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ABSTRACT 

The key attributes of the “mission command” concept include shared awareness/understanding, 
along with clear-intent and trust, and overlooking these attributes has potential to cause operational 
difficulties and to give rise to the inherent uncertainty in operational environments for both 
peacetime and warfighting missions for NATO. To create a shared awareness/understanding, the 
information and knowledge is of paramount important for mission success. Despite the enhanced 
network connectivity, the state-of-the-art C2 systems have never totally mitigated the uncertainty 
(the fog and friction of war) in the operational environment. Commanders of NATO forces should 
integrate and synchronize military operations through creating and sustaining shared 
awareness/understanding to facilitate unity of effort. Mission command concept is based on shared 
awareness/understanding, and it requires each level of leader to be ready to assume responsibility, 
sustain unity of effort, and act practically within the commander’s intent. Therefore, mission 
command and related key attributes, especially shared awareness/understanding, will continue to 
be imperative in future NATO operations. In this paper, we demystify the concept of shared 
situational awareness/understanding.  

Keywords: C2 Agility, Mission Command, Shared Situational Understanding, Operational 
Agility, and Future NATO Operations. 

Introduction 
 

NATO is in a period of transformation. In this period, NATO focuses on to design and implement 
transformational changes that will affect how it operates in the near future. These endeavors 
include developing new capabilities and enhancing the interoperability, readiness, operational 
agility, deployability and sustainability. Among those capabilities, developing an efficient and 
agile command and control (C2) capability has a significant importance. This importance stems 
from the role of NATO in joint operations. In addition, the latest NATO operations provided the 
evidence that C2 capability for NATO needs to be agile enough to meet that mission’s dynamic 
[1].  

 
Currently, NATO has focused on solving many same challenges that member nations face in terms 
of C2 capability. The result of this concentration is going to be series of C2 concepts. These 
concepts, when taken together, will form an integrated method for managing the transition and sets 
an expectation for transforming C2 in NATO to operate in the future (year 2030 and beyond.) The 
intent of these C2 concepts is to inform and stipulate thinking about how to meet the requirements 
outlined in the NATO’s strategic guidance, which shaped with possible futures confrontation of 
NATO forces. These future confrontations will be different type of hostile forces/organizations 
including military forces, non-state armed groups, criminal and terrorist organizations[2, 3]. 

 
Mission command is a well-established concept in the literature that describes decentralized 
execution based on mission-type orders by disciplined, aggressive, and independent leaders. This 
emerging concept has formed by the recent operations. The ensued publications about this concept 
delineate mission command as the critical leader skill to enable smaller units to conduct 
decentralized operations at the tactical level with operational/strategic implications. In NATO, 
however, there is no single document that explains all interpretations of mission command concept. 
Consequently, a conceptual foundation of mission command and its application as a warfighting 
function is missing. There is a necessity for bridging the gap between theory and practice that may 
originate from internal or external factors.  
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The primary objective of this paper is to demystify the shared situational awareness (ShSA). The 
shared situational awareness is a key feature for mission command concept of NATO. This paper 
seeks to answer the following questions: 

• What is the context that led to the adoption of mission command in NATO and the level 
it is incorporated into the doctrinal documents? What is the potential of mission 
command in increasing operational effectiveness? 

• The terms shared awareness, shared SA, common SA, shared understanding, common 
operating picture and common understanding are used as substitute to each other. In 
this paper we establish a dynamic foundation to distinguish the ShSA from the other 
notion by reflecting following facts: Is the shared awareness available data? Or shared 
awareness is a cognitive entity that changes through processes such as cultural 
development, education, training, rehearsal etc. 
  

This paper briefly discusses the larger understanding of mission command concept in NATO, but 
it focuses on the shared situational awareness.  
 
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. This introductory chapter tried to establish the 
purpose and significance of the paper in addition to providing an initial understanding of the 
mission command concept and its primary pillars. Next chapter provides an overview of the future 
security environment from a C2 perspective. Then, the related concepts of mission command are 
briefly covered which serve as the basis for the paper. After having reached a common 
understanding of the mission command concept, deep analysis in shared situational 
awareness/understanding is provided. Finally, last chapter draws conclusions and makes 
recommendations for further research on the topic. 

