
  

 1 

 

21st ICCRTS 

“C2 in a Complex Connected Battlespace” 

 

Improving Alignment and Unity of Effort with Mission Partners 

Paper 1 

Topic 2: C2 Concepts, Theory, Policy and Approaches  

Topic 6: Interoperability/Integration and Security  

Topic 1: Operational Issues in Complex Connected Environments such as large 

Conurbations 

 

 

Mr. Ken D. Teske (Key Management Solutions) 

Mr. Michael D. Tisdel (Key Management Solutions) 

Mr. Mark Miller (Key Management Solutions) 

Mr. William Fleser (U.S. Special Operations Command) 

Ms. Leah Treppel (NATO Special Operations Headquarters) 

 

Point of Contact 

Ken D. Teske 

Key Management Solutions 

223 N Wahsatch Ave, STE 206  

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903-2253  

 (757) 510-0915 kteske@kmssecurity.com  or kenneth.d.teske.ctr@mail.mil    

mailto:kteske@kmssecurity.com


  

 2 

 

Abstract 

We will not achieve a high level of Command and Control (C2) connectivity or inter-dependence 

without alignment and unity of effort with our Mission Partners. Alignment is an absolute necessity 

and should be based on the following four principles: Common view with goals and objectives, 

Common understanding of capabilities, Alignment or Coordination of efforts to ensure coherency, 

and Common measures of progress and ability to change course or direction as needed. 

Improved alignment will help address the challenges associated with operating in any complex 

environment. Applying the Unity of Effort Framework that was discussed in the 19th ICCRTS, 

paper (003) demonstrates the importance of comprehending and respecting that each mission 

partner’s approaches, strategies, and development areas are important according to their individual 

National requirements. 

The Unity of Effort Framework used for alignment assists both the United States and our mission 

partners to better understand a problem or issue by identifying common goals, areas of interest, 

capabilities, and common categories of effort to be applied by each of the organizations for the 

focus areas. This methodology will directly impact the way C2 is conducted both today and in the 

future.  
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Introduction 

This document describes a new enhancements and visualization capabilities that build on the 

Methodology to Improving Unity of Effort for Mission Partner Planning discussed in the 19th 

ICCRTS paper (003) [Ref. A].  This continued evolution of the Unity of Effort (alignment) 

framework directly supports bridging of an existing capability gap, that both United States Special 

Operations Command (USSOCOM) J3-International directorate and North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) Special Operations Forces (SOF) Headquarters (NSHQ) have in their ability 

to develop and maintain shared awareness and understanding with all mission partner nations. This 

capability gap has been limiting both USSOCOM’s and NSHQ’s ability to fully accomplish plans, 

and objectives, as well as Defense, National, and International guidance [Ref. B, C, D, E].  There 

is no end to the higher-level guidance and directions to work with Mission Partners throughout the 

Department of Defense (DOD) and government. 

 

In the National Security Strategy of 2010, President Obama indicates that to succeed we must 

take a “whole of government approach” that is “deliberate and inclusive of the interagency 

process, so that we achieve integration of our efforts to implement and monitor operations, 

policies, and strategies.”  [Ref. F, G].   

 

“The Joint Force for the future will be…agile, flexible, ready…it will have global presence…” 

Defense Strategic Guidance, President of the United States and the Secretary of Defense, Jan 

2012 [Ref. H] 

 

“Operations will move at the speed of trust.” “Trust is the sinew that binds the distributed 

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

Paper CJCS, Apr 2012 [Ref. I] 

 

“Globally postured Joint Force… quickly combine(s) capabilities with itself and mission 

partners across domains, echelons, geographic boundaries, and organizational affiliations” 

“rapidly deployable…have operational reach… persistent…and [do] not constitute an 

irreversible policy commitment” Capstone Concept for Joint Operations: Joint Force 2020, 

Sep 2012 [Ref. J] 

 

 “USSOCOM is enhancing its global network of SOF to support our interagency and 

international partners in order to gain expanded situational awareness of emerging threats and 

opportunities.” ADM William McRaven, Commander USSOCOM, Posture Statement to 

113th Congress Senate Armed Services Committee, Mar 2013 [Ref. K] 
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In the National Security Strategy of 2015, President Obama specifies that to succeed “we will lead 

with capable partners, mobilizing collective action and building partner capacity to address global 

challenges.” [Ref. L].   

 

To accomplish this global SOF integration, USSOCOM, NSHQ, and SOF mission partners must 

act together with each other as well as with other organizations to ensure shared understanding of 

the capabilities, limitations, and consequences of a globally employed force.  

