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Abstract

This paper is based on the current development of a new Joint Command Doctrine for the Swedish
Armed Forces. The aim of the paper is to contribute to the conceptual framework of command theory
and to provide a possble interpretation of the role of command in “Network Centric Warfare’
Moreover, the implications for multinational operations are discussed.

The gtarting point is the new force and command Structure of the Swedish Armed Forces, induced by
the changes in modern warfare and the Swedish security policy. Based on the supposed revolution in
military affairs, the implementation of the new structure entails consequences for command. In adraft for
Joint Guidelines for Command (JGC — Forsvar smaktens grundsyn ledning)?, the role of command
in the new settings has been interpreted by the Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters. In this paper, the
relaion, as ated in the JGC, of command to warfare, network centric warfare, "revolution in military
affars’, and command philosophy, respectively, is discussed.

An important argument herein is that it is mideading to focus only on information superiority. Instead
the concept of command superiority is put forward and its essential components are examined. We
argue that the idea of an integrated network with platforms, sensors, and decison-makers fully linked
together serve as an illudration for a degper understanding of the essentia parts of command

! The authors currently serve as analysts at the Armed Forces Headquarters in Stockholm. This paper does not necessarily reflect
the officia views of the Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters or the National Defence Research Establishment.
2 The draft is to be approved by the Supreme Commander in September 2000.



superiority. Furthermore, we claim that the most efficient form of command is based on a decentraised
command philosophy, abeit allowing a more centralized command &t certain occasions.

The paper ends with a discusson of whether the “ Swedish” interpretation of the changes in warfare is
possible to goply to command in multinationd operations and the internationd environment. The idea of
Network Centric Warfare is found to be equaly applicable in multinational operations. However, the
problems associated with the absence of a common approach to command are obvious.

1. Introduction

In a previous article we have touched on important aspects of command doctrine. Among other things,
we discussed the linguigtic and military meaning of the word doctrine, and the relaionship between the
concepts of command and doctrine, respectively, to different levels of war. We identified the centrd
importance of the concept of knowledge for doctrine and sketched out the desirable contents of
operationa and command doctrine.

Between spring 1999 and summer 2000 the process of devel oping a command doctrine has been a part
of the restructuring of the Swedish Armed Forces. Thus far, afirst draft of a Joint Command Doctrine
has been developed. However, the mogt important result is a final draft for Joint Guidelines for
Command (JGC). The document is to be followed by a command doctrine, which is closdly linked to
the development of joint operationa and tactica doctrines. We define command doctrine as a formal
expresson of the knowledge and conceptions that condtitute the most important foundations for
command in the military defence, i.e. a definition that stresses the importance of doctrine devel opment
as ameansto gather current knowledge in acertain area.

In the following section of this paper we will briefly present the dramatic changes in the command and
force structures of the Swedish Armed Forces and how these changes are connected to the advancesin
information technology and to the current Swedish security policy.

In the third section we present the positions on command taken in the JGC mentioned above. In turn,
the relation of command to warfare, “network centric warfare” (NCW), "revolution in military affars’
(RMA), and command philosophy is outlined. Theresfter, the scope of RMA in the internationa context
is discussed.

In the following and find part, three key issues are put forward: first, the role of command in a network
centric gpproach to military affairsis explored. Second, the unfortunate focus on information superiority
is expanded into the more accurate concept of command superiority. Third, we argue thet there is a
need for a command philosophy that is based on decentralized command, athough alowing a more
centraized command a certain occasons. Some comments on how the key issues can be gpplied in
multinational operations are also made.

3 Lagerl6f, Johan and Pallin, Krister Doctrine and Command in the Swedish Armed Forces. Command & Control Research &
Technology Symposium, U.S. Naval War College, Rhode Idand, June 29-July 1, 1999, conference procedeedings,
http://www.dodccrp.org/1999CCRT S/pdf_files/track _3/053palli.pdf.



2. Changein the Swedish Armed Forces—arevolution?
2.1 The new defence — flexible forces and conflict prevention

Like many countries, Sweden is dramaticaly changing its military. The change is said to be driven by
severd factors: advances in technology, the surrounding world and changes in the politica will and
ambition. The politica and military establishments both see the need for rapid adjustment to a changing
world. The government has given the armed forces amore active role in internationd crids managemern.
As dated in the defence hill: "[these] changes mean that we can free ourselves from the congtraints of
the cold war and make a greater contribution to collective security in Europe, both through diplomacy
and through our total defence resources. Our total defence resources will undergo successive changes
which make them better adapted to international crisis management.” An example of this is the will of
the politicians to use military force to nip conflicts in the bud by taking part in internationa pesce-
promoting operations early on. Theam is to create a modern, flexible and versatile defence, though il
based on nationa defence conscription. The units and systems of the armed forces should be capable of
both defending the country and participating in internationa operations. Instead of a defence designed to
meet an invasion, the vison is a defence capable of reacting to a variety of contingencies and in which
adaptability to future needs is an important festure. The future defence is consderably reduced in
volume, but technologicaly sophiticated and versatile, and thus suited for a large number of different

types of operations.

Military gtrategic guidance has been formulated in the Defence Plan 2000.° The overdl misson is
internationally to moderate conflict and nationdly to prevent war, supported by the ability to avert
armed attack. The foundation for thisis force cagpability for armed combat.

The armed forces shall
be active in pesce, crisis and war
be active in European criss management
early respond to threats and armed attacks, thereby increasing the possibility of an enemy refraining
from aggresson
through flexibility and offensve action effect an adversary’ swill to fight and attack.

2.2 I deas behind the change

The ideas behind the change can be found in Defence Vision 2020.° The vision rests on two pillars: a
task force organization, and a“revolution in military affars’.

“ The New Defence, Summary of the Government Bill The New Defence (Det nya férsvaret, prop. 1999/2000:30) presented to
Parliament on 25 November 1999, Ministry of Defence, Stockholm, Sweden.