Adoption of Mission Command Concept 
 

Future operating environment pose both new opportunities and challenges for NATO from a C2 
perspective. There is a strong evidence that future operating environments will likely be congested, 
contested and complex. This operating environment will challenge NATO’s decision-making 
processes at all levels [1,2]. Therefore, NATO forces must be ready to operate in future operating 
environment characterized by high degree of uncertainty. There is a clear need to get prepared for 
both threats from non-state actors and states. To deal with the challenges and complexity in the 
future operating environment, an integrated and agile C2 capability is required.  

 
The other aspect of future operating environment is related to the fact that the NATO forces may 
have to modify in real-time its decision-making models (decision rights, pattern of interactions 
and information distribution/dissemination) according to the evolution of the situation to achieve 
information and decision superiority. It will require to continuously monitoring the efficiency of 
the way C2 conducted in all levels. Furthermore, considering that NATO forces will operate with 
multiple organizations that have different culture/background, they will probably have to use 
different decision-making models simultaneously, which require C2 capabilities that work on 
multiple levels at the same time. 
Lately, several concepts have emerged to achieve this required C2 capability and one of these 
concepts is the “mission command”, which is our focus in this paper. As a long-standing concept, 
mission command is commonly defined as the conduct of military operations through 
decentralized execution based on mission-type orders [4]. This concept stems from the concept of 
auftragstaktik (mission-type tactics), which first introduced by the Prussian-German army during 
the 19th and 20th centuries and it has commonly seen as a force multiplier for German forces.  
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Clear intent given by the commander and empowering subordinates are the main means for 
maintaining alignment. Commander’s intent should express a clear and strong image of the desired 
outcome. Traditionally, there have been exist two main courses of action to deal with uncertainty 
in C2 setting: to go after certainty considering that it is the foundation of C2 or to take uncertainty 
as a fact and act accordingly.   

 
In NATO within a unique multi-cultural context, mission command is interpreted from different 
perspectives. Each member nation or troop contributing nation to NATO operations have different 
C2 approach based on distinct military cultures, where the differences stem from cultural aspects 
as well as shaped by the national political and military leadership. Cultural aspects have a 
significant influence over successful application of mission command. Hence, successful 
application of mission command concept requires an organizational culture that facilitate its 
implementation in NATO. Establishing a supporting education, training and leadership 
development system is a crucial component for successful practice of mission command, since it 
requires well-trained forces and highly competent leaders. It is noteworthy to mention that 
leadership development is up most important for successful implementation of mission command 
due to the fact that micromanagement undermines the application of mission command. Mission 
command was incorporated into NATO doctrine through the highest-level joint publication AJP-
1(D). In this publication, mission command is discussed in detail and assumed as the primary 
approach to C2. However, the majority of the lower-level allied joint publications does not address 
mission command in particular. 

 
The other influencing effect in successfully executing mission command is the information 
technologies that has become the focal point in conducting C2 functions. These technologies can 
mitigate some challenges that hamper practice of mission command. In addition, they can help 
achieving information superiority, and in turn decision superiority, where the initial step for 
achieving both superiorities is shared situational awareness and understanding. Along with 
technologies, the influence of other factors such as doctrine and organization, operational business 
processes, education and training should be taken into account that have an effect on the 
development of shared situational awareness and understanding, and most significantly all these 
factors have to be designed around the human aspect. 

 

