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A Historical Study of Operational Command:
A Resource for Researchers

Executive Summary

The intention to establish a new joint collocated headquarters and introduce new
operational command and control arrangements for the Australian Defence Force,
including the appointment of a Chief of Joint Operations! (CJOPS), has occasioned
studies aimed at determining the best manner in which to implement operational level
command. While this collocated joint headquarters? will be unique to Australia, the
concept of a joint operational level headquarters is one that not only has been
implemented in the past? but is also being continuously developed by other nations*.
Although an awareness of contemporary developments is readily achieved by means
of visits and exchanges, conferences and the specialist literature, there is a risk that the
lessons of the past will be overlooked because of the passage of time. History abounds
with lessons on the problems of conducting operational level warfare, both joint and
multi-national. An awareness of these lessons can assist current work in the field by
indicating the successes, failures, pitfalls and insights gained by those who have gone
before.

This is mainly a historical analysis of operational level headquarters, primarily from
WWII to the present time but drawing on past examples such as the British in North
America in 1759 and the American Civil War. It looks at a variety of other issues such
as definitions and the nature of Command and Control. The experiences gained by the
major parties to WWII, namely the Western Allies, the Soviet Union, and Nazi
Germany, form the larger part of the analysis. However, more recent operations, such
as the Falklands Islands campaign in 1982 and the Gulf War in 1991, are addressed, as
are Australian experiences as an element of an operational level theatre controlled by
another nation. From this analysis it is possible to see the effects that personalities
have on the conduct of operations at this level and on the problems of establishing
cooperation not only for multi-national but also for joint operations. The effects of
organisation arrangements on the conduct of operations are studied and the Australian
experience with the RAAF command structure in the South West Pacific Area in WWII
is a sobering example. A difference of opinions in the literature is revealed concerning
the merits or otherwise of component command as against the alternative direct
command model. While it is probably the least recognized area of Command and

! Prior to the establishment of Chief of Joint Operations (CJOPS), operational command and control was
exercised by Commander Australian Theatre (COMAST).

% To be referred to as the Headquarters Joint Operational Command (HQJOC)

3 For example, the Headquarters Australian Theatre (HQAST).

* For example, the Permanent Joint Headquarters (PJHQ) in the United Kingdom.



Control, the impact of command arrangements on the proper functioning of
operational level headquarters is shown to be significant.

This study illustrates areas to be considered in any study on the organisation of
operational level headquarters. It is intended to provide an intellectual framework for
discussion of this subject and a resource to inform debate. It also provides a scholarly
background to other studies being undertaken in relation to the establishment of the
Headquarters Joint Operational Command. As such, it is a tool to help avoid the
mistakes of the past and to build on the successes experienced over the years.
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Preface

Research conducted by the Joint Command Analysis (JCA) Branch of the Command
and Control (C2) Division is assisting the development of joint operational command
arrangements in the Australian Defence Force (ADF). This research, which aligns with
the Australian Government announcements! to establish a collocated joint
headquarters and flatten the structure of operational command, is helping researchers
in JCA Branch to understand high-level command concepts. The collocation initiative
gives the research a clear direction as well as a practical application. The work includes
investigating the internal processes within the components that make up a
headquarters, determining how the components might interact in a joint environment,
identifying the different types of communication and social networks that exist,
determining the influence of new technology on operational effectiveness and
efficiency, and assessing how collaboration can be used to enhance command
effectiveness.

Bringing the different services together to form a collocated joint command
headquarters is a big undertaking that offers many challenges. It also raises many
questions: where should the headquarters be located, how many people should it
house, what type of services should it offer, what is the optimum physical layout for
most efficient performance, can or should the duplication of effort be avoided, and
what backup provisions are needed in the event of a failure or an attack? It is likely
that the answers to some of these questions will not be known until well after the
collocated headquarters is operational and the stakeholders have had time to reflect.

But as well as considering these questions, the intention to establish the collocated
headquarters has again prompted the more enduring question regarding what are the
most appropriate forms for the ADF high-level command arrangements. Even though
the legacy of the existing arrangements with formalised roles and responsibilities is
likely to take immediate precedence and dictate the planning for collocation, it is still
useful to explore this more searching question. A broad-based study that identifies the
general factors that influence high-level command arrangements can help to reveal the
different organisational perspectives, illustrate some of the advantages and
disadvantages of alternative forms of command, and provide a context for more
directed research. The results from such a study could significantly influence the
planning of future command arrangements within the ADF.

This document is a literature review that was produced as part of a general study that
was designed to provide a context for other specific research activities supporting the
development of the ADF joint operational command arrangements. The aim of the
study was to identify the factors that influence high-level command arrangements and,
if possible, to recommend alternative command structures. The study was conducted

' DEFGRAM 136/2004
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in two phases. The first phase examined the operational command arrangements
associated with past military operations. Because many of these operations occurred
more than 20 years ago, most of the work for this phase entailed collecting and
reviewing the relevant literature. In the second phase, the intention was to examine the
operational command arrangements associated with more modern conflicts. As well as
a literature review, an initial set of interviews with subject matter experts, mainly
serving and retired senior military officers as well as DSTO researchers, was
conducted. However, due to the precedence of similar studies being held elsewhere in
Defence and a change to task priorities within JCA Branch, this second phase of the
study was not finished.

The literature review, which includes an extensive set of references, identifies several
factors that are important to operational command. It comprises an eclectic collection
of background material about command arrangements. It also includes useful
definitions for terms such as Joint, Combined, Coalition, Allies, Command and Control
(C2), and Multi-national. However, it is not an argued case that compares and contrasts
a particular set of command arrangements or some other aspect of command; as you
might find in a research thesis. But the examples used are drawn from major military
operations of the past, and these help to illustrate the importance of the study of
history in showing that lessons can be learned that can help commanders to avoid
repeating the mistakes of others.