5 Forsvarsplan 2000 (Defence Plan 2000), Stockholm, 2000.

6 Forsvarsmaktsidé och mélbild, FMI 2020 Rapport 4, Arsrapport frn Perspektivplaneringen (Defence Vision 2020, annual
report 4), 1999-00, Stockholm, 2000.
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Figure 1: Defence Vision 2020 — A Task For ce Organization
(Adapted from Férsvarsmaktsidé 2020, rapport 3, Arsrapport frén perspektivplaneringen
(Defence Vision 2020, annual report 3), 1998-99, Stockholm 1999.)

The task force organization congsts of operational task forces and national protection forces,
accompanied by an appropriate command structure. The generd idea is to combine a variety of
different resources into task forces, tailored for each assgnment or mission. The operational task forces
are trained and equipped to act both internationdly and nationaly, whereas the nationa protection
forces have mainly nationd tasks reated to territoria defence.

Ealy, the so-cdled Revolution in Military Affairs RMA) was put forward as a guiding star in the
restructuring process. Looking back a few years, the process of restructuring became faster and more
thorough than even its most dediicated proponents could imagine.”

One important basis for the conception of RMA in the armed forces is a study conducted by the US
company Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC). This so-caled DBA-study
investigated the feasibility and affordability of cregting ”dominant battlespace awareness’ (DBA) and
Swedish information superiority in the presumptive thegires of operations. Although other componentsin
RMA, aswdl as more conceptua issues, were discussed, striving for information superiority took much
of the attention.

" Lieutenant General Johan Kihl in his Welcoming Remarks, 4th International Command and Control Research and Technology
Symposium, Nasby Slott, Sweden, September 14-16, 1998.



The study pointed to technologica solutions for a Swedish DBA, with a number of different sensors that
would watch over the potentid "battlespace’, creating an "operationd picture’ with possbilities for
enhanced Situational awareness.® The study has also served as a Sarting-point for further studies within
the armed forces community.

Figure2. Swedish DBA
(FromRMA. En ny grund for Forsvar smaktens utformning,
(RMA, a new foundation for shaping the Armed Forces), 1999-03-14.Cover illustration.)

It has been somewhat difficult to follow the main threed in the thinking behind the change. The intention

was presumably not to solely focus on information, but unfortunately only the parts that concerned

information were highlighted and truly debated. The concept of DBA, though, was difficult to sdl to the

military and criticism was frequently voiced againgt it:

— W, thisis only about information and sensors, not warfare.

— Isitfeasible?

— And what about the enemy — shall we attack them with information?

— We can't conduct warfare as the superpower US does, what will happen when we loose the
information superiority, what’s left of our ability?

— Thiswill not help us against asymmetric threats like terrorism, streams of refugees etc. °

8 RMA. En ny grund fér Férsvarsmaktens utformning, (RMA, a new foundation for shaping the Armed Forces), HKV 09
100:63046, 1999-03-14.
® The criticism was both internal and external with arguments published in daily newspapers and military journals.



“Dominant battlespace awvareness’ obvioudy needed to be supplemented with something that showed
its contextud utility. The focus on superior information could not be isolated from other fidds of military
interest, mainly the forces, who were supposed to do the job, and command, which was supposed to
make use of the superior information. Thus, the change had to involve a more baanced view on the
relation between forces, command, and informetion.

Asareault, the debate was followed by an introduction of the two other main componentsin RMA:
Precision Engagement
Advanced Command and Control or Decision Superiority

The following picture can exemplify the effort to clarify the idea.
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Figure 3: Changein SWAF —Increased emphasis on command and information
(From an unpublished presentation from the Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters, 1999)

An important step towards a new defence with an increased focus on information and command was
taken on the £ of July 2000, when the new command structure came into effect. The Supreme
Commander has called the overhaul “the greatest change since the conscript system was introduced”.
The command structure should have the capacity to dedl with a wide spectrum of events, encompassing
both nationa and internationa contingencies. By reducing permanent staffs from close to thirty to less
than ten in numbers, and aming for an integration of operationd and tacticd command in one single
location, the command organisation will contain fewer levels. For each misson atailored task force will
be assigned with an appropriate command arrangement.

In short, the future state of the Swedish Armed Forces is a flexible and integrated defence capable of
participating in awider range of nationa and internationa tasks.
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Figure 4: Command arrangementsin thetailored task force structure®®
(Adapted from an unpublished presentation from the Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters, 1999.)

What are the implications for command? Clearly, the pedagogic problem was, and il is, consderable.
The concept of command in the RMA context is not aways clear and has to be made more
comprehensible. One of the challenges for a command doctrine is to overcome this gap.

3. " Joint Guiddinesfor Command”

How should we understand command in relation to the “new defence’? Clearly, a number of questions
have to be raised and answered before the vison of RMA can be widely recognized and understood.

The process of developing a command doctrine has been carried through with broad participation from
the Armed Forces™ At an early stage in the process, it became clear that before a command doctrine
could be fully developed, the organisation needed short-term guidelines for command. Fifteen pages of
Joint Guidelines for Command were developed, a document aimed for officers and leaders at dl
levels of the Armed forces™

10 Acronyms to be interpreted as follows (Swedish acronyms in parenthesis): SWAF HQ — Swedish Armed Forces Headquarters
(HKV), PIHQ — Permanent Joint Headquarters (OPIL), LCC — Land Component Command (ATK), MCC — Marine Component
Command (MTK), ACC — Air Component Command (FTK), CIMIC — Civil-Military Cooperation [arrangements](CIMIC)

1 The work has been done in a working group supported by a consultative group, the latter consisting of 50 persons, with
representation from Headquarters, Army, Navy, Air Force, International Command (Swedint), National Defence College (FHS),
National Defence Research Establishment (FOA), National Defence Materiel Administration (FMV), and the National Agency
for Civil Emergency Planning (OCB).

