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JOINT MARITIME OPERATIONS COURSE DESCRIPTION  

1. Mission. 

In keeping with the Naval War College (NWC) Mission, the Joint Maritime Operations 

(JMO) Course intermediateïlevel curriculum with Joint Professional Military Education 

(JPME) Phase I curriculum is designed to prepare mid-career U.S. and international military 

officers and civilians to (1) effectively apply the Joint/Navy Planning Process to meet national 

security challenges, (2) creatively apply Operational Art in maritime, Joint, interagency, and 

multinational environments, (3) exercise critical thought, particularly as it pertains to 

operational level decision making and leadership, (4) efficiently conduct Staff Officer duties 

on major operational staffs and, (5) understand the maritime dimensions of operational 

warfare. Once grounded in operational art, JMO students learn to identify Joint operating area 

objectives and means to achieve national, theater-strategic, and operational objectives, as well 

as develop operational designs, using U.S. Service and Joint doctrine.  

2. Course Overview. 

The Joint Maritime Operations intermediate-level course is an in-depth study of the 

operational level of war throughout the range of military operations. This course meets the 

Officer Professional Military Education Policy (OPMEP) requirements and complements the 

learning objectives of the National Security Decision Making (NSDM) and Strategy and War 

(S&W) curricula. Where NSDM and S&W emphasize our national military strategy 

development as well as the nationôs imperative for matching strategic goals to policy, using 

historical and current case studies, the Joint Maritime Operations Course (JMOC) is a 

practitionerôs course which prepares students for the operational arena and to excel through 

effective operational planning and application of Joint forces to achieve appropriate military 

objectives in coalition/multinational and interagency environments. Although maritime 

operations and sea service contributions are emphasized, the capabilities of all services are 

studied with ultimate focus on planning and execution of Joint operations at the 

Joint/combined task force and functional /service component levels. Via extensive study of 

numerous case studies, the JMOC student is challenged with four enduring questions from the 

perspective of a Joint force commander and his staff planners: 

 What conditions are required to achieve the objectives? (Ends) 

 What sequence of actions is most likely to create those conditions? (Ways) 

 What resources are required to accomplish that sequence of actions? (Means) 

 What is the likely cost or risk in performing that sequence of actions? 

The ability to answer these questions is the very essence of the Joint Maritime Operations 

course. 
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3. Course Objectives.  

These broad course objectives along with the Student Outcomes listed below in paragraph 

four, detail the NWC expectations for those who successfully complete the Joint Maritime 

Operations course.  They are not to be confused with the Educational Outcomes listed in 

paragraph 4 below.  The Educational Outcomes are those outcomes intended to be achieved at 

the completion of the Academic Year after students have had the opportunity to synthesize the 

education provided by all three academic departments. The Educational Outcomes may be 

viewed as the strategic objectives for the course. Immediately below are the objectives we 

seek to achieve.  Each session has tailored objectives that support these points: 

Acquire the capacity to apply critical thought at the operational level of war. 

Improve the ability to assess the National Security Strategy (NSS) and the National Military 

Strategy (NMS) as they apply to Joint, interagency and multinational military operations 

at the Joint Task Force and Functional/Service Component operational level or war. 

Skillfully apply Operational Art and the Joint/Navy Planning Processes. 

Develop the expertise to select, allocate, and task military forces across the range of military 

operations. 

Understand the relationships among national and multinational military forces, non-DoD, 

non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). 

Improve upon the ability to understand, analyze, and communicate complex issues clearly and 

effectively, both orally and in writing in support of Joint Force and Component 

Commanderôs decision making processes. 

Enhance the skill sets necessary to properly execute significant leadership responsibilities on 

Joint and component operational level staffs. 

4.  Student Outcomes. 

The Officer Intermediate Professional Military Education Outcomes applicable to this course 

are listed below. These outcomes in synchronization with the JPME Objectives represent the 

Naval War Collegeôs expectations for those who successfully complete the Joint Maritime 

Operations course. 

Skilled in Applying OPART to Maritime, Joint, Interagency, & Multinati onal Warfighting  

 Confident with the concepts, doctrine, systems, languages, and processes required to 

employ naval forces effectively in the Joint, interagency, and multinational environments 

 Skilled in applying Sea Power to achieve strategic effects across the range of military 

operations  

 Capable of integrating naval/military power with other national instruments of power 

 Informed of challenges in accomplishing interagency/multinational coordination 
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Skilled in Joint/Navy Planning Process 

 Fluent with the Joint warfighting planning processesðcontingency and crisis action 

 Skilled in applying naval perspective throughout planning analytical frameworks 

 Competent in Planning/Order writing with real-world scenarios at JFMCC/JTF level  

 Prepared for the challenge of applying regional knowledge and cultural awareness to 

planning and execution of naval and Joint operations 

Capable of Critical Thought with Operational Perspectives 

 Empowered with analytical frameworks to support the decision making process 

 Aware of critical thinking and decision making by real world, operational level leaders 

 Imbued with a comprehensive operational-level perspective 

Prepared for Operational Level Leadership Challenges 

 Skilled in persuasive leadership: fostering collaborative relationships, building teams and 

trust, conflict management, negotiation, and effective communications  

 Competent in operational-level problem solving, creative thinking, and change 

management   

 Confident with the full range of action officer responsibilities 

Effective Maritime Spokespersons 

 Steeped in maritime dimensions of warfare  

 Understanding of operational warfare at seaðpast, present, and future 

 Conversant in full range of naval capabilities 

 Informed in operational C2 issues, especially JFMCC  

Additional Qualification Designation (AQD) Code Qualification.   As of 16 May 2007, the 

U.S. Navy approved the award of an AQD code as Joint Operational Planner (JPN) for all 

U.S. Navy (11XX, 12XX, 13XX, 16XX and 31XX designators) who graduate from the 

resident College of Naval Command and Staff, Intermediate Level Course (ILC)/Joint 

Professional Military Education (JPME I) from the  U.S. Naval War College. 

5.   Course Organization. 

The course is divided into eight Modules and sequenced to build upon previous sessions, 

culminating in a complex collaborative Capstone Planning Exercise using a real world 

scenario.  

Module OneðñCourse Foundationò lays the foundation of the Joint Maritime Operations 

Course (JMOC). It introduces, through lectures and seminars, the basis of the ñAmerican Way 

of Warò, the ñNaval Way of War,ò and begins to explore the theory and tenets of 
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naval/maritime warfare across the Range of Military Operations (ROMO). It will also provide 

an introduction to operational level planning processes. The requirement for the operational 

research paper is detailed in this Module. This 14ï17 page original research paper on a Joint 

operational subject requires in-depth research and analysis, as well as close faculty and 

student collaboration.  

Module TwoðñOperational Artò encompasses the theory and application of Operational Art. 

In these seminar sessions and lectures students are introduced to the fundamental themes of 

operational art, which are subsequently woven throughout the ensuing modules. It introduces 

operational art, thoroughly illustrating its enduring concepts using the Battle of Leyte Gulf 

and the Falklands/Malvinas Conflict historical case studies.  A case studyïbased Operational 

Art examination concludes Module TWO. 

Module ThreeðñOperational and Maritime Lawò encompasses international, operational and 

maritime law, law of armed conflict, and rules of engagement. In addition, an Operational 

Law case study is used to enable students to analyze and apply the operational law principles 

in greater depth. 

Module FourðñOperational Warfare at Seaò introduces operational art in a maritime domain.  

It is designed to explore in some detail the unique nature of the maritime environment and 

investigate how this environment affects both the planning and employment of naval forces.  

In contrast to Module Two, this module explains and analyzes naval or maritime aspects of 

operational warfare.  The first session explains the key components of the maritime domain, 

influence of the physical environment, and the employment of naval forces across the 

spectrum of conflict at sea.  All the subsequent sessions in this module are focused on the 

practice of operational warfare at sea, and freely use historical examples to illustrate various 

theoretical aspects of this topic. The sessions on the objectives of naval warfare, sea control, 

and sea denial, are scene setters for successive sessions that explain the role and importance of 

naval combat arms in obtaining, maintaining and exercising sea control, or contesting that 

control.  Sessions on antisubmarine warfare, maritime trade warfare, amphibious warfare, and 

mine warfare explain and analyze the employment of multi-naval combat arms (surface, 

subsurface, and air) and combat arms/branches of other services at the operational level of 

war.  The final session in this module will investigate and analyze the main elements of design 

for a major naval operation. The Battle for Midway is used as a historical case study for this 

session. This module is focused exclusively on the theory and practice of operational warfare 

at sea. Accordingly, none of the sessions include any reference to the U.S. Navyôs current 

capabilities and doctrine. These issues properly belong to and are discussed in Module Five.  

Module FiveðñJoint/Combined Warfareò explores the operational and planning 

considerations in employing the service capabilities of the U.S. Armed Forces (U.S. Army, 

U.S. Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S Air Force). All Service Special 

Operations Forces (SOF) capabilities and employment considerations are discussed in one 

session. Followïon sessions cover Joint and combined warfare at the theater level, 

coalition/multinational operations, operational logistics, strategic deployment, intelligence 

support to operational decision-making and planning, information operations, and 

Joint/multinational command and control, including case study-based practical application 
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opportunities. Students will have the opportunity to apply this knowledge in detail during the 

Module Six and Module Eight comprehensive planning exercises. 

Module Six-"Problem Solving and Planning" Builds on knowledge gained in previous 

studies, providing students with the tools, concepts, principles, doctrine, and practical 

planning skills required to accomplish modern military tasks. The module begins with a 

lecture on complex problem solving and the military planning process, and is followed by a 

lecture by a Joint Staff J-7 representative who will discuss current developments in the 

Adaptive Planning and Execution system. Finally, after discussing briefing techniques and 

staff estimates, students will have the opportunity to apply both the Joint Operation Planning 

Process (JOPP) and the Navy Planning Process (NPP) to a fictional military scenario in the 

Southwest Pacific area. The sessions are intended as both an introduction to joint planning as 

well as an opportunity for students to appreciate the integral role of Operational Art, 

joint/combined operations, service capabilities, and joint/service doctrine in a realistic, 

complex practical planning exercise. 

Module SevenðñContemporary Operations and Environmentsò examines a variety of 

activities and mission sets which may be executed or supported by the military throughout the 

Range of Military Operations. Topics include failed and failing states, the interagency process, 

insurgency/counterinsurgency, terrorism, homeland defense, NGOs/IGOs and contractors in 

the operating environment, Security, Stability, Transition, and Reconstruction (SSTR) 

operations, including a discussion of peace, post conflict, foreign humanitarian/disaster relief, 

and civil-military operations. A series of case studies will be used to enable students to fully 

comprehend military and interagency operations in support of strategies designed to address 

these very complex types of operations. Students are expected to apply knowledge gained in 

previous Modules, while analyzing and planning for a variety of challenging issues in 

contemporary environments. A mid-term examination concludes Module Seven. 