Although the literature review covers a wide range of topics, one theme, closely linked
to successful command, repeatedly emerges: coordination. Command is largely about
the coordination of forces, and historically a variety of mechanisms have been used to
ensure that each force component knows what to do and how what is done relates to
the work of the other components. Traditionally, two principal mechanisms have been
used within the military to achieve this coordination: authority and cooperation.
Commanders rely on both, but in proportions that depend on the situation and the
personalities involved. Although the mix of coordination mechanisms used often
depends on the type of military operation, the idea that unity of command leads to
unity of effort has dominated much of the thinking about what makes successful
command arrangements. But unity of effort is not always easy to achieve; particularly
if the force components are distributed, or they come from different services, or
different nations, or there is not a willingness of commanders to cooperate. Although
most commanders understand the value of cooperation, it is not always forthcoming,
and in some operations, when attempts fail to make the different components
cooperate, coordination has only been able to be achieved through the use of authority.
History provides lots of examples of commanders who are unable or unwilling to
cooperate. This failure to cooperate is seen to be most evident in command structures
where those in charge of the different force elements are of similar rank. History also
provides lots of examples of commanders who have a propensity to micromanage the
difficult parts of the battle space, particularly the more complex land component.
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Unity of command does not necessarily mean centralised command. Distributed
command, where authority and resources are delegated to separate elements, can also
be effective. The decision-making for distributed command is often more timely than
for centralised command, but has the disadvantage of isolating the highest levels of
command from the details of the lower levels. But regardless of the type of command,
commanders at all levels need to clearly understand their roles and responsibilities and
be willing to cooperate. To assist coordination, good communications between the
components is essential, particularly during multi-national operations where one
nation is the lead. Good liaison skills, supported by reliable communications systems,
are needed to build the trust and respect needed for inter-agency cooperation. The
move by many countries, including Australia, towards a culture, that of necessity,
embraces joint and multi-national military operations, will require effective and
efficient operational command arrangements. The best way to implement these future
command arrangements is still evolving.

This literature review is a tool for researchers and service personnel who have an
interest in further developing their understanding of effective and efficient command
arrangements. With its extensive list of references it provides a useful resource for
those responsible for preparing the designs of future command arrangements.
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1. Introduction

Joint and multinational military operations have existed in one form or another for
much of recorded history. However, it was not until WWII that serious efforts were
made to formalise the command arrangements necessary to achieve the effective use of
both joint and multinational forces. This ‘...conceptual development was perhaps the
significant accomplishment of the Allies during the war’ (Ballard 2001). Events
following WWII indicate that the benefits to be gained by such unifying arrangements
were largely forgotten with a general reversion to the more parochial thinking of the
past. This was interspersed with rare exceptions to the norm such as the effective
employment of joint warfare techniques by the Israelis in 1967. Ballard (2001)
attributes this decline in multinational cooperation, at least, to the Cold War which
divided the world into various ideological camps. Resurgence in interest and
application of both joint and multinational structures came about in the 1980s and is
evidenced in such developments as the Goldwater-Nichols act of 1986 in the US.

Currently there is a real effort being demonstrated to establish the structures necessary
to ensure the effective use of the forces assigned to both joint and multinational
operations. The creation of new arrangements? to flatten the ADF operational
command structure and the appointment of a Chief of Joint Operations are examples of
this movement. In many countries there has been a move away from the traditional
arrangement of vesting operational authority with the professional heads of each
service. Over the past several decades the service chiefs have had operational
authority removed from their responsibility with it being placed in the hands of some
form of a unified commander leaving the service chiefs the duty to ‘raise, train, and
maintain’ their forces. Operational authority over armed forces has been delegated to a
separate authority, the nature of which is dependent on the constitutional
arrangements of the particular government concerned.

The intent of this burgeoning process is to achieve unity of effort in military operations.
This document discusses the need for joint and multinational® operations and the way
unified command is used to achieve this desire for unity of effort. It will trace the
development of joint and multinational operations from WWII, through the period
when the lessons of WWII were forgotten, and into the period following Operation
Desert Storm where joint and multinational thinking is experiencing a renaissance.
The purpose of this document is to provide a resource, in the form of an intellectual
framework, for those involved in the study and possibly the re-structuring of military
organisations, in particular the Headquarters Joint Operational Command (HQJOC),

> DEFGRAM 136/2004

? The word ‘multinational” is used in preference to ‘combined’ as there seems to be some confusion
associated with the meaning of combined. Popular use of this word is often at odds with the definition
provided in official glossaries and this matter will be addressed later in this document. For the purpose of
this document ‘multinational’ refers to either operations with coalition partners or with allies working
under the auspices of a treaty. This meaning of ‘multinational’ is also used in JP 3-16
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by showing what has happened in the past and why it failed or succeeded. This
intellectual framework will provide the basis for informed debate on the development
of operational level headquarters with their successes and failures. An understanding
of the triumphs and failures of the past can only assist in ensuring the triumphs of the
future!

2. Method

This study has relied heavily on the historical record to build up knowledge of what
has been achieved in the past. From this, lessons that could have relevance to the
present have been identified and further researched. However, in some cases the
historical record is either not clear, or is even contradictory. This resulted in a
considerable amount of iteration of the process until such time as a consistent picture
could be developed. It is understood that this is not uncommon when dealing with
historical evidence. Much emphasis was placed on the experience of the combatants of
WWII, as it was here that multinational operations achieved a level of unified
command of multinational forces rarely achieved since. Paradoxically, this era also
provided some of the best examples on how not to conduct joint (as opposed to
multinational) operations. While the introduction of information technology and its
tools has spawned ideas such as Network Centric Warfare (NCW) or Network Enabled
Warfare (NEW), there is little reason to believe that this will change the processes and
principles of warfare. The underlying element is the human being and this is likely to
be the case as far ahead as we can visualise. The lessons of the past are just as relevant
today in the Information Age as they ever were because the lessons learnt are heavily
involved with the human response to the situation faced. This is a major benefit in
studying history.

3. Why Study History

A study of the history of multinational and joint operations permits the application of
lessons learnt to present day situations. ‘By analysing historical command systems at
work we may hope to gain a better idea of how it was done, successfully or otherwise
(Van Creveld 1985, p. 15). Craven (1959) stresses the continuing relevance of history
when he notes that history “...is always concerned with the human race, and human
nature has a way of being much the same wherever one chances to meet it". He further
develops this idea when he states that “We can use history to lengthen the experience
on which we base our judgment of contemporary problems...”. This is similar to Perry
(1983) who suggested that “The study of Military History also provides him with an
intellectual basis for the comparison of current problems with past experience, in order
to make deductions for present and future use’. Allard (1990, p. 241) believes in *...the
idea that history can teach something about modern conditions...”. Downey (1977,
pp208 - 209) in arguing for the education of military officers, views the study of history
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as a means to widen their perspective on the management of war. Crowl (1977)
supports this concept by offering the idea of history not as a tool for prediction so
much as a guide for the future by stating that “...the study of history will help us to ask
the right questions so that we can define the problem - whatever it is’. This latter use
of military history - the ability to ask the right questions - is most relevant to the
purpose of this document.