Awareness and Command and Control 
 
A conceptual framework of Command and Control (C2) gives rise to the notions of complexity, mission, 
situational awareness, shared awareness, interoperability as the salient key features. The common 
characteristic of these features is that they are all human-centered. Clausewitz indicated that “any 
command and control construct ignores the human element of command and control would conflict with 
reality such an extent that for this reason alone it would be totally useless” [5]. The human component 
in war, a conflict resolution on an extensive scale, is an irrevocable component. Hence, the C2 and related 
features should be scrutinized in the human-centered and cognitively bounded framework.  
 In a military organization, the commander disseminates the intent to the subordinate echelons, after that 
decision and action ensue. Henceforth, the control may transform into a command and thus, should adapt 
into the necessary behavior. This adaptation process can go to extreme complex. The emerging situations 
in transition engender ad-hoc dualities in decision making and behavior. The dualities accentuate the 
human component in C2 systems. The understanding influences the command’s disseminated intent and 
control’s understanding of the intent, and these two can be congruent or incongruent. The level 
congruency in understanding governs the evolution of the problem. Therefore, it is fair to say that 
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commander’s imparted intent and control’s understood intent both bound the problem. This bounding 
generates incompleteness and eventually limits the situational construct. This situational construct is 
defined as “a set of conditions that we expand on with the requirement an individual is or becomes 
cognizant of the set of conditions” [6]. As a result, situational construct gives rise to an observant-
participant duality. Depending on the situation, individuals adapt different characteristics. For example, 
to mitigate the ambiguities of this duality, subtle aspects of commander’s intent is imparted in different 
roles and functions, such as individual and collective training, live exercise, command post exercise, 
after action review, drill, and rehearsal. Doing so, the human agent generates a transformation both 
cognitively and socially so that the necessary adaptive changes can be achieved.  
 
Duality in Situation Theory Perspective 
 
Operational environment is transient, complex, emergent, dynamic, context-specific and shaped by 
uncertainty. The mentioned duality, therefore, accentuates itself in every circumstance. The situation 
theory perspective provides a comprehensive dynamic construct for the duality by maintaining the 
natural ties to reality. The following principles articulate the salient points in this situation theory 
perspective: 

 
• “The incorporation of the participant and maintenance of the observer in the problems” [7] 
• “The practical nature of the problem” [6] 
• “The paradigm captured in Pragmatic Idealism, that lead to the present state of understanding 

of Situations Theory” [8] 

 

 
 
 

Figure 1 Reality Domain Perspective (RDP) model 

The situational construct shown in Figure 1 is an abstraction of the situation with respect to reality. That 
includes D, domain of awareness (comprehensibility); P, perspective what is comprehensible and which 
is understood; R, Reality and the approach is called RDP construct. Minimizing the A(d) is the primary 
goal because the complexity in understanding correlates with it. Complexity in this construct defined as 

 

 

Domain  

D 

Reality - R 

Perspective 

P A’’(d) : the distance between 

what is comprehensible and 

that which is understood. 

A’(d) : The distance between 

reality and comprehensibility 

A(d) : The distance between 

reality and what is understood 
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“probability of making an erroneous knowledge claim”. The concomitant formation of domain and 
perspective is about A’(d) and A’’(d). The prominent point in RDP construct is that all the three virtual 
distances, A (d), A’(d), and A’’(d), are contingent to each other. For example, minimizing A’’(d) results 
in larger A’(d) and this means that domain, D, is well understood, however not the problem itself. On 
the contrary, minimizing A’(d) increases the encompassment of the domain, and hence, problem is better 
captured. The ensuing encompassment entails more variability, consequently, less understanding, P, is 
attained.  
The RDP is a generative process that is shown in Figure 2. It combines the situation and the 
predispositions that emanate from the cognitive involvement of individual.  

 
Figure 2 The Participant Observer Duality in Generative Process of RDP model 

  
The auspiciousness in this construct is the ties to the reality in both roles: observer and participant. 
Because of the dynamic environment, e.g. future operating environment (FOE), the emerging situations 
can require transpiring the “already cognizant situation” into action in different roles. Therefore, the 
RDP incorporates unbounded aspects of reality to the understanding of the problem, shown in Figure 2. 
RDP support multiple perspectives. As a result of the participant-observer duality (dyad) two types of 
paradoxes can emerge in this framework. The first paradox is intrinsic to one domain and constituent 
perspectives. This paradox emanates from the incongruence between the understanding of a problem 
and observed behavior. The RDP construct deems the observed behavior both correct and incorrect. This 
duality can manifest itself in an individual situation awareness construct. Since the prediction originates 
from the domain (D), the transpired action can contradict with the initial perspective which is part of a 
whole. The second paradox in the expected behavior originates from two distinct perspectives that 
belong two different domains as shown in Figure 3. This type of paradox requires a different method to 
overcome the disparities. They can be both correct in their own reference frame, however, there is a 
paradox.   
 

