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Abstract 

We as a community must stop merging individual focus areas and functions (Command and 

Control (C2)) removing and diminishing the importance each of them. As with all things that 

evolve over time, Command and Control must continue to change as well. There is now the need 

to decouple command from control in order to achieve a basic understanding of each. This will 

only serve to make Command and Control e.g. C2 stronger and healthier over time. We have done 

this in the past with Command, Control, Communications and Computers (C4), Command, 

Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR), 

Coalition, and now Command, Control, Communications and Cyber “new C4”. 

If we start again by looking at Command as a focus area and function, we will see it as unique 

capability, function and activity that must not be diminished by appending it with other unique 

focus areas or functions. The same can be said about Control as a focus area and function.  We no 

longer look at the two functions separately; we only see them as one “C2”.  An example of how 

these two separate functions have become “one” is “Command and Control: The exercise of 

authority and direction by a properly designated commander over assigned and attached forces in 

the accomplishment of the mission. Also called C2.” Joint Publication 1 “DOD Dictionary of 

Military and Associated Terms” August 2017.  

We will explore if we can truly have Command separated from Control and conversely if you can 

have Control separated from Command in this paper.    
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Introduction  

The merger of both Command and Control into a single entity (C2) has an effect on leaders at 

every level across the world, whether from Special Operations, Conventional Forces, from a 

Ministry, Department, Bureau, or Agency. We as a community must stop merging individual focus 

areas and functions into single entities, removing and diminishing the importance each of them. It 

appears that the root of the merger of Command and Control is really related to “systems” that 

support the human actions. This made systems development more palatable to budgeteers and 

developers. As with all things that evolve over time, C2 must continue to change as well. There is 

now the need to decouple command from control “the human functions” in order to achieve a basic 

understanding of each. As we have done in the past with other merges; Command, Control, 

Communications and Computers (C4), Command, Control, Communications, Computers, 

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR), Coalition, and now Command, Control, 

Communications and Cyber “the new C4.”  

“Problem Sets are trans-regional, multi-domain, defy legacy phasing, and require global 

integration…we must design our future Joint Force and Command and Control to best respond 

to this new paradigm…considering all our actions will have global implications.” General 

Dunford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dec 2015 [Ref. A].   

 

To overcome the multi-domain problem set gaps in understanding, all mission partners must act 

together with a common starting point to begin the process and ensure shared understanding of the 

lexicons, capabilities, limitations, and consequences when considering both Command and 
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Control functions and activities. To understand the how command and control has evolved and 

why it may benefit from decoupling, we must look at a theme that continues to resurface. The 

statements always sound something like, if we work together, then we will be able to address our 

C2 challenges.  

“No single activity in war is more important than command and control.” U.S. Department of 

the Navy, Marine Corps Doctrinal Publication 6, Oct 1996 [Ref. B].   

Background 

The research methodology for this paper began by looking at the doctrinal definitions and 

identified the functions related to both Command and Control separately and as a merged entity, 

focus now shifts to the process and its components. Over the last fifty plus years, the topic of 

command and control has been extensively researched and written about. There is extensive 

quantities written about individual systems, methods of communication and collaboration, 

software, widget mash-ups, and employment tactics [Ref. C]. The selection of the paper’s focus 

areas was completed after literature review from numerous sources including North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO), Department of Defense (DOD), International Command and 

Control Research and Technology Symposium(s) (ICCRTS), National War Colleges and Senior 

Service schools, academia, and others. 

 

The Evolution of C2 

For thousands and thousands of years Command enclosed everything that is now associated with 

command and control in nations around the world. Recently, about the end of World War II, that 

the merged term Command and Control began to appear in military vocabulary. Experts have 
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various opinions on how command evolved into command and control, but most agree that the 

size of forces, operational characteristics, and functional complexity have been the primary 

factors for the migration [Ref. D]. This is in detail in the Battle of Gaugamela where the tactical 

commander (Alexander the Great) truly does have complete control of all of his forces. 

 

The Battle of Gaugamela in 331 BC occurred near the town of Erbil on the upper Euphrates in 

present-day Iraq. Alexander the Great with the Macedonian army of 40,000 infantry and 7,000 

cavalry met a Persian army of at least 200,000 infantry and 45,000 cavalry under King Darius 

III. Alexander’s superior exercise of command (and control) allowed him to defeat the larger 

force decisively.  

 

Arrian wrote in, The Anabasis of Alexander the Great’s generalship that “He [Alexander] was 

most brilliant to seize the right course of action, even where all was obscure, and where all was 

clear most happy in his conjectures of likelihood most masterly in marshaling an army and in 

arming and equipping it; and in uplifting his soldiers’ spirits and filling them with good hopes 

and brushing away anything fearful in dangers by his own want of fear. And all that had to be 

done in uncertainty he did with utmost daring; he was most skilled in swift anticipation and 

gripping of his enemy before anyone had time to fear the event...” These traits were exhibited in 

his brilliant victory over the Persians and King Darius III at the Battle of Gaugamela. 

