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Abstract

Unity of Effort in Military Support to Civil Authority operations is an area of critical
concern especially to the fledgling United States Northern Command. The nature and
importance of command relationships between active-duty and reserve forces involved in
domestic operations has been highlighted in recent planning and operations. Through the
reconstruction of the Command and Control structure during the planning and execution phases
of the Modular Airborne Fire Fighting System employment during the 2003 Southern California
Wild Fire Fighting season, critical areas are identified and possible Command and Control
structure alternatives are developed. These areas and structures are filtered through a group of
subject matter experts. The results of the interviews provide key insights into the nature of the
critical areas and on the relevance of the proposed Command and Control structures for the
Modular Airborne Fire Fighting System (MAFFS) mission as well as other Military Support for
Civil Authority (MSCA) missions. While it is determined there is no single Command and
Control construct for MSCA missions, this research does provide key insights into the nature of
Command and Control in MSCA operations and produced useful suggestions for improving,
clarifying and streamlining the Command and Control structure for MAFFS and other

MSCA missions.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

As the 2003 wildfire season drew to a close, many around the United States breathed a
collective sigh of relief. The number of fires for the year was lower than anticipated and overall
acreage burned was just 81% of the ten-year average (NICC, 2003). Then, in late October,
massive wildfires struck several areas of the state of California. Total damage would be severe.
Over 673,000 acres burned, more than 4700 structures destroyed and 22 lives lost, including one
fire fighter (CDF, 2003).

During the course of the fire fighting efforts, local and state resources were quickly
overwhelmed. The National Interagency Fire Center (NIFC) requested help from the
Department of Defense. DOD responded with six Air Force Modular Airborne Fire Fighting
System (MAFFS) equipped C-130 aircraft as well as 6 Marine CH-53 helicopters and one
battalion of 500 firefighters. The aircraft would fly 70 sorties and disperse 195,800 gallons of
retardant and water. Their efforts “proved to be invaluable to the fire fighting effort” stated Lt
Col Roberto Garza, spokesman for United States Northern Command (USNORTHCOM, 2003a).

The Joint Task Force (JTF) stood up by U.S. Northern Command to support the
California wild fire fighting efforts included 6 different operational units, three from the Air
National Guard, and one each from the Air Force Reserve, the Marine Active Duty, and the
Naval Reserve. Command and Control (C?) of these disparate forces presented a unique
challenge. Unity of Command is a principle of war (JCS, 2001) and is desirable for all military
operations. However, this unity can be elusive in domestic operations involving forces from
both active and reserve components. That elusiveness is the subject of this research.

Military Support to Civil Authorities (MSCA) is one of United States Northern

Command core mission categories (USNORTHCOM, 2003b). Air assets play a key role in



USNORTHCOM’s MSCA missions, especially in the wildland fire fighting mission. Given the
myriad of forces presented in the wildland fire fighting (WFF) mission, how can
USNORTHCOM achieve Unity of Effort? Through a case study analysis of the 2003 MAFFS
employment in Southern California, this research will answer the generalized question: How can
United States Northern Command achieve Unity of Effort when providing Total Force air
support to MSCA?

This research will proceed in a normative, holistic single case study methodology,
analyzing the planning and execution of the recent MAFFS deployment for the 2003 California
wildfires. After providing some essential background material in Chapter 2 and explaining the
specific methodology in Chapter 3, Chapter 4 lays out the analysis of the planning, execution and
validity stages of the research. Chapter 5 contains the research results and provides an answer to
the primary research question.

Why engage in this research? First, the MAFFS is a key part of the National Fire Plan,
the interagency agreement between federal, state and local governments, tribes and other
interested parties to protect communities and natural resources. Since 1973, MAFFS units
performed over 6,900 live fire airdrops, making a substantial contribution to the preservation of
our country’s wildland areas. But the mission is not without danger. In 2000, an Air Force
Reserve C-130E experienced a dual-engine flame out after passing through a fire plume while at
drop altitude. The exercise of exceptional airmanship by the crew resulted in the safe recovery
the plane. After the incident many changes were made to the execution of the MAFFS mission.
The incident serves to illustrate the importance of Unity of Command/Effort. It is imperative for

USNORTHCOM to effectively, efficiently, and safely employ MAFFS in the future.



