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STRATCOM briefing
room, Offutt Air
Force Base.

for the Unified Command Plan

By W. SPENCER JOHNSON

he Pentagon released a new
unified command plan
(UCP) on April 17. It is con-
tained in a classified docu-
ment that defines military command
structure and apportions responsibili-
ties for global operations to unified
commands. The Secretary of Defense
characterized this iteration of the plan

Captain W. Spencer Johnson, USN (Ret.), is a senior analyst at Science Applications
International Corporation and also has taught at the National War College.
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as the most significant command
structure reform since the immediate
post-World War II era. Reviewed and
amended biannually, the plan realigns
the Armed Forces to effectively ad-
dress recognized or emerging threats
and respond to surprise. The Chair-
man noted that the new plan unifies
homeland security missions of various
combatant commands under one offi-
cer, enhances transformation, and as-
signs every part of the world to a
combatant commander.

1stCombat Camera Squadron (Cary Humphries)



Northern Command

Perhaps the most significant as-
pect of the new plan is the establish-
ment of U.S. Northern Command
(NORTHCOM), which has responsibil-
ity for land, sea, and aerospace defense
of the continental United States
(CONUS) and Alaska, the seaward ap-
proaches to the United States out to
500 miles, Canada, Mexico, the Gulf of
Mexico, and large portions of the
Caribbean. It will also have responsi-
bility for all forces operating within
the United States in support of civil au-
thorities, particularly to counter terror-
ist threats and deal with terrorist at-
tacks that are beyond the capacity of
civil authorities, aid first responders in
natural disasters, assist in counterdrug
operations, protect national infrastruc-
ture through the critical asset protec-
tion program, and, with the services,
enhance force protection for CONUS
bases and installations. Additionally,

a unified command structure

for homeland defense resurfaced

in the summer of 1998

NORTHCOM will be the focus of civil-
military planning and support to en-
sure close and continuous coordina-
tion with the Coast Guard, Federal
Bureau of Investigation, Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service,
Centers for Disease Control, and other
Federal, state, and local agencies with
homeland security roles. Accordingly,
the command, which will be activated
at Peterson Air Force Base on October
1, 2002, is likely to have personnel
from civilian agencies, and its repre-
sentatives may be situated with other
agencies for liaison and planning. It is
also expected to have command and
staff representation from the active
and Reserve components, including
the Army and Air National Guard,
which are integral to homeland de-
fense and support civil authorities
when requested and authorized.

While the Secretary of Defense
cites NORTHCOM as the first time

homeland defense has been assigned
to a single commander, the idea has
been around for some time. During
hearings on defense reorganization in
1958, Senator Henry (“Scoop”) Jackson
questioned the likely need for a home-
land defense command similar to
those proposed for overseas:

Supposing a finding is made that the
threat is not only in the Pacific where we
have a unified command, or in the Euro-
pean theater, or in the Middle East where
we have a unified command, but there is
reason to believe that the first target might
be the United States, the homeland. On
what basis can you accept the unified
command concept outside of the United
States and reject it in??!

In response, Jackson and fellow
senators as well as others raised the
specter of the man on horseback, a
military leader who might threaten
civil liberties and the viability of the
Republic. Such critics held that a
commander responsible for the
homeland and authority over
CONUS-based forces or a strong
Chairman with a general staff
and operational authority could
represent the threat to the Govern-
ment that the founding fathers sought
to avoid through militias and a consti-
tutional proscription against large
standing armies.

The notion of a unified command
structure for homeland defense resur-
faced in the summer of 1998 when the
issue of preparing the National Guard
and other units for response to a biolog-
ical or chemical attack arose in high ad-
ministration circles. The former Deputy
Secretary of Defense, John Hamre, told
NATO officers that the Pentagon was
entertaining the idea of creating a re-
gional commander for the United States
and reinforced the longstanding DOD
view of military assistance to civil au-
thority: “We don't believe we have the
primary responsibility, but within min-
utes of an event, people are going to
turn to us.”? Again civil libertarians and
journalists portrayed the idea of a
CONUS regional commander as a threat
to individual rights, especially if the
Armed Forces were involved in law en-
forcement. In response to the American
Civil Liberties Union and other critics,
the unified command plan issued in

Johnson

1999 recommended organizing a stand-
ing Joint Task Force for Civil Support
(JTF/CS) under U.S. Joint Forces Com-
mand (JFCOM) as an interim step. The
task force served as a focal point for mil-
itary planning and assistance to civil
authority. It was initially commanded
by a National Guard brigadier general, a
citizen-soldier with ties to the civil sec-
tor, in an attempt to assuage concern
over the new command as a threat to
civil authority on any level.