2 The JGC is not atext for scholars or specialists — the target group is civilian and military leaders in the armed forces.



In this section the important positions on, in turn, the role of command in the changing nature of warfare,
the image of the network, and the command philosophy in the JGC is presented.

3.1 Command, Warfare, and the Revolution in Military Affairs

Military command will aways be influenced by a number of factors. The JGC begins with a section on
the method chosen for conducting dl military operations. the manoeuvr e approach. The perception of
the eterna characterigtics of warfare, as well as the changes of modern warfare, are also introduced in
this section, which is based on the operationd doctrine.

“The general method for the military defence for conducting operations is the manoeuvre
approach. The manoeuvre approach shall be applied in any action, in peace, crisis and war.
(JGC)

In the JGC, in line with military-strategic and operationd doctrine, it is argued that the manoeuvre
approach™ of the Swedish Armed Forces rests on two basic foundations. The indirect approach,
which reflects the bdief tha it is possble to avoid confrontation in Stuations where the opponent is
strong and instead head for his weaknesses. By co-ordinating actions against the opponent on al levels,
the opponent will be pardysed and unable to continue the fight. In order to accomplish that, the pursuit
for initiative is viewed as the second foundation. The ahility to seize the initiative, or if necessary retake
the initiative, and keep it, will prove essentid. The opponent will then be forced to congtantly fend off.
The force shdl be concentrated to the opponent’s critical weaknesses, i.e. where the possibilities for a
decisive outcome are favourable.

The following section of JGC is dedicated to the nature of warfare. It is stated that uncertainty and
friction are to be seen as eterna and intringc characteristics of warfare. Unforeseen actions and factors
that disrupt or interrupt the expected or wanted course of events — friction — will dways be present.
Each actor’s am in a conflict will be to act as efficient as the condition of friction permit, i.e. try to saize
the advantage by reducing the own friction and at the same time increasing the friction for the opponent.

Furthermore the changes and development of modern warfare are discussed. It is pointed out that
efficent information management and modern technological support for command and control, in
combination with wegpons with long range and high precison, give opportunities for effect throughout
the battlespace. A high ability to manoeuvre supports fast and flexible action. Military conflicts are
therefore likely to be fought without fixed frontiers, over great geographicd distances, and with intensive
periods of action. The possihilities to force your will on an opponent without invasion and occupation of
territory have increased, for example through guided missiles or information warfare.

18 Manoeuvre warfare refers to war or combat. We find it more accurate to refer to manoeuvre thinking or a manoeuvre approach
aswider concepts including peace-crisis-war contingencies. For more on manoeuvre see RUS Journal, Focus: Manoeuvré€’, vol.
145, No 4, August 2000.




As we have seen in the introduction the “revolution in military affars’ is a theme for the change of the
armed forces. Nationdly and internationdly there is a debate whether it is more gppropriate to tak
about an evolution rather than arevolution. Revolution or not, thereis a need to explain the development
of warfare. The JGC depicts how the baance between the military functions has switched. Put smply,
the role of command is to co-ordinate other functionsin order to achieve the greatest effect.™

“ Battle can and might be fought in all dimensions —land, sea, air/space — and in the information
dimension. Command will co-ordinate the basic functions of warfare — fire-power, mobility and
protection — as well as support like logistics and intelligence to achieve success in combat.”
(JGC)®

By shifting focus from the abilities in particular sub-systems to the ability of the whole system, effects of
synergy can be achieved and available resources will be better utilized.

It has been argued that the notion of an information dimenson as a novdty in wafae is fdse.
Information has of course dways played an essentia part in war. In the JGC it is recognized that
information has greater importance than before. Consequently, information is viewed asintelligence, asa
protective means, and as a wegpon. As we will see, there are good reasons to believe that the
importance of information hasincreased in dl respects.

In order to give the change in warfare concrete meaning the JGC uses the now familiar concept of
Network Centric Warfare (NCW)*.

3.2 Therole of command in the network

In the JGC the metaphor of a network proves useful for the understanding of the changesin warfare and
their implications for command. The image of a network is dso consstent with many changes in the rest
of the society, which in turn makes it easer to grasp. Furthermore, the network is compatible with the
manoeuvre gpproach.

“ Decision-makers, information- and weapon-systems are arranged in networks, to be linked
according to demand and be used for concentration of force. Thisis made possible by a common
networ k-based information infrastructure.” (JGC)

1 Thisis based on Martin Van Creveld who refers to command “as a function that has to be exercised, more or less continuously
if the army isto exist and to operate.” Command in War, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass, 1985.p 5. Also in the US
Joint Vision 2020 where command and control is defined as the “ primary integrating and coordination function”, p. 31.

15 The functions basic functions of warfare are command, firepower, mobility, protection, intelligence and logistics. “Firepower”
isto beinterpreted in abroad sense, i.e. al the actions/engagements that will effect the enemy. Mobility is sometimes replaced by
manoeuvre. Intelligence can be referred to as information.

18 For a overview of the conceptual framework see Alberts et al. Network Centric Warfare, 1999. “NCW is an approach to the
conduct of warfare that derivesits power from the effective linking or networking of the warfighting enterprise. It is characterized
by the ability of geographically dispersed forces (consisting of entities) to create a high level of shared battlespace awareness that
can be exploited via selfsynchronization and other network-centric operations to achieve commanders’intent”, p. 88.




Behind this statement it is outlined that the continuous and rapid development of information technology
imply means of collecting and disseminating information in the network. This provides commanders and
unitswith afaster and more secure access to information and redundancy so that effect is possible even
if parts of the network have been knocked out. Action and co-ordination will become easer due to the
fact that units have a common Stuationa awareness.
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Figure5: Decision-makers, infor mation- and weapon-systemsin the network
(From Férsvarsmaktens grundsyn ledning (Joint Guidelines for Command), final draft, Swedish Armed Forces HQ, 2000)

The ambition, expressed in the JGC, is to atan superiority in ability to command — command
superiority —through a better overdl ability than the adversary to observe, orient, decide and act.