Whether or not the questions asked are the right questions may depend on the
circumstances surrounding the situation that we are studying. When things are going
well, valuable lessons may be masked by the overall success surrounding the situation.
More is probably to be gained from studying the situation when things are not going
well. Lord Tedder noted (in Odgers 1957, p. 499) that:

The campaign is immensely simplified for a commander if he knows he can count on a blank
cheque. Surely it is the problems of the early stages of the war which we should study. Those
are the difficult problems; those are the practical problems which we and every democratic
nation have to solve. There were no big battalions or blank cheques then. Here is the real and
vital test of our defence policies. It is at the outset of war that time is the supreme factor.

Winnefeld and Johnson (1991, p. 97) express a similar notion when they note that
victory at Midway in 1942 and in Desert Storm in 1991 ‘...obscured some major
command and control issues’. They iterate the adage that you can learn more from
defeat than from success. This supports the contention that much that is worthwhile
can be learnt from the study of the arrangements put in train in haste at the
commencement of WWII as this was certainly a time devoid of ‘big battalions and
blank cheques’ but not devoid of defeat. Many of these lessons have had to be learnt
again over the intervening period between the 1940s and now. That experience alone is
justification for a historical perspective on the subject!

Ryan (2001, p. 9) notes that knowledge of military history will provide a more
sophisticated understanding allowing us to “...operate within the complex variables of
past, present, and future’. Forman (in Ryan 2001, p. 15) observes that historical
analysis can lead to improved decision-making and better-informed policy. The
French historian Bloch (in Ryan 2001, p. 25) observes how historical knowledge breeds
intellectual flexibility so that an examination of why yesterday differed from the day
before, enables us to foresee why tomorrow will differ from yesterday.

Looking at what has happened will assist in planning for the future. ‘History can teach
something about modern conditions, both in laying bare the record of previous choices
and making explicit the assumptions and rationales on which those choices were
based” (Allard 1990, p. 241). Maybe Van Crevald (1985, p. 15) has the last word on this
matter when he says:

Studying the past may be a matter of marginal utility only, but the past is us and it is on the
past alone that all decision making is inevitably based. 1f systematic study of the past is taken
away, only personal experience, hearsay, and intuition remain. Military history may be an
inadequate tool for the commander to rely on, but a better one has yet to be designed.
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4. Terminology

4.1 Clarification of meaning

The literature makes many references to terms such as Commander-in-Chief, Supreme
Commander, and unified command etc. but there is a paucity of definitions provided
as to what exactly is meant by these terms. It is possible to glean meanings from the
context in which the terms are used and the occasional explanation of the duties and
functions assigned to particular holders of these offices. This can be augmented by the
few instances of when a definition is provided from an authoritative source. An
understanding of the meanings of these terms is useful when attempting to gain an
appreciation of how these higher-level command positions operated in the past and
insights into lessons to be learnt from their experiences. In addition, the terms often
have similar meanings, sometimes only separated by degree, all of which can make
their use confusing. An explanation of these meanings can dispel this potential
confusion.

4.2 Commander-in-Chief

A Commander-in-Chief is a high level commander functioning at the strategic and
operational levels of conflict and would be expected to be an officer of at least three
star rank. It is at the strategic level that ‘Resources and priorities are assigned across all
elements of national power, and military strategic end states are established” (FLW
1998 p. 2-12). There is often a hierarchy of Commanders-in-Chief commencing at a
level commensurate with the constitutional position of the President of the United
States and the Governor-General of Australia as Commanders-in-Chief of their
respective nation’s armed forces. The Australian Governor-General’s position as
Commander-in-Chief is titular only (Stephen 1983), a view reinforced by Sir Zelman
Cowen?* who said “...the title of the Governor-General as Commander-in-Chief was
intended to confer titular and not substantive command-in-chief’ (Cowen 2001). The
situation with the US President, on the other hand, is quite the opposite with the
President most definitely possessing a substantive power as Commander-in-Chief.

How far down the hierarchy a commander may still be considered a Commander-in-
Chief is indicated by Eisenhower (1948, p. 312). General Montgomery asked to be
made the commander of all the Allied land forces in Europe following the Normandy
invasion, including retention of his post as 21st Army Group commander. Eisenhower
rejected this idea as an Army Group commander had to ...assure direct, day-by-day
battlefield direction in a specific portion of the front...”. Because of the size of the
operations and the level of resources allocated to the Army Group commanders,
Eisenhower was prepared to consider his Army Group commanders to be

* Both Sir Ninian Stephen and Sir Zelman Cowen are former Governors-General of Australia
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Commanders-in-Chief. He stated that “...in a theatre so vast as ours each army group
commander would be the ground Commander-in-Chief for his particular area; instead
of one there would be three so-called Commanders-in-Chief for the
ground...each...supported by his own tactical air force’ (Eisenhower 1948, p. 313).
From the tone of the last passage, it seems that Eisenhower considered (possibly with
some reluctance) an Army Group commander to be the lowest level at which one could
reasonably be considered to be a Commander-in-Chief. More usual practice seems to
be to consider theatre commanders certainly to be Commanders-in-Chief although it
was often British practice to maintain officers with the title of Commanders-in-Chief
below this level for each of the services involved (Eisenhower 1948, p. 313). Gallaway
(2000, p. 70) reveals that General MacArthur preferred the title of Commander-in-Chief
to that of Supreme Commander, as he considered the latter to be “...the lesser of the
two titles’. He adopted the title Commander-in-Chief South West Pacific Area
(CINCSWPA) without reference to the Joint Chiefs in Washington.

From this it would seem that a Commander-in-Chief is a senior officer operating at the
higher levels of command and not involved with the day-to-day running of the battle.
Such a commander ‘...cannot ordinarily give day-by-day and hour-by-hour
supervision to any portion of the field” (Eisenhower 1948, p. 313). Eisenhower (1948)
establishes that a Commander-in-Chief has the authority, as appropriate, to assign
principal objectives to formations, to regulate the strengths of major commands as their
mission demands, and to arrange for the distribution of logistic and supporting forces.
This indicates a considerable degree of operational authority. Ambrose (1983, p. 25)
provides some indication of this level of authority when he describes the British
method of running a theatre of operations. He noted how the British formed a group
called the Commanders-in-Chief who actually directed the war within the theatre
subject to the close supervision of their superiors in London. This is similar to Embry’s
(1958, p. 281) description of the responsibility of a RAF Commander-in-Chief who had
a definite responsibility for every aspect of his command including individual and
collective training, discipline, administration, works” services, technical development,
supply and commissariat, the safety of flying, welfare of personnel and the assessment
and recommendations on future equipment, covering every activity. General Brooke,
Chief of the Imperial General Staff for much of WWII, criticised this arrangement when
describing the command arrangements in the UK in 1940. He noted the large number
of Commanders-in-Chief of all services in the UK, the lack of *...combined command
over the three services’, which was “...a highly dangerous organisation’ (Bryant 1957,
p- 201).