Module Eight ï ñCapstone Exerciseò is the culminating exercise and enables student 

synthesis of most learning objectives achieved throughout the Joint Maritime Operations 

course.  This module is a Combined and Joint Task Force (CJTF) staff-level planning exercise 

that challenges students to use collaborative tools during Crisis Action Planning (CAP) to 

solve a complex humanitarian assistance problem within the Democratic Peopleôs Republic 

of Korea (DPRK) theater of operations.  Students are assigned to positions across the CTF 

ñMorning Calmò staff, as liaison officers and into component headquarters working 

collectively to conduct Joint Operational-level problem solving using the Joint Operation 

Planning Process (JOPP).  The established strategic objectives allow students to integrate all 

instruments of national power and capabilities of non governmental agencies to achieve 

operational objectives during the process.  Students execute a rigorous 14-day planning 

timeline that includes execution of daily update briefings to the command group and 

execution of a realistic battle rhythm that includes participation and interaction in scheduled 

Boards, Bureaus, Centers, Cells and Working Groups (B2C2WG).  Students are exposed to 

the challenges and realism of maintaining situational awareness within a combined, Joint and 

multinational environment, while also realizing the importance of decisions made within a 

time- and-resource constrained environment.  Additionally, the scenario provides all students 
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the opportunity to interact with the media and to present mission analysis and COA decision 

briefings to faculty serving as command and staff principals.  A control cell provides 

information to the staff as the situation in the DPRK evolves during the course of the planning 

exercise.   The exercise culminates in two internal transition briefings to the entire staff and 

components (entire class).    

In summary, the Joint Maritime Operations Course design allows each student to understand 

and then employ the Joint/Navy Planning Process multiple times as a means to reinforce 

knowledge of the planning process but also to reinforce complex decision making and 

leadership at the operational level of war. While the individual sessions and modules are 

sequentially organized in the Syllabus, they are not necessarily executed in sequence. The 

course flow is designed to provide a sound foundation of theory, an understanding of current 

Joint/service doctrine and capabilities, the planning processes and the challenges of the 

current operating environment. The Planning and Capstone Exercises are integrating events 

designed to provide students the supervised opportunity to apply their knowledge of OPART, 

doctrine and collaborative planning processes in realistic, complex scenarios. Students will 

benefit from the combined contributions of faculty, guest speakers, andðmost 

importantlyðthe shared professional expertise and research achievements of the corporate 

student body. 

6. Student Guidelines. 

The syllabus establishes the basis for required course work. In each session, ñFocusò specifies 

the general context of the topic. Next, the ñObjectivesò section cites the specific session goals. 

The ñBackgroundò section provides assistance in framing the individual session. Finally, the 

ñQuestionsò and ñReadingsò sections serve to focus student preparation and enhance 

understanding of the topic.  

The Joint Maritime Operations Course fulfills the majority of the Joint Professional Military 

Education (JPME) Phase I requirements established by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff in 

the OPMEP guidance. The objectives identified in each session reflect these requirements. 

The remaining JPME Phase I requirements are fulfilled in the National Security Decision 

Making (NSDM) and Strategy and War (S&W) courses or provide additional emphasis 

through an alternate viewpoint. 

7. The Socratic Method for the Warrior. 

The seminar is JMOôs fundamental learning forum. Student expertise is a significant part of the 

learning process. For a seminar to succeed there must be open and candid sharing of ideas and 

experiences, tempered with decorum. You will find that even the most ñoff-the-wallò idea may 

have some merit. Successful seminarsðthat is, seminars whose members leave with the 

greatest knowledgeðare those made up of members who come to each session ñloadedò with 

questions based on thorough preparation. Most students leave the seminar with new insights, or 

even more thought-provoking questions. Student preparation, free and open discussion, and the 

open-minded consideration of other studentsô ideas all contribute to a valuable seminar 
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experience. The ñone-thirdò rule is the keystone of the seminar approach. The first third is a 

well-constructed, relevant curriculum. The second third is a quality Joint Military Operations 

Department Faculty. But most important is the individual student. Only by thoroughly 

preparing for seminar sessions can you become an active catalyst that generates positive and 

proactive seminar intra-action. 

8. Readings. 

All JMO sessions are supported by readings, the purpose of which is to assist in understanding 

the many aspects of the topics being presented. For the most part, the readings are intended to 

convey to the student basic information, the mastery of which in study outside the class will 

facilitate the discussions that take place within the class. A thorough understanding of the 

following information will significantly assist the student in using the course readings to best 

advantage: 

(a) Categories of Readings. Each syllabus session lists categories of readings. 

(1) Required Readings are those that must be read prior to the session. Often your 

moderators will offer additional guidance on the priority of the readings, based on the 

special needs of the individual seminar or recommend you scan a particular reading for 

broad content or as a refresher. 

(2) Supplementary Readings are those relevant to a session topic that may be useful to 

a student seeking more information in order to gain insight beyond that provided by the 

Required Readings; this includes additional background material on case studies and 

exercises. On occasion, faculty moderators may assign Supplementary Readings to 

individual students to read and provide oral synopses to the seminar in support of topic 

discussion. Supplemental readings also provide additional sources for student research in 

support of the Ops Research paper requirement.  

(b) Reading Identifiers. Each reading that is not a complete book or publication has a cover 

page which provides the four-digit reading identifier (e.g., NWC 1002) in the upper 

right-hand corner, and the reading title found below the Naval War College crest.  Often, this 

number is used instead of the title, but in either event, the readings are almost universally 

located on the JMO web portal (see the next subparagraph) under the specific session. 

(c) Finding Specific Readings. Readings for any specific session may be located as follows: 

(1) Unless otherwise annotated as (Issued), (Seminar Reserve), or CD-ROM, Required 

Readings and other course material is available on the Computer Access Card (CAC) 

enabled NWC web portal.  Further, readings that are not copyrighted or for which the 

NWC was able to negotiate copyright permissions are also available on a computer 

diskette issued to students. Most of the Joint Publications are not printed separately.  

They are in the Joint Electronic Library (JEL) available online at https://jdeis.js.mil/jdeis. 

Some hard copies of JOPES Manuals are available in Seminar. Students should not print 

copies of Joint Pubs due to the size of the publications and the cost of duplication. Joint 

Pubs are constantly under revision.  The JDEIS website has the most current revisions 
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and this is also a good opportunity for students to gain familiarity with the JDEIS web 

site for future use as operational planners following their NWC assignment. 

(2) Supplementary Readings, Seminar Reserve Readings, and Library Reserve 

Readings, are not issued. These readings are, however, frequently available in the 

Henry E. Eccles Library or on a cart in each seminar room. Faculty moderators or the 

POC for a given session will be able to guide the student experiencing difficulty in 

tracking down a particular supplementary reading. Additional assistance is available 

from the reference librarians. 

(3) Classified Readings. The few classified readings used in the JMOC will not be 

issued until the date required for a specific session. Sufficiently in advance of the session, 

students will be advised when and where to draw the classified readings. Normally, 

arrangements are made for students to obtain the classified reading from moderators in 

seminar. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: Students are cautioned that classified readings and documents must 

be read on the premises of the Naval War College. Ensure such materials are properly 

safeguarded at all times. Do not leave the materials unattended, even in your cubicle area. 

Students are not provided with classified material storage containers (safes); it is therefore 

necessary to check out and return classified material on a daily basis. Faculty moderators will 

provide additional information as required during the JMOC trimester. 

Management of Reading Load. The amount of preparatory reading required for each session 

depends on a variety of factors, including topic complexity, session objectives, and the course 

schedule. Recommend you review session reading requirements at least a week ahead of time in 

order to regressively and  accurately plan preparation time and ensure that all necessary 

readings are in hand. 

9.  Operations Research Paper. 

The Operations Research Paper presents the opportunity to study an operational or 

theater-strategic level issue, conduct research and analysis, and prepare a paper that advances 

the literature. Purely strategic or tactical level research papers are not appropriate for this 

research requirement. It is a chance for students to address a topic that they personally feel is 

of value. It requires independent thought and graduate-level writing, because the final product 

must be a 14ï17 page paper suitable for publication in a professional journal. The amount and 

depth of research should be adequate to support the studentôs approach, and sufficiently 

justify the conclusions and recommendations. Another use of the paper may be to provide a 

source of innovative thinking to the Service and Joint staffs involved with the many issues 

bearing on employment of forces. 

Numerous combatant and headquarters commands actively solicit papers and monographs on 

topics of current interest to them. The Naval War College is frequently canvassed for papers 

on particular subjects, and requested to generate interest in specific areas for research and 

writing to support requesting commands.  
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Students are encouraged to submit their research papers for the War College Prize 

Competition as described in the Naval War College Standard Organization and Regulations 

Manual (SORM), NWC Instruction Annexes, which is included in the ñStudent Handbook.ò 

Amplifying information and guidance on the selection and execution of a successful 

Operations Research Paper project is provided in NWC 2062V. Your moderators will answer 

questions and otherwise assist you in this most important intellectual undertaking during the 

introductory seminars and student tutorials in February. 

10.  Late or Incomplete Work 

Per Naval War College Instruction 1520.2 Examination and Grading Policy, student work that 

is not completed will receive a numeric grade of zero.  Unexcused tardy student work, that is 

work turned in past the deadline without previous permission by the moderator, will receive a 

grade not greater than C+.  Student work determined to be in violation of the honor code will 

receive a grade of F. The College's Academic Integrity Review Committee will assign an 

accompanying numeric grade to the F. Though it may not be applicable to all cases, a grade of 

zero will be assigned as a matter of practice. 

11.    Plagiarism and Misrepresentation. 

While occurrences of plagiarism and misrepresentation are rare, the consequences of such 

acts are so serious as to warrant some specific mention here, and will also be reviewed in 

seminar by the moderator team at the beginning of the trimester. Your attention is directed to 

the Naval War College SORM, which discusses the academic honor code and specifically 

prohibits cheating, plagiarism, and misrepresentation. For the military officer accustomed to 

the legitimate staff practice of adopting verbatim the language of orders and directives 

produced by other commands, the academic prohibition of using the words of other writers 

without proper attribution must be reviewed and emphasized. The following definitions 

clarify this important issue: 

Plagiarism is the duplication of an authorôs words without both quotation marks and accurate 

references or footnotes. It is also the paraphrased use of an authorôs ideas without accurate 

references or footnotes. 

Misrepresentation is defined as reusing a single paper for more than one purpose without 

permission or acknowledgment. It may include the following: 

Submitting a single paper or substantially the same paper for more than one course at the 

Naval War College without advance permission of the moderators. 

Submitting a paper or substantially the same paper previously prepared for some other 

purpose outside the Naval War College without acknowledging that it is an earlier work. 

12. Cases. 

Like games, case method discussions generate good student involvement and are designed to 

develop student abilities to solve problems using the knowledge, concepts, and skills honed 
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during the JMOC trimester. Some of our cases and problems stress individual effort and 

planning, while other cases will require a team or staff approach. Cases may consist of 

historical events, analyzed for operational and strategic lessons, or postulated crisis situations 

demonstrating the application of concepts such as presence, deterrence, international law, 

rules of engagement, and self-defense. Case problems sometimes will be narrowly focused to 

demonstrate a specific force and its capabilities and limitations or to highlight specific 

concepts involving an aspect of warfare. Seminars are often split into small groups or teams to 

prepare solutions and responses. 