Second, the development of a C* template for MAFFS/WFF mission is potentially
generalizable to other missions within the USNORTHCOM area of responsibility. Whether it is
counter-drug efforts, hurricane hunter support to the National Weather Service, or aerial spray
missions, proper C* relationships will be essential for effective mission accomplishment.

MSCA in general and MAFFS in particular are extremely complicated topics. As such it
is necessary to narrowly focus the research to make ensure the results are timely and applicable.
With this in mind there are several aspects of the MAFFS mission that will not be addressed I
this research. Whether operational missions of federal interest should be performed by National
Guard units in Title 32 status is a controversial topic and will not be broached. The issue of
when MAFEFS are federalized and who pays for their use is also a politically sensitive topic and

will not be investigated.



Chapter 2 — Background Information

Three primary areas must be explored before conducting a proper case study of the
MAFFS mission. First it is important to develop a sense of how the MAFFS mission fits into
Military Support to Civil Authorities. Second, definitional and doctrinal perspectives on
command and control and its relationship to Unity of Effort and proper command authorities
need to be explored. Third, the principles guiding the development of C? structure in Air Force
and Joint operations will be covered. Each of these areas is addressed in turn with a review of
appropriate literature and its relevance to Air Reserve Component (ARC) operations.
Additionally a synthesis of C* principles will be developed to provide a framework for analyzing
Unity of Effort in MSCA missions.  After covering these three areas, an overview of previous

efforts and current methods to achieve Unity of Effort is presented.

MSCA and MAFFS

To lay the foundation of C* of the MSCA/MAFFS mission we need to define the mission,
layout who owns what parts of the mission, and review the relevant government and Department
of Defense (DOD) guidance.

What is the mission?

There are two ways to conceptualize military operations in support of civil authorities.
One is along the spectrum of conflict. Military operations occur along this spectrum spanning
from large scale combat operations to humanitarian relief efforts (JCS, 2001b: 1-2). This
spectrum 1is illustrated in Figure II-1. Operations that support US civil authorities are non-
combat, thus a form of Military Operations Other Than War (MOOTW), and lie at the low end
of the spectrum. One can conceptualize MSCA as a domestic form of MOOTW, sometimes

termed Domestic Support Operations (DSO).



Alternatively, one can view MSCA within the context of Homeland Security (HLS). The
military supports the national homeland security strategy through three distinct but interrelated
mission areas — Homeland Defense, Civil Support (CS), and Emergency Preparedness (President,

2002:13). Joint Publication 3-26, Draft, Joint Doctrine for Civil Support, breaks civil support
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Figure II-1 Range of Military Operations 1

into three types of operations: Military Assistance for Civil Disturbances, Military Support to
Civil Authorities, and Military Support for Civil Law Enforcement Agencies (JCS, 2003: IV-2).
MSCA is defined as “support for natural or manmade disasters and chemical, biological,
radiological, nuclear and high-yield explosive consequence management” (JCS, 2003: IV-2).

Figure II-2 depicts the various MSCA sub-missions and examples.



The Civil Support Framework

Military Support to Civil Authorities
MSCA

Matural Disasters

Sewvers weathar Manmade Disasters
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animal Dlseane = Ol Splis
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Special Events

Figure II-2 Military Support to Civil Authorities

Perusing other joint doctrine, however, it is noticeable that there is confusion in the
taxonomy of MSCA. A review article in A Common Perspective, a Joint Doctrine newsletter,
highlighted this confusion.