As well as having a hierarchy of Commanders-in-Chief, such as from (in some
instances) Army Group Commander, to theatre commander, to President, there are two
types of Commanders-in-Chief. One type of Commander-in-Chief is responsible for a
geographic area while the other’s responsibilities are based on function. A theatre
commander, such as Eisenhower in Europe or Nimitz in the Pacific, is made
responsible for a region. Other Commanders-in-Chief, such as Air Chief Marshall
Harris commanding RAF Bomber Command, have a responsibility based on a function
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- in this case that of strategic air power. As well, not all Commanders-in-Chief are
necessarily directly involved in combat operations. General Auchinleck was appointed
Commander-in-Chief India Command in 1943 which was at that time a “...huge base
and training area for SEAC (South East Asia Command)’ (Connell 1959, p. 764).
Another type of Commander-in-Chief is that of the international Commander-in-Chief
or Supreme Commander.

4.3 Supreme Commander

The title of Supreme Commander seems to be reserved for a Commander-in-Chief of
coalition or alliance forces. Kirby (1969, p. 375) makes a distinction between unified
commanders and service Commanders-in-Chief when he calls for the establishment of
inter-service or joint headquarters. He states that ‘Such a headquarters should clearly
be commanded by a Commander-in-Chief, rather than by a committee of Service
Commanders-in-Chief’. In describing the appointment of General Wavell to ABDAS5
command in 1942, Eisenhower (1948, p. 33) refers to him as ’...the first Allied
Commander-in-Chief’s. At the same time he refers to the writing of the charter for this
appointment as that of “...writing a charter for a Supreme Commander, a charter that
would insure his authority in the field but still protect the fundamental interests of
each participating nation’ (Eisenhower 1948, p. 33). When referring to the period
before his appointment as Supreme Allied Commander for Overlord, Eisenhower
(1948, p. 228) refers to President Roosevelt toying ‘...with the word “supreme” in his
conversation...(to) imply the importance that Allies attached to the new venture’. If
this was meant to indicate that President Roosevelt coined the title then this would be
incorrect. The previous year, as a result of a meeting by the Pacific War Council on 1
April 1942, General MacArthur was ’...designated as Supreme Commander of the
South-West Pacific Area, and of all Armed Forces which the Governments concerned
have assigned or may assign to this Area” (McCarthy 1959, p. 21).

Whereas Commanders-in-Chief per se are expected to be removed from the day-to-day
affairs of fighting a battle, Supreme Commanders are further restricted through their
relationships with national forces. General MacArthur’s directive from the US Joint
Chiefs of Staff, for example, specifically stated that as a Supreme Commander “...you
are not eligible to command directly any national force’” (Buckley 1988,p. 24). This was
not the case in fact, as the South West Pacific Area (SWPA) was seen to be an American
command that was forced to cooperate with the Australians due to the large number of
Australian troops involved in the theatre (Horner 1978, p. 115). In a conversation
between the US General Eichelberger” and General Marshall, the latter officer

5 American, British, Dutch, Australian (ABDA) command was established in Java in 1942 but was soon
overwhelmed by the Japanese occupation of what is now Indonesia.

® This may not be strictly correct as General Foch was proposed as the ‘Supreme Allied Commander-in-
Chief” on the Western Front in 1918 (Rice, 1997, p.3)

7 General Eichelberger (1886 — 1961) was appointed to command 1* US Corps in Australia in 1942 and
eventually commanded the US Amphibious 8" Army. He was known as the only senior US commander
in SWPA able to maintain good relations with the Australians.



DSTO-GD-0430

confirmed that General MacArthur was a national commander in command of US
forces (Horner 1978, p. 116).

Early references to the title are to Supreme Commander but the addition of the word
‘Allied” seems to have been made in the course of WWIL. As a result there are
references to Supreme Allied Commander South West Pacific etc. where previously it
had been to Supreme Commander only. The term still exists with the NATO
appointments of Supreme Allied Commander Europe and Supreme Allied
Commander Atlantic. In the Soviet era, there was a ‘Supreme Commander of the
Armed Forces’” for the Warsaw Pact nations (CWIHP). The national equivalent to this
international appointment could well be that of “unified commander’.

4.4 Unified Command

The idea of unified command is not new. When helping establish the US Joint Chiefs
of Staff in 1942, Admiral Leahy referred to the concept as a “unified high command’
(DTIC). Morton (1961) provides an early reference to it as “...exercising command over
the forces of more than one service’. ADFP 1 (1993, p. 7-6) explains it as being ’...a
single recognised command authority at all times during an operation’. While the
command authority may change, such as during different phases of an operation, unity
of command ensures that there is *...one designated commander clearly responsible for
each task’ (ADFP-1 1993, p. 7-6).

While ADFP 1 (1993) is discussing unified command as a principle or as a generic form
of command arrangement. In the US however the concept is being related to a specific
entity with a single commander and composed of force element groups from two or
more services. The US has nine unified commands that are termed ‘Unified Combatant
Commands’ each commanded by a Commander-in-Chief who has operational control
of the command. Collectively they are referred to as the ‘Unified Commanders-in-
Chief’ (Defenselink 2001). For example, JP 1-02 (2001) defines a combatant commander
as ‘A Commander-in-Chief of one of the unified or specified combatant commands
established by the President’. A US Unified Combatant Commander is directly
answerable to the President through the Secretary of Defense.

While it may be possible to establish unified command over a national force, it is more
difficult to achieve a similar level of unified command over a multinational force.
Nations are loath to relinquish sovereignty over their armed forces with the result that
multinational forces virtually never achieve full unity of command and must settle for
something less.

4.5 Theatre

The commander of a theatre is often designated as a Commander-in-Chief. ADFP 101
defines a theatre as:
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A designated geographic area for which an operational level joint or combined commander® is
appointed and in which a campaign or series of major operations is conducted. A theatre may
contain one or more joint force areas of operations.

ADFP 101 also defines a campaign as ‘A controlled series of simultaneous or sequential
operations designed to achieve an operational commander’s objective, normally within
a given time or space’.

4.6 Joint and Combined operations

Confusion with the meaning for ‘combined’ is not a recent phenomenon although for
the period of WWII, at least, an understanding of its intent was reached between the
Allies. It was at the Arcadia® conference that agreement was reached on the meaning
of Joint and Combined when applied to military activities (DTIC, p. 2). Prior to that the
British used the term ‘Combined’ for what is now called ‘Joint’. For example, Admiral
Keyes, when appointed in late 1940 to establish a force able to mount major British
operations into occupied Europe, was given the title of ‘Director of Combined
Operations” (Ziegler 1986, p. 153). There is evidence that the US also used the term
‘Combined” for what is now called ‘Joint’. Allard (1990, p. 96) when referring to
Congressional consideration given to the 1926 Bill that formed the US Army Air Corps
quotes a War Office document that refers to ‘...unity of command in combined
operations...” and ‘The combined air programs of the two services...".