13. Lectures by Senior Military Leaders. 

Enrichment lectures by senior military leaders occur periodically during the course. Most of 

these presentations feature the chiefs of service or regional and functional combatant 

commanders. These speakers are invited to discuss views and ideas from their perspective as 

operational commanders, service chiefs, or as senior staff officers. The lectures are normally 

scheduled for Monday or Tuesday afternoons from 1330ï1500. The busy schedules of senior 

officers, however, often make a departure from this schedule unavoidable. The weekly 

schedule (CNC&S or NSC, as applicable) will specify the final date and time of each 

enrichment lecture. Last minute changes will be disseminated by seminar moderators. In 

order to gain the most benefit from these sessions, it is critical that students be prepared to ask 

penetrating questions of the guest lecturer. 

Note: The substance of the lectures and the ensuing question and answer period are ñNot for 

Attributionò and must not be referenced or identified outside the War College confines, or in 

any written work, including the Operations Research Paper, without the express permission 

of the speaker. Care should be taken not to quote an earlier speaker when posing questions to 

a subsequent speaker. 

14. Requirements. 

Students are expected to fully prepare for each seminar and to participate in classroom 

discussions and exercises. A tough-minded, questioning attitude and a willingness to enter 

into rigorous but disciplined discussion are central to the success of the course. An officerôs 

ability to positively and productively engage in deliberations and formulate advice is integral 

to sound operational decision making. We evaluate seminar contributions with regard to oneôs 

skills in persuading peers and seniors because that persuasive leadership is critical to an 

officerôs continued success. We evaluate written products because they represent oneôs ability 

to synthesize and organize information in a coherent manner, applying analytical frameworks 

and critical thinking. We also use seminar work and written products to demonstrate the level 

of subject mastery achieved by individual students and indirectly the effectiveness of the 

faculty and course material. We expect that students will improve both their written and 

verbal skills throughout their NWC experience. 

(a)  Workload. Some peaks in the workload will occur. Advance planning and careful 

allocation of time will help mitigate these peaks. This is particularly true of the Operations 
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Research Paper. Student experience indicates that the total course requirements will involve a 

weekly average workload of about 12ï18 hours of inïclass and 25ï30 hours of out-of-class 

work. The rhythm during the Planning and Capstone Exercises changes and both involve 

numerous full day group planning efforts. 

(b) Oral and Written Requirements. There are eight modules in the course. Two written exams 

and the research paper requirements provide the opportunity for the student to demonstrate 

prowess and progress. In addition to these written requirements, student participation in 

seminar serves as a means for feedback and interaction between the faculty and students. The 

following is a composite listing of these course requirements, relative weights, and the key 

dates of graded events: 

Requirement Type Effort Weight Date 

Operations Research Paper 

Proposal 

Written/Individual 

meeting with moderators 
 25 February (Topics due) 

16-19 Feb, 1ï4 March 

(Tutorials) 

Operational Art Exam Written/Individual 15% Exam Handed Out 9 

March, Exam Due to 

Moderators 10 March 

Operations Research Paper Written/Individual 35% 3 May Due to Moderators  

Mid-Term Exam Written/Individual 10% Exam Handed Out 13 

May, Exam Due to 

Moderators 17 May  

Seminar Contribution Assessed by moderators 25% Daily 11 Februaryï14 

May 

Capstone Exercise Contribution Assessed by  Capstone 

cell moderators 

15% Daily 17 Mayï04 June 

 

15. JMO Department Grading Criteria.  

The overall guidance for grading students at the Naval War College is contained in Naval War 

College SORM. The most salient points in this instruction are: 

Final numerical averages will not be rounded up (i.e., 89.95 is a B+ and will not be rounded up 

to an A-). 

Any assigned grade may be appealed in writing within seven calendar days after receiving the 

grade. Grades will be appealed first to the senior moderator and then to the department 

chairman, using forms available in Room C-214. If deemed necessary, the chairman may 

assign an additional grader who will review the assignment and provide an independent grade. 

Note that the review may sustain, lower, or raise the grade. 

Grade appeals may ultimately be taken to the Dean of Academics, whose decision will be 

final. The academic coordinator, Ms. Carol Stewart, in Room C-214, can assist in preparing 
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an appeal. 

Resident U.S. students who complete the three core courses (or an approved advanced 

research program in lieu of one the core courses), with an overall  course  grade of B- or better 

and not more than one course grade in the ñCò category, and who pass three elective courses 

are eligible for the NWC diploma and JPME certification. 

Three sets of general grading criteria help in the determination of the letter grades that will be 

assigned during the Joint Maritime Operations Course trimester. The inclusion of these 

criteria here in the syllabus offers the student a suggestion of the kinds of standards and 

requirements for which grading faculty look. The first set covers the Operations Research 

Paper, the second covers the examinations, and the third covers individual contribution 

grades. 

Using the Naval War College Standard Organization and Regulations Manual (SORM) as 

basic guidance, the procedures below amplify the criteria as established within the Joint 

Military Operations Department. 

a. Grading criteria for the Operations Research Paper: 

The Operations Research Paper must have a thesis; provide sufficient background research to 

analyze the thesis; consider arguments and counter-arguments for the thesis and compare 

conflicting points of view; present logical conclusions drawn from the material presented; and 

provide recommendations or lessons learned based on the conclusions. In addition to the 

examples of substantive criteria specified below, the paper must be editorially correct 

(spelling, punctuation, grammar, format, etc.). 

A+ (97-100): Offers a genuinely new understanding of the subject. Especially deserving of 

distribution to appropriate authorities and submission for prize competition. Thesis 

is definitive, research is extensive, subject is treated completely, and the 

conclusions and recommendations are logical and justified. 

A (94-<97): Work of superior quality that demonstrates a high degree of original thought. 

Suitable for distribution and submission for prize competition. Thesis is clearly 

articulated and focused, research is significant, arguments and counter-arguments 

are comprehensive, and conclusions and recommendations are supported. 

A- (90-<94):   Above the average expected of graduate work. Contains original thought. Should 

be retained in the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC). Thesis is clearly 

defined, research is purposeful, arguments and counter-arguments are presented, 

conclusions and recommendations are valid. 

B+ (87-<90):   A solid paper. Above the average of graduate work. Thesis is articulated, research 

has strong points, subject is well-presented and constructed, and conclusions and 

recommendations are substantiated by the material. 

B (84-<87):    Average graduate-level performance. Thesis is presented, research is appropriate for 

the majority of the subject, analysis of the subject is valid with minor omissions and 

conclusions and recommendations are presented with few inconsistencies. 
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B- (80-<84):    Below the average graduate-level performance. Thesis is presented, but the 

research does not fully support it; the analysis, conclusions, and recommendations 

are not fully developed. The paper may not be balanced and the logic may be 

flawed. 

C+ (77-<80):  Below the standards required of graduate work. Portions of the criteria are lacking 

or missing, the thesis may be unclear, research may be inadequate, analysis may be 

incomplete, and the conclusions and recommendations may be lacking or not 

supported by the material. 

C (74-<77):   Fails to meet the standards of graduate work. Thesis is present, but support, analysis, 

conclusions, and recommendations are either missing or illogically presented. 

Paper has significant flaws in construction and development.  

C- (70-<74):   Well below standards. Thesis poorly stated with minimal evidence of research 

and/or several missing requirements. Subject is presented in an incoherent manner 

that does not warrant serious consideration. 

D+ (67-<69)   Considerably below graduate-level performance and lacking in evidence  

D   (64-<67) of effort or understanding of the research process or academic rigor.  In some  

D-  (60-<64)  measures, fails to adequately address thesis, research question, draw logical 

conclusions 

F (0ï<59):      Fails to meet graduate-level standards. Unsatisfactory work. Paper has no thesis. 

Paper has significant flaws in respect to structure, grammar, and logic. Paper 

displays an apparent lack of effort to achieve the course requirements. Gross errors 

in construction and development detract from readability of the paper. Paper 

displays evidence of plagiarism or misrepresentation.  

b. Grading criteria for the exams: 

A+ (97-100):   Organized, coherent and well-written response. Completely addresses the question. 

Covers all applicable major and key minor points. Demonstrates total grasp and 

comprehension of the topic. 

A (94-<97): Demonstrates an excellent grasp of the topic, addressing all major issues and key 

minor points. Organized, coherent, and well-written. 

A- (90-<94):    Above the average expected of graduate work. Demonstrates a very good grasp of 

the topic. Addresses all major and at least some minor points in a clear, coherent 

manner. 

B+ (87-<90):   Well-crafted answer that discusses all relevant important concepts with supporting 

rationale for analysis. 

B   (84-<87):   Average graduate performance. A successful consideration of the topic overall, but 

either lacking depth or containing statements for which the supporting rationale is 

not sufficiently argued. 

B- (80-<84):    Addresses the question and demonstrates a fair understanding of the topic, but does 

not address all key concepts and is weak in rationale and clarity. 
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C+ (77-<80):   Demonstrates some grasp of topic, but provides insufficient rationale for response 

and misses major elements or concepts. Does not merit graduate credit. 

C (74-<77):     Demonstrates poor understanding of the topic. Provides marginal support for 

response. Misses major elements or concepts. 

C- (70-<72):    Addresses the question, but does not provide sufficient discussion to demonstrate 

adequate understanding of the topic. 

D+ (67-<69)   Considerably below graduate-level performance and lacking in any evidence  

D   (64-<67) of effort or understanding of the subject matter.  In some measures, fails to address 

D-  (60-<64)  the entire question.  

F (0ï<59):      Unsatisfactory work. Fails to address the questions or paper displays evidence of 

plagiarism or misrepresentation. 

c. Grading criteria for seminar contributions: 

The seminar contribution grade is determined by moderator evaluation of the quality of a 

studentôs contributions to seminar discussions, projects, and exercises. 

All students are expected to contribute to each seminar session, and to listen and respond 

respectfully when seminar-mates or moderators offer their ideas. This overall expectation 

underlies all criteria described below. Interruptive, discourteous, disrespectful, or 

unprofessional conduct or attitude detracts from the overall learning experience for the 

seminar and will negatively affect the contribution grade. 

A+ (97-100): Peerless demonstration of wholly thorough preparation for individual seminar 

sessions. Consistently contributes original and highly insightful thought. 

Exceptional team player and leader. 

A (94-<97): Superior demonstration of complete preparation for individual sessions. Frequently 

offers original and well thought-out insights. Routinely takes the lead to 

accomplish team projects. 

A- (90-<94): Excellent demonstration of preparation for individual sessions. Contributes 

original, well-developed insights in the majority of seminar sessions. Often takes 

the lead to accomplish team projects. 

B+ (87-<90): Above-average graduate level preparation for seminar sessions. Occasionally 

contributes original and well-developed insights. Obvious team player who 

sometimes takes the lead for team projects. 

B (84-<87):  Average graduate level preparation for individual sessions. Occasionally 

contributes original and insightful thought. Acceptable team player; takes effective 

lead on team projects when assigned. 

B- (80-<84): Minimally acceptable graduate level preparation for individual sessions. 

Infrequently contributes well-developed insights; may sometimes speak out 

without having thought through an issue. Requires prodding to take lead on team 

projects. 
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C+ (77-<80): Generally prepared, but not to minimum acceptable graduate level. Requires 

encouragement to contribute to discussions; contributions do not include original 

thinking or insights. Routinely allows others to take the lead in team projects. 