If MSCA = MACA + ( MSCLEA + MACDIS ), and DSO = MSCA = MSCLEA,

and CS = MACA = MSCLEA + MACDIS, and MACA = MSCA + DOD

assistance for civil disturbances, counter drug, sensitive support,

counterterrorism, and law enforcement,; then what do we have? DSO = CS +

MSCA??? Or, do we really have #@* confusion? (Wasson, 2003: 10)

The Air Force has no doctrinal level publication on MSCA. It has, however, recently
published Air Force Policy Document (AFPD) 10-8, Homeland Security. This policy is
implemented in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 10-802, which deals directly with MSCA. AFPD
10-8 provides an additional taxonomy for HLS missions (threats to national security, domestic
incident management and National Security Special Event). MSCA would fall under domestic
incident management. Most of the discussion in these publications however reflects the Joint

perspective. The MAFFS missions can be classified as MOOTW on the spectrum of conflict,

as civil support under homeland security, or as domestic incident management. For the purposes



of this research the classification from the draft version of JP 3-26 will be followed, viewing
MAFEFS as a form Civil Support, while utilizing insights gained from MOOTW.
Who owns the mission?

Traditionally MSCA fell under the purview of the United States Army. Given the
majority of assets provided under the auspices of MSCA were Army forces, the Army was
designated the DOD Executive Agent for the broad range of activities under the Civil Support
mission (DOD, 1993:4). Request for assistance from other federal agencies were funneled
through the Director of Military Support (DOMS) office, under G-3, for approval by the
Secretary of Defense. However in light of the terrorist attacks of 9/11, the re-organization of the
unified command structure, and the stand-up of USNORTHCOM, the DOMS office was moved
to the Joint Staff under J-3, Operations. Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz signed a
memorandum dated 25 March, 2003, renaming DOMS the Joint Director of Military Support
(JDOMS) and designating the new Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Security the
DOD Executive Agent for all matters related to HLS (DepSecDef, 2003).

United States Northern Command, in accordance with U.S. law and the Unified
Command Plan (UCP) has specific responsibility for homeland defense and assisting civil
authorities. USNORTHCOM'’s area of responsibility (AOR) covers the continent of North
America to include Alaska (President, 2002). However USNORTHCOM has no assigned assets
so it relies on the transfer of forces from other combatant commands for mission
accomplishment. The Commander Air Force Forces (COMAFFOR) and Joint Forces Air
Component Commander (JFACC) for USNORTHCOM is the Air Combat Command (ACC)
Commander (CC). ACC/CC has delegated his JFACC function to First Air Force,

headquartered at Tyndall AFB, FL.



United State Pacific Command (USPACOM) also has responsibilities for providing
military assistance to civil authorities within its AOR. USPACOM’s general geographic AOR
includes most of the Pacific Ocean, Hawaii and U.S. territories therein. USPACOM has
assigned forces stationed in Alaska and California.

The four units that provide MAFFS capability reside in the ARC, three in the Air
National Guard (ANG) and one in the Air Force Reserve (AFR). They are listed here:

145th Airlift Wing (ANG), Charlotte, NC

146th Airlift Wing (ANG), Channel Islands, CA
153rd Airlift Wing (ANG), Cheyenne, WY
302nd Airlift Wing (AFR), Peterson AFB, CO

They are all Air Mobility Command (AMC) gained units and fall under USTRANSCOM when
federalized or activated. Each wing has two MAFFS units. One might wonder why the eight
units are scattered among four units. Each plane that executes the MAFFS mission acquites a
buildup of the fire retardant chemicals and requires extensive cleanup at the end of the season.
Generally, each wing identifies two primaries and one backup aircraft for MAFFS for the
duration of the season. The retardant build renders these planes unavailable for other mission
tasking (Still, 2000: 9).

To summarize, USNORTHCOM and USPACOM both have CS responsibilities, but no
assets for the MAFFS mission. USTRANSCOM gains MAFFS units when mobilized. JDOMS
is the coordinator for MSCA/MAFFS on the Joint Staff.

What guides the mission?

Two principal areas of governmental guidance influence MSCA operations in general

and the MAFFS mission specifically: executive and legislative. This section covers both areas

concurrently as important federal guidance applicable to C* of MSCA and MAFFS are laid out.



The MAFFS mission is a form of disaster assistance. Within the Federal Government the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is responsible for domestic disaster preparedness,
training, and coordination of government disaster response. Within DHS the Directorate of
Emergency Planning and Response (EP&R) carries out these functions. Until recently this
responsibility resided with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) but was
assumed by the DHS after the passage of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 by the U.S.
Congress and the issuance of Executive Order 13286 by the President of the United States.