ADFP-101 states that Joint ‘Connotes activities, operations, organisations, etc in which
elements of more than one Service of the same nation participate” and that Combined
activities are those ‘Between two or more forces or agencies of two or more allies’. JP 1-
02 (2001) provides a similar definition for combined operations as being “...conducted
by forces of two or more Allied nations acting together for the accomplishment of a
single mission’. It would appear however that both definitions are derived from the
NATO definitions in which “allied” refers to NATO members. While ADFP-101 in its
Foreword (p. vii) notes its use of the NATO glossary (AAP-6), there is some difference
between the current versions of ADFP-101 and the 2002 edition of AAP-6 which now
includes expressions such as ‘combined joint operations’. While it is suspected that the
NATO definitions take for granted that references to words such as ‘nation’ are
confined to NATO members, this is not specifically stated. The result of this is some
uncertainty in how far these definitions can be applied to non-NATO operations. This
impression that the document is meant to apply only to NATO operations and
members is underlined by the curious omission of any reference at all in AAP-6 to the

¥ This is an example of the confusion associated with the use of ‘combined’ for ADFP 101 itself restricts
the use of ‘combined’ to mean operations with allies, while making a clear distinction between allied
forces and those of a coalition. The implication is that a coalition commander cannot, by definition, be a
theatre commander and it is probable that this was not intended. This will be addressed later in this
document.

? The first of the ‘Washington’ conferences was held in Quebec City from 22 Dec 1941 to 14 Jan 1942
between Churchill and Roosevelt and was code named ‘Arcadia’.
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term ‘coalition’0. It is further underlined by inclusion of terms such as ‘national
commanders” with the implication that AAP-6 may be further restricted to forces
assigned to NATO.

It is of interest to note that during the Falklands campaign of 1982, the British referred
to Admiral Woodward as ‘Commander Combined Task Force (Clapp and Southby-
Tailyour 1996, p. 74). This campaign was solely a British campaign and, as it involved
elements of all forces, a more appropriate description should have been ‘Commander
Joint Task Force’. However, statements such as ‘The Falklands Campaign was clearly
to be a combined operation with all three services contributing...” (Clapp et al. 1996,p.
26) indicates that even military professionals continue to use the terms loosely.

4.7 Multinational Operations

‘Multinational operations’ is a generic term used to describe operations carried out by
more than one sovereign state. They can be classified in a variety of ways, such as
‘combined” or ‘coalition” operations or as operations supervised by an international
organisation such as the United Nations.

4.8 Coalition operations

ADFP 101 defines a coalition operation as being ...conducted by forces of two or more
nations, which may not be allies, acting together for the accomplishment of a single
mission’. JP 1-02 (2001) provides the additional notion of the ad hoc nature of coalition
operations with its definition that a coalition is “An ad hoc arrangement between two or
more nations for common action’.

The inclusion of the statement ‘...which may not be allies” in ADFP 101 confirms the
idea that there is some formality involved in establishing who are our allies and it is
not just those who may be participating alongside you on active operations. An ally is
more than just a partner in a war. A partner in a war may not be an ally but is simply a
coalition partner in an ad hoc arrangement to serve a purpose - most likely a short-term
purpose such as the 1991 Gulf War or INTERFET. While some of Australia’s
undoubted allies participated in Op Stabilise, many others were not traditional allies
and could only be considered as coalition partners. Millett and Murray (1990, p.104)
add a further dimension when discussing the relationship between the UK and the
Soviet Union in WWII by noting that ‘Ally may in fact be an incorrect usage of the
word; co-belligerent is perhaps more appropriate’.

The US definition adds an additional factor when it refers to ad hoc operations. This
gives the impression that, to be a combined operation, the allies must be acting in
accordance with some form of agreement that is at the basis of their alliance. For
instance, if just Australia and the US operated together under the aegis of ANZUS then

' The ADF continues to make a clear distinction between ‘combined’ and coalition’ operations (JOCC,
2001, p. 13)
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it is a combined operation. If, on the other hand just Australia and the US operated
together on an ad hoc operation, such as a UN operation, then it would not be a
combined but a coalition operation. On this basis, INTERFET was a coalition operation
not only because it included non-allies but also because of its ad hoc nature. It still
leaves the question of just who are to be considered allies for the purpose of a
combined operation.

4.9 Alliances

A coalition is defined as ‘a temporary alliance of distinct parties, persons, or states for
joint action” and an alliance as ‘an association to further the common interests of the
members; specifically: a confederation of nations by treaty ‘(Webster). Macquarie (1985)
defines an ally in terms of having treaties or leagues while also stressing the temporary
nature of a coalition. The definitions suggest that an alliance is a more long lasting and
proscribed version of a coalition. Riscassi (1993, p. 59) alludes to this when he
discusses the Western European and Korean coalitions that have had ’...the will, time,
and resources to prepare for alliance warfare’. JP 3-16 (2000, I-1) states that an
‘...alliance is the result of formal agreements (i.e. treaties) between two or more nations
for broad, long-term objectives which further the common interests of the members’. It
also states that “Alliances typically have established command structures, support
systems, and standardised procedures’ (JP 3-16 2000, II-8). The formalities and
agreements associated with, say, NATO and ANZUS would indicate that they could be
viewed as alliances while the more ephemeral and ad hoc nature of the grouping to
conduct the 1991 Gulf War would make it, as far as dictionary definitions are
concerned, a coalition. In the military sense, the distinction hinges on which nations
are to be considered our allies.

While neither ADFP 101 nor JP 1-02 (2001) contain a definition of “allies’, JP 1-02 (2001)
does provide a definition of ‘alliance” that gives a guide as to what should constitute a
military ally when it states that an alliance is ’...the result of formal agreements (i.e.,
treaties) between two or more nations for broad, long-term objectives that further the
common interests of the members. ADFP 9 (1999 5.4) continues this theme when it
explains that there are ‘...fundamental differences between coalition and combined
operations. The foremost difference lies in the level of interoperability and sharing of
intelligence that may exist between alliance nations’. It then explains that
interoperability is achieved through common doctrine, equipment and training and
even a common language. The effort needed to achieve any significant level of
interoperability implies the ‘long term” referred to in JP 1-02 (2001). Rice (1997) notes
that during WWII achieving unity of command between the Allies depended more on
mutual confidence than on structures. He then notes that the association over time in
organisations such as NATO (and presumably ANZUS and ABCA) have provided
ideal conditions for member nations to ‘...develop the mutual understanding and
confidence...the secret of true unity of command exercised through a fully integrated
(and joint) staff’.
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Anecdotal evidence suggests that Australia considers only its ABCA!! partners as
falling into this category of being allies for the purpose of combined operations.
However, this does not seem to agree with ADFP 9 which gives the impression that
New Zealand and the nations of the Five Powers agreement are also allies. The US
seems to agree that the ABCA partners are allies when FM 3-09 refers to “...the US and
its NATO and ABCA allies...”. If, as is expected, there is no authoritative definition of
‘allies” for the purpose of Australian usage of ‘combined’ then it is an area that would
be useful to address.