Reality - R 

Generative  
Process 

Participant 

Observer 
  

  

Domain  

D 

Perspective 
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Figure 3 RDP Construct for two distinct domains 

Either type of the paradoxes gives rise different complexities in command or control environment. Since 
the paradoxes ensue from the cognitive dissonances, the remedies cannot be merely physical 
enhancements (e.g. physical synchronization, interoperability).  
 
RDP construct and Mission Command 
 
Mission command is a two-way human endeavor. Mission command is designed to tell subordinate 
commanders what to do, however not how to do it. T. Czerwinski introduced three classifications of 
command; “command by direction, command by plan, and command by influence” [9]. Command by 
influence is the use of “ausftragstatik” or “mission type orders”. Command by influence renders the 
execution of orders in attaining the objective less hierarchical, nevertheless induces different constraints. 
The term “influence” is important because it is achievable with the dissemination of the intent (e.g. 
influence via illocution). The commander disseminates the intent, and the execution is limited to a 
situation that is bounded with the disseminated intent. Mission command is “an achievable and effective 
form of command by influence” [10] so that in situations where human oriented complexities can be 
mitigated with it.  
US Army mission command document introduces six principles for the commanders who exercise 
mission command. These are[11]; 

“Build cohesive teams through mutual trust; 

Create shared understanding; 

Provide a clear commander’s intent; 

Exercise disciplined initiative; 

Use mission orders; 

Accept Prudent Risk;” 
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The mission command principles “assist commanders and staff in blending the art of command with the 
science of control” [11].  The art of command is discussed mostly in human-centric context. Yet, the 
science of control perceived within the technological framework. As mentioned earlier, in the mission 
command upon receiving the intent, the subordinates should act as a command. RDP construct renders 
the recognition of this fact in cognitive dimension. 
RDP construct incorporates both noumenological and phenomenological elements in the operation 
environment. This renders the framework comprehensible in terms of the participant and the observer 
duality [12]. Accordingly, the command and control echelon duality can be recognized and included in 
the situation awareness construct.  

Situation Awareness  
 
We would like to start with the situation awareness. Situation awareness is the essence of human 
judgment, thus, sustains an important part of the command and control. Situational awareness construct 
is essential in understanding the mission and the commander’s intent.  
Situation awareness is not the mere juxtaposition of two words. A stimulus is received and willy-nilly 
human mind processes that stimuli. Henceforth, situation awareness theoretical framework becomes 
profoundly important for human information processing and information sustainability.  
Decisions, for instance in a military context, must be acquired within a very narrow time and space. This 
introduces contingencies, such as integrated meaning, individuals’ understandings. The demand for a 
theory of situation awareness emerged out of the discussions that are being conducted numerous 
contexts. A prominent one is Endsley ’s seminal work [13]  on situation awareness that opened the floor 
for a heated discussion. 
The developed model for situation awareness by Endsley comprises the human factors that act as a 
constraint and become contingencies Figure 4. The main aspect of this model for situation awareness is 
that Endsley introduced three levels for situation awareness construct.  

• Level 1 Situation Awareness: Perception of the elements in the environment 
• Level 2 Situation Awareness: Comprehension of current situation 
• Level 3 Situation Awareness: Projection of future status 
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Figure 4  Model of Situation Awareness Representing a Dynamic Decision Making (taken from  [13]) 

  
Endsley defines situation awareness in a less ambiguous way than the 3-level model. Situation awareness 
is [14]; 

“…the perception of the elements in the environment within a volume of time and 
space, the comprehension of their meaning, and the projection of their status in the 

near future.” 