Furthermore, it is believed that command warfare'” and concentration of command resources will
characterize combat. To master command warfare is important both as a means for reducing the
opponent’s command ability and for protection of your own command ability. The latter is of great
importance for keeping confidence in your own command system.

Access to correct and usable information condtitutes one of the most important prerequisites for
ataning a date of command superiority. Equaly important is the ability to process and assess the
information correctly, make the right decision at the critical moment, and to act rapidly.

“All in all, command superiority demands developed command- and information functions, but
also promptly available forces with high mobility, firepower and protection.” (JGC)

7 Or Command and Control Warfare (C2W).




In the JGC, the concept of command superiority is meant to foster a comprehensive understanding of
the essentid role of command in modern warfare. Figure 6 shows how the decision-making process can
be linked to the basic functions of warfare.
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Figure 6: Command in multidimensional warfare
(From Forsvarsmaktens grundsyn ledning (Joint Guidelines for Command), final draft, Swedish Armed Forces HQ, 2000)

It is dso stated in the JGC, that the changes in warfare bring new Stuations with opponents that have
other gods and means at ther digposd than in traditiona military conflicts. A striving for exploring new
methods and means in order to conduct operations shal therefore be present.

The idea of a network is compatible with the vison of the new defence. The command chain permits
operations to be commanded with flexibility, based on the demands and possihilities in each Stuation.
Two requirements for functiondity are frequent training and high preparedness.

3.3 Command philosophy

Given the way we are to use our military forces, the view of the nature of war, changes in warfare, and
the gtriving for command superiority — how are we to command in order to achieve the best results?

In the JGC the Swedish command philosophy is given a great dedl of space. In the section cdled
“ command philosophy” the basic idea on how command shdl be exercised in the armed forces is



outlined. Command is defined as “co-ordination of human actions and different resources in order to
achieve certain objectives’. The commander’s foremost responsibilities are leadership and decision-
making, the latter including planning, execution and follow-up.

The operations that the military forces are to conduct are often characterized by great complexity,
uncertainty in the decison-making process, and demand for fast action. In such stuations, it is believed,
the most efficient leadership and decison-making are generdly attained through decentralized command.

” The manoeuvre approach — the indirect method and striving for the initiative — presuppose
flexibility and freedom of action for any level of the military defence. This demands a command
philosophy that allows a combination of centralized and decentralized command, marked by
power of initiative, independent decision-making, individual responsibility, and mutual
confidence among commanders and personnel.” (JGC)

The JGC focuses on the commander and his or her duties. The commander is respongble for the
fulfilment of the given misson and the decisons that are made. The person most suitable is assgned as
commander for the misson. Authority is given in parity to the responghbility. Smple and clear rules
regarding divison of responghilities and unity of command shdl be upheld.

Decison-making shdl be characterized by clear and digtinct rules. At the same time commanders ought
to have the ahility to shift to a more intuitive decison-making and act in unexpected Stuations or with
uncertainties in the decison-making process. Commanders that 1oose contact with their superiors shall
act independently in “the spirit of higher command’. To do so, the superior commander’s intent and
command concept must be clear and projected downwards. Subordinate commanders must be familiar
with the overall result thet isto be achieved at the end of the action and what part they are playing in the
grand scheme.

Stll, though important, the commander is only a part of the command system. In the JGC it is stressed
that the assgned mission is a responshility for al personne working together. The unit is given the task
in form of an order. All personne in the unit have a common responsbility for carrying through the task
and have to take the necessary risks to achieve the objective. Missions shal be conducted in constant
adaptation to the Stuation.

In order to create the necessary conditions for a competitive force leadership is crucid. According to
the JGC, successful leadership is marked by a well-developed communication between commanders
and personnd, mutua persona confidence, and possibilities for individuasto fully utilize their capacities.
Confidence is built on didlogue and persond rdations, which to great extent only can be achieved by
close persond contact.

The passage ends with an expression of the vaue of the personnd. It is stated that the competence of
the personnd is the single most important prerequisite of successful command. Every commander has
the duty to encourage and give space for subordinated commanders and other subordinates. The ability




and will to act is an inherent characterisic of human beings, and derives its drength from sdf-
confidence, sense of security, courage, and understanding. It is crucid to create an amosphere with
mutua confidence and trugt, s0 that the circumstances tha limit or hamper individud action are
minimized.

The ability to seize the initiative and to act independently at the right moment requires practise. Individud
judgement and dialogue between commander and personnel have to be trained. By consstently and
systematicaly involving commanders and personne in the command process, the individuds are taught
the experience of affecting the common result, whereby the understanding of where individud initiative
fitsis promoted.

3.3.1 Mission command

In the JGC the command philosophy is expressed in the interpretation of misson command.

“Mission command means that a commander assigns a task, resources, and provides guidelines,
and gives the individual that shall accomplish the mission as much freedom as possible in the
execution. Mission command is the command method that best supports the requirements of the
manoeuvre approach to seize the initiative and to utilize the opponent’s weaknesses, by
promoting surprise, mobility, concentration of force, and tempo.* (JGC)

Manouevre Approach

Initiative!

Indirect Approach /’-\‘

Concentration

Mission Command

Figure 7. Mission command in support of manouevre approach
(From Forsvarsmaktens grundsyn ledning (Joint Guidelines for Command),
final draft, Swedish Armed Forces HQ 2000)

Moreover, misson command implies that disabling of commanders and daffs or interruption in
communicatiions will have smdler consequences. This appliesto dl levels of command.