One of the primary responsibilities in domestic disaster preparedness is the coordination
of federal and state response plans. While EP&R holds overall responsibility for this
coordination, the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act charges
FEMA with the implementation of the Federal Response Plan (FRP) to carry out that
coordination. The FRP employs a functional approach that groups under 12 Emergency
Response Functions (ESF) the types of direct Federal assistance a state is likely to need. Of
particular interest to this research is ESF #4 — Firefighting. ESF #4 is defined in the FRP as:

Firefighting detects and suppresses wildland, rural, and urban fires resulting from,

or occurring coincidentally with, a major disaster or emergency requiring Federal

response assistance. (FEMA, 2003: ESF #4-3)

The Department of Agriculture, home of the United States Forest Service (USFS), is
designated as the lead agency, with five other agencies, to include the Department of Defense,
providing support, with the exception of operations in Alaska, where the Department of Interior,
Bureau of Land Management, is the lead agency. ESF #4 charges the DOD with the
responsibility for firefighting activities on U.S. military installations and for supporting
firefighting operations on nonmilitary lands under the terms of existing interagency agreements.

These agreements will be discussed more fully below (FEMA, 2003: ESF #4-6).



ESF #4 establishes National Interagency Coordination Center as the focal point for
national support for wildfire fighting efforts. The NICC is located at the National Interagency
Fire Center in Boise, ID, and is home to seven federal and state agencies. The NIFC is
responsible for maintaining the Interagency National Mobilization Guide. This guide delineates
the processes and procedures to be followed in responding to a major disaster or emergency
under the FRP. It briefly addresses the MAFFS, but is mostly concerned with requesting
procedures and support requirements (NIFC, 2003a).

NIFC also publishes a Military Use Handbook. The intent of this handbook is to provide
federal agencies guidance on how to augment their firefighting efforts with military battalions.
While the emphasis is on ground troops, one chapter does deal with aviation assets
(NIFC, 2002).

The Department of Defense also provides policy that is applicable to the MAFFS
mission. This policy is laid out in the following publications: Department of Defense Handbook
1215.15, The Reserve Components of the United States Armed Forces; Department of Defense
Directive (DODD) 1235.10, Activation Mobilization and Demobilization of the Ready Reserve;
DODD 3025.1, Military Support to Civil Authority; and Department of Defense Manual, 3025.1,
Manual for Civil Emergencies. All four publications make the same basic points relevant to C
of MAFFS. First military forces involved in MSCA will remain under the command and control
of the DOD Executive Agent at all times (technically, this is incorrect. The chain of command
runs from the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) to the Unified Commander. JDOMS exercises
oversight as the SecDef’s Executive Agent, but has no formal command authority over mission
accomplishment) (SecDef, 1993:7). Second, volunteerism should be the primary means of

access to RC forces for domestic emergencies (Sec Def, 1996:75). Third, national guard forces

10



provide the first line of response within their state. Such forces on state active duty (SAD)
remain under the control of the Governor (SecDef, 1994:94).

There are some additional constraints placed on DOD MSCA missions by statutory
guidance. Sec 12304(c) of Title 10 prohibits the in-voluntary activation of reserve forces under
the Presidential Selective Reserve Call-Up (PSRC) for serious natural or manmade disaster,
accident, or catastrophe. This limits the use of reserve component (RC) forces in mobilized
status for MSCA missions to volunteers. The Economy Act, Sec 1535-36 of Title 31, governs
the ability of federal agencies to contract with other government agencies for good or services.
Sec 1535(d) limits inter-agency contracting unless commercial enterprise is not as convenient or
cheap. USFS implements this by not requesting the use of MAFFS until all “contract airtankers
are committed or not readily available” (NICC, 2003:52).

Command and Control and Unity of Effort

Command is central to all military action,

and Unity of Command is central to Unity of Effort.
(Joint Publication 0-2)

The central focus of this research is Unity of Effort in MSCA missions. In this section,
the rational basis for the importance of C* and Unity of Effort, applicable governmental and
military guidance as well as historical and contemporary studies on the subject of C* and Unity
of Effort are reviewed. Joint doctrine is the primary focus. Air Force doctrine is addressed when
it provides particular insight into air operations. Additionally consideration is given to the
various command authorities relevant to MSCA missions. Finally, barriers to Unity of Effort in
operations involving ARC forces are discussed.