C (74-<77): Preparation for individual sessions is only displayed when student is called upon to 

contribute. Elicited contributions reflect at best a basic understanding of session 

material. Consistently requires encouragement or prodding to take on fair share of 

team project workload. Only occasionally engages in seminar dialogue with peers 

and moderators.  

C- (70-<74):  Barely acceptable preparation. Contributions are extremely limited, rarely 

voluntary, and reflect minimal grasp of session material. Displays little interest in 

contributing to team projects. 

D+ (67-<69)   Rarely prepared or engaged.  Contributions are uncommon and reflect  

D   (64-<67) below-minimum acceptable understanding of lesson material.  Engages in  

D-  (60-<64)  frequent fact-free conversation.  

F    (0ï59):  Unacceptable preparation. Displays no interest in contributing to team projects; 

cannot be relied on to accomplish assigned project work. At times may be seen by 

peers as disruptive. 

d. Grading criteria for CAPSTONE  Exercise contributions: 

The CAPSTONE  Exercise contribution grade is determined by the cell moderatorôs 

evaluation of the studentôs contributions to exercise preparation, planning, and execution 

play. It is recognized that many students will role play in areas which they have no prior 

expertise. Additionally, some billets have greater visibility. Consequently, each student will 

be evaluated on his/her preparation and contribution in each given role, taking into 

consideration the above factors. 

All students are expected to contribute during the exercise, and to listen and respond 

respectfully when exercise role players or moderators offer their ideas. Interruptive, 

discourteous, disrespectful, lackadaisical, or unprofessional conduct or attitude detracts from 

the overall learning experience for all students during the exercise and will negatively affect 

the contribution grade. 

A+ (97-100):  Peerless demonstration of wholly thorough preparation for exercise role. 

Consistently contributes original and highly insightful thought. Exceptional team 

player and leader. 

A (94-<97): Superior demonstration of complete preparation for exercise role. Frequently offers 

original and well-thought-out insights. Routinely takes the lead to accomplish team 

projects. 

A- (90-<94): Excellent demonstration of preparation for exercise role. Contributes original, 

well-developed insights in the majority of exercise sessions. Often takes the lead to 

accomplish team projects. 

B+ (87-<90): Above-average graduate level preparation for exercise role. Occasionally 
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contributes original and well-developed insights. Obvious team player who 

sometimes takes the lead for team projects. 

B (84-<87):  Average graduate level preparation for exercise role. Occasionally contributes 

original and insightful thought. Acceptable team player; takes effective lead on 

team projects when assigned. 

B- (80-<84): Minimally acceptable graduate level preparation for exercise role. Infrequently 

contributes well-developed insights; may sometimes speak out without having 

thought through an issue. Requires prodding to take lead on team projects. 

C+ (77-<80): Generally prepared, but not to minimum acceptable graduate level. Requires 

encouragement to contribute to discussions; contributions do not include original 

thinking or insights. Routinely allows others to take the lead in team projects. 

C   (74-<77) Preparation for exercise role is only displayed when student is called upon to 

contribute. Elicited contributions reflect at best a basic understanding of session 

material. Consistently requires encouragement or prodding to take on fair share of 

team project workload. Only occasionally engages in seminar dialogue with peers 

and moderators.  

C- (70-<74):    Barely acceptable preparation. Contributions are extremely limited, rarely 

voluntary, and reflect minimal grasp of session material. Displays little interest in 

contributing to team projects. 

D+ (67-<69)   Rarely prepared or engaged.  Contributions are uncommon and reflect  

D   (64-<67)    below-minimum acceptable understanding of lesson material.  Engages in  

D-  (60-<64)  frequent fact-free conversation.  

F (0ï59):      Unacceptable preparation. Displays no interest in contributing to team projects; 

cannot be relied on to accomplish assigned project work. At times may be seen by 

peers as disruptive. 

16.  Student Critiques 

Course improvement is a continuous process for the Joint Military Operations Department 

and one in which student input is essential.  To assist the department in this endeavor, students 

are required to complete a confidential course questionnaire available on the CAC-enabled 

web portal.  The questionnaire is designed to provide students the opportunity to comment on 

and critique session topics, readings, moderator guidance and support, lectures, etc. with the 

objective of improving successive course offerings.  Instructions for access will be provided 

in seminar.  Students are encouraged to access the questionnaire regularly to provide feedback 

and course improvement suggestions soon after the session or topic under consideration.  To 

aid the student, this syllabus provides an addendum titled ñCourse Session Critique Notesò in 

the back.  These pages list each session and provide space for students to note constructive 

critique items.  The online course critique questionnaire must be completed no later than the 

scheduled CAPSTONE Exercise ñhot washò session.  Release of a studentôs course grade is 

contingent upon completion of the course critique. 
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17. Seminar Assignments. 

The principal criterion in assigning students to a seminar is a balanced distribution among 

services and agencies, as well as student and moderator specialties and operational expertise. 

Typically, two faculty members are assigned to each seminar. Student seminar, classroom, 

and faculty assignments are published separately.  

18. Schedule. 

Seminars usually meet in the morning. Depending on the work assigned, you may meet for 

scheduled periods in seminar as a group, in smaller teams depending on tasking, or 

individually to conduct study and research. Please pay close attention to the start times for 

each event since they vary throughout the trimester. Classes normally are scheduled for 

0830ï1145. If class is scheduled in the afternoon the normal timeframe is 1300ï1615. 

Moderators may adjust these times to facilitate the learning objectives for each segment of 

instruction. A course-planning schedule containing meeting dates and times is provided in the 

Addenda to this syllabus. The weekly schedules reflect revisions and supersede the schedule 

contained in the syllabus. Late changes will be announced by memo delivered to student 

mailboxes or by the moderators in class. 

19. Key Personnel. 

If you require additional information on the course, or if problems develop that cannot be 

resolved with your moderators, you may contact the Departmental Chairman via his executive 

assistant. The key departmental personnel are: 

Chairman of the Department ................................................... CAPT J.K. Cook, USN 

                                                                                      Room C-213, 841-3556 

Executive Assistant ................................................................. PROF F.B. Horne 

                                                                                      Room C-211, 841-6458 

Academic Coordinator............................................................. Ms. C. A. Stewart    

                                                                                        Room C-214, 841-4120 

Coordinator, Joint Maritime Operations Course  .................... PROF. E.J. Shaw       

Room C-420, 841-6467 

Module Lead, Modules One & Two........................................ PROF J.  L. Barker  

Course Foundation, Operational Art                             Room C-431, 841-6457 

Module Lead, Module Three ................................................... CDR D.R. Crouch, JAGC, 

USN Operational & Maritime Law                              Room C-431, 841-6468 

Module Lead, Module Four ..................................................... PROF T.A. Parker 

Naval / Maritime Warfare                                             Room C-424, 841-6473 

Module Lead, Module Five ..................................................... CAPT M.E. Donahue, USN 

Joint/Combined Operations                                           Room C-409, 841-6474 
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Module Lead, Module Six ....................................................... PROF M. McGauvran, USAF 

Military Decision-making & Planning                         Room C-414, 841-6564 

Module Lead, Module Seven .................................................. PROF P.A. Povlock 

Contemporary Operations                                             Room C-410, 841-1385 

Module Lead, Module Eight.................................................... COL G.D. Reilly, USA  

JTF/JFMCC Capstone Exercise                                    Room C-421, 841-6466 

20. Faculty Assistance. 

Faculty members are available to assist students with course material, to review student 

progress, to advise on student papers, and to provide counseling as required. Students with 

individual concerns are encouraged to discuss them as early as possible so that moderators can 

render assistance in a timely manner. Students are urged to make use of this non-classroom 

time with the faculty. During tutorials, scheduled in conjunction with Operations Research 

Paper proposal review, moderators may take the opportunity to discuss student progress as 

well as to solicit student input on the course to date. Faculty room numbers and telephone 

extensions are listed on pages 287ï88 of this syllabus. Most JMO faculty members are located 

on the fourth deck of Conolly Hall, except where noted. SP denotes Spruance Hall; SE 

denotes Sims Hall; M denotes Mahan Hall; and L denotes Luce Hall. 

21. Faculty Biographies. 

PROFESSOR JEFFREY L. BARKER returned to the Naval War College faculty in August 1999, 

serving as the Matthew Fontaine Maury Military Chair of Oceanography until his retirement in 

November 2004, at which time he joined the faculty as an Associate Professor. A 1976 graduate of 

the Georgia Institute of Technology, with a B.S. in Physics, he earned an M.S. in Oceanography 

and Meteorology from the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School in 1987, and also earned an M.A. from 

the Naval War College in 1994. In his initial sea tour in USS Kalamazoo (AOR-6) Professor 

Barker was designated a Surface Warfare Officer. After assignment at the U.S. Naval Academy, 

he was redesignated as Meteorology and Oceanography Officer and reported to Fleet Numerical 

Oceanography Center in Monterey, California. In addition to his initial Naval War College faculty 

tour, Meteorology and Oceanography assignments have included: A sea tour in USS Wisconsin 

(BB-64), and overseas tours as the Executive Officer of the Naval Oceanography Command 

Facility in Yokosuka, Japan, and as the Staff METOC Officer in the London headquarters of 

Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Naval Forces Europe. 

jeffrey.barker@usnwc.edu 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL JASON ñJAKEò BEAUDOIN, USMC, joined the Naval War College 

faculty in July 2009. He holds the occupational specialties of Logistics Officer, Supply Officer, 

Operational Planner, and Joint Specialty Officer. In 1991, after graduation from Norwich 

University and commissioning, he went to serve with: 1st Low Altitude Air Defense BN, 

Okinawa; Combat Service Support Detachment 23, Beaufort, SC; Inspector-Instructor, 

Washington, DC; 15th Marine Expeditionary Unit, Camp Pendleton, CA.  In 2002, he reported to 

the Naval War College to attend the Naval Command and Staff College and the Naval Operational 

mailto:jeffrey.barker@usnwc.edu
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Planner Course (NOPC).  In 2003, he reported to United States Joint Forces Command for duty as 

the Land Operations Officer, Standing Joint Force Headquarters (SJFHQ), where he coordinated 

and trained Combatant Commander Staffs on joint and multi-national planning and the 

implementation of SJFHQs. During this time he graduated from the Joint Forces Staff College 

(JPME II) and deployed twice to Iraq to train and implement collaborative planning and 

assessment practices into the MNF-I and MNC-I staffs. In 2006, he reported to 1st Marine 

Division, G-4. From January 2008 until February 2009, he deployed to Iraq with the 1st Marine 

Expeditionary Force (I MEF) as part of Multi-National Force West (MNF-W) as the G-3, Future 

Operations and Plans Officer. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in International Studies from 

Norwich University, Northfield, Vermont; a Master of Arts degree in Management from Webster 

University, St. Louis, Missouri, and a Master of Arts degree from the Naval War College, Newport, 

Rhode Island, in National Security and Strategic Studies. 

jason.beaudoin@usnwc.edu 

 

PROFESSOR ALBION A. BERGSTROM rejoined the Joint Military Operations faculty in 

autumn 2003. He retired from the Army with over thirty years active duty in December 1999, 

having completed his career on the JMO faculty as a Professor of Operations and Chief of Block 

IV, Regional Contingency Planning and Warfighting. Prior military assignments include duty as 

an Agency Deputy Commander, Division Chief in the Pentagon, Armor (M1A1) battalion 

command, and various command and staff jobs. An Armor officer by trade, he had cavalry, armor, 

and infantry experience in Southeast Asia, Europe, and CONUS. He holds a B.A. in Political 

Science/International Relations from Colorado State University, an M.A. in Personnel 

Management from Central Michigan University, and an M.A. from the Naval War College. He is a 

graduate of the Armyôs Command and General Staff College and the Army War College Strategist 

course. He is also a graduate of the Senior Officials in National Security Course at the John F. 

Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and was a National Security Fellow at 

Harvard. albion.bergstrom@usnwc.edu 

CDR ROBERT E. BURKE, USN, joined the Naval War College faculty in June 2008 after 

completing a one year tour in support of OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM as the OIC of the 

Counter Radio-Controlled IED Electronic Warfare (CREW) Detachment, Afghanistan attached to 

JTF Paladin. He is qualified as a Special Operations, Diving and Salvage officer. Previous tours 

include Naval Sea Systems Command where he worked Mine Warfare Mission Package 

integration for LCS, Executive Decision Management Office within the Director of Navy Staff 

office, Conventional Ordnance Explosives Safety and Nuclear Weapons System Safety, OPNAV 

N41, and OIC of Atlantic Ordnance Command, Detachment Charleston. He has served onboard 

USS Edenton and USS Grasp, participating in numerous diving and salvage operations. He has 

Navy Reserve experience in Naval Coastal Warfare and Harbor Defense, Military Sealift 

Command, and Mobile Diving and Salvage Units. CDR Burke was enrolled in the National 

Defense University, School for National Security Executive Education prior to being deployed. He 

earned a Master of Science degree in Ocean Systems Management from the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology in 1994, and holds a Bachelor of Science degree from the Massachusetts 

Maritime Academy. robert.burke@usnwc.edu 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/eric.shaw/My%20Documents/JMO%20ILC%20Development%202010/Syllabus%20ILC%202010/jason.beaudoin@usnwc.edu
mailto:albion.bergstrom@nwc.navy.mil
mailto:robert.burke@nwc.navy.mil
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PROFESSOR JAMES P. BUTLER returned to the Naval War College in November 2003 after 

having served as the Northrop Grumman Reserve Component Joint Professional Military 

Education Project Manager, converting the JPME Phase II core curriculum into a distance learning 

course for the Joint Forces Staff College. A retired naval aviator with thirty years of extensive 

operational flying, and command experience, he has commanded two aviation squadrons (HC-8 

and HC-3) and a major shore command (the Naval Air Technical Training Center). Operational 

assignments include two pentagon tours, six flying tours, and two shipôs company tours (Second 

Division Officer onboard USS Kansas City in Vietnam and as Air Boss onboard USS Guadalcanal 

(LPH-7) during Operation DESERT STORM). Captain Butlerôs last active duty assignment was as 

Dean of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School (JPME Phase II) at the Joint Forces Staff 

College in Norfolk, Virginia. Professor Butler graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy with a 

B.S. in Analytical Management, has an M.S. in Material Management from the Naval 

Postgraduate School, an M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Naval War College, and an M.S. 

in National Resource Strategy from the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. He is currently 

pursuing a Ph.D. in Leadership and Management from Capella University. 

james.butler@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR DAVID R. CARRINGTON rejoined the Naval War College faculty in September 

2004 after completing thirty-one years of commissioned service with the U.S. Navy. Among his 

tours of duty, he served as special assistant to the Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, as 

the N2 aboard the USS Forrestal, as the N2 with COMSECONDFLT, as the N2 with 

CINCUSNAVEUR, as the J2 for Joint Task Force PROVIDE PROMISE in Bosnia, as the 

Director of Intelligence for SACLANT, and as the Director of Intelligence for JIATF East. A 

former member of the Naval War College Faculty, Professor Carrington was also the Edwin T. 

Layton Chair of Military Intelligence from May 1994 to October 1997. Professor Carrington has a 

Bachelor of Science from Western Washington State University and a Master of Arts in Business 

Management from Central Michigan University. david.carrington@usnwc.edu 

COLONEL ROBERT M. CASSIDY, U.S. Army, is a member of the Royal United Services 

Institute and is a senior fellow with the Center for Advanced Defense Studies.  Dr. Cassidy has 

masterôs degrees in international relations and diplomacy from Boston University and the Fletcher 

School of Law and Diplomacy.  He earned his Ph.D. from the Fletcher School where he 

concentrated in strategy, stability operations, and military culture.  He holds the Diplome d'Etude 

Supérieure de Défense from the French Joint Defense College.  Colonel Cassidy has served in a 

variety of organizations as a strategist, a battalion commander, a special assistant to the 

Commanding General of U.S. Army forces in Europe, as a brigade operations officer and 

divisional cavalry executive officer in the 4th Infantry Division, as a staff officer and cavalry troop 

commander in the 82nd Airborne Division, as a scout and support platoon leader in the 8th 

Infantry Division, and as an NCO interrogator in the 82nd Airborne Division.  He has served on 

operational deployments to Iraq, Afghanistan, the Arabian Peninsula, Egypt, and the Caribbean.  

He once served as an assistant professor of international relations at West Point.  Colonel Cassidy 

has published several articles in Parameters, Military Review, RUSI Journal, Small Wars and 

Insurgencies, the Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Defense Concepts, Small Wars Journal 

Magazine, and the Baltic Defence and Security Review.  He has been the author of two books:  
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Peacekeeping in the Abyss: British and American Doctrine and Practice after the Cold War and 

Counterinsurgency and the Global War on Terror:  Military Culture and Irregular War.  Stanford 

University Press published the latter in paperback.  robert.cassidy@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR DONALD W. CHISHOLM joined the Naval War College in 2000. Before coming 

to the Naval War College, he taught at several universities, including the University of Illinois at 

Chicago and the University of California, Los Angeles, where he was a founding member of the 

School of Public Policy and Social Research. Professor Chisholm earned his A.B., M.A., and 

Ph.D. in political science at the University of California. His chief fields of interest include 

military history, organization theory, administrative behavior, policy analysis, and American 

political institutions. His research has examined the planning and execution of joint military 

operations; cognitive and organizational limits on rationality; organizational adaptation and 

innovation; organizational failure and reliability, particularly in high-risk technologies; and 

privatization of public activities. He is the author of Coordination Without Hierarchy: Informal 

Structures in Multi-organizational Systems (University of California Press, 1989) and Waiting for 

Dead Menôs Shoes: Origins and Development of the U.S. Navyôs Officer Personnel System, 

1793ï1941 (Stanford University Press, 2001), for which he received the 2001 RADM Samuel 

Eliot Morison Award for Distinguished Contribution to Naval Literature. He has also published a 

number of articles in professional journals, including Joint Force Quarterly, Parameters, and the 

Naval War College Review. donald.chisholm@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN JAMES K. COOK, USN, joined the Naval War College faculty in April 2007 after 

completing a tour as Commander, Carrier Air Wing Three, embarked in USS Harry S. Truman 

flying combat sorties in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Previous operational aviation tours 

include: Commander of Strike Fighter Squadron One Thirty One embarked in USS John C. 

Stennis and USS Dwight D. Eisenhower supporting Operation Southern Watch; Maintenance 

Officer of Fighter Squadron Eighty Four executing combat sorties in support of Operations 

DESERT STORM and PROVIDE COMFORT; and Quality Assurance officer in Fighter 

Squadron Thirty Three embarked in USS America participating in Operation EL DORADO 

CANYON. His shore tours include: Navy TACAIR analyst supporting the Program Analysis and 

Evaluation Director in the Office of the Secretary of Defense; Deputy J3 for JTFSWA Saudi 

Arabia; Navy Fighter Weapons School (TOPGUN) Operations Officer and Instructor; Assistant 

Chief Operational Test Director for Air Test and Evaluation Squadron Four. Captain Cook earned 

a Master of Arts degree in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College in 

1995, participated as an Associate Fellow in CNOôs Strategy Study Group, and holds a Bachelor of 

Arts degree from Bennington College. james.cook@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR MICHAEL R. CROSKREY joined the Naval War College faculty in November 

2004 following an assignment as Future Operations and Air Warfare Officer for Commander 

SEVENTH Fleet. He earned a commission in 1986 and was designated a Naval Flight Officer in 

1988. He was assigned to VS-33 flying S-3s, and deployed onboard USS Constellation in 1989 

and with CVW-9 onboard USS Nimitz in 1991. In 1992, he was assigned instructor duty with 

VS-41. He then conducted a disassociated sea tour with CVW-14 staff deploying onboard USS 

Carl Vinson in 1996 and went on to a department head tour with VS-35 as maintenance officer, 

deploying in 1998 with CVW-14 onboard USS Abraham Lincoln. He transferred to the Naval 
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Postgraduate School in 2000 where he completed his JPME Phase I curriculum through a Naval 

War College satellite program. While at SEVENTH Fleet he served on the staffs of three Joint 

Task Force commands and on JFMCC and JFACC functional commands. Professor Croskrey 

holds a B.S. in Computer Science from Iowa State University and an M.S. in Aeronautical 

Engineering (Avionics) from the Naval Postgraduate School. michael.croskrey@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER DAN CROUCH joined the Joint Military Operations faculty after graduating 

from the Naval War College in 2009.  Prior to his year as student at NWC, CDR Crouch served for 

two years as the Command Judge Advocate onboard USS HARRY S. TRUMAN (CVN-75) where 

he deployed to the Arabian Gulf in support of OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM.  Prior to his 

assignment onboard TRUMAN, CDR Crouch served as Legislative Counsel at Navyôs Office of 

Legislative Affairs where he was responsible for the International and Operational Law portfolio.  