 
The definition and the three level model requires delineating constituents of situation awareness because 
it is beyond an information processing model. These constituents include the following: elements, time 
and space. Elements are the needs of the operator to perceive and understand the stimuli in the immediate 
environment. Time becomes a constraint in situation awareness because of the transient nature of the 
stimuli or in a broader perspective situation. The situation cannot be segregated from temporal aspects 
as well as spatial aspects. Situation awareness maintains a cognitive existence, schema. Invoking 
awareness in different situations comprise all the components in schema and reality. Therefore, situation 
awareness evolves with its challenges in a team, communal environments and organizations. 
As shown in Figure 4, in Endsley’s model decision making is separated from the situation awareness. 
As a matter of fact, cogitation of a situation not only engenders the decision making but also 
comprehends it as well. Therefore, everything that is required to maintain / to operate a system should 
be included in the situation awareness construct. In this regard, the preliminary discussion in situation 
awareness ramifies into two main streams. The first one perceives situation awareness as a productive 
awareness of situation in a timely manner. It is an engagement with stimuli via various processes such 
as analyzing, inferring, determining the implication in the immediate environment. The others perceive 
the situation awareness as an understanding of datum that depends on the previously integrated 
knowledge [15]. 
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Shared (Situation) Awareness  
 
The discussion of shared (situation) awareness is very diverse. A prevailing one is to study shared 
awareness with an organizational (e.g. military) pre-condition. In this context, to eliminate the fog and 
friction in the battlefield and to maintain an agile decision making, common operating picture or shared 
awareness is considered as sine-qua-non. However, accessing the common data is just the first iteration 
in process because transforming data into a synchronized action requires a useful grasp of data via 
schema, and conceptual models.  
Situation awareness is a continuum and it is a process. Any stimulus that is received by an individual is 
processed according to the predispositions (or cultures). Stimuli is being processed within the conditions 
of how that individual sees, hears, tastes, smell, feels, emotes, and thinks individually, in previous 
communities, and in the current community (or groups). These can be considered not only as 
complementary to the intelligence, aptitude, training, education, instructions, technology, or anything 
that can be linked to capability aspects of doctrine organization, training, material, leadership, personnel, 
and facilities and interoperability (DOTMLPF-I) [16] but also mutually maintain formation of situation 
awareness. Therefore, as oppose to the discussion in [17] shared situation awareness is “beyond the 
common understanding of what is going around.” 

 
Figure 5  Shared Awareness in Domain relationship (taken from [18]) In this depiction “P” refers to “Perception”. 

 
Shared Awareness Definition 
 
Various definitions and approaches exist for shared awareness. Some perceive the common operating 
picture as shared awareness; some perceive the interoperability as shared awareness. The definition that 
is related to the Figure 5 is similar to the framework that we use in this paper. Shared awareness is 
defined as [18]; 

Shared awareness is a state that exists in the cognitive domain when two or more 
entities are able to develop a similar awareness of a situation. The degree of 

similarity required (or difference tolerable) will depend on the type and degree of 

Cognitive Domain 

  Physical Domain 

              Information Domain 

Knowledge Knowledge 

P P 

O O 

Information Sharing 

Shared Awareness 
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collaboration and synchronization needed. … shared awareness is an important 
prerequisite for the ability to synchronize actions in the physical domain in the 

absence of detailed plan.   

This definition is a good definition of shared awareness. However, we believe that it requires elucidation 
regarding the formation of awareness and ties of these components to the reality.   
 
Nature of Shared (Situational) Awareness  
 
In a sociotechnical system, human operators interact through various means. The interaction becomes 
the “God particle” for the organizations since all the necessary information is being transmitted through 
the interaction. Regardless of the interaction type, the measure for the shared awareness is perceived as 
information feeds, data sharing, and other observables. What if the above-mentioned paradoxes manifest 
themselves in the action space? They can be congruent in transpired action; however, there can be a 
disparity in the cognitive dimension. Therefore, the notion of shared awareness should be distinct from 
the substance products of communication, or in a broader sense human to human interaction. This can 
be studied at the confluence of information environment [19] and the RDP construct [20].  
 
Shared (Situation) Awareness: Is It Proceeding Step in Situation Awareness? 
 