 

In an ideal world, government organizations worldwide concerned with security issues would 

operate from an overarching collective strategic plan at the global, regional and country-level to 

ensure alignment of various efforts. In fact, organizations face momentous obstacles ensuring that 

their plans and/or programs are based on shared assessments of conditions and appropriately 

aligned to develop, produce, and maintain a common viewpoint. 

 

Background 

 

In the summer of 2014, this team proposed a solution and repeatable processes to improve Unity 

of Effort at the 19th ICCRTS in paper (003) “Methodology to Improving Unity of Effort for 

Mission Partner Planning” [Ref. A].  The Unity of Effort framework was developed as a multi-

purpose planning aid to facilitate United States Government (USG) stakeholders’ coordination, 

synchronization, visibility and information sharing for improving unity of effort.  The framework 

helps to identify gaps, seams and redundancies amongst stakeholders, and helps focus similar 

efforts to achieve national goals and objectives. The Unity of Effort framework is now an 

established “Best Practice” for the DOD and others. 

The U.S. Combatant Commands (CCMDs) needed a consistent and institutionalized approach to 

plan and resource military support for Civilian Agencies and improve unity of effort toward 

meeting national and strategic objectives at the operational/theater campaign level. The goal is to 

achieve broad consensus on the approach to work towards common objectives, applied across 

different geographic regions by all elements of national and international power acting in concert. 

“One of the explicit lessons of the last decade of conflict is the absolute necessity to share 

information, plan, and operate in concert with our interagency and foreign partners.”  Admiral 

McRaven, Commander, USSOCOM, SEP 2011 [Ref. M].   

All Government organizations concerned with national security should operate from an 

overarching joint strategic plan at the global, regional and country-level to ensure alignment of 

various government efforts. This would then be aligned with other governments who in all reality 

face the same significant hurdles to ensure their plans and/or programs are based on shared 

assessments of conditions, are appropriately aligned and account for each other’s capabilities, 

capacities, and activities.  
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Within each organization, differences in organizational priorities result in critical differences at 

the USG level that effect theater and regional planning. These differences were viewed in this 

effort as inhibitors to unity of effort. We will discuss these in greater depth later in this paper. 

The most important difference between the Unity of Effort Framework and other approaches to 

USG Planning is that each organization can continue to operate using their own planning and 

programming processes while mapping to a common Unity of Effort Framework.  To apply the 

Unity of Effort framework, stakeholders must meet, must communicate, and must collaborate to 

gain consensus of a common view and common understanding of the situation.  These “consensus” 

gathering meetings, by their very nature, improve unity of effort and may be the most important 

part of this process.  The foremost goal is to create a common understanding of who is doing what, 

where, and when in the area of importance to work together to improve unity of effort towards 

meeting agreed upon goals and objectives.   

Over the last sixteen years we have realized the need to share security responsibilities with other 

nations and Mission Partners to help address security challenges in their countries and regions, 

whether it is countering terrorist and international criminal networks, participating in international 

peacekeeping operations, or building institutions capable of maintaining security, law, and order, 

and applying justice, or fighting alongside our forces. Successfully providing transparent solutions 

to the DOD and Mission Partners help achieve collective goals.  

The Concept Unity of Effort Framework  

This conceptual approach to building a Unity of Effort Framework is a way to visualize 

components of existing plans, programs, and activities to improve the distribution and application 

of scarce resources with maximum positive effect. The structure, definitions, templates, and how-

to instructions of the Unity of Effort framework are repeatable and reusable.  However, each 

application of the Framework will produce unique, products for each stakeholder, mission set, and 

operating environment. The Framework consists of a how-to guide (the Solution Guide), a set of 

templates for the “Stage 2” three-dimensional view, the “Stage 3” matrix view, and “Stage 4” what 

we call the deep dive or detailed stage of planning. 

The Framework is a viable repeatable process for improving planning.  In the first two stages of 

the Framework; identifying stakeholders, having them develop (and reach consensus on) common 

objectives, and explaining their operating environment removes and/or mitigates four out of the 

top twelve inhibitors (differing lexicon, no visibility, no established process, competing priorities). 