CDR Crouch has also served as Trial and Defense Counsel and as Officer-in-Charge of the Trial 

Service Office detachment in Groton, CT.  Prior to receiving his commission, CDR Crouch served 

four years as an enlisted sailor onboard USS (MILWAUKEE AOR-2). daniel.crouch@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR RICHARD M. CROWELL joined the Naval War College civilian faculty in 

January 2008. Prior to that he was a military professor in the Joint Military Operations Department 

from July 2005 to December 2007.  While on active duty, Professor Crowell was a Joint Specialty 

Officer (JSO). He served at the Joint Forces Staff College as Military Faculty in the Joint and 

Combined Warfighting School and the Joint Command, Control & Information Operations 

School. Additionally, he served as the Chief Operations Branch, NATO Multi-Service EW 

Support Group, RNAS Yeovilton, UK; Operations Officer, Helicopter Combat Support Squadron 

SIX; and Assistant Air Officer, USS Guadalcanal, (LPH-7). His shore tours include the Assistant 

Air Operations Officer for the Commander Naval Air Force U.S. Atlantic Fleet and the Program 

Manager for the Aviation Officer Candidate and Aviation Intelligence Officer programs for the 

Commander Navy Recruiting Command. He has earned a Master of Arts in National Security and 

Strategic Studies from the Naval War College and a Bachelor of Science from Massachusetts 

Maritime Academy. richard.crowell@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER JAMES DALTON, USN, joined the Naval War College faculty in August 2008 

after completing a tour at Carrier Air Wing SEVENTEEN, NAS Oceana, Virginia. After 

graduating from the University of Missouri he attended Aviation Officer Candidate School in 

Pensacola, Florida, receiving his commission in 1988. Upon completing A-6E Intruder Naval 

Flight Officer (NFO) training, he reported to VA-36 onboard the USS THEODORE 

ROOSEVELT (CVN 71) in support of Operation DESERT STORM.   In 1993, he reported to the 

F-14 Training Squadron (VF-124) at NAS Miramar, California, for duty as a Flight Instructor.  In 

1995, he returned to sea duty with VF-11 aboard USS CARL VINSON (CVN 70) completing a 

deployment in support of Operation SOUTHERN WATCH.  In 1996, he reported to VX-9 at NAF 

Point Mugu, California, where he served as the Operational Test Director of the LANTIRN 

Targeting System and several other developmental weapon systems.  In 1999, he joined VF-31 

where he completed an additional deployment to the Middle East.  Following his department head 

tour, Command Dalton reported to the staff of the Commander United States Special Operations 

Command at MacDill AFB, Florida where he served as an action officer in the joint 

experimentation department.  Following his joint tour, Commander Dalton reported to the Naval 
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Personnel Command in Millington, TN where he served as Major Staff Placement.  His NPC 

responsibilities included the placement of all ñjoint billetsò worldwide outside the Pentagon.  In 

August 2005, Commander Dalton reported to the Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, as 

a student, where he received a Masterôs Degree in National Security and Strategic Studies. 

james.dalton@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN MARK E. DONAHUE, USN, reported to the Joint Military Operations Department as 

a faculty member in September 2008 following his tour as Chief Current Operations (J33) at US 

Pacific Command.  Prior to his assignment at PACOM, he served as Commander, Amphibious 

Squadron ELEVEN forward deployed in Sasebo Japan where he conducted operations in support 

of Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Unified Assistance.  In 2004 he served on the 

CJTF-7/MNF-I staff at Camp Victory, Iraq.  He had command of USS GUNSTON HALL (LSD 

44) from 2000 to 2002.  A 1981 graduate of the US Naval Academy, he is a Surface Warfare 

Officer who has served afloat in USS ESTEEM (MSO 438), USS FOX (CG 33), USS SAMUEL B 

ROBERTS (FFG 58), USS JOHN A MOORE (FFG 19), USS ESSEX (LHD 2) and as an 

Engineering Inspector for the CINCLANTFLT Propulsion Examining Board.  Shore duty 

assignments have included Surface Warfare Officers School, Naval and Marine Corps Reserve 

Center Roanoke, Virginia, Commander Naval Surface Force US Atlantic Fleet and Commander 

Fleet Forces Command.  He is a 2000 graduate of the Naval War College where he received a 

Masterôs Degree in National Security and Strategic Studies. mark.donahue@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR JERRY DUFFY joined the Naval War College civilian faculty in July 2006 

following his final tour of duty in the U.S. Navy as a member of the Naval Staff College faculty.  

He received his commission in 1982 and was designated a Naval Aviator in 1983.  Tours of duty 

include: Search and Rescue pilot, NAS Jacksonville, FL; VERTREP pilot, HC-11, San Diego, CA; 

Instructor Pilot, HC-16, Pensacola, FL; Mini-Boss, USS New Orleans, San Diego, CA; DET OIC, 

HC-5, Guam; Joint Forces Intelligence Command, Norfolk, VA; and NATO Staff Officer, 

London, England.  Professor Duffy holds a B.S. in Aeronautics from Dowling College and a 

Masterôs Degree from the Naval War College. jerry.duffy@usnwc.edu 

COLONEL SCOTT EFFLANDT received a commission in 1985 from Marion Military Institute 

as a Distinguished Military Graduate. For the next two years, as he completed his degree, he 

served as an Infantry Platoon Leader with the 3rd Battalion, 130
th
 Infantry in the Illinois Army 

National Guard. Upon receipt of a Regular Army commission in 1987 he was assessed onto Active 

Duty as an Armor Officer.  As a new Armor lieutenant, 2dLt Efflandt was assigned to the 5
th
 

Battalion, 77
th
 Armor (Steel Tigers) of the 8

th
 Infantry Division in Mannheim, Germany. During 

this tour his duties included tank platoon leader, support platoon leader, company executive officer 

and battalion maintenance officer. Captain Efflandtôs next operational assignment was in 

1992with the 3
rd

 Armored Cavalry Regiment (Brave Rifles) initially at Fort Bliss, Texas. During 

this tour, he served in three squadrons as either an assistant S3, the S3 and finally as the 

commander of B Troop (Bandit) 1
st
 Squadron until he relinquished command at Fort Carson, 

Colorado in 1996.  Upon completion of civil schooling, Major Efflandt was assigned as a faculty 

member in the Behavioral Sciences and Leadership Department at the United States Military 

Academy. In 2001, he returned to troop service with the 1
st
 Cavalry Division.  In the subsequent 

seven years he served as the Executive Officer of the 2
nd

 Battalion, 12
th
 Cavalry (Thunderhorse), 
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as the 2
nd

 Brigade (Black Jack) S3, XO followed by duty as the Deputy Brigade Commander. Most 

recently LTC Efflandt commanded 2
nd

 Battalion, 8
th
 (US) Cavalry (Stallions), relinquishing duties 

in April 2008 for posting to the faculty of the Naval War College in Newport, RI.  LTC Efflandtôs 

education includes AA from Marion Military Institute; BS in Administration of Justice from 

Southern Illinois University; MS in Sociology from Texas A&M University; Armor Officer Basic 

Course, Infantry Officer Advance Course, Maintenance Officer Course, Bradley Commanderôs 

Course, and the Command and General Staff Course. His membership and affiliations are: 

American Sociological Association, Fellow--Inter University Seminar on Armed Forces and 

Society, Association of the United States Army, Military Officers Association of America. 

scott.efflandt@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN MICHAEL J. FITZPATRICK, USN joined the Naval War College faculty in August 

2008 following a four year tour at the NATO Joint Force Command Brunssum in The Netherlands 

where he served as a Branch Head in the J5 Division.  He is an unrestricted Naval Aviator and 

qualified Surface Warfare Officer.  As an H-46D pilot based in San Diego, California, his 

operational flying tours included deployments throughout the western Pacific and Indian Oceans 

as well as service in the Persian Gulf.  While based in Sicily, he commanded an MH-53E squadron 

which supported both Operations ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM with 

detachments based throughout the Mediterranean and in several Middle Eastern states.  He is a 

graduate of the Armed Forces Staff College and is a Joint Qualified Officer (JQO).  Captain 

Fitzpatrick holds a B.S. from the United States Naval Academy, a M.S. from the University of 

Maryland and a M.A. from the United States Naval War College. michael.fitzpatrick@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR STEPHEN FORAND joined the Joint Military Operations Department in October 

2007 following retirement from the U.S. Marine Corps. He holds a B.S. from the University of 

Massachusetts and an M.A. in National Security Strategic Studies from the Naval War College. A 

naval aviator with over thirty years of operational experience he has served in all Marine Aircraft 

Wings. His last posting was the Chief of Staff of Marine Corps Installations East and the 

Commanding Officer of MCAS New River. His Marine Career encompasses a variety of 

assignments including the Naval War College Strategy and Policy Faculty, USCENTCOM J3 

Current Operations, Commanding Officer Marine Heavy Helicopter Squadron 363, Headquarters 

Marine Corps and as an exchange pilot with the U.S. Navy at HM-14 an Airborne Mine 

Countermeasures Squadron.  stephen.forand@usnwc.edu 

 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL STUART D. FURNER, USA, joined the Naval War College faculty 

in June 2009 after completing a tour in support of OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM as the J3, 

Counterinsurgency Center For Excellence.  He is a 1993 graduate of the United States Military 

Academy (International Relations) and earned a masterôs degree in Leadership and Counseling 

from Long Island University.  He has also graduated from the Infantry Officer Basic Course, the 

Engineer Officer Advanced Course, the Combined Arms and Service Staff School and the U.S. 

Army Command and General Staff College.  LTC Furner has previously served with the 101
st
 

Airborne Division (OPERATION SAFE HAVEN/SAFE PASSAGE), the 3
rd

 Infantry Division 

(Mechanized) (OPERATION INTRINSIC ACTION), the 3
rd

 US Infantry Regiment (The Old 
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Guard) (CJTF-HOA), and as a Tactical Officer and Regimental Executive Officer at the United 

States Military Academy.  stuart.furner@usnwc.edu 

CDR JOHN ñNATEò GANDY, USN, joined the Naval War College faculty in December 2009 

after completing a tour as the Executive Officer of Al Asad Airbase in Al Anbar Province Iraq in 

support of OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM.  Prior to his deployment to Iraq, he served at 

USCENTCOM Operations Directorate as the Special Technical Operations Chief and 

Non-Kinetic Fires Branch Chief where he supported contingency operations in both OPERATION 

IRAQI FREEDOM and OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM.  As HH60-H and SH60-F pilot, 

Commander Gandy deployed in support of OPERATION SOUTHERN WATCH onboard USS 

KENNEDY (CV-67), OPERATION NOBLE ANVIL  onboard USS THEODORE ROOSEVELT 

(CVN-71), OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM onboard USS KITTY HAWK (CV-63) and 

OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM ï PHILIPPINES as OIC of HH-60H detachment onboard 

the USNS STOCKHAM (T-AK 3017).  Commander Gandy also served as Assistant Air 

Operations Officer on COMCARGRUONE staff and as Fleet Replacement Squadron instructor 

pilot.  In 2009, he joined the University of Maryland University Campus ï Europe, teaching 

courses in both Global Terrorism and Counter Terrorism.  He graduated from Maine Maritime 

Academy and earned his Masterôs Degree from the Naval War College in 2005.  He is a graduate 

of the National Defense University, Joint Forces Staff College and a Joint Qualified Officer.   

john.gandy@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER JOHN GORDON, USN joined the Joint Military Operations Department faculty 

in July 2009 after a tour on the staff of Submarine Development Squadron Twelve. He holds a BA 

(with department honors) in Mathematics from Northwestern University, an MS in Management 

from Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and an MA in National Security and Strategic Studies from 

the U.S. Naval War College.  His sea tours included duty on two submarines: USS BLUEFISH 

(SSN-675) and USS ALBUQUERQUE (SSN-706).  His shore assignments include plankowner of 

the Submarine Learning Center.  john.gordon@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR BILL HARTIG initially reported to the Joint Military Operations Department as an 

active duty Marine infantry officer in July 2004, following a tour as Assistant Chief of Staff, for 

the I Marine Expeditionary Force.  He served in all three Marine Expeditionary Forces and 

commanded at each grade.  He retired as a Marine Colonel on 1 October 2007 after 30 years of 

service and joined the faculty as Professor and as the JMO JPME Phase 2 Coordinator.  

william.hartig@usnwc.edu 

 

COLONEL THOMAS A. HEANEY, JR., INFANTRY, USA, joined the Joint Military Operations 

Department in August of 2008 after having completed a tour in the US Army Recruiting Command 

as the Deputy Commander-West. Prior to serving in Army recruiting COL Heaney was the Deputy 

Commander ï Operations for US Army South at Ft Sam Houston, Texas. Tom is a Distinguished 

Military Graduate from The University of Rhode Island ROTC program, where he was 

commissioned in the Army as an Infantryman. His assignments include various tours with light 

infantry, airborne and Ranger units in the United States and in Panama, serving as Platoon Leader, 
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Scout Platoon Leader, Combat Support Company Executive Officer, Battalion Air Operations 

Officer, Light Infantry Company Commander, Battalion Operations Officer, Battalion Executive 

Officer, Brigade Operations Officer, Division Current Operations Officer, Battalion Commander, 

JRTC Senior O/C, Corps G3 (Exercise) and Brigade Commander. He is a graduate of the Infantry 

Officer Basic Course, the U.S. Army Ranger School, Airborne School, Jumpmaster School, 

Infantry Officer Advanced Course, the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College and the 

Naval War College. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in History from The University of Rhode 

Island and Masterôs degrees in Business Administration from Central Michigan University and 

National Security Strategy from the Naval War College. thomas.heaney@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR CHESTER E. HELMS, rejoined the Naval War College faculty in January 2007. He 

retired from the Navy with thirty-five years active duty in September 2004, having completed his 

career on the JMO faculty as a Professor of Operations and Chief of Block I, Operational Concepts 

and Operational Law. He also held the Charles A. Lockwood Military Chair of Undersea Warfare. 