Situation awareness definitions separate the shared (situation) awareness from situation awareness. For 
instance, common operating picture, is it shared awareness? Or is it shared situational awareness? There 
is a distinction, yet, it should be sought in all dimensions of the information environment, physical, 
information and cognitive. Every situation for an individual is constrained by the preceding ones. Each 
situation contributes to the domain of awareness (Figure 1) and henceforth as a situational construct it is 
stored as a schema in cognitive dimension. Consequently, the situation awareness forms shared 
awareness or sharable awareness or in certain circumstances common understanding. Whenever the right 
stimuli occurs it gives rise to an awareness that is shared. Thus, shared situation awareness is not a shared 
observation, rather it is a separate construct and it might be transient in contrast to the evolution of 
individual situation awareness. 
 
Group vs Shared (Situational) Awareness 
 
Every individual enters into group environment with their unique, individual awareness. In the group 
environment, individuals continue to develop their domain of awareness. This could be shared situational 
awareness or shared awareness. Regardless of the context, an interaction commences between the human 
agents upon formation of the group. Henceforth, every individual develops situation awareness, and 
share their situational awareness with an additional requirement of being aware of the relevant action of 
other group members and develop group situational awareness [21, 22].  
In every circumstance, individuals evolve with situational awareness. There exist certain requirements 
to achieve shared situational awareness in order to fulfill the given group goal on a personal goal.  
Situations precipitate foggy environments. In such an environment, any attempt to understand situation 
gives rise to complex situations. The mental entities in cognitive dimension are the essential enablers of 
reconciliation between perspectives that reside in the same domain of awareness or distinct domain of 
awareness (shown in Figure 1and Figure 3). A fundamental recognition in the RDP construct is the 
existence of shared awareness as a separate mental entity [23] in the domain of awareness, natural ties 
to reality, the inclusion of noumenon and phenomenon contributions.   
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Shared Awareness in Situation Theory Perspective 
 
As discussed earlier, individuals manifest dualities. Heedlessness about dualities can have serious 
consequences, for example recognizing the causes for paradoxes. These causes discussed in the RDP 
construct discussion (shown Figure 3). Shared awareness as a key element in this discussion should be 
studied by including the influences from noumenological and phenomenological component of the 
reality.  
As elucidated in the RDP construct discussion, the establishment of a domain of awareness from 
noumenon (unbounded participation in life), and phenomenon (bounded observation of life) Figure 2 .  
 
The Information Environment 
 
The information environment, Figure 6, is introduced in US JP-3-13 Information Operations publication 
[19]. It has three components: cognitive dimension, information dimension and physical dimension. The 
current discussion in shared awareness confines the notion of shared awareness into the fusion of 
information and physical dimension (the green box shown in Figure 6) 

 
 

Figure 6 Information Environment and Constituent Dimensions from US JP-3-13 [19] 

 
This perception includes common operating picture, shared data, interoperability or shared information. 
However, as discussed in the “Understanding Information Age Warfare” the shared awareness is state 
and measuring it is more complicated should be distinct than measuring shared information [18]. The 
green region in Figure 6, allows accessing the common data, shared information. The common data does 
not result in acquiring a shared situational awareness. Thus, measuring these phenomena within the 
information and physical dimensions does not result in measuring shared awareness. Shared situational 
understanding is not an end itself [16], rather it is an enabler for adaptability, synchronization, mission 

Cognitive 
Dimension 

Physical 
Dimension 

Information 
Dimension 

Information Environment 
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command functions (e.g. disseminating intent). The shared awareness introduced in “Understanding 
Information War Age” (shown in Figure 5) is based on the information environment components. Shared 
awareness in this model is projected on both to the cognitive dimension and information dimension. This 
is a significant improvement in situation awareness and shared awareness formalism endeavors. This 
model [18]  discusses two distinct sensing types: direct and direct sensing mechanism. Both sensing 
mechanisms in this construct are initiated in the physical dimension. In the one where the object or event 
transforms into data and then feeds into the cognitive dimension, this is called in-direct sensing. On the 
contrary, direct sensing results when the object or event directly feeds into the cognitive dimension. 
These are phenomenological components that contribute to the development of awareness.  
Incorporation of RDP into the information environment framework results in a model shown in Figure 
7. In this model, the noumenological contribution into the formation of a domain of awareness  that is 
the cognitive dimension [20]. This contribution bifurcates into two, either through phenomenon or 
directly to the cognitive dimension (Figure 7). This is elucidated as a generative process in an earlier 
chapter in the paper as participant-observer dyad in the formation of a domain of awareness.  
 