Misson command shdl permeate dl activities in the military defence in peace, crigs and war. The
mission-oriented command is said to be built on anationd “culture’ of initiative both in the armed forces
and in the over-all society.

According to the JGC, misson command requires
that the objective of the misson iswell known,
an amaosphere that simulates initiative and risk-taking,
independent and active individuals,
mutual confidence between commanders and personnd,
dia ogue between commanders and subordinates, and
high levd of training and discipline.

The JGC dlows a flexible gpproach to the command method. Misson command is viewed as the only
method that alows the combination of centralized and decentralized command, built on trust, confidence
and a common dStuational avareness. In the framework of misson command, temporarily detailed
command can and will be needed. Examples given of such situations can be when specific co-ordination
is needed, or when there is a risk of accidentd fire. Detailed orders that cdl for prompt execution,
chiefly on the lower tactical leve, can be issued.

It is further said that experiences from internationa operations point out that the politica as well as the
highes military command levd in cetan dtuations experience a need for detalled control of the
Stuation. An example of such means of contral is Rules of Engagement (ROE). When Swedish units are
incdluded in multinationa forces, the method of misson command might have to be adjusted in some
respects.

Thus far, we have reviewed some of the postions taken in the JGC and will now continue with a
discusson concerning the multinationa dimendon.

4. Working together —command in multinational operations

In codition military operations military units are to accomplish missons in a complex environment. It
could be argued that peace support operations often tend to be even more complex than war itsdf.
What, then, characterizes peace support operations?

The first characteristic of peace support operations' is a composite response, over time involving, often
a the same time, not only military means, but dso diplomatic and humanitarian means. Thus, in Smple

8PS0 is the military term used to cover both peacekeeping (PK) and peace enforcement (PE) operations. PSO differ from war in
that they are complex operations that do not have a designated enemy but are designed as part of a composite approach involving
diplomatic and generally humanitarian agencies to achieve along-term peace settlement. Military activitiesin PSO will be, without
exception, part of awider strategy in support of political goals. PK and PE are defined asfollows:

a Peacekeeping (PK). Operations carried out with the general consent of the disputing parties, as part of a peace process agreed
by these parties, and in support of efforts to promote security and confidence, in order to achieve along-term peace settlement.
b. Peace Enforcement (PE).Coercive operations carried out to restore or maintain peace in situations of chaos, or



diagrammatica terms, the balanced composte response can (when there is a need for immediae
military intervention to stabilise the Situation) be presented as follows:

resources

A

40

MILITARY
STABILISATION

POASIBILITIES TO BELIVER NON MILITARY AlL
L] L L} — PFOLITIC AL FFORTE

E = = ® ® = MILITARY STABILISATION @ SLIPFORT

Figure8: A compositeresponse
(From Joint Military Doctrine. Peace Support Operations, Swedish Armed Forces, 1997, p.VIII)

In peace support operations the aim and military task is not to defeat an opponent. Rather, the task can
range from preventive deployment to forcing an obstructing party to obey the will of the internationd
community, in ether case with the leest possble violence. This highly agrees with a manoeuvre
approach.

The second characteristic of PSOs is of course multinationality, which means that a number of actors
with different traits participate in the operation. A large number of considerations that might not have the
same importance in traditiond warfare are therefore necessary. These consderations al affect peace
support operation planning and execution.*®

As a reallt, coditions for internationa criss management are characterized by great complexity.
Moreover, the multinationd forces usudly have to ded with severd beligerent parties, different ethnic
groups and vaues, limitations in the use of force in respect to given rules of engagement (ROE), security
of cdvilians and ongoing politicd efforts as well as nationd limitations in the use of units. In addition, a
frequent meddling of nationa governments tends to occur. These factors and the usudly greet
differences in qudity and leadership among the different nationd contingents insde a multinationd force

between parties who may not all consent to intervention and who may be engaged in combat activities, in order to help create the
conditions for diplomatic and humanitarian activities to support political goals. See Joint Military Doctrine. Peace Support
Operations, Swedish Armed Forces, 1997.

 The considerations include political considerations, language barriers, cultural backgrounds, military capabilities and training,
equipment interoperability, and logistic support systems. See Joint Pub 3-07. Joint Doctrine for Military Operations Other Than
War, JCS, USA, 1995.



have dways been a great chdlenge for command. And command itsdf, as we will seg, is not dways
approached with common understanding.

4.1 RMA and the importance of a common approach to command

As we have seen in section 2, the revolution in military affairs is viewed as a pillar for the changing
military in a Swedish nationd context. Could the supposed RMA dso be said to mark the multinationa
context of peace support operations? Given the origins of RMA? some observations should be made.

Fird, RMA as it was perceived during the 1980s and the better part of the 90s was a military-

technologicd revolution (MTR). A complete revolution in military affairs has historicaly been something
that has not only required a proper implementation of technology in weapons, information and command

systems, but also a development of appropriate strategic, operationa and tactical concepts, aswell asa
suitable organization. Furthermore, the roots of RMA and early gpplications, most notably in the Gulf
War 1991, are clearly focused on military needs and capabilities.

However, despite the history of RMA, thereis spillover to the more complex arena of internationd crisis
management. Fird, the genera sgnificance of the idea of enhanced efficiency by putting informeation,
decison-makers, and military means for effect into the same network is vaid for many types of
operations and activities™ Also, for the military the challenges posed by multinational peace support
operations during the 1990s have inspired changes in different RMA concepts.?

Stll though, the obgtacles to a “full” RMA in multinationa peace support operations are considerable.
Given the amount of effort put into the implementation of new technology, concepts and organization,
and the difficulties experienced on a nationd leve, the chdlenge on a multinationd levd is by no means
less.