His prior military duty includes service on four submarines, both SSNs and SSBNs. While he was 

in command, his ship received the Battle Efficiency ñEò and the Navy League SSBN of the Year 

Awards. Shore assignments included: Naval Reactors, Department of Energy; Submarine 

Development Squadron 12 Tactical Development Staff; and duty at U.S. Strategic Command as 

the Executive Assistant to the J3/J4 and J36, and as Senior Controller in the Command Center. 

Professor Helms was Joint Specialty Officer Certified. He was commissioned through the Naval 

Enlisted Scientific Education Program (NESEP) and holds a B.S. in Nuclear Engineering (with 

Honors) from North Carolina State University and a M.A. in National Security and Strategic 

Studies (with Distinction) from the Naval War College. chester.helms@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR DOUGLAS N. HIME first joined the Naval War College faculty in 1992, after 

having served as Chief, International Negotiations, and U.S. Delegation to the NATO Military 

Committee. Following a tour as a member of the faculty at the NATO Defense College in Rome, 

Italy, from 1996ï1998, Professor Hime retired from the Air Force in September 1998 as a colonel, 

and rejoined the Naval War College faculty in October 1998. His previous assignments include 

several operational flying tours in B-52s and staff assignments as Chief of Crisis Action Planning 

and Deputy Director of Bomber Operations at Headquarters, Strategic Air Command. He has 

commanded avionics and field maintenance squadrons in addition to a B-52 squadron. His military 

schooling includes Air Command and Staff College, Air War College, and the NATO Defense 

College. He holds a B.S.E. from Emporia State University, an M.S. from the University of 

Southern California, and a Ph.D. from Salve Regina University. douglas.hime@usnwc.edu 

 

PROFESSOR FRED B. HORNE joined the Joint Military Operations faculty in August 2003 after 

serving two years as the Director of the Naval Staff College. Professor Horne retired from the 

Navy in July 2006, and is currently assigned as the Executive Assistant to the Chairman of the 

Joint Military Operations Department. He graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1976 with a 

B.S. degree in Oceanography and designated a Naval Flight Officer in January 1978. He has 

served in a variety of operational and staff positions in the Maritime Patrol Aviation community 

including commanding officer Patrol Squadron FIFTY and Chief of Staff, Fleet Air Keflavik in 
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Iceland. He is a 1988 graduate of the Naval War College (CNC&S), a 1999 graduate of the Air 

War College, and holds a M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies. fred.horne@usnwc.edu 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL GERRY LEONARD joined the Naval War College faculty in June of 

2009.  Before joining the faculty, he served in numerous combat, command and staff assignments. 

Lieutenant Colonel Leonardôs command assignments include a battalion level tour with 1st 

Battalion, 23rd Marines, a company level tour with 2d Battalion, 4th Marines, and platoon level 

tours with 3rd Battalion, 5th Marines and 1st Reconnaissance Battalion.  His staff assignments 

include tours as the Operations Officer for 1
st
 Reconnaissance Battalion and Battalion Landing 

Team 2/4.  He also served as a Theater Strategic Plans Officer with both II Marine Expeditionary 

Force and U.S. Central Command.  During Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, Lieutenant Colonel 

Leonard served as the Deputy Future Operations Officer and Assistant Plans Officer with II 

Marine Expeditionary Force (Forward) and 2d Marine Division respectively.  In addition to his 

two deployments in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, he participated in Operationôs 

DESERT STORM, SEA ANGEL, RESTORE HOPE, and DESERT FOX.  Additionally, he 

participated in multiple counter-drug operations in support of Joint Task Force-6 (subsequently 

renamed JTF North) and military to military training in support of theater security cooperation 

plans. Lieutenant Colonel Leonard earned his Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics from 

Hartwick College.  He holds a Master of Arts degree in Military Affairs from Marine Corps 

University, a Master of Arts degree in Operations Analysis from the School of Advanced 

Warfighting, and a Master of Arts degree in National Security and Strategic Studies from the U.S. 

Naval War College.  gerry.leonard@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR IVAN LUKE joined the JMO faculty in 2003 as a USCG Captain, following four 

years in command of the U.S. Coast Guard Barque Eagle (WIX-327), the serviceôs seagoing sail 

training vessel, also known as ñAmericaôs Tall Ship.ò Professor Luke is a 1976 graduate of the 

United States Coast Guard Academy in New London, Connecticut. His initial assignment was 

Deck Watch Officer aboard the Medium Endurance Cutter USCGC Dependable homeported in 

Panama City, Florida. Subsequent afloat assignments were Operations Officer of the High 

Endurance Cutter USCGC Taney in Portsmouth, Virginia as an O-3; Commanding Officer of the 

Medium Endurance Cutter USCGC Evergreen in New London, Connecticut as an O-4; and 

Executive Officer of the Medium Endurance Cutter USCGC Seneca in Boston, Massachusetts also 

as an O-4. Professor Lukeôs O-5 command was the Medium Endurance Cutter USCGC Valiant in 

Miami, Florida. In addition to these PCS assignments, Professor Luke served in a temporary 

capacity aboard a number of Coast Guard and Navy vessels including participation in Operation 

ABLE MANNER (Haitiï1993), UPHOLD DEMOCRACY (Haitiï1994), and ABLE VIGIL 

(Cubaï1994). His assignments ashore included: Instructor of Nautical Science at the Coast Guard 

Academy; School Chief of the Coast Guardôs Prospective Commanding Officer (PCO) School; 

Assistant Law Enforcement Branch Chief at the Seventh Coast Guard District in Miami, Florida; 

and service as a fellow in the Chief of Naval Operations Strategic Studies Group. He holds a 

Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from the U.S. Coast Guard Academy and a 

Master of Arts degree in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College. He 

also holds a merchant marinerôs license in the grade of Unlimited Ocean Master, Steam, Motor, or 

Sail. Professor Luke retired from the USCG in September 2005 and rejoined the JMO faculty in 

October 2005 as civilian professor. ivan.luke@usnwc.edu 
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COLONEL KEVIN MASTERSON, USAF, joined the Naval War College faculty in the summer 

of 2008 following command of the Operational Support Squadron at Moody Air Force Base, 

Valdosta GA.  He was commissioned through the ROTC and completed navigator training at 

Mather AFB in 1989.  He flew B-52s at Barksdale AFB, Louisiana where he deployed in support 

of Operation DESERT STORM.  Lt Col Masterson has extensive experience in Special Operations 

flying the HC/MC-130P with assignments to Okinawa Japan, Hurlburt Field Florida and RAF 

Mildenhall UK.  His staff tours include the Air Force Doctrine Center where served in the Doctrine 

Development Directorate.  Lt Col Masterson deployed twice in recent years both as the 

Commander of an Expeditionary Rescue Squadron in support of CJTF-Horn of Africa, Djibouti 

Africa. His degrees include a B.S. from the University of Lowell (now U-Mass at Lowell), an 

M.A. in Military Arts and Sciences from American Military University, and an M.A. 

(Distinguished Graduate) in Military Operations Arts and Sciences from Air Command and Staff 

College, Maxwell AFB, AL.  kevin.masterson@nwc.navy.mil 

COMMANDER PAUL E. MATTHEWS, USN, joined the Naval War College Faculty in 

September 2009 after completing a tour on the Joint Staff in the Intelligence Directorate.  In that 

position he served as the Meteorology, Oceanography (METOC), and Geospatial Intelligence 

Future Capabilities Officer, providing expertise for all Joint capabilities in those areas going 

through the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System.  A Naval Oceanographer, he 

fills the Matthew Fontaine Maury Military Chair for Oceanography.   Previous assignments 

include Oceanographer of the Navy Staff as a METOC Program Analyst, Naval Meteorology and 

Oceanography Command as the Future Capabilities Officer, USS WASP as the METOC Officer 

supporting Amphibious Squadron VIII and Two Six Marine Expeditionary Unit on a 

Mediterranean Deployment,  US Special Operations Command as a METOC analyst for special 

programs, and the Naval Pacific Meteorology and Oceanography Command, Guam as a Typhoon 

Forecaster.  CDR Matthews is a 1985 Graduate of the US Naval Academy holding a Bachalor of 

Science in Oceanography.  He holds two Masters Degrees, a Masters of Science in Physical 

Oceanography from Florida State University (1991), and a Masters in National Security and 

Strategic Studies from the US Naval War College (2005).  While at the Naval War College as he 

was an Associate Fellow for the CNOôs Strategic Studies Group XXIII. 

paul.matthews@usnwc.edu 

 

CAPTAIN JOHN R. ñJ.R.ò MATHIS, USN, joined the Naval War College faculty in August 2003 

after completing an instructor tour at the Navyôs Command Leadership Course, Newport, Rhode 

Island. From August 2003 to June 2006 he served as the Deputy Chairman of the Strategic 

Research Department (SRD) prior to transferring to JMO. As Deputy, SRD, he led ten professors 

in conducting focused research on matters of naval warfare, maritime strategy, national military 

strategy, and national security strategy as it affects military operations. After graduating from 

Marquette University he attended Aviation Officer Candidate School in Pensacola, Florida, 

receiving his commission in 1981. Upon completing the EA-6B Prowler Naval Flight Officer 

(NFO) training, he reported to VAQ-136 onboard the USS Midway (CV 41) homeported in 

Yokosuka, Japan, for his junior officer tour. In 1986, he reported to the EA-6B Training Squadron 

(VAQ-129) at NAS Whidbey Island, Washington, for duty as a Flight Instructor. In 1989, he 
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returned to sea duty with VAQ-139 aboard USS Constellation (CV 64) for his department head 

tour, completing two Indian Ocean deployments, including this countryôs first DESERT SHIELD 

response aboard the USS Independence (CV 62). In 1992, he reported to the JCS National 