Before beginning this discussion, one observation needs to be made. It does not take
much perusal of Joint and Air Force doctrine to realize there is an abundance of information on

the issue of command and control. This might cause one to wonder if all guidance is consistent.
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Indeed the DOD is one of the largest bureaucracies in the world. This very issue was the
motivating factor for a study undertaken by Joint Warfighting Center (JWC). The conclusions
reached by that study provide confidence that current doctrine provides coherent guidance upon
which to base our investigation. “Joint doctrine on basic command relationships and their
application is very complete and included in nearly every publication” (JWC, 1999).
Principles of War and Military Operations Other Than War

Military doctrine presents “fundamental principles that guide the employment military
forces. It provides the distilled insights and wisdom gained from experience in warfare and other
operations” (JCS, 2003). Doctrine provides accessible and relevant principles that military
forces prepare for action. In the words of Col Richard Swain, USA, “Armies need doctrine. As
large hierarchical organizations, they require some common idea about what they are doing to
achieve a modicum of efficiency under the stresses of fog and war” (Swain, 1990:80). Joint
doctrine enables joint military operations (those involving more than one military service). This
is accomplished through the promotion of “a common perspective from which to plan, train, and
conduct military operations” (JCS, 2003). One way in which this common perspective is
manifested is via collections of principles that guide military action. The US Army first
provided such a list of nine principles of war to its soldiers in 1921. In modern joint doctrine,
these nine principles are essentially unchanged, although our current enumeration did not reach
its final form until 1949 (Alger, 1975). Joint Publication 1 also lists principles for military
operations other than war (MOOTW) and of joint warfare fundamentals, as depicted in Figure
2-1. This division of principles by mission area (war versus MOOTW) has been criticized,
(Glenn, 1998:48) but is accepted as status quo for the purpose of this research. A common

theme in the lists is command and control. Under the auspices of Unity of Command in the

12



principles of war and Unity of Effort in MOOTW and Joint Warfare Fundamentals, aspects of C
are seen as key to joint military operations. But what exactly is meant by C?, Unity of Command
and Unity of Effort?

PRINCIPLES JOINT WARFARE
OF WAR FUNDAMENTALS

N 4 N 4
PRINCIPLES

OBJECTIVE OF MOOTW UNITY:OF EFFORT

OFFENSIVE N 009090202020 4 CONCENTRATION

MASS INITIATIVE
ECONOMY OF FORCE OBJECTIVE AGILITY
MANEUVER UNITY:OF EEEORT: EXTENSION
UNITY'OF COMMAND SECURITY, FREEDOM OF ACTION
SECURITY. RESTRAINT SUSTAINMENT
SURPRISE PERSEVERANCE CLARITY
SIMPLICIT}Y. LEGITIMACY. KNOWLEDGE

Figure II-3 Principles and Fundamentals of Joint Warfare

The phase Command and Control did not come into common use until after WW 1II.
From the time of Alexander, the word command covered everything. Explanations for the
emergence of the new phrase are numerous. Some contend that as armies grew in size,
delegation of authority to subordinate commanders prompted new language. Command, retained
at the highest levels, was strategic, while control was delegated, tactical. Others argue that the
automation of some functions during WW II demanded new terminology. It did not make sense
to say one commanded a radar system. One commands people, but controls things. Another
suggestion is that the increased reliance on “things” in war led to the emergence of the term
control. A final theory envisions the desire to have safeguards or controls on atomic and nuclear
weapons as the motivation for the new term (Coakley, 1992:35).

Analogous to the different explanations for the origin of the phrase, C?, are the differing

interpretations the services hold. The Army views control as primarily an organizational issue.
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Does a commander have a form of control over a given force? In the Air Force, it is a matter of
application of command. The radar controller may be telling the pilot what to do, but that is
definitely not viewed as an instance of command. The Navy takes a more negative view, seeing
control as a constraint, as a loss in the autonomy of a ship’s captain (Coakley, 1992:37).