These inhibitors are identified in Table 1 and, will be discussed later. Below is a graphic view 

(figure 1) for building the quick reference guide and attributes for each stage of the Unity of Effort 

Framework to aid in understanding of the process [Ref. N].    
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Figure 1: Quick reference guide and attributes 

As mentioned earlier, in 2014 stakeholders at the time collectively identified over twenty reasons, 

rationales, and explanations, which impede unity of effort. We will call these reasons, rationales 

and explanations “inhibitors”.  Today, we find that there are no major changes to stakeholder 

beliefs on these inhibitors. Below in Table 1, as identified by stakeholders, are the Top twelve 

inhibitors to unity of effort: 

  Top Twelve Inhibitors to Unity of Effort 

1. Stovepipes/silos (lack of information sharing) 7. No established process (ad hoc) 

2. No visibility of efforts and activities 8. No global repository of information 

3. Partner nations confused over mixed 

messages 

9. No forcing function to drive unity of 

effort 

4. Lack of planning resources 10. Conflicts in planning timelines 

5. Differing lexicon/taxonomy/language 11. Uncoordinated efforts 

6. Disparate activities 12. Competing priorities 

 

Table 1: Inhibitors to Unity of Effort 

 If the above twelve inhibitors degrade unity of effort and by extension, planning, then it would be 

a logical assumption that the mitigation of one (or more) of those inhibitors would thereby improve 
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planning and alignment.  To keep stakeholders in the sphere of reality, it must be pointed out that 

there are certain “inhibitors” that by their very nature seem impervious to any type of attempt to 

address the inhibitor.  However, this does not preclude attempts to solve these issues. 

That being said, USSOCOM J3-I designed a SOF Interoperability project to “use a network 

approach” to lead with capable partners. In an interconnected world, there are no global problems 

that can be solved without the United States, and few that can be solved by the United States alone. 

American leadership remains essential for mobilizing collective action to address global risks and 

seize strategic opportunities. Our closest partners and allies will remain the cornerstone of our 

international engagement” [Ref. O].   

As the network approach matures, it becomes increasingly necessary to improve our ability to 

operate with our most capable SOF partners at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels.  This 

project will provide a set of tools by which all parts of USSOCOM can better understand the 

interoperability challenges facing the SOF enterprise today, and then target selected, high return 

on investment areas for improvement. 

The statement, “Improve SOF interoperability” is a broad and vaguely-defined task, particularly 

with respect to interoperability with mission partner SOF. For example, Joint Doctrine contains 

multiple definitions of “interoperability,” some of which are listed below: 

“The ability to operate in synergy in the execution of assigned tasks” [Ref: P].  

“The condition achieved among communications-electronics systems or items of 

communications-electronics equipment when data, information or services can be 

exchanged directly and satisfactorily between them and/or their users” [Ref. Q].   

Absent a framework, USSOCOM and others will waste time, effort and financial resources 

attempting to solve individual interoperability problems without an understanding of the key 

factors that drive interoperability.   

Use of the Unity of Effort framework will identify and visualize three complementary products to 

scope and frame global SOF interoperability gaps:  

1) The mission partner SOF identification scorecard - opens a wide lens for considering 

and identifying mission partner SOF units. It provides a set of criteria applicable for 

identifying special operations capable ground, maritime, and air force units that are derived 

from U.S and NATO doctrine and definitions. 

2) The preliminary mission partner SOF scorecard - takes advantage of relatively readily 

available, open public assessable information to form a first-order opinion of the unit’s 

capabilities. 

3) The mission partner SOF profile - presents a unit overview rich in higher-level details, 

sometimes including information on the engagement, training, and education opportunities. 
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To address these challenges our team started with the baseline Unity of Effort framework construct 

or “Dashboard” [Ref. A] seen in Figure 2 below.  

 

Figure 2: Unity of Effort “Dashboard” 

In this application of the Unity of Effort framework we uniquely adapted products for the 

stakeholder, mission set, and operating environment. The framework how-to guide had to be 

restructured as well as some of the templates for the “Stage 2” and “Stage 3” views. We also 

incorporated “Stage 4” detailed deep dive of the framework into our newly enhanced three-

dimensional visualization capability that is being developed by a research laboratory in support of 

USSOCOM that we collectively called the Global SOF Directory and Repository (GSDR). 