General Theory of Shared Awareness 
 
The nature of human interaction entails the emergence of shared awareness. It is a perspective in domain 
of awareness. It requires a perturbation to commence any necessary shift in cognitive dimension with 
respect to the corresponding embodiments in the physical and / or information dimensions [23]. The 
elucidation of this notion can engender more complexity rather than mitigating it. Shared awareness “is 
proportional to the desire to share and the willingness to share by the entities to adapt from 
predispositions to establish a common disposition” [24]. In this context, since RDP support multiple 
perspectives, the desire to share or the willingness to share give rise to the necessary intrinsic or extrinsic 
stimulus to commence the adaptation. Consequently, shared awareness as a perspective can be perturbed 
and will be attained.  
The adaptation is of paramount because achieving it in the physical and information dimension, in the 
form of illocution, does not result in common understanding or shared awareness. The solution is the 
adaptation in the corresponding cognitive elements [23]. The disparity in cognitive dimension is 
recognized (shown in Figure 3) by a feedback loop, supported by a RDP construct. This feedback loop 
model is shown in Figure 8. Awareness as a cognitive entity feeds back to the Reality as decision and 
action. The cognitive disparities can only be observed in this type of extrinsic feedback loops. Exact 
same behavior, yet different meanings. At this point, the salient contribution of the RDP in achieving 
the adaptation is that the adaptation is not a paradigm shift rather it is a change in perspective and it is a 
matter of awareness. 
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Figure 7 Incorporating RDP construct to information environment (Taken from [20])  

  
Ones the disparities recognized, utterance can be re-selected, illocutions are reorganized and shift in the 
cognitive aspects occurs. This gives rise a comprehensive synchronization, interoperability, and 
adaptability.   
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Figure 8 RDP construct and Information Environment. Decision and Action Feeds back to Reality 

 
Categories of Shared Awareness   
 
The interaction based stimulation of the desire to share. This can be achieved in four categories [24]: 

 Conditional Shared Awareness 

 Contextual Shared Awareness 

 Synthetic Shared Awareness 

 Synoptic Shared Awareness 

 
RDP construct in situation theory perspective deems the shared awareness as a perspective in the domain 
of awareness. Depending on the type of the shared awareness, the means to stipulate the shared 
awareness varies.  

Summary 
 
Mission command has a potential to address the challenges and complexity that will emerge in future 
operating environment to help NATO remain relevant strategically and responsive operationally. 
Despite efforts for incorporating mission command into the doctrine, adaptation of it in NATO has 
been only partially successful and institutionalization of it remains as a praxis gap (a gap between the 
doctrine and its implementation in actual operations). Also, capability development including, but 
not limited to, acquisition of IT technologies have not been facilitating effective mission command 
implementation. 
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Situation awareness is an important feature of mission command concept in military operations. Military 
operation environment is formed by complexities and uncertainties. To manage and mitigate these 
challenges, proper recognition is highly required. Human-centric complexity definition, probability 
making an erroneous knowledge claim, renders the remedies human-centric. Synchronization, 
interoperability, and adaptation in the physical and information dimension are necessary; however, not 
sufficient to achieve the mission command and its six principles. Hence, shared awareness provides more 
comprehensive synchronization, interoperability, and adaptation. Shared awareness as a mental entity, 
perspective in RDP, requires training, rehearsal, education, and collaboration at every stage. Therefore, 
predispositions, knowledge, work environment culture become important in attaining shared awareness. 
The introduced shared awareness types requires further elucidation. This is a subject of a broader 
research agenda. The existing situation awareness models preclude the achievement of a shared 
awareness in the cognitive dimension. Thus, a dynamic, complex adaptive approach results in a shared 
awareness that is suitable for complex, agile and foggy military environment. As an abstraction RDP 
approach provides inclusion of intrinsic and extrinsic feedback loops. Consequently, it ties to the reality 
maintained. In this framework, the paradoxes and that preclude the execution of mission command can 
be recognized.  
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