The events of 9/11 caused a sea
change in thinking on the political ac-
ceptability and military necessity of a
homeland defense command. At the
press conference announcing the es-
tablishment of NORTHCOM, the
Chairman remarked, “If you look at
how the department responded to
needs up in New York after the World
Trade Center, you might find that
...there was not good unity of ef-
fort...we'll have a focus on what will
allow us to provide what’s needed at
the right time to the right Federal
agency or perhaps a state agency....”
In this respect, it is anticipated that
this new command will control only
mission-essential forces on a day-to-
day basis. And like other regional com-
manders, additional forces will be pro-
vided to meet emergent threats and
specific missions, dampening fear of
one individual commanding sufficient
forces to threaten the Republic.

Joint task forces. NORTHCOM will
assume responsibility for JTF/CS on
October 1. The task force is likely to re-
main in Norfolk under a two- or three-
star flag officer. It will probably grow
in size and capability as active and Re-
serve units are identified and new
technologies are fielded to help civil
authorities meet a nuclear, biological,
chemical, radiation, or conventional
terrorist attack in the United States or
overseas, support other unified com-
mands, and answer calls for assistance
in natural or other disasters that tax
the response capabilities of state and
local authorities.

Moreover, NORTHCOM could
serve as a model for restructuring other
unified commands in the future by
using the concept of standing joint
task force headquarters. Such head-
quarters could focus on planning for
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Unified Command Plan:

(effective October 1, 2002)

Unified Commands—An Overview

U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), MacDill Air Force Base (Tampa, Florida). Activated in 1983 as the
successor to the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF), a temporary organization which stood up
in 1980 to project military power in the Middle East and East Africa, CENTCOM component commands
include U.S. Army Forces Central Command (ARCENT), U.S. Naval Forces Central Command (NAVCENT),
U.S. Marine Forces Central Command (MARCENT), U.S. Central Command Air Forces (CENTAF), and
Special Operations Command Central (SOCCENT).

U.S. European Command (EUCOM), Patch Barracks (Stuttgart-Vaihingen, Germany). Established

in 1952, from a previous command initially organized in 1947, EUCOM component commands include
U.S. Army Europe (USAEUR), U.S. Naval Forces Europe (USNAVEUR), U.S. Marine Forces Europe
(MARFOREUR), U.S. Air Forces Europe (USAFE), and Special Operations Command Europe (SOCEUR).
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U.S. Joint Forces Command (JFCOM), Norfolk Naval Base (Norfolk, Virginia). Successor organization to
U.S. Atlantic Command (LANTCOM), established in 1947, and to U.S. Atlantic Command (ACOM) which
was comprised of Forces Command, Atlantic Fleet, Marine Corps Forces Command Atlantic, and Air
Combat Command in 1993; redesignated as JFCOM in 1999; to emphasize its role in military
transformation, JFCOM will no longer have a geographic area of responsibility as of October 1, 2002.

U.S. Northern Command (NORTHCOM), Peterson Air Force Base (Colorado Springs, Colorado). To stand
up on October 1, 2002, it will have responsibility for defense of the continental United States and
Alaska, the seaward approaches to the United States, and large portions of the Caribbean.

U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM), Camp H.M. Smith (Oahu, Hawaii). Established in 1947, PACOM has
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force component commands. Pacific Olcean

U.S. Space Command (SPACECOM), Peterson Air Force Base (Colorado Springs, Colorado). See entry
below under STRATCOM.