410 Components of a command

A component is defined as being ‘One of the subordinate organizations that constitute
a joint force. Normally a joint force is organized with a combination of Service and
functional components’ (JP 1-02 2001). These components can be based on service or
functional organisations. A ‘services component command’ consists of the “...Service
component commander and all those Service forces, such as individuals, units,
detachments, organizations, and installations under that command, including the
support forces that have been assigned ...or further assigned to a subordinate unified
command or joint task force’” (JP 1-02 2001). On the other hand the current US
Transportation Command is a component command based on functional lines. Its
three components comprise an Air Mobility Command, a Sealift Command, and a land
based Military Traffic Management Command. Another example may occur with
multinational operations when “national components” may be formed from the forces
contributed by participating nations. An early example of a functional component
command occurred in Malta in WWII during the siege of that island by the Germans
and Italians. ‘Throughout its stay in Malta, commencing from June 1940 when
Swordfish of 830 Squadron (FAA??) first flew in to Malta, the squadrons of the FAA
operated from Hal Far as land-based aircraft under the operational control of the RAF’
(Spooner 1996, p. 9). Lloyd (1949, p. 24), who was Air Officer Commanding Malta, also
notes that the FAA Swordfish squadron *...was operating under my command’.

Commanders may opt to command their forces either directly or via component
commanders or even a combination of both styles. The use of component commanders
inserts a level of command (generally in the form of a headquarters) between the
commander and the assigned forces and so lessens the commander’s “...direct
involvement in the detailed direction of operations” (ADFP 1). The reason for this
lessening of the commander’s direct involvement is due to the component commander
taking responsibility for ‘...the planning and conduct of a(n) ...operation as part of a
joint force” (AAP-6 2002, p. 2-C-10). This is opposed to the use of the “direct command’
style which ADFP 1 describes as a commander directly exercising command authority
over assigned units and obtaining specialised advice from either staff officers or unit
commanders. The use of component commanders is seen as a means of reducing the

" America, Britain, Canada, Australia Standardization Agreement. This programme was started in 1947
with Australia joining in 1963. It comprises the majority of the WWII Allies.
'2FAA - Fleet Air Arm
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s

span of command when ‘...the scale and intensity of the operation increase(s)
significantly...” (ADFP 1) and direct command becomes too cumbersome.

Ankersen (1998) is critical of the use of component commanders for joint operations as
it introduces ‘intermediary commanders’ to the chain of command that act as ‘...a
brake on the joint train...”. He considers that component commanders, particularly
service component commanders, “...do not foster trust’ and that ‘A truly joint force
would likely have one commander, a joint one’. He is of the opinion that while
‘...single service components are introduced under the guise of reducing span of
control’, directive control can better achieve the same end. In his opinion, direct
command will achieve better economy of force, more unity of command, with greater
simplicity. ‘Component command headquarters act like the tentacles of the services
rather than purple-minded staffs of joint warfighters working cooperatively under the

joint commander” (Fautua 2000, p. 83).

General Eisenhower employed both styles at the same time when he employed the
Commanders-in-Chief for his air and maritime forces as component commanders
while directly commanding his Army Group Commanders. General MacArthur, on
the other hand deliberately by-passed his subordinate component commanders!? by
creating task forces which allowed him to command his deployed forces directly
(Horner 1982, p. 206, & Horner 2000 p.4). He reached down “...not only to divisional
commanders, but to regiments and, at times, to battalions” (Manchester 1978, p. 400).
Horner (1978, pp. 114 - 5 & 268 - 9) suggests that this arrangement was condoned by
the U S government as a means of ensuring that US commanders commanded US
forces.

Both General MacArthur and Admiral Nimitz employed task forces extensively in the
Pacific during WWIL. JP 1-02 (2001) defines a task force as being:

1. A temporary grouping of units, under one commander, formed for the purpose of carrying
out a specific operation or mission. 2. A semi-permanent organization of units, under one
commander, formed for the purpose of carrying out a continuing specific task. 3. A component
of a fleet organized by the commander of a task fleet or higher authority for the accomplishment
of a specific task or tasks.

It is noteworthy that this form of command was not used to any extent in the other
theatres during WWIL. A possible reason is that the Pacific campaign was one of
‘island hopping’ or moving from potential airbase to potential airbase leaving pockets
of enemy to ‘wither on the vine’. Each action was separate in itself. The geography of
the theatre generally made it difficult for the Japanese, after Midway, to bring forces to
bear at will on a threatened area. By their isolation on islands throughout the Pacific,
the Japanese had become particularly vulnerable to defeat in detail. The other theatres,
such as Europe, North Africa, and even Burma were more continental in nature with
almost continuous contact with the enemy. Australian deployments overseas since
WWII tend to fall into the category of task forces and, indeed, the Army’s operational

13 General MacArthur’s Land component commander was an Australian, General Blamey, who, while
commanding the Australian forces, was never allowed to act as a land component commander.
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element of its commitment to Vietnam was in the form of 1st Australian Task Force. In
the late 1950s - early 1960s, the Pentropic Division'* was divided not into the
traditional brigades but into Task Forces.

5. Administrative Authority

5.1 What is administrative authority

ADFP 101 defines administration as “The management and execution of all military
matters not included in tactics and strategy; primarily in the fields of logistics and
personnel management’ as well as ‘Internal management of units’. Administrative
authority refers to the degree of responsibility that a commander has to carry out
administration of military forces. It covers a wide range of matters such as doctrine
and training, logistical support and services, force readiness and capability, personnel,
and management. The latter covers issues such as pay and allowances, rationing and
quartering, discipline, and finances. The extent of this responsibility would be
expected to be established at the same time as the decision is made to assign forces to
the commander.