Others hold a variety of views on command and control. For some command is
qualitative, a human leadership quality, while control is quantitative, a decision-making process
(Bolger, 1990:69). Others see a push-pull dichotomy. Command sends forces out, control pulls
them back (Coakley, 1992:38). Some see command as a function, something to be done
(Snyder, 1993:11 and Van Creveld, 1985:5) and control as a process, “a dynamic closed loop
process” (Herres, 1987:414) or a “process of resource allocation by a knowledgeable, recognized
point of authority to accomplish a given objective” (Conley, 1982: 16).

Even the history of the terms Unity of Command and Unity of Effort is confusing. The
original term for the concept of Unity of Command in the US Army’s 1921 list was cooperation.
Unity of Effort, with Unity of Command and cooperation as supporting concepts, first appeared
as a principle of war in the 1939 version of Army Field Manual 100-5 Operations. The term
Unity of Command replaced Unity of Effort as a principle of war in the 1949 version of FM 100-
5, although the definitions remained the same (Glenn, 1998:48).

Unity of Command is typically viewed as the “unified command structure in which a
single commander controls all forces assigned to a theater for operations...A unified command
structure permits combat power to be effectively directed toward an object and redirected in
response to contingency requirements” (Cardwell, 1984). It is the key enabler for a commander
to be able to execute the functions and processes of command and control. But for a variety of

reasons it is not always possible to place all forces under the same commander (as will be seen,
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this is the case in the MAFFS mission). Given this limitation, the concept of Unity of Effort
directs a commander to ensure everyone within his sphere of influence is focused on the same
objectives, even if they are not in his/her chain of command.

There are other ways to view Unity of Effort. As a strategic concept operating at the
highest governmental levels, it refers to cooperation between government agencies in the pursuit
of America’s national interests. In MOOTW it is significantly different. The first listing of the
principles of MOOTW was published in the 1993 version of Army Field Manual 100-5,
Operations. Unity of Effort was listed as one of those principles. In this context the principle is
a recognition of the need to integrate the efforts of interagency and non-governmental
organizations as well as other foreign governmental entities in MOOTW situations.

Given the variety of perspectives on C2, Unity of Command and Unity of Effort, it is
important to provide definitions that are relevant to this research. Fortunately joint doctrine
does this, at least somewhat.

Definitions of Key Terms

The Secretary of Defense has directed the standardization of military and associated
terminology (SecDef, 1989). This standardization is encoded in the Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms. Definitions of command and control therein
provide a common reference frame from which to build the command concepts critical to this
study. Unity of Command and Unity of Effort are, curiously, absent from the dictionary.
Command is defined as:

The authority that a commander in the Armed Forces lawfully exercises over

subordinates by virtue of rank or assignment. Command includes the authority

and responsibility for effectively using available resources and for planning the

employment of, organizing, directing, coordinating, and controlling military forces

for the accomplishment of assigned missions. It also includes responsibility for
health, welfare, morale, and discipline of assigned personnel. (JCS, 2003)
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Control is defined as:

Authority that may be less than full command exercised by a commander over part
of the activities of subordinate or other organizations. (JCS, 2003)

So control is essentially a subset of command. Interestingly, these definitions are commensurate
with Coakley’s description of the Air Force view of C*. This brings us to Command and Control.

C?is defined as:

The exercise of authority and direction by a properly designated command over
assigned and attached forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Command
and Control functions are performed through an arrangement of personnel,
equipment, communications, facilities, and procedures employed by a
commander in planning, directing, coordinating, and controlling forces and
operations in the accomplishment of the mission. (JCS, 2003)
From this definition one observes that C* is a noun and a verb, a function and a process
(Coakley, 1992:17). The functions of C* include arrangement of personnel, i.e. organizational

structure.