There will inevitably be differences between the contributors capability of “networking” and ddivering
information, command, and effect. Most obvious is of course technologicd gaps, eg. the much
discussed discrepancy between the United States and its Nato partners.® Apart from differences in
level of and access to technology, there is dso the question of technicd interoperability and
dandardisation. Since al contributing nations bring materid developed for national needs, long term
processes of making equipment compatible with others will continue to be an obstacle to the idea of a

2 The idea of the current RMA has its roots in Soviet military thinking of the 1970s and early 1980s. The Russians realized the
enormous potential in creating ‘sensor-to-shooter’ or ‘intelligence-strike’ -complexes by exploiting the latest innovations in
information and munitions technologies. Development of beam- and particle weapons in the near future was also expected. The
possihility of observing and forcefully engaging targets at very long distances with precision previously unheard of, in aimost real-
time, suddenly existed. See e.g. Fitzgerad, Mary C, in Frank, W.C & Gillete, P.S: Soviet Military Doctrine from Lenin to
Gorbachev, 1915-1991 or Joint Forces Quarterly, Summer, 1998.

2! For instance, the devel opment of e-business vividly demonstrates this, see Alberts et al, Network Centric Warfare pp. 23-50.
22 A good example is the modification made in Joint Vision 2020, as compared with its predecessor Joint Vision 2010. The first-
mentioned stresses the importance of dominance across the full spectrum of military operations, not only in war — persuasive in
peace, decisive in war, preeminent in any form of conflict.

= "Responding to the US-led Revolution in Military Affairs' in Nato Review, Spring-Summer 2000, pp. 4-7



network in which dl contingents can be added without friction. Even if the technological obsacles are
managesble in for example connecting information systems, it is mog likdy that some sengtive
information will have to be protected, and access without congtraints will be denied. Furthermore, a
nationa contingent might not want to show their true cgpabilities in intelligence gathering and processing.

Finding a suitable organization for a peace support operation is a delicate matter, which has to be dedlt
with specificdly for each misson. In nationd or unilaterd as wel as in multinationd operations it is
desrable for the composite military organization to share operationa procedures and to understand the
commanders intentions. One addition in a multinationa context is that the relation to non-governmenta
organizations, loca politica leaders, and nationa or loca authorities has to be consdered. Indeed, a
potentialy very complex interaction pattern between the entire range of rdlevant actors might evolve.

Also, the philosophy of command varies both between countries and military and civilian actors.
Moreover, the actua practice may be somewnhat different and vary depending on the misson. Working
together internationally raises the question of whether it's necessary or even possble to achieve a
common agpproach to command. And if not, how do we cope with the differences in order to be
effective? In order to share a common agpproach to information and command, a common perception of
the mission is paramount. We need to know what we want to achieve, how and with what resources.

Furthermore, there hardly exists any undisputed concept of how the changes in warfare will affect the
multinationa environment. Shared training, education, and concepts are often on a very basic level and
even as such, they are hard to implement. Clearly, achieving interoperability between organizations,
processes, and technologies in multinationa operations is achdlenge. The idea of network centricity and
the complex context of multinationa operations do share common ground, but many obstacles have yet
to be cleared.

We will now continue by highlighting three key issues following the presentation of the positions taken
on command in Joint Guidelines for Command. These are
the usefulness of the image of a network,
the suggestion that command superiority is more a more gppropriate concept than information
Superiority, and that
the changes in warfare promote decentraized command.

We will dso comment on their vaidity in the complex internationa context of codition command.

5. Key issues

5.1 The network is a useful metaphor!

We have seen in section 2 how the idea of an integrated network with platforms, sensors, and decision-

makers fully linked together can serve as an illudration for a comprehensive understanding of the
changes in warfare and their implications for command.



The continuous development of new information technology implies means of cregting a network
sructure, dlowing enhanced collection, processing, anadlyss, and dissemination of information. This
provides commanders and units with both faster and more secure access to information, and
redundancy, so that effect and engagement is possible even if parts of the network have been knocked
out. Action and co-ordination will become easer due to the fact that units have a better Stuationa
awareness.

- > gtrategiclevel

Operational level

Tactical level

Figure9: Hierarchy of networks
(From LUST. En forsvarsmaktsgemensam studie for ledningséverlage. Arsrapport till HKV. (A joint study for command superiority.
Annual report to the Headquarters). Forsvarets forskningsanstalt (National Defence Research Establishment). Stockholm, 2000)

The network can be seen as different levels or layers that can be combined and tailored for each
misson. All units connected are interoperable through common interfaces. This means flexibility in
choice of command organisation and force sructure. The subsystems congtitute “building bricks’ of
different colours and different materid that, due to their common-sized joints, are easly put together in
suitable congtellations. The autonomous parts of the network can operate with a common stuationd
understanding and operational procedures, enabling so-called salf- synchronization.* A condition for this
is an understanding of superior commanders intent and a high ability to act independently.

The image of a network is dso consstent with the changes in the rest of the society, notably the
commercid sector. On a macroleve, the traditional power base of the nation-gate is undermined and
the complex patterns of governmenta and non-governmental organizations are characterized as
networks. On a microleve, the public, empowered by information technology, is forcing a generd
changein organizationa behaviour, often described as the road to a* network society”.

24 gee Alberts et al, Network Centric Warfare, 1999, pp. 166-170.

% For further reading on the importance of projecting command concepts, see Builder et a, Command Concepts — A Theory
Derived from the Practice of Command and Control, RAND/National Defense Research Institute, 1999. By conveying his intent,
the commander can reduce the amount of details in exercising command, instead trusting in the initiative and creativity of the
subordinates.



To some extent, this can aso be gpplied to existing military structures. The use of Combined Joint Task
Forces (CJTF) in internationd multinationa operations is an example of a* network” -oriented approach
to organizations. As such, the metaphor isindeed useful. However, an important consderation isthat the
“network” in a codition context encompasses nat only different military organizations, but aso a variety
of other actors, following the idea of a composite response. Moreover, problems in conveying the intent
of the operation because of naiond differences and different motives might stand in the way of sdf-
synchronization.