5.2 Administration
5.2.1 Value of good administrative command arrangements

The emphasis placed on the operational aspects of command arrangements may
sometimes obscure the vital role that these administrative arrangements play in
successful operations. General Blamey, the Australian Army Commander-in-Chief in
WWII noted that ‘It is impossible to separate operational and administrative command
since the whole object of administrative organisation is to ensure the maximum
operational capacity against the enemy’ (Odgers 1957,p.16). The confusion and ill
feeling generated by a lack of resolution in clarifying the administrative as well as
operational command arrangements for the RAAF in the SWPA during WWII provide
an object lesson.

5.2.2 Administration and the RAAF in the Pacific

In April 1942, the operational and administrative functions of the RAAF were split.
The Chief of Air Staff (CAS) was retained and had administrative control of the RAAF.
Operational squadrons were grouped as RAAF Command and operational control of

' The US introduced the Pentomic Division organisation in the late 50s. This was a large division based
on five elements instead of the traditional three i.e. five brigades of five battalions instead of three
brigades of three battalions. The Australian army introduced its equivalent called the Pentropic division
in the early 60s. A Colonel commanded a battalion, the first time that an officer of this rank actually was
given a field command. The Pentropic division was dropped in the mid-60s.

13
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them was delegated to the Supreme Allied Commander in the SWPA. By December
1942 it had become evident that this system was not working and it was agreed that an
Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief for the RAAF was needed in order to achieve unity
of command in operational and administrative matters.

A Commander-in-Chief for the RAAF was never appointed and clashes within the
RAAF continued between those responsible for operational and administrative
functions up until the end of the war. At one stage the CAS directed that all
communications relating to ‘...supply, maintenance, personnel, works and
organisation” not be directed by RAAF Command units to RAAF Command but to
RAAF Headquarters (Gillison 1962, p. 595). This lead to “...a disastrous dispute’
between the two most senior RAAF officers (Horner 2002, p. 13) and to the situation
where:

Disputes arose over the appointment of officers, over the provision of staff for RAAF Command
Headquarters, over airfield construction, training, (especially advanced operational training),
fighter sector organisations, supply and other matters (Odgers 1957, pp. 18-19).

Not even a face-to-face meeting between the CAS and the Air Officer Commanding
(AOC) RAAF Command in the Prime Minister’s presence could resolve the issue.
While the structure of the organisation was agreed to be faulty it was also recognised
that there was a personality clash between the two commanders who were both of the
same rank. Gillison (1962, p. 596) notes that:

In this issue of divided command...the disagreement between Jones and Bostock had now
reached a state of complete obduracy. It was this element more than any other that intensified
the ill-effects of what was at best an ill-fitting system of command.

Gillison (1962, p. 597) further notes that when each of the elements of the RAAF were
divided and were ‘...headed by an officer equal with the other in rank, in
determination and, as it proved, in inflexibility, the complexities of command became
to each of them most exasperating’. While the effect of this dispute on the RAAF’s war
effort in SWPA appears arguable “...the acute personal tension between Jones (the
CAS) and Bostock (AOC RAAF Command) was certainly a serious check on Service
efficiency and the cause of a distressing division of loyalties within the RAAF” (Gillison
1962, p. 598). Horner (1982, p. 211), while acknowledging the personal enmity between
the two, also adds that:

...the main problem was that the government’s principal adviser on air matters, the CAS, had
absolutely no responsibility for operations, while the chief operational officer had no access to the
Prime Minister.

Command arrangements need to be cognisant of the customs and practices of military
service. Placing officers of similar rank in situations as faced by Jones and Bostock can
only be expected to lead to difficulty. Field Marshall von Rundstedt faced a similar
situation with Field Marshall Rommel in Europe.
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6. Why do we need Joint?

6.1 Several reasons

The literature indicates that there are two reasons for establishing joint forces. Firstly
there are the military benefits to be gained from using a joint approach to operations.
Secondly, there are perceived to be economic benefits to be gained from such an
approach.

6.2 Military reasons

Military forces have traditionally been organised along functional lines with navies,
armies, and more recently, air forces each devoted to the maritime, land, and air
environments respectively. There are examples from history where campaigns were
fought using just one of these functional elements alone such as Napoleon’'s campaigns
in Europe, many of the battles in the American Civil War, at Jutland in WWI, the Battle
of Britain in 1940, and more recently the air war over Serbia. Similarly, there are
examples from the past when much was achieved when elements of military forces
from different functions were combined. For much of history, this entailed the use of
joint forces such as occurred at the fall of Quebec in 1759, the American Civil War
campaigns of McClellan in the Penisula!®> and Grant at the siege of Vicksburg in 1862-
63, and the raid on Zeebrugge in 1918. Not all such operations were successful as
evidenced by the Gallipoli campaign of 1915, the largest amphibious operation ever
mounted prior to WWIIL. Before the advent of the aeroplane, all such operations were
amphibious and involved just the navy and army. Now such operations involve
airpower as well, such as the airborne landings in the Pacific and Europe in WWII and
in the Gulf War in 1991.

General Eisenhower (1948, p. 230) noted that, although there are these three elements
in which to wage war, “...there is no separate land, air, or naval war’. There is a need
to combine all three elements against a common objective and unless this is done
‘...their maximum potential power cannot be realized’. This realisation that the key to
successful operations was unity, co-ordination, and co-operation came about early in
WWII as a result of the experience gained in the Mediterranean. However, Beaumont
(1993, p. 194) in providing a comprehensive historical perspective of joint warfare from
ancient to modern times makes the sobering observation that ’...attainment of
functional jointness (sic) is likely to remain elusive and situational’. This is supported
by a literature review of joint culture by Fautua (2000) suggesting that individual
service cultures are still entrenched and that joint ("purple’) culture is still an illusion.

> Reed, R., (1993) posits the thesis that McClellan fully understood the implications and advantages of
joint operations (she referred to them as combined operations) and that his plan to isolate the
Confederacy, by using waterways as a means to disrupt communications, could have won the war. This is
disputed but her work does put a believable case.
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This certainly appeared to be the case in the period following WWII when the hard
won experience seemed to have been forgotten. However, there has been a steadily
increasing awareness over the past few decades of the value of joint operations in the
effective employment of increasingly expensive and sophisticated military assets. This
has been reflected in the establishment of Joint Warfare capabilities in military forces
around the world such as the US system of Unified Combatant Commands, the UK
Permanent Joint Headquarters, the South African Joint Operations Division, and, more
recently, the appointment within Australia of a Chief of Joint Operations (CJOPS)e. It
is realised in doctrinal documents such as ADFWC (1998) that refers to the
‘...imperative of truly coordinated joint operations across all three environments, not
as some theoretically desirable result but as a key operational necessity’.