Alexander rested and fed his men for four days before the battle. During that time, he slept 

soundly instilling in his men confidence of victory, despite the Persians’ outnumbering them by 

more than five to one. When the two armies lined up opposite each other on the plain near 

Gaugamela, the Persian lines extended well beyond Macedonian army. Alexander assumed that 
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Darius III would try to outflank him and he planned for this by stationing his phalanx in the 

center and reinforced his flanks with deep formations turned at 45 degrees to prevent their 

encirclement. Alexander’s order of battle and the tactics emerging from it, arranged in 

accordance with his foresight into the enemy’s intentions, was a major factor in battles success. 

 

As the battle began, Alexander moved to his right, both to position his infantry opposite Darius’ 

chariots and to reduce the Persian overlap of his flank. Darius III attacked Alexander’s right and 

supposing that would fully engaged him there, Darius III ordered the entire Persian cavalry line 

to advance in two enveloping attacks. This maneuver, however, created a gap in the Persian 

front. 

 

Demonstrating superb command instincts, Alexander immediately exploited the opportunity. He 

wheeled toward the gap and, making a wedge of the Companion Cavalry and part of the phalanx, 

personally led the charge. As Alexander closed in on the decisive point, Darius III himself fled 

the field and the Persian center disintegrated. 

 

Meanwhile, Alexander’s advance created its own gap—in the Greek center. The Persian Guard 

and Indian Cavalry quickly penetrated there. Alexander turned the Companions immediately and 

led them across to the other side of the battle to aid the left flank—evidence of his extraordinary 

control. The Persian Guard was defeated. When the Persian force and their allies learned that 

Darius had fled, most of them quit the battlefield. [Ref. E. F, G, H, I] 
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This example is where Command as a focus and function, we see it as unique capability, function 

and activity that if diminished may have cost Alexander the entire battle. In 2002 Pigeau & 

McCann published an article titled, “Re-conceptualizing Command and Control.” Within this 

article in the Canadian Military Journal they identify that “Commanding is the act of creatively 

expressing will to accomplish the mission. Controlling is the act of enabling command and of 

managing risk using existing structures and processes.” [Ref. T.]  The table below shows the list 

of actions appropriate for each. Using their examples, we can apply the separation of 

Commanding actions that Alexander took verses Controlling actions taken by others in the battle 

many years later. 

 

 

Commanding 

 

Controlling 

To create new structures and processes (when necessary). To monitor structures and processes (once initiated). 

To initiate and terminate control (this includes 

establishing the conditions for initiation and 

termination). 

To carry out pre-established procedures. 

To modify control structures and processes when 

the situation demands it. 

To adjust procedures according to pre-established plans. 

Table 1: Command and Control as actions [Ref. T.]   

 

Definitions, Approaches, and Theories 

As a community, we must include clear “common” language, lexicons, and terminology that 

promote shared understanding and enable commanders, leaders, and subordinates at all levels. 

For many years we have continue to clarify both the art and science of war.  We have definitions 

for Command, Control, and Command and Control among others. We have developed Concepts, 
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Approaches, Arrangements, Strategies, Traditional and Agility Theories to find the appropriate 

mix to enable those who must apply the art and science. 

“Command and Control (C2) is foremost a human endeavor. U.S. military C2 must be leader-

centric and network-enabled to facilitate initiative and decision-making at the lowest level 

possible.” General James N. Mattis, USMC Commander, United States Joint Forces 

Command, Mar 2009 [Ref. J]. 

 

Let us start with Command, in the NATO Glossary of Terms and Definitions, there are five 

official NATO definitions for Command established in the 2002 [Ref. K].  

 The authority vested in an individual of the armed forces for the direction, coordination, 

and control of military forces 

 An order given by a commander, that is, the will of the commander expressed for the 

purpose of bringing about a particular action  

 A unit, group of units, organization or area under the authority of a single individual 

 To dominate an area or situation  

 To exercise command  

In the DOD Joint Publication 1 (JP 1) Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, 

command has three definitions [Ref. L]. Whereas Joint Publication 0-2 (JP 0-2) DOD Dictionary 

of Military and Associated Terms only has one [Ref. M]. 

 The authority that a commander in the armed forces lawfully exercises over subordinates 

by virtue of rank or assignment  

 An order given by a commander; that is, the will of the commander expressed for the 

purpose of bringing about a particular action  



Running Head: Decoupling Command from Control  9 

 

 

 A unit or units, an organization, or an area under the command of one individual. See 

also area command; combatant command; combatant command (command authority)  

JP 0-2: the authority that a commander in the armed forces lawfully exercises over subordinates 

by virtue of rank or assignment. Command includes the authority and responsibility for effectively 

using available resources and for planning the employment of, organizing, directing, coordinating, 

and controlling military forces for the accomplishment of assigned missions. It also includes 

responsibility for health, welfare, morale, and discipline of assigned personnel.  

