixty days of new
equipment tralning (NET) for actlve duty tank crewmen. When exotlc
technology ls added, It is not encugh to train a soldler on how to
operate It. The soldler must also be iralned on the tactics of
employment. This |s something that takes time. New technology In the
hands of an untrained soldler |s dangerous. Thus, changing technology
will have a minor Impact, if any, when the operationai commander
determines his organization and span of control,
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The final factor ls change In people. As previously mentloned,
changes In personnel due to normal rotations, promotions and
casualtlies are another fact of military life. While the operatlonal
commander will establish hls organization with the personalltles of
his staff and subordinate commanders in mind, he must organize hls
forces so that his organization wliil be able to continue 1f key
personnel are replaced, Thus, to push the llmits of span of control
because of one or eeveral exceptional subordinates would not be
prudent because of the effect on the organlzation when they are
ceplaced.

Summacy

This section has taken the factors that determine the span of
control ln management and examined thelr affect In a military
environment. Some of the factors have little bearing on the milltary
span of control. There ire a tew that the operatlonal commander must
understand if he |s to organize hie forces so that he can control
them,

The commander must first know himself. Personality has a
tremendous lmpact on the span of control equation and while most
senior officers have essentlally the mame background, experlience and
tralning, the personallty factor cannot be overlooked.

From the organizational perspective, the varlables that appear to
Influence span of control are slmilarity of function, the style of
control the commander exercises over the force, the coordination
required between the varlous subordinates/services and the number of

personal contacts that the ccmmander uses In hls command style.
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Changes In span of control can occur due to four varlables, but
the operational commander should concern himself with potentlal
changes [n structure (task organization), changes in tasks <(missions)
and changes !n people (staff and commanders) when he develops hls
organlzation.

CONCLUSION

Thles study has examined the factors that influence the span of
control for an operational commander. Determining the optimum span of
contro! la a very complex task, If the span of control of a commander
le too large, then the commander cannot effliclently or continuously
control his forces. “The span of control lssue !s unique to the
operational level cbgunander. He s required by Joint and Army
doctrine to organize his forces. In order to do this, he must
understand the 1llmits of his span of control when making
organizational deelsl;:ne. Unfortunately, understanding the factors
that Influence span of control will not help a commander establlish hls
initlal span of control. They will only help him adjust [t given a
number of subordinates and a situation. Based on the Information from
the brigade, division, corps and large unit fleld manuals, two to flve
subordinate units appear to be a reasonable starting place when the
commander organizes his forces. Then, based on the factors presented
above, the commander can adjust his span of control.

The study started with a look at the theoretical and doctrinal
basis for understanding span of control. Clausewitz did not
expliclitly use the term *span of control" but referred to It when he
described the number of elements that should be In an army., He mace a
distinction between the tactical and operational level span of
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control, but only considered a number as the upper limlt of span of
control without examining the factors that determined that number.

Although the phrase "“span of control* Is used (n military

publlications, !t le not deflned in elther Army or Jolnt manuals,

Tactical commanders normally do not need to understand the factors
that Influence span of control because their span of control |ls
determined by the Tables of Organizatlion and Equipment (TCRE).

At the operational level, understanding what factors affect span
of control ls essential. The unlfled commander’s organization le
outllned In the Jolnt Staff Officer’s Guide, but for subunified
commands, Jolnt task force organizations, fleld armles or army groups,
the operational commander must establish his own organlization.
However, doctrine does not provide a methodology for dolng thls.

Although the military does not define or describe span of
control, there ls a wealth of Information on It in management books.
The variables that affect span of control are elther personal or
organizational and the optimum span of control Is not a fixed number
but can change over time. The organizational factors that appear to
have the most Influence on the commander’s span of control are the
similarity of functlon of the subordinates, the style of control the
commander exercises over the force, the type of coordination between
the commander and his subordinates and staff, and the number of
personal contacta that the commander uses in his command style.
Changes In the structure (task organization), tasks (missions) and
personnel changes will also affect the limlts of span of control over

time.
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There are three major doctrinal Implicatlons in this study. It
Is clear that span of control ls critical at the operational level.
Slnce the commander organizes hls forces, he must understand the
affect of varlables on span of control 1f he Is to develop an
organlization that will facllltate contlinuous and effliclent command and
control,  Army and Jolnt doctrine Is deficlent In gulding the
commander In organizing his forces. This doctrinal vold must be
filled In future Jolnt publications.

The second doctrinal implicatlon Is the critlicallty of reducing
the amount of informatlon the commander Is presented during battle.
Technology has provided the commander with the means to get
Information from all over the battlefieid at any time. Too much
Information can cause command paralysis. The commander must establish
a list of critical |tems of lInformation that he needs to make
declsions. The Commander’s Critical Information Requirements (CCIR)
should be added to all campalgn plans similar to the prilorlty
Intelllgence requirements (PIR). Thls would ensure that all
subordinate elements focus on that Information that the commander
needs to make his declslons. This would go a long way to expanding
the commander‘s span of control.

Finally, the command selection procens ls critlical. Three
tactors In the span of control equation are personality based. The
milltary education system must Inculcate in officers, starting at the
basic course, the philosophy and tralts that foster decentrallzed

control. This |Is the primary factor that wlll enable a commander to

expand his span of control,
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