The traditional grouping of military forces into functional elements has tended to
mitigate against ’...coordinated joint operations across all three environments...”. A
method to overcome this is to provide unity in command, which is considered so
important by the US that they have included it as one of their principles of war. FM
100-5 (1994) states that:

At all levels of war, employment of military forces in a manner that masses combat power
toward a common objective requires unity of command and unity of effort. Unity of command
means that all the forces are under one responsible commander. It requires a single commander
with the requisite authority to direct all forces in pursuit of a unified purpose.

AFSC (1997, 102) equates the US principle of ‘Unity of Command” with the Australian
principle of war of ‘Cooperation” which ‘...embodies the coordination of all activities
so as to achieve the maximum combined effort from the whole” (ADFP 1,1993, p. 1-5).
The Australian view, expressed in ADFP 1 (1993), is that unity of command is a means
to achieving the principle of cooperation and facilitates the other Australian principle
of ‘Selection and maintenance of the aim” as well as of coordination.

6.3 Economic reasons

Economic considerations are very relevant to all defence decisions. Admiral Crowe, a
former US Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted the need for joint thinking “...in
order to get the most of our finite resources’ (Barlow 1994, p. 77). The Australian
government states that decisions on defence ‘...balance two of the most powerful
imperatives on government - security and fiscal responsibility..."(Defence 2000,p. 6).
One manifestation of this ‘fiscal responsibility” has been the financial pressure to effect
savings through adoption of a joint approach to military organisation. This is a form of
economic rationalism. Behm ef al. (2001 p. 16) observe how recent reviews of the
Australian Defence Force (ADF) “...were driven by the requirement to cut costs’. They
then indicate that this resulted in efforts “...to maximise joint approaches so as to
minimise duplication of costs and effort in the three single Services” (Behm et al. 2001,
p- 16). This led to solutions such as seeking cost savings through co-location,
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integration, and rationalisation with the *...ongoing budgetary pressure to co-locate the
currently separate joint force headquarters...”(Behm et al. 2001, p. 16).

While the economic reasons support the military reasons in bringing about a joint
approach in the military, it is not clear if the solutions that satisfy economic criteria
necessarily satisfy the military need. One may well ask if the economic pressure to co-
locate facilities is in the best interests of the military requirement.

7. Unity of Effort

7.1 Purpose

Unity of effort uses the synergy obtainable from every element of the force when acting
in unison to maximise the capabilities of a military force. It is an idea as old as war and
is seen in the use by the Romans of the fascine as a symbol of strength through unity.
Sun Tzu advised that when an enemy is united, it is necessary to divide him as a
prelude to defeating him (Griffith 1971, p. 69). General Eisenhower (1948, p. 230), as
previously noted, said that “...there is no separate land, air, or naval war’. He stated
that unless all three are united against a common objective *...their maximum potential
power cannot be realized’. Unity of effort “...ensures all means are directed to a
common purpose’ (JP 3-07 1995, 1I-3). Winnefeld and Johnson (1993, p.4) describe
unity of effort in terms of solidarity of purpose, effort, and command. They refer to it
as the means to direct all ‘...energies, assets, and activities, physical and mental,
towards desired ends’. Historically, unity of effort has been achieved through either
mutual cooperation or by unity of command.

7.2 Mutual Cooperation

Military forces are comprised of elements and this has traditionally been along the
service lines of naval, ground, and air forces. Cooperation amongst service
commanders engaged in joint operations can work as seen with Wolf and Saunders at
Quebec in 1759 and Grant and Porter at Vicksburg in 1862 - 63. “The victory of Wolfe
was a successful “forlorn hope” only rendered possible by the steadiness of the British
infantry and by the co-operation of the fleet, which distracted and misled the
enemy’(Leadam 1912, p. 467). General Grant, when speaking of Admiral Porter at
Vicksburg, noted that ‘I had no more authority to command Porter than he had to
command me (Allard 1990, p. 62). But this was no bar for the two commanders
cooperating with each other to capture Vicksburg.

Grant was the first important commander in the Civil War to recognize the potential for army —
navy cooperation...simply because someone does not report to you in the chain of command
doesn’t mean you can’t do business together for mutual benefit. (Barnes 2001, p. 85).
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However, such high levels of cooperation in joint operations were probably the
exception rather than the rule due to inter-service rivalry and mistrust. For instance,
Millett and Murray (1989, p. 49) recalls how the British Army and Navy in WWI
‘...fought their own wars (as they had planned to do long before 1914) and there was
little interservice cooperation with regard to military campaigning’. They cite the
Dardenelles campaign as an example and that, with the exception of the Zeebrugge
raid, ’...combined operations in both theory and practice were not a part of the British
experience in the First World War’.

In the North Pacific area during the early stages of World War II, the different US
service commanders ‘...showed no disposition to subordinate their individual
convictions for the common good” (Morton 1961). This lack of cooperation was not
restricted to the Allies as the Axis powers during WWII also demonstrated a seemingly
suicidal disregard for the common good, in spite of the fact that the first truly joint
operation of the war was the German invasion of Norway. ‘Inter-service rivalry was
worse in Japan than it was in America, and with a general as Prime Minister (of Japan),
the Army was in the ascendancy?” (Gallaway 2000, p. 84). Millett et al. (1990, p. 25)
detail the rivalry for resources and the subsequent lack of cooperation between the
Japanese Navy and Army both before and throughout WWII. Efforts were made to
establish a joint High Command?® but these did not succeed and political leaders were
unable to enforce unity of command and the Emperor did not intervene.l® A Japanese
researcher on joint Japanese operations during this period brought the complaint about
the dearth of instances to study, ‘There’s nothing much to study...It's like a desert
country, where they do not have a word for ‘umbrella’, since it never rains” (Millett et
al. 1990, p. 25). The result of this, for the Axis powers, is summed up by Boomer (1998,
p- 2):

The failure of Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan to develop the mechanisms to control theatre
war and provide effective cooperation among the branches of their armed forces is considered an
Achilles” heel...which contributed to their final defeat’.

The Italian armed forces in WWII also fared badly when attempting joint warfare.
They commenced the war with the Army placing “...its trust in numbers, the Navy
preparing for a Mediterranean Jutland...” and an Air Force labouring under the effects
‘...of Douhet’s independent air warfare fantasy’? (Millett et al. 1990, p. 150). While
there was a supreme command, the Army and Navy planned and conducted their

7 The Japanese wartime Prime Ministers were Generals Tojo (1941 — 44) and Koiso (1944 — 45), and the
civilian Kantoro Suzuki (April — August 1945). Suzuki was a retired Navy officer appointed by the
Emperor to effect the surrender.

' Millet ez al (1990, p 25) note that a ‘shadowy’ Imperial General Headquarters was established in 1937.
While not exp