Airborne Operations Center (NAOC) at Offutt AFB, Nebraska, where he served as a Chief of 

Emergency Actions, responding to National Command Authorities and Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) tasking. While assigned to NAOC, he earned a Master of Aeronautical 

Science Degree from Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University. Captain Mathis rejoined VAQ-136, 

stationed at NAF Atsugi, Japan, and deploying aboard USS Independence (CV 62) as the 

Executive officer in July 1996. He commanded the Gauntlets from October 1997 until January 

1999, during which, as part of Carrier Air Wing 5, he permanently cross-decked his squadron to 

the USS Kitty Hawk (CV 64). In March 1999, Captain Mathis reported to the Naval War College 

in Newport, Rhode Island, as a student, where he received a Masterôs Degree in National Security 

and Strategic Studies. Upon completion, he reported for instructor duty at the Command 

Leadership School in April 2000, where he taught combat leadership and ethics along with 

providing one-on-one mentorship to over 1,200 prospective commanding officers. In the fall of 

2002, he was selected for the U.S. Navyôs Permanent Military Professor (PMP) Program and is 

currently completing his doctoral at Salve Regina University. Captain Mathis has over 3,100 flight 

hours and more than 880 arrested landings. john.mathis@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR MICHAEL McGAUVRAN reported to the Naval War College in July 2006 

following a tour as the Chief of Plans at U.S. Strategic Command.  A command pilot with 4,100 

hours in B-1, T-38, and B-52 aircraft, he has extensive experience in the T-38 as a flight training 

instructor and in the B-1 as an instructor, evaluator, Operations Officer, Squadron and Deputy 

Group Commander. As a staff Officer in Headquarters Air Combat Command, he oversaw the 

F-22, F-15, B-1, B-2 and B-52 programs, and assisted COMACC in Congressional testimony. 

Additionally, he was the B-1 Expeditionary Operations Support Squadron Commander for 

Operation DESERT FOX and flew combat sorties in support of Operation ALLIED FORCE. His 

degrees include a B.S. from Stony Brook University, NY, an M.A. in Public Administration from 

Midwestern State University, TX, an M.A. (w/highest distinction) in National Security and 

Strategic Studies from Naval Command and Staff College, RI, and an M.S. in National Resource 

Strategy from the National Defense University, Washington D.C. His most recent publication was 

a co-authored research article on Chinese air refueling capabilities written for the Naval War 

Collegeôs Strategic Studies Group. michael.mcgauvran@nwc.navy.mil 

 

COMMANDER MARK McMANUS, USN joined the Naval War College in the fall of 2009.  A 

Naval Aviator with operational experience in Combat Search and Rescue, Undersea Warfare and 

Special Operations Support, his most recent previous assignment was at the Officer-In-Charge of 

Expeditionary Sea Combat Unit ONE, a unit conducting Expanded Maritime Interception 

Operations and SOF support in the PACOM AOR.  Prior to that tour, he was a member of the 

USJFCOM Standing Joint Force Headquarters (Core Element), with notable deployments to 

post-Katrina New Orleans as the DOD liaison officer to the FEMA Jefferson Parish Strike Team 

where he coordinated all DOD assistance to that affected Parish and a deployment with US Air 

Forces, Central Command to Qatar as the Chief of Plans (J-5) for the JTF stood up to support the 
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2006 Asian Games; the first DOD JTF ever established for preemptive Foreign Humanitarian 

Assistance.  Commander McManus is a graduate of the Massachusetts Maritime Academy, the U.S. 

Naval War College and was designated a Joint Specialty Officer in 2007.   

mark.mcmanus@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN PATRICK MOLENDA, USN, was appointed Director, Maritime Advanced 

Warfighting School (MAWS), in August 2009. He received his commission in 1986 via NROTC 

at Jacksonville University, completed flight training in 1987, and was assigned to Helicopter 

Anti-Submarine Squadron (Light) (HSL) 37 flying the SH-2F aircraft from 1988 to 1991. After 

shore tours as a JCS intern and at the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Captain Molenda served as Air 

Officer in USS Denver (1993-1995), HSL-41 where he transitioned to the SH-60B aircraft 

(1998-2000), and the Naval War College (2000-2001) where he graduated with distinction and 

completed the 13-month Naval Operational Planner Course. While serving in the Plans & Exercise 

branch for the Commander U.S. SEVENTH Fleet (2001-2002) in Japan, he was selected for 

command, serving as executive officer and commanding officer of HSL-37 in Hawaii 

(2003-2006). During that tour, he was selected for Captain and reassigned to the staff of the 

Commander U.S. European Command in Germany, serving as non-strategic nuclear force advisor, 

Division Chief for Nuclear C2 and Missile Defense, and Chief, Joint Operations Center from 2006 

to 2009.  patrick.molenda@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER PATRICK T. MOYNIHAN, joined the Naval War College faculty in August 

2007 following an assignment at USPACOM as Current Operations Directorate (J3) Special 

Operations Forces Branch Head, and Program and Assessment Directorate (J8) Program and 

Budget Division Head. He earned a commission in 1989 and was designated a Naval Aviator in 

1990. He was assigned to HSL-46 to fly the SH-60B and deployed onboard USS DEWERT (FFG 

45) in 1992 and USS PHILIPPINE SEA (CG 58) in 1993. In 1994, he was assigned as a Combat 

Systems instructor at Surface Warfare Officers School. He then conducted a disassociated sea tour 

with USS BELLEAU WOOD (LHA-3) as Air Operations Officer. Following that tour, he went on 

to his department head tour with HSL-48 where he served as a Detachment Officer In Charge 

deploying in 2002 with USS ROOSEVELT (DDG-80) and subsequently as Squadron Operations 

officer, He transferred to the Air Command and Staff College in 2003 where he completed the 

JPME Phase I curriculum. Commander Moynihan holds a B.S. in Economics from the United 

States Naval Academy, a Master of Business Administration from the University of Rhode Island, 

and a Master of Military Studies from the Air Command and Staff College.  

patrick.moynihan@usnwc.edu 

  

PROFESSOR GEORGE F. OLIVER III joined the Naval War College in November 2005. Prior to 

joining the NWC faculty, he served 31 years in the U.S. Army. His last military assignment was 

with the U.S. Army Center of Military History where he was writing the official history of the U.S. 

Army in peace operations. Before this position, he spent six months in Iraq as the Deputy 

Coordinator for Humanitarian Assistance for the Coalition Provisional Authority. From 

1999ï2003, Colonel Oliver served as the Director of the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute in 

Carlisle, Pennsylvania, and from 1996ï1999, the Military Advisor to the U.S. Ambassador to the 
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United Nations. George Oliver earned a Bachelorôs degree in Engineering from the United States 

Military Academy in 1974, a Master of Science degree in Business Administration from the 

University of South Carolina (1983) and a Master of Arts in National Security and Strategic 

Studies from the Naval War College (1996). He is currently working on his dissertation on the role 

of the military in stability operations in pursuit of a Ph.D. in Conflict Analysis and Resolution at 

George Mason University. While on active duty, Professor Oliver served in a variety of light 

infantry, ranger, Special Forces, and airborne units across the globe including service during the 

1990ï1991 Gulf War and OIF.  His interest in peace operations began in 1993, while the 

Operations Officer for the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana. Since then he 

has been involved in several peacekeeping missions, developed U.S. national policy, and analyzed 

these roles for U.S. forces. Additionally he has taught, written and lectured around the world on the 

role of the military in peace operations. Professor Oliver is also one of the authors on the United 

States Armyôs book on the Gulf War, Certain Victory, and has published several articles.  

Professor Oliver continues to be a sought after lecturer on stability and peace operations, having 

lectured at the Air War College and the Army Command and General Staff College and several 

universities. george.oliver@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR TOM PARKER came to the Naval War College in the fall of 2007 from Raytheon, 

where he was a Program Manager for the Raytheon Athena Maritime Domain C2 Program.  A 

1974 graduate of the Virginia Military Institute, with a BA in History, he earned a M.A. in 

International Studies from Old Dominion University.  Commissioned into the Navy in 1976, he 

was designated a Naval Flight Officer and flew the E-2C Hawkeye, eventually commanding 

VAW-124 in USS Theodore Roosevelt (CVN-71).  He held numerous staff billets included 

TACAIR analyst in the Secretary of the Navyôs Office of Program Appraisal (OPA) and Vice 

Director of Plans (J5V) at U. S. Space Command.  He also established the Maritime Domain 

Awareness Program Office (J52) at U. S. Northern Command.  While at U. S. Space Command, 

Professor Parker commanded the Delta (Navy) Crew at the Cheyenne Mountain Operations 

Center, and the Mobile Command and Control Center (MCCC).  Operational tours include various 

sea going assignments, including Force Tactical Action Officer on the Staff of Commander, 

Cruiser Destroyer Group Eight; Operations Officer, USS American (CV-66); and Executive 

Officer, USS Belleau Wood (LHA-3).  He commanded USS Belleau Wood (LHA-3), USS Essex 

(LHD-2), and USS Kitty Hawk (CV-63).  Professor Parker was a Federal Executive Fellow at the 

RAND Corporation in Santa Monica, California.   thomas.parker@usnwc.edu 

 

PROFESSOR JAMES B. PERKINS holds the Emory S. Land Chair of Merchant Marine Affairs. 

He was a surface warfare officer and commanded six times over a 35-year career. Commands and 

significant operational assignments include: CO USS Scholfield (FFG 3); COMDESRON Nine 

(SAG Commander, Operation PRAYING MANTIS); COMNAVMARIANAS (Commander JTF 

FIERY VIGIL); COMPHIBGRU Three (COMPF, NCC Operation RESTORE HOPE); DCINC, 

U.S. Southern Command (Acting CINC); and Commander, Military Sealift Command. A 1964 

graduate of the Naval Academy, Admiral Perkins also graduated from and holds Masterôs degrees 

from the Naval War College (with distinction) and the Naval Post Graduate School (Sigma Xi). 
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Prior to joining the faculty, he was president of L3 Communications/TMA Corporation, a 

Washington, D.C.-based professional services company. james.perkins@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN ROY PETTY, USN  joined the Naval War College, Joint Military Operations Faculty 

in July 2009 following his tour as Commanding Officer, Navy Cyber Defense Operations 

Command where he oversaw the defense of Navy computer networks worldwide.  Prior to his 

command tour he served on United States Naval Forces Central Command / Commander FIFTH 

Fleet as the Information Operations Officer from July 2005 to July 2006.  Afloat tours include his 

initial assignment to USS OôBrien (DD 975) as a Surface Warfare Officer where he deployed to 

the Persian Gulf participating in Operation PREYING MANTIS and reflagged tanker escort 

operations in support of Operation EARNEST WILL; assignment to Naval Security Group 

Activity, Ft. Meade, MD where he completed six submarine deployments supporting national 

tasking and one surface deployment during Operation DESERT STORM; and assignment to 

Commander Carrier Group FOUR.   CAPT Petty also served with the Pacific Board of Inspection 

and Survey, San Diego, CA as an Engineering Systems Inspector. Upon re-designation as a Navy 

Cryptologist (now Information Warfare), Captain Petty was assigned to the staff of the National 

Cryptologic Representative, Korea; as Executive Officer at Naval Security Group