For guidance on Unity of Command and Unity of Effort we turn to Joint Publication 1.
Under the principles of war, Unity of Command is discussed in this manner:

a. The purpose of Unity of Command is to ensure Unity of Effort under one

responsible commander for every objective.

b. All forces operate under a single commander with the requisite authority to

direct all forces employed in pursuit of a common purpose... In multinational

and interagency operations, Unity of Command may not be possible, but the

requirement for Unity of Effort becomes paramount. (JCS, 2002: B-2)
Unity of Command intends for the authority exercised through command and control to be
invested in a single person, with “clear delineation of responsibility among commanders up,
down, and laterally” (JCS, 2001: III-1). For many military operations, in war and otherwise, this
is not always possible. When this is the case, the focus becomes Unity of Effort.

Unity of Effort is a principle of MOOTW and a fundamental of joint warfare. Under

MOOTW Unity of Effort is discussed in this manner:
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a. Seek Unity of Effort in every operation.
b. Ensure that all means dedicated to the MOOTW are directed to a common

purpose.
c. Define command arrangements for military and nonmilitary participants.
(JCS, 2002: C-1)

As a fundamental of joint warfare JP 1 mentions “The fundamental of Unity of Effort demands
that all undertakings be directed toward achievement of common aims” (JCS, 2002: III-9).
However the discussion focuses on the national and strategic level and is associated with unified
action, a topic not directly applicable to this research.

Given the differing interpretations of various key terms, here is the model that will be
used in this paper. Unity of Effort is the over-arching goal of any military activity.
Commanders seek to direct or influence all parties involved in an operation toward the same
objectives. This unity can be accomplished through direct or indirect means. Direct means are
the exercise of command relationships over forces assigned to him, Unity of Command. Indirect
means are coordination, cooperation and influence.

This research will look at the direct and indirect means of C* from a functional
perspective, specifically, organizational structure and the impact it has on mission
accomplishment. It will address the barriers to Unity of Command in the MAFFS mission and
how Unity of Effort is cultivated in its place.

Command Authorities

What types of authority does a commander have to accomplish his/her mission, either
through direct or indirect means? Doctrine describes the types of command relationships. These
are Combatant Command (COCOM), Operational Control (OPCON), Tactical Control
(TACON) and support. Additionally there are other types of authority, to include: coordinating

authority, Administrative Control (ADCON), and direct liaison authorized. Those authorities
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relevant to command structure in employment of MAFFS in MSCA missions are COCOM,
OPCON, TACON, ADCON and coordinating authority.

Before detailing these authorities, the question must be asked: Is there any higher
guidance, perhaps, (Presidential direction or congressional legislation) on the issue of command
authority. The Unified Command Plan satisfies the requirement for the President of the United
States to establish unified and specified combatant commands (USC 10, Sec 161(a) (1), 2002).
In this document the President directs the Secretary of Defense to use the Memorandum of
Forces for Unified Commands to assign forces to the various combatant commands for
peacetime. In the memo the Secretary of Defense directs “the definitive reference for command
relationships is Joint Publication 0-2, Unified Action Armed Forces” (SecDef, 2003). While
command relationships are addressed in the memo, the discussion is essentially reproduced from
JP 0-2, which will be discussed below.

Beyond the requirement for the President to establish the joint command structure, there
is little guidance in congressional legislation on the definition of command. The exception is
found in United States Code Title 10, the legal authority governing the operation of the United
States military. Section 164(c) of Title 10 addresses command authority. It explicitly defines
the authority given to combatant commanders to command forces. This authority includes:

(A) giving authoritative direction to subordinate commands and forces necessary

to carry out missions assigned to the command, including authoritative direction

over all aspects of military operations...

(B) prescribing the chain of command to the commands and forces within the

command...

(D) employing forces within that command as he considers necessary to carry out

missions assigned to the command (USC 10, 164(c), 2002)

This authority is termed combatant command within military doctrine (JCS, 2001, III-5) and is

the highest level of military authority for the employment of forces. This authority is invested in
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the Unified Combatant Commanders. They exercise this authority over the forces assigned to
them in the Forces For memorandum discussed above. It can only be transferred at the direction
of the President or Secretary of Defense.