 

As we can see there is agreement that Command is a lawfully authority. Let us now look at Control, 

in the NATO Glossary of Terms and Definitions there are two official NATO definitions for 

Control established in the 1981 and 2012 [Ref. K]. 

 

 The authority exercised by a commander over part of the activities of subordinate 

organizations, or other organizations not normally under his command, that encompasses 

the responsibility for implementing orders or directives, 2012 

 In mapping, charting and photogrammetry, a collective term for a system of marks or 

objects on the earth or on a map or a photograph, whose positions or elevations, or both, 

have been or will be determined, 1981 

In the DOD Joint Publication 1 (JP 1) Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, 

command has one definition [Ref. L]. Whereas Joint Publication 0-2 (JP 0-2) DOD Dictionary of 

Military and Associated Terms has three [Ref. M]. 
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 Authority that may be less than full command exercised by a commander over part of the 

activities of subordinate or other organizations 

 In mapping, charting, and photogrammetry, a collective term for a system of marks or 

objects on the Earth or on a map or a photograph, whose positions or elevations (or both) 

have been or will be determined 

 Physical or psychological pressures exerted with the intent to assure that an agent or 

group will respond as directed 

 In intelligence usage, an indicator governing the distribution and use of documents, 

information, or material. See also administrative control; operational control; tactical 

control 

As we can see there is only partial agreement on what Control encompasses. Let us now look at 

Command and Control as one, in the NATO Glossary of Terms and Definitions there is official 

NATO definitions for Command and Control as its own entity [Ref. K]. In the DOD Joint 

Publication 1 (JP 1) Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, Command and Control 

has one definition [Ref. L] and in Joint Publication 0-2 (JP 0-2) DOD Dictionary of Military and 

Associated Terms it only sites JP 1[Ref. M]. So, our analysis indicates there is no agreement on 

what C2 is as its own entity. 

 The exercise of authority and direction by a properly designated commander over 

assigned and attached forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Also called C2 

 

The next logical item to look at was any common variations of Command and Control-related 

abbreviations that adds to the confusion of previvors. We reviewed multiple references and 
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publications and selected the following list, to highlight what happens when we loose track of the 

singularity of a function.  

 C2I – Command, Control & Intelligence 

 C2I – Command, Control & Information  

 C2IS – Command and Control Information Systems 

 C2ISR – Command and Control, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 

 C2ISTAR – Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Acquisition, and Reconnaissance 

 C3 – Command, Control & Communication  

 C3 – Consultation, Command, and Control  

 C3I –Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence 

 C3ISTAR – Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence, Surveillance, Target 

Acquisition, and Reconnaissance 

 C3ISREW – C2ISR plus Communications plus Electronic Warfare  

 C4–Command, Control, Communications, Computers  

 C4I2 – Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, and 

Interoperability 

 C5I – Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Collaboration and Intelligence 

 AC2 - Airspace Command and Control 

 NC2 − Nuclear command and control 

 NC3 − Nuclear Command and Control and Communications 

 C2CRE - Command and Control Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear 

Response element 
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These variations and mutations are seen not only in NATO proper but are also used by militaries 

around the world and are examples of why the confusion levels are so prevalent within military 

and governmental organizations. If we indeed are required to merge Command and Control, we 

must understand it is a process describing what a leader or commander does transposed by 

several categories of tangible resources. The goal of command and control is not limited to a 

single objective but centers on decision making in order to accomplish the mission while 

reducing uncertainty in a timely manner [Ref. N].  

 

 “We owe the Secretary [of Defense] a better command-and-control structure, improved 

planning and collaboration among combatant commanders would be especially important in 

times of simultaneous conflicts.” “We don’t have mission command today at the strategic 

level, and more importantly, we haven’t set the fundamental conditions that are necessary to 

establish mission command.” General Dunford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Oct 

2016 [Ref. O].   

 

The evidence from C2 Agility Theory case studies and experiments further indicate that 

inappropriate approaches to C2 can lead to serious adverse consequences and even mission failure 

[Ref. P, Q]. Furthermore, assessments of the appropriateness of a particular C2 Approach for a 

given operation or set of circumstances begins with the determining both traditional and Non-

traditional C2 Approaches [Ref. R]. 
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 “Operations will move at the speed of trust.” “Trust is the glue that binds the distributed Joint 

Force 2020 together, enabling the many to act as one…”  Mission Command White Paper 

CJCS, Apr 2012 [Ref. S] 

 

 

Conclusion  

What is needed is a “Paradigm Shift” so that NATO and its member nations and militaries and 

governmental organizations will be better off when everyone agrees to a set of common terms and 

definitions. If we as a community can gain a common understanding of capabilities, purposes, and 

lexicons it may be possible to truly have the “human actions/functions” of Command separated 

from Control and conversely you can have Control separated from Command.  This will only serve 

to make Command and Control e.g. C2 stronger and healthier over time. 
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