A data collection plan was designed by the analysis team to assist with speeding up “Stage 1” and 

“Stage 2”. Data was collected from various websites and organizations, official nation Armed 

Forces websites and from SOF Mission Partners themselves. The Contact list was modified from 

the original Unity of Effort contact list format to accommodate additional stakeholder 

requirements. During the analysis, we collected and analyzed International and National SOF 

strategies’ and authoritative documents to develop and support the stakeholder’s common view 

and understanding. This common view and understanding led to the development of focus areas 

consisting of external (SOF missions focused outside of their national boarders, assisting other 

countries) or internal (SOF missions focused within their national boarders, domestic capability 

only) and major categories of effort; SOF Ground, SOF Air, and SOF Maritime. The consensus 

was  to use SOF Core mission areas consisting of; Direct Action (DA), Special Reconnaissance 



  

 9 

 

(SR), Military Assistance (MA) [Security Force Assistance (SFA) and Foreign Internal Defense 

(FID)], Counter Insurgency (COIN), Counter Terrorism (CT), Civil Affairs (CA), Counter 

Weapons of Mass Destruction (CWMD), Military Information Support Operations (MISO), 

Unconventional Warfare (UW), Foreign Humanitarian Assistance (FHA), Personal 

Recovery/Hostage Rescue (PR), and SOF capability to establish a Headquarters/Joint Task Force 

(HQ/JTF) as the objective goal in which to identify capabilities in each SOF mission partner nation. 

An additional stakeholder Special Operation Liaison Officers (SOLOs) sub-list by locations was 

also created. The Stage 4 Deep dive information was identified as engagement opportunities and 

training & education areas available to and for each country.  

To ensure the greatest, unimpeded sharing of information and data among all mission partners, it 

was decided to use only open source and publically available information and data.   

Once the data was collected for each SOF force it was placed within a simple schema for 

importing and ease of viewing in the GSDR. The GSDR is a modification and enhancement to 

the three-dimensional (3D) view previously used in the Unity of Effort framework. These 

various views can be tailored by each user and nation to examine information based upon their 

Command and Control (C2) needs and understanding and assisting in meeting their national 

strategic goals and objectives. As seen below, Figure 3 is a 3D view and Figure 4 is a two-

dimensional (2D) view, both of which aid in a common view and understanding. 

 

Figure 3: 3D View 
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Figure 4: 2D View 

The following figures shown below are the new elements for “Stage 1” and “Stage 2.” These 

elements consist of the modified contact list (Figure 5) and the National SOF Focus Area by either 

external or internal and major categories of effort; SOF Ground, SOF Air, and SOF Maritime 

(Figure 6).  

Figure 5:  Modified Contact List 
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Figure 6: National SOF Focus Area 

As mentioned earlier, Stage three of the Unity of Effort framework applicable to the GSDR are 

the SOF Core mission areas; DA, SR, MA [FID and SFA], COIN, CT, CA, CWMD, MISO, UW, 

PR, and HQ/JTF. An example of these detailed capabilities for each SOF mission partner nation 

can be seen below in figure 7.  

Figure 7: Capabilities View 
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Figure 8 seen below, is additional stakeholder SOLOs information by location and points of 

contact if it is public assessible. This provides partner nations information to engage SOLOs in 

various nations based on the ablity to see a list of all the SOF mission partners that have a SOLO.  

Figure 8: Special Operations Liaison Officers Locations 

Below figure 9 shows an example of engagement opportunities are part of the deep dive 

information. Partner Nation SOF development areas, goals, and objectives to improve 

interoperability of SOF Forces are found in engagement opportunities (including exercises and 

events that mission partner sponsors or participates in). This may assist in planning and 

coordinating future events to enhance building partnership capacity and information sharing and 

develop a better understanding of the capabilities and goals of that mission partner. 

 

Figure 9: Engagement Opportunities  
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Figure 10 below is education opportunities as deep dive information. Along with engagement 

opportunities, seeking education opportunities for national SOF forces was also common across 

all partner nation SOF. Each Mission Partner has national goals and objectives to improve the 

education of all its SOF forces. To accomplish these objectives, education opportunities, regardless 

of sponsored country or location have to be identified.  The GSDR provides identification of these 

education opportunities from public available sources. Engagement and coordination with the 

mission partner is required to determine the availability and requirements to attend a specific 

course. 

 

 

Figure 10: Education Opportunities   

Our Analysis (Table 2 below): Through feedback and discussion with Mission Partners it was 

evident that “Significant Improvement” in a Common View, Common Understanding and 

increased Alignment of Efforts are results of implementation of the GSDR.  The results were based 

on three factors: stakeholder agreement, increased visibility, and capability awareness 

significance. 
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Unity of Effort 

Attribute 
Evaluation Metric Initial Baseline Final Result 

Common View 

Does the Unity of Effort framework application 

mitigate the occurrences of mixed or confusing 

messages about mission partner capabilities 

Inconclusive Conclusively 

Common 

Understanding 

Does this Unity of Effort framework application 

mitigate the need for a global repository? 
Inconclusive Possibly 

Does this Unity of Effort framework application 

provide for common lexicon and terminology? 
Possibly Conclusively 

Alignment of Efforts 

Does this Unity of Effort framework application 

identify areas to focus resources? 
Possibly Conclusively 

Does Unity of Effort framework application 

improve the ability to align efforts with mission 

partners? 