Thus, today the notion of an internationa network-oriented organization in peace support operations is
to some extent flawed because of the lack of interfaces, or “joints’, between different organizationd
cultures and command philosophies. However, the process of developing such interfaces and enhancing
interoperability iswell under way. %

5.2 Focus on command superiority, not information superiority!

“Information superiority” can be viewed as a Sate, where one part has the advantage over the opponent
concerning access to correct and usable information.?’ Information superiority can be established during
acertain period of time, a defined geographical area, or be related to a specific operation. However, the
cregtion of information superiority is not an end in itsdlf. Unrdated to the decision-making process and
the overdl command process, it runs the risk of being pointless. How can we exploit the superior
information?

As we have seen in the JGC, the concept of command superiority is put forward. In generd terms
command superiority is a Sate of advantage over the opponent, through a better overdl ability than the
adversary to observe, orient, decide and act.® Moreover, the concept stresses the importance of
command rather than information. Thisis the essence of JGC. If we examine each part of the ability to
observe, orient, decide and act, i.e. the decision cycle or the so-called “OODA loop'®, we will find the
crucid aspects of command superiority.

Striving for command superiority in each phase of the decision cycde, has important implications: In the
observation phase, there is a need for access to usable information. In the orientation phase, it is
essentia to evauate the information correctly. Further, in the decison-making phasg, it is the ability to
make the right decison at the criticd moment that matters. Lagt, in the action phase, the required
resources must be available for engagement and effect. An eementary analyss as this gives us an idea of

%6 processes and documents like PARP, STANAG, and initiatives like SHIRBRIG; NORDCAPS etc.

2" The US definition is “the capability to collect, process, and disseminate an uninterrupted flow of information while exploiting
or denying an adversary’s ability to do the same (JP1-02)" quoted in Joint Vision 2020, p 8. Another interpretation is Alberts” “a
relative state that is achieved when a competitive advantage is derived from the ability to exploit an information advantage”,
proceedings, CCRTS, Monterey, 2000.

% A similar argument can be found in the US Joint Vision 2020, where it is argued that “the joint force must be able to take
advantage of superior information converted to superior knowledge to achieve ‘ decision superiority’ — better decisions arrived at
and implemented faster than an opponent can react...”. Furthermore, it is discussed how the superior information should be
exploited, pp. 8ff.

2 The generic model of military decision-making, known as the OODA-loop, was devised by USAF colonel John Boyd.



the need for supporting technologies and the human qudities that are required. It will dso provide a
sound conceptua and functiond basis for the users, and for further doctrine development. There are
trade-offs involved, for example, cagpability in the observation-phase can be traded for skills in the
action-phase.®

The pursuit for command superiority should aso be consdered as perfectly gpplicable in the theory of
the manoeuvre gpproach and will promote an understanding of the importance for keegping the initiative,
thereby forcing the opponent to continuoudly react. To operate inside the opponent’s overall decison
cycle can basicdly be accomplished in two ways. Firgt, by improving your own system, i.e. reducing the
time needed and enhancing the quality in each phase. Secondly, by measures that will dow or negatively
affect the opponent’ s decision cycle.

Any action taken will be observed and therefore affect the opponent’s decison making process. The
more sgnificant action taken, the greater effect it will have on the decisons made by the opponent. The
extent of the effect is a question of what meansthat are used. The effect may be disruption of the enemy
commander’ s decision process, forcing him to reconsider his course of action and, perhaps, to begin his
decison cycle dl over again. If a successon of unilaterd impact is established, then the effect might be
not only disruption of his decison cycle but dso the cregtion of a Sate, in which the enemy can no
longer react coherently. Thisis exemplified in figure 10. 31

Of course there are a number of decision-making processes or OODA-loops in progress at the same
time. The command system will have to ded with amultiplicity of different decison cycles that represent
different units and forces operating Smultaneoudy a the tacticd, operationa, and Srategic levels of
conflict. The battlespace contains a system of complex interactions among very different kinds of military
forces, dl with decison cycles of widdy varying length. The commander coordinates and facilitates the
synchronization of the different decison cycles of hisforces.

Andyss of the components of command superiority will eventudly lead to the crucia human factors of
command. Understanding and andysing the opponent and his command system is fundamenta for
developing your own ability. The importance of appropriate balance between the military functions, and
the interaction with the decision cycdle is aso highlighted by the concept of command superiority.

How do we apply the pursuit for command superiority in the multinationa context of peace support
operations? Obgtacles and possibilities can be found in its basic components. Command superiority
demands, as we have seen, a number of things. Firdt, access to and means of adequately gathering and
managing superior information are essentiad. With a number of different information systems, channedls
for intelligence, and procedures involved this is a complex task. Add to that the nationd differences in
willingness to supply information, and the Stuation becomes even more chalenging. In the same way the

%0 For atheoretical discussion on the decision cycle, see Bartolomasi, Paolo,.” The realities and challenges for concepts and
capabilitiesin Joint Manoeuvre”, RUS Journal, Nor 4, vol 145, August 2000, pp.8f.

31 Edward A. Smith has contributed to the conceptual context by combining the “network centric approach” to warfare with the
decision cycle, see “Network Centric Warfare: Where's the beef?”, Naval War College Review, 1999., p. 10ff.



remaining phases of the decison-cycle can be anadysed. The andyss will help us identify essentid
interfaces for the integration of forces, decision-makers and information systems.
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Figure 10. Interaction between decision cycles
(From Smith, Edward, “Network Centric Warfare: Where's the beef?’, Naval War College Review, 1999)

Further, this dso stresses the fact that a commander inevitably will have to accept the complexity and
different nature of a peace support operation. For example a commander’ s decision-cycle will probably
be affected or disrupted due to political consderations, vague objectives, or limitations of use of forces.