Title 10 also addresses responsibilities for administration and support. The various
service secretaries and their chiefs are charged with responsibility for the affairs of their
Department. For example, the Secretary of the Air Force is responsible for, among others, “the
following functions: ...organizing, supplying, equipping, training...administering” (10 USC,
Sec. 8013, 2002). The authority to fulfill these administrative and support responsibilities is
called administrative control or ADCON.

Title 10 goes no further in delineating command and control authorities; neither does
DOD guidance. This leads to military doctrine, and an examination of Joint Publication 0-2,
Unified Action Armed Forces, to further delineate command authorities. Joint Doctrine defines
two lower levels of command authority underneath COCOM. These are OPCON and TACON.

Operational control or OPCON is inherent in COCOM and is defined as:

the authority to perform those functions of command over subordinate forces

involving organizing and employing commands and forces assigning tasks,

designating objectives, and giving authoritative direction necessary to accomplish

the mission...OPCON normally provides full authority to organize commands

and forces and employ those forces as the commander considers necessary to

accomplish assigned missions. (JCS, 2001, I1I-7)

OPCON allows a commander to prescribe the chain of command and employ forces within
his/her command. It can be delegated by the combatant commander, but can be transferred to
another combatant commander only with approval from the Secretary of Defense. One key

limitation: OPCON does not “include authoritative direction for ...matters of administration,

discipline” (JCS, 2001: III-7). Disciplinary authority resides with the ADCON authority,
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typically the command chain holding COCOM. Thus when OPCON is transferred disciplinary
authority is not unless specifically delegated.

Tactical Control or TACON is inherent in OPCON and is defined as:

the command authority over assigned or attached forces or commands, or military

capability or forces made available for tasking, that is limited to the detailed

direction and control of movements or maneuvers within the operational area
necessary to accomplish the assigned missions or tasks. (JCS, 2001: I11-8)
TACON may be delegated to any echelon below the level of COCOM, but may only be
transferred by the Secretary of Defense. It does not provide organizational authority. For Air
Force assets TACON typically involves the dispatch of one or more aircraft to accomplish a
specific task.

Administrative Control or ADCON is defined as:

the direction or exercise of authority over subordinate or other organizations with

respect to administration and support, including...mobilization, demobilization,

discipline, and other matters not included in the operational missions of the

subordinate or other organizations. (JCS, 2001: III-11)

ADCON is synonymous with the Title 10 administrative and support responsibilities given to the
Services as discussed above. Certain aspects of ADCON may be delegated through the use of
Specified ADCON. However for ARC forces, ADCON typically remains with the parent unit in
cases of less than full mobilization (DAF, 2003a: 84).

To summarize, COCOM, OPCON and TACON are all direct means of achieving Unity
of Effort, formally termed Unity of Command. These authorities draw a clear black line between
various echelons of command.

Coordinating Authority is a form of authority aimed at cultivating Unity of Effort in the

absence of Unity of Command or the absence of clear black lines of authority. It is defined as:

the authority delegated to a commander or individual for coordinating specific
functions and activities involving...two or more forces of the same Service.

20



...may be granted and modified through a memorandum of agreement to provide

Unity of Command and Unity of Effort for operations involving National Guard,

Reserve Component, and Active Component forces. (JCS, 2001: I11-12)
It is not a form of command authority. Coordinating authority is “a consultation relationship
between commanders, not an authority by which command may be exercised” (JCS, 2001: III-
12). It is generally viewed as a planning tool. It empowers commanders to consult, advise, and
otherwise coordinate with forces outside their chain of command. This is useful during the
deliberate planning process when forces may lie in multiple chains of command. An alternate
application of coordinating authority is through a memorandum of agreement or understanding
(MOA/MOQOU) to achieve Unity of Effort between National Guard forces in other than active duty
(AD) status. This is particularly relevant to MSCA missions since they typically involve forces
from both ARC and AD components of the Air Force, operating in a variety of duty statuses.
The MOU provides a means for a commander to give direction to Guard and Reserve forces in
non-mobilized status with consent of the respective governor or combatant commander. The use

of coordinating authority is an indirect means of achieving Unity of Effort.

To tie this into the previous discussion about achieving Unity of Effort it is helpful to
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Figure II-4 Classification of Unity of