Inconclusive Conclusively 

Common Measures 

of Progress 

Does this Unity of Effort framework application 

provide the means to determine common 

measures of progress and provide for greater 

understanding of capability sets? 

Possibly Conclusively 

Usability 

Does this Unity of Effort framework application 

and new visualization provide useful capability 

to mission partners  

Inconclusive Conclusively 

 

Table 2: “Significant Improvement” 

 

Conclusion 

“Such a comprehensive alignment management [C2] concept uniquely recognizes that any 

organization, department, or even program, even if it has its own mission, vision, strategies, 

and critical success factors, is only one element of a larger delivery and service mechanism. 

In nearly all cases the success of strategy to execution depends on the ability to operate in 

alignment and therefore unity with the rest of the organizations with a common stake in the 

issues” [Ref. R].   

 

Unity of effort is based on four principles: 

1. Common vision, goals and objectives for the mission 

2. Common understanding of the situation 

3.  Alignment of efforts to ensure continued coherency 
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4. Common measures of progress and ability to change course as needed 

The Unity of Effort framework, when used improves collaborative planning and alignment to 

address security challenges and many other issues.   

“Like the threat networks we face, our Unity of Effort is directly correlated to our 

connectedness -- to information, to our partners and to the chain of command.” “It is about 

understanding the environment. It is about developing relationships. It’s about informing our 

broader military activities. It’s about building partner capacity and advising and assisting 

others so they can meet their own national objectives.” General Joseph Votel, Commander 

USSOCOM, Jan 2015 [Ref. S]  

 

The adaptation of the Unity of Effort framework with new enhanced visualization enables this 

framework to be an even better multi-purpose C2 planning aid to facilitate ALL stakeholders’ 

coordination, alignment, visibility and information sharing for improving unity of effort.  The 

GSDR visualization of the framework elements in a repository helps Stakeholders, Mission 

Partners, SOF Forces and SOF Commanders to analyze C2 capabilities sets of other SOF 

Mission Partners with sharable public releasable information and data that facilitates contact with 

other SOF Partners. The GSDR has tailorable views, which allow partners to compare and 

contrast C2 capabilities sets and focus areas or help identify C2 areas where they need to focus 

efforts.  This capability provides Commanders with C2 options derived from shared information 

to make informed decisions on how and when to utilize the resources at their disposal in the most 

effective and efficient manor to accomplish the challenges in their respective areas of 

responsibility.  The GSDR will aid all Mission Partners and Stakeholders to focus similar C2 

efforts to achieve national and international goals and objectives to address C2 challenges.  

 

“We can describe the situation as predictably unpredictable. In just the past few years we 

have experienced an evolving threat environment which entails a variable witch’s brew of 

challenges.” “This transregional challenge … demands a correspondingly transregional 

strategy.” “The SOF enterprise is well postured to support contouring these transregional 

challenges by virtue of our global perspective and authorities.” General Raymond Thomas 

III, Commander USSOCOM, May 2016 [Ref. T] 
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 Appendix B: Glossary  

 

 

Activities: For the Framework activities refers to how capabilities are accomplished in a Key  

Intersection. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Authority: USG agencies and organizations draw their authority from the U.S. Code, Presidential 

directives and executive orders, decisions of the Federal courts and treaties. (gpo.gov) Power to 

influence thought, opinion or behavior – implies the power of winning devotion or allegiance or of 

compelling acceptance and belief – the right or power to command, rule or judge. [[Ref: A, N] 

 

Capability: For the Framework capability refers to the “what and why” that is taking place in a 

Key Intersection. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Categories of Effort: For the Framework Categories of Effort can be elements of national power 

or lines of effort. The type of exertion expended for a specified purpose. See Elements of National 

Power. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Common Objective: An objective agreed upon by all stakeholders. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Coordinate Objective: A statement of the condition or state one expects to achieve. (USAID 

Glossary of Evaluation Terms and DOD). The clearly defined, decisive and attainable goal toward 

which every operation is directed. Objectives are developed within the context of existing U.S. 

national security and foreign policies, and are derived from higher-level guidance. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Contributing: For the Framework, refers to a Stakeholder or mission partner that is executing, 

supporting, sharing or involved at some level in an intersection in support of the lead organization. 