5.3 The changesin warfare promote decentralized command!

Some would argue that the advances in information technology and the increased possibilities to process
information lighten the fog of war and make it possble for the superior commander to exercise a
centrdized command. We acknowledge the fact that the possbility for centralized and detaled
command has increased a some occasions, but we do not believe in the virtue of it. The executing
commander in the fidd will dways have a better undersanding of the dtuation, especidly concerning
human aspects of war, like fatigue, morade and discipline among the troops® Furthermore, military
operations are often characterized by great complexity, uncertainty in the decison-making process, and
demand for fast action. In such Stuations the mogt efficient leadership and decison-making is generdly
atained by decentrdized command. The network and the inherent synergy between information
technology and misson command will enhance effectiveness. Underdanding of the superior
commander’s intent is a cornerstone for a decentrdized command style, and the common information

%2 For a discussion concerning the relation between information superiority and mission command in the US Army see Garrett
“Information superiority and the Future of Mission Orders’ in Military Review, November-December 1999, or in more general
terms. Coakley Command and Control for War and Peace, 1992, p.123-140.



infrastructure will support this. When the Stuaion deviates from the plan, subordinates trained to think
and act independently can adapt in ways consstent with the commander’ s intent.

In Sweden, misson command has, at least on the tactical level, been the foundation since World Wer I1.
It is deeply rooted in the armed forces and in the rest of the society. Furthermore, there is a cultural
dimengon. In a society like the Swedish one, that has virtualy become an “information society” and
where the “new economy” accustoms young people to work in a very decentrdized manner, without
fixed hierarchies, traditiona top-down hierarchicad command structures are widely disputed. For the
next generation of soldiers, centrdization will not be an option.

Having said that, the need for temporary centralized command, given the immediate impact that tactica
decisions can have on drategic outcomes, has to be recognized. In a command system marked by
decentralization, it will be possble to temporarily exert a more centrdized or detailed command style.
The opposte is in dl probability very difficult. A chalenge for the superior commanders is not to
interfere without a very good reason. The centralized command must be the exception from the rule,
otherwise continuous superior interference in subordinate level decison-making will also have the effect
of rendering subordinate commanders inexperienced in deding with the chalenges that arise when, for
ingance, communications break down. Commanders adhering to the manoeuvrist approach should
beware of the indinct to interfere, only doing so when not to do so would undermine the overal
objective.

The issue of decentraization or not in peace support operations can be illusrated by the following
example. It dso contains aspects that touch on command superiority and the metaphor of the network
itsdf.

5.4 A common approach to command — the Bosnia experience

The Swedish experience from the participation in the UNPROFOR-misson in Bosnia includes dl the
complex aspects of the international environment mentioned in section 4. In addition, the Swedish
battalion had to handle an Area of Responsibility (AOR) of about 4000 square kilometres, having aso
to supply itsdf from Split to Tuzla— 5 to 6 days roundtrip on miserable roads and under frequent fire.
We are convinced that under these circumstances, the Swedish traditionaly misson-oriented command
and the high degree of subordinate autonomy were the prerequisites of success and surviva on the
tacticd leve.

After the Dayton-agreement the Swedish battalion become subordinated the US 1.Armoured Divison.
The gtuation of the battdion — in logigtics, the Sze of the AOR etc - changed to the better. However,
the more radica change, from a Swedish point of view, was that, for the first time, Swedish units were
placed under NATO command.

To some extent, different military cultures met when the Swedish battdion was integrated into the
NATO dgructure, especialy with regard to the approach to command. The US command approach
turned out to be quite different. Orders were given in detail, sometimes directly to the Swedish battalion



or even to its subordinated units, without consulting the brigade command. The overdl am or
background information, however, was often left out. On the other hand an American officer could
perceive an order given indde the Swedish battalion as being “just badis for a discusson”. This led to
some confusion.

One interpretation of the impressons from the above outlined collison between apparently different
command philosophies might be that the US behaviour was a result of an extended technologicd
posshility — the fundament for RMA/NCW. The possihility of increased control and direct influence
through centrdized and detailed command, omitting severd links in the chain of command, is of course
tempting. The scenario isjust as likely to occur at higher levels. For ingtance, even if the UN system did
represent a mission-oriented command structure indde the military force, an extensve and detailed
command from the political level and the United Nations was exerted. The prospect of increased
control in managing international operations might be a very efficient goproach in the short-run,
epecialy considering the fact that peace support operations generdly involve lower risk-taking than
war, and centrdized, detaled and regulating command might indeed lower risk a dl levds
Furthermore, in a system where trust in subordinate contingents  capabilities is missing, reasonable or
not, commanders might fed compelled to exert amore direct influence over the chain of events, thereby
correcting some of the shortcomings in integration between different units. However, this command style
is probably only possible when the subordinate forces involved are few and when the tempo of
operations is low. At the same time the “discusson”, or didogue, as away to clear out the overarching
am of the task, is the fundament of misson-oriented command. By interpersond didogue, the
commander’s intent is easier projected down to subordinate commanders and their units. This process
enhances trugt, or uncovers the truth about different contingents capabilities and organizationd cultures,
thereby reducing the need for detailed control. In the long run, together with an increased frequency in
internationa combined joint exercises, this will surely provide force commanders and planners with the
possibility of “network centric” operations. Contingents with common interfaces can hereby be added
with little friction.

5.5 Concluding remarks

We have shown how the Swedish Armed Forces have interpreted the role of command in changing
perception of warfare. The Armed Forces are now procuring the latest technology, developing new
concepts, and implementing anew organization. Clearly, the emphasized cornerstones in the conceptua
basis are essentids in understanding this greet process of change:

The image of a network, indeed vital for enhancing co-operation with other actors nationaly and
internationaly.

The focus on command superiority, that stresses the importance of command and a balanced view
of the functions required in network centric operations.

The necessary striving for decentralization in order to fully exploit the concept of network centric
operations.
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