U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), (Miami, Florida). Redesignated as SOUTHCOM in 1963, it
traces lineage to Panama Canal Department, which activated in 1917, and the subsequent
establishment of Caribbean Command in 1947; its component commands include U.S. Army South
(USARSQ), U.S Southern Air Force (USAFSO)—12t Air Force, U.S.Atlantic (LANTFLT), U.S. Marine Corps
Forces, SOUTHCOM (MARFORSOUTH), and Special Operations Command SOUTHCOM (SOCSOUTH).

U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM), MacDill Air Force Base (Tampa, Florida). Established in
1987, SOCOM has Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force component commands.

U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM), Offutt Air Force Base (Bellevue, Nebraska). Established in 1992
as the successor to Strategic Air Command, which was organized in 1946, it has responsibility for the
planning, targeting, and wartime employment of strategic forces while training, equipping, and
maintenance of forces remain under the Navy and Air Force; it will absorb SPACECOM and assume all
duties for full-spectrum global strike, operational space support, integrated missile defense, and global
C*ISR and specialized planning expertise as of October 1, 2002.

U.S. Transportation Command (TRANSCOM), Scott Air Force Base (Belleville, lllinois). Organized in
1987, it integrates activities of three service component commands: Military Traffic Management
Command, Military Sealift Command, and Air Mobility Command.

| | |

Source: National Imagery and Mapping Agency,
April 7, 2002.

[Note: The State of Alaska is in the NORTHCOM area of responsibility, but the forces based in Alaska remain assigned to PACOM.]
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NORAD center inside
Cheyenne Mountain.

U.S. Air Force (Val Gempis)

U.S. Air Force (Alex Lloyd)

certain regions or contingencies and
could be deployed with variable and
tailored forces to meet specific opera-
tional needs on short notice. The Sec-
retary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld,
has declared that he is a fan of stand-
ing joint task forces: “If an event oc-
curs and there is not a standing joint
task force that is organized, arranged,
staffed, well-coordinated, familiar with
everybody, available to deal with
something . ..it may not get started
quite as fast as it otherwise would.”

Pentagon officials are reportedly
considering restructuring overseas
component commands and supporting
echelons to free 6,000 billets by the
end of 2002, presaging emphasis on
deployed standing joint task forces in
the field awaiting employment. Task
force headquarters could replace com-
ponent commands, streamlining infra-
structure and command channels.
Such headquarters can focus on re-
gional, functional, or specific opera-
tional tasks and are expected to im-
prove flexibility and reduce response
time to surprise events. As an example,
one or more standing joint task force
headquarters responsible for daily en-
gagement could plan for operations in
sub-Saharan Africa and ensure familiar-
ity with local countries and leading
personalities; improve the speed, flexi-
bility, and quality of American re-
sponses to events; and be assigned to
one of two geographic commands with
responsibility for emergent contin-
gency operations. Similarly, extensive
regions—Ilike the areas of responsibility
under U.S. European, Central, and Pa-
cific Commands—might benefit from
several task force headquarters respon-
sible to combatant commanders for
planning and operations within
smaller, more manageable portions of
their regions.

Structuring unified commands
around task forces is not a new pro-
posal. It may be an idea, like a unified
command for homeland defense,
whose time has arrived. In discussing
the Defense Reorganization Act of
1958, Admiral Robert Carney, USN
(Ret.), told the Senate:

Another good reason for refraining from
any all-inclusive, preset, and rigid com-
mand arrangements can be found in the
task-force principle: When the task is



known, appropriate forces are assigned to
the job, and command arrangements are
set up to fit the task and the forces as-
signed. . .. Here flexibility is what is
needed, not some rigid organizational
structure. Why set up fixed arrangements
for unforeseeable contingencies??

The joint task force model also
lends itself to creating interagency or-
ganizations for specific aspects of
homeland defense. NORTHCOM may
incorporate multiple joint interagency
task forces (JIATFs) composed of repre-
sentatives of various agencies with a
narrow focus. There are JIATFs for
counterdrug operations in the Atlantic
and Pacific regions that serve as mod-
els. NORTHCOM will assume responsi-
bility for counterdrug operations
within its region, working with
PACOM and SOUTHCOM to stem the
flow of illegal drugs. Military support
for interdiction on the border of the
United States under JTF-6 will begin
reporting to NORTHCOM in October.
JIATFs could be organized to counter
illegal immigration or other activities
where military assistance is needed.

Finally, NATO experience gained
from combined joint task forces com-
posed of elements of several nations
may serve as models for NORTHCOM
to create similar task forces with assets
from the United States, Canada, and
Mexico for highly focused homeland
defense and hemispheric security pur-
poses. Moreover, Washington is ex-
pected to argue for restructuring
NATO command structures at the
Prague summit in November 2002, ad-
vocating the development of high-
readiness commands and NATO mo-
bile joint headquarters, perhaps
beginning with special operations
forces capitalizing on the close Allied
cohesion in Afghanistan.

Maritime defense. NORTHCOM
will be responsible for coastal ap-
proaches to the United States out to
500 miles, plus the Gulf of Mexico and
portions of the Caribbean. U.S. Euro-
pean Command (EUCOM) will cover
the Atlantic Ocean east of a line of lon-
gitude below the southern tip of
Greenland. These actions remove the
last vestiges of an area of responsibility

from JFCOM, leaving it as a functional
command. The Coast Guard remains
responsible for defending harbors,
ports, and coastal waters, while the
Navy will cover deepwater approaches.
Arrangements will be worked out with
regard to both Pacific and Atlantic de-
fense responsibilities, perhaps in the
form of standing joint task forces re-
porting through Maritime Defense
Zone commanders or the commander
of Pacific Fleet Forces and his counter-
part in the Atlantic. In addition, there
must be clear lines of authority for the
Coast Guard within the NORTHCOM
structure and among the Departments
of Transportation, Defense, and Navy.

Land defense. With an ill-defined
yet demonstrated asymmetric threat to
the United States, the nature of the or-
ganizational structure for territorial de-
fense will require study and innova-
tion. Again, regional standing joint
task forces with designated Army com-
manders responsible may be the organ-
izing concept. The Reserve compo-
nents will play a large part and may

the Reserve components may require
reworking to create units optimized

for homeland defense roles

require reworking to create units opti-
mized for homeland defense roles and
missions. Impediments in interpreting
Title 10 and 32 authorities for mobiliz-
ing and utilizing the National Guard
must be ironed out. The use of Guards-
men for airport security since Septem-
ber 2001 is an instructive case.

Air and missile defense. When
NORTHCOM is formally established, its
commander will assume duties as com-
mander of the North American Aero-
space Command (NORAD), a bilateral
element focused on aerospace defense
of the hemisphere with Canadian
forces integrated on every staff and op-
erational level. NORAD reports to both
U.S. and Canadian authorities. This
current arrangement is unlikely to
change, having proven effective in pro-
viding a joint and combined capability
for warning and response to threats
and intrusions in North American air-
space. It would seem logical, and
within the scope of his responsibilities

Johnson

for homeland defense, that when sys-
tems for intercepting ballistic and
cruise missiles are fielded, the overall
command of forces should be assigned
to NORTHCOM. Missile defense units
could be integrated with NORAD since
they would be purely defensive or sepa-
rately organized as a standing joint task
force, although the former may be
more advisable given likely Canadian
participation in some if not all aspects
of the future missile defense system
and given the nature of a broader
evolving threat.

Cyber defense. NORTHCOM may
be the logical command to assume re-
sponsibility for computer network
defense, an area critical to homeland
defense which, like national infra-
structure, will involve far more than
DOD efforts. With ties to the civil sec-
tor, the command may prove best
suited to integrate military capabilities
and procedures with others to thwart
this new age national security hazard.
Computer network attack, on the
other hand, might best be assigned to
another command, given
the strategic nature, target-
ing requirements, and often
unintended consequences of
such an attack being author-
ized and carried out. Like
strategic nuclear weapons,
the decision to launch a cyber attack
will probably be made by the Presi-
dent or Secretary of Defense, and
plans to employ such weapons should
be integrated into war plans of re-
gional commands, much like some
nuclear weapons. U.S. Strategic Com-
mand (STRATCOM) or U.S. Special
Operations Command (SOCOM) may
be the logical venue for centralized
planning and implementation of
cyber attacks.

Bilateral command headquarters.
Just as NORAD is a bilateral command,
NORTHCOM in the course of its evolu-
tion is likely to become a U.S.-Cana-
dian (and in time Mexican) multina-
tional command for all aspects of
hemispheric defense—land, sea, aero-
space, and cyber. This structure will
probably take the form of an expan-
sion of the current NORAD framework

Summer 2002 / JFQ 67

H
=
-
<<
=
(-
(=]
115
(7]
-
<t
-
™
o=
-
<t
=
—
=




-
—
™=
=X
=
[
(=]
L
n
—
<<
(-
[
S
(-
<<
=
—
=

H JFQ FORUM

to include land and maritime defense
responsibilities, thus enhancing hemi-
spheric unity of effort.

Joint Forces Command

As mentioned, with implementa-
tion of the new unified command
plan, JFCOM will no longer have geo-
graphical responsibilities. This will en-
able the command to focus on the
joint experimentation functions it was
established to advance: joint training,
providing joint forces to unified com-
batant commanders, and joint doc-
trine development. The Chairman,
General Richard Myers, underscored
how the new plan bolsters the JFCOM
role in transformation: “With an eye
on the future, [it] will allow us to inte-
grate new ideas and concepts into our
forces, into our doctrine and strategy,
and our tactics, and it will keep the
edge we need to quickly adapt to the
uncertainties ahead.”# It will also en-
able JFCOM, as the provider of forces
to regional commanders as authorized
by the Secretary of Defense, to focus
on training all CONUS-based forces for
assignment to joint commanders.
Some commanders had early doubts
that a single force provider responsible
for a region would place force develop-
ment and apportionment needs above
other responsibilities. This action
should dispel those doubts.
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One remaining issue is the role of
Commander, JFCOM, as Supreme Al-
lied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT).
To focus on providing ready forces to
unified commanders and enhancing
joint force training, integration, and
transformation, he must be divested of
NATO responsibilities. Indeed, that in-
tention has been announced and it is
being negotiated with the Allies. Tradi-
tionally SACLANT has been the NATO
major command held by Commander,
Atlantic Command, a naval officer
who is equivalent to Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) within
NATO. Even though the unified com-
mand plan does not directly address
NATO or other international com-
mand responsibilities, the Alliance
command structure remains a sublimi-
nal UCP consideration. General Colin
Powell as Chairman polled his Allied
counterparts in 1993 and found no
major objection to SACLANT being
other than a naval officer. Since then
SACLANT has been headed by a Ma-
rine general, a Navy admiral, and an
Army general.

Several options may be considered
on both sides of the Atlantic with re-
gard to the future of SACLANT. One is
abolishing the current role, absent a

101 Fighter Squadron (Wiliam Ramsay)

major maritime threat since the decline
of the Soviet navy. This option is not
likely to be favored given improved
NATO naval operational doctrine and
tactics as illustrated by integrated naval
forces for Desert Storm, subsequent
Adriatic and Balkan operations, and
ongoing efforts in the Middle East, Per-
sian Gulf, and Indian Ocean. In addi-
tion, SACLANT is charged with force
experimentation and integration by
NATO and with transformational
thinking in parallel with JFCOM. Fi-
nally, many Europeans regard a major
NATO headquarters in Norfolk as an
anchor of the Alliance, ensuring that
America remains a full partner.

Another approach is dual-hatting
Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Com-
mand/Commander U.S. Atlantic Fleet,
as SACLANT. That would call for the
position to be continuously occupied
by a naval officer, placing a larger bur-
den on the commander, who is respon-
sible for the Pacific as well as Atlantic
fleets for administration and training
and is a newly established major voice
in the Navy budgeting process.

Another option would be to estab-
lish another four-star billet as
SACLANT. Aside from the additional
position, there would be little person-
nel impact since a fully manned NATO
headquarters already is functioning in
Norfolk, with manpower contributions
from the maritime Allies.

A final option would be subordi-
nating SACLANT within the SACEUR
structure and either a European or
American naval officer filling the bil-
let. The headquarters could move to
Europe. This can be rationalized since
the Atlantic area assigned to
EUCOM/SACEUR is largely congruent
with NATO subregional demarcations.
On the other hand, this approach may
be opposed by Allies who want to re-
tain a headquarters in the United
States for political and military rea-
sons. More will be heard on this sub-
ject as the future of SACLANT is nego-
tiated within NATO councils.

New Responsibilities

A third major change in the uni-
fied command plan is the allocation of
previously unassigned geographic areas
which, as the Chairman stated, “pre-
pares us for the future by assigning



every area of the globe to a combatant
commander’s area of responsibility,
thereby streamlining and facilitating
our military relationships with respect
to all nations.”s

Russia is assigned to EUCOM
which, in coordination with PACOM
for planning and engagement activities
with that country in the Pacific, will be
the focal point for all military relations
with it. U.S. relations with the Soviet
Union and its Russian successor were of
such sensitivity as to demand oversight
in Washington, where all proposed
policies, contacts, and activities were
considered and approved by an intera-

The Secretary and
Chairman explaining
UCP changes.

time it has been assigned to an area of
responsibility by the unified com-
mand plan. Although there is no in-
tention of abrogating the treaty provi-
sions that specify the demilitarization
of Antarctica, since all military opera-
tions that support efforts by the Na-
tional Science Foundation operate
through Christchurch, New Zealand,
and since New Zealand is within the
PACOM area of responsibility, it was
deemed appropriate to include Antarc-
tica in the same area.

Canada and Mexico have re-
mained unassigned in earlier unified
command plans largely for political

reasons, although U.S.

with the advent of NORTHCOM, Canada Atlantic, Pacific, and

and Mexico become integral parts of
the command area of responsibility

gency process, often on the highest lev-
els. Following the end of the Cold War,
the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and
the demise of the Soviet Union, rela-
tions with Moscow somewhat normal-
ized, permitting assignment of the mili-
tary-to-military relationship to EUCOM
within the European theater and fur-
ther reflecting evolving Russian politi-
cal and military relationships with
NATO and Western Europe.

Antarctica falls under U.S. Pacific
Command (PACOM), marking the first

Joint Forces Commands
have been involved in
Canadian-American de-
fense planning and U.S.
Southern Command has increasingly
become the interface with the Mexican
armed forces. With the advent of
NORTHCOM, Canada and Mexico be-
come integral parts of the command
area of responsibility, and close cooper-
ation will be required to ensure mis-
sion success in defending CONUS and
the Northern Hemisphere. Responsibil-
ities for these neighbors are centralized
today under one unified command
rather than several.

DOD (R.D. Ward)

Johnson

Remaining Issues

Several matters are under study
for further action in the next iteration
of the unified command plan.

The merger of U.S. Space and Strate-
gic Commands. Integrating these two
commands has been under considera-
tion for some time and a decision to
do so was announced in late June
2002. The merged organization will be
U.S. Strategic Command and stand up
at Offutt Air Force Base on October 1,
2002—the same day that Northern
Command is established. Advocates
thought that SPACECOM, as the com-
mand that will have first warning of a
missile attack on the United States,
should be merged with STRATCOM to
place nuclear deterrence and other re-
sponse elements under one com-
mander, who has warning and indica-
tions responsibilities. They also argued
that fewer nuclear weapons and a re-
duced strategic targeting base after the
Cold War do not justify a separate uni-
fied command. Proponents for retain-
ing STRATCOM in its present form em-
phasized that the devastating nature of
such weapons and their residual effects
militate in favor of having one officer
to whom the President and Secretary
of Defense can turn with a single-mis-
sion focus on nuclear deterrence and
response. Thus the basis for a strategic
command is independent of the num-
ber of weapons in the inventory. It is
expected that there will be a modest
migration of personnel from SPACE-
COM Headquarters at Peterson Air
Force Base to the new headquarters at
Offutt Air Force Base. Previous studies
indicate that the number of manpower
spaces to be saved by the merger will
be only 100-300 billets with no appre-
ciable cost savings.®

The Annual Report to the President
and the Congress by the Secretary of
Defense for 2002 reiterates the new ad-
ministration paradigm for strategic de-
terrent forces. The old triad composed
of land-based missile, strategic subma-
rine, and air forces has been displaced
by a triad of nuclear and conventional
strategic strike forces, strategic offensive
and defensive measures to include air
and missile defense and information

Summer 2002 / JFQ 69

——
=
-
<
=
(-
(=]
'S
w
—
<<
(-
=
5=
(-
<<
=
—
=




-
—
™=
=X
=
[
(=]
L
n
—
<<
(-
[
S
(-
<<
=
—
=

H JFQ FORUM

warfare, and a vigorous strategic infra-
structure to ensure nuclear weapons su-
periority and the needs of other ele-
ments of the new strategic triad. This
new triad will undoubtedly require a re-
view of missions for U.S. Strategic Com-
mand since they extend beyond nuclear
deterrent forces and may overlap with
current geographic command responsi-
bilities. With regard to space, some
have argued for the designation of
space as a geographic area and creation
of a geographic rather than functional
command. Others go so far as envision-
ing a separate service for space as it be-
comes ever more important to national
security and is recognized as an opera-
tional medium. In any event, the issues
raised by the STRATCOM-SPACECOM
merger will be difficult for one com-
mander to master fully and will take
time to sort out.

West coast forces. Another issue, al-
though not addressed in the unified
command plan, is the assignment of
the largely Navy and Marine Corps
forces on the west coast. Traditionally
these forces have been apportioned to

F-117 during Millennium
Challenge ’02.

PACOM and remain distributed to uni-
fied commands. Similarly, forces in
Alaska remain under PACOM because
of their projection capabilities, while
responsibility for the defense of Alaska
is moved to NORTHCOM. A study on
the future of west coast forces, which is
a highly charged political issue, should
be completed by October 1. Senator
Dan Inouye of Hawaii is a major voice
for retaining the forces under PACOM:
“If this is ever translated in such a way
that the people in Asia would get the
idea that we are beginning to with-
draw our forces and thereby show a
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lack of interest [in the region], then we
are in deep trouble.””

If the forces are reassigned, the re-
sponsible unified command is most
likely to be JFCOM, with command of
CONUS-based forces except for units
assigned to other commands for mis-
sion-related purposes. Those who
argue for reassigning west coast forces
cite JFCOM responsibility for joint
force training and integration and for
providing ready forces to all unified
commands, and that this mission is
hampered without full access to west
coast forces. This argument is defused
in part by recent changes to service
component command structures that
effectively enable JFCOM to place non-
deployed CONUS forces under U.S. Air
Combat Command (less assets desig-
nated for U.S. Transportation and
Strategic Commands), Commander,
U.S. Fleet Forces Command, and U.S.
Army Forces Command, component
commands of JFCOM responsible for
force training, readiness, and joint
training and integration. A similar re-
alignment is being considered that
would place Marine forces
under Fleet Marine Forces
Atlantic or Fleet Marine
Forces Pacific for training
and administrative over-
sight. Even so, the issue of
west coast forces remains
thorny.

Director of Military
Support and Office of the
Secretary of Defense. With
establishment of NORTH-
COM and its responsibil-
ity for defending the Na-
tion and supporting civil
authorities, the Director
of Military Support in the Department
of the Army is largely redundant. The
structure will likely be abolished and
its resources reapportioned to JTF/CS,
NORTHCOM headquarters, and the
Joint Staff. In addition, there is likely
to be reorganization in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense to provide fo-
cused high-level civilian oversight to
homeland defense matters and mili-
tary support to civil authority and de-
partmental representation in the inter-
agency arena. The Secretary of the
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Army is currently responsible for this
function as executive agent for home-
land security.

It is worth reemphasizing the in-
fluence of the unified command plan
on current and future events. Ap-
proved by the President, it prescribes
high-level command arrangements for
operational forces on a global basis. In
structural terms, the plan has a major
impact on operations. As such it war-
rants attention by joint commanders,
planners, and students of military af-
fairs. As a pillar of strategy, the plan
should not become stagnant, but
rather should reflect the organizational
structure necessary to respond to the
tenor and threats of the emerging
global environment. This new plan is a
major step toward ensuring that com-
mand arrangements are structured for
present circumstances and a future re-
plete with uncertainty and surprise. JFQ
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