[Ref: A, N] 

 

Deep Dive: Stakeholders and mission partners will collectively conduct an examination with a 

primary focus on capabilities (“what and why”), capacity (“where, when and how often”), and 

activities (“how capabilities are being accomplished”) at a specific Key Intersection of common 

objective and operating environment. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Elements of National Power: The ways through which the interagency community is able to 

leverage the political, economic and military strengths of the USG in order to influence other 

states and non-state actors. The United States can make use of these elements directly, through 
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the various agencies that make up the federal government, or indirectly, by mobilizing the 

population, industry and businesses of the country. [Ref: F]  

 

Framework: For the Unity of Effort Framework project, a Framework is a mechanism that 

allows government agencies to visualize and preempt or resolve potential conflicts in their 

actions, activities and resources in order to support a specific national strategy or policy (e.g., 

Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime, a Humanitarian Assistance/ Disaster Relief 

Operation, or other operations). [Ref: A, N] 

 

Matrix: For the Framework, the matrix is a spreadsheet view of the three elements: Common 

Objectives, Operating Environments, and Categories of Effort. It is the starting point where 

Stakeholders and Mission Partners begin collaboration and coordination of efforts. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Matrix or Spreadsheet Cell: For the Framework a column and row intersection within a 

Framework matrix to be populated by stakeholder organizations. This represents the 

intersection of a common objective and a specific operating area for a given mission. [Ref: 

A, N] 

Military (Elements of National Power): In wielding the military instrument of national power, 

the armed forces must ensure their adherence to U.S. values, constitutional principles, and 

standards for the profession of arms. While responsibility for wielding the other instruments of 

power rests outside the military establishment, U.S. military leaders are responsible for providing 

the advice and recommendation necessary for the overall U.S. effort to properly incorporate the 

military instrument with the other instruments of national power. Unified action within the 

military instrument supports the national strategic unity of effort through close coordination with 

the other instruments of national power. [Ref: A, N] 

 

 

Operating Environment: A combination of conditions, surroundings, circumstances, and 

landscape: The Operating Environment can be looked at in many ways, some examples are; 

geographic regions, sectors, domains, critical terrain, countries, states, key border crossings 

between nations, mountainous areas, and land routes which are forms of identifying locations 

or areas where activities take place and bear on the decisions of leaders. Others may be more 

specific with identifying the operating environment for example; sub-regions, portfolios, 

seaports, bridges, roadways, waterways, airfields, air corridors. [Ref: A, N] 

 

Planning: The process to identify appropriate results, develop approaches to reach them, assign 

needed resources, organize to achieve results, and identify the means to measure progress (3D 

Planning Guide, DOD). An orderly, analytical process that consists of a logical set of steps to 

analyze a mission, select the best course of action, and produce an operation plan or order. [Ref: 

Derived from JP 3-0, 5-0] 
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Resources: The personnel, materiel, and other assets or capabilities apportioned or allocated to 

the commander of a unified or specified command. [Ref: Derived from JP 1-02]   

 

Stakeholder: A person or group that has an investment, share, or interest in something, as an 

organization, business or industry. Organizations that play an important part in the design and 

outcome of a stated issue. [Ref: A, N] 

 

United States Code (USC): The codification by subject matter of the general and permanent 

laws of the United States based on what is printed in the Statutes at Large. It is divided by broad 

subjects into 50 titles and published by the Office of the Law Revision Counsel of the U.S. House 

of Representatives. These titles describe the legal capabilities and limitations of the various 

agencies within all three branches of the USG. [Ref: USC] 

 

Unity of Effort: Coordination and cooperation toward common objectives, even if the 

participants are not necessarily part of the same command or organization. The product of 

successful unified action. [Ref: JP-1] A cooperative concept, which refers to coordination and 

communication among USG organizations toward the same common goals for success; in order 

to achieve unity of effort. It is not necessary for all organizations to be controlled under the same 

command structure, but it is necessary for each agency’s efforts to be in harmony with the short- 

and long-term goals of the mission.  Unity of effort is based on four principles [Ref: DOS]: 

 Common understanding of the situation 

 Common vision or goals for the R&S mission 

 Coordination of efforts to ensure continued coherency 

 Common measures of progress and ability to change course if necessary 

 

Unity of Effort Framework: A multipurpose planning aid designed to improve unity of effort by 

setting the stage for Stakeholder’s coordination, synchronization, visibility and information 

sharing. [Ref: A, N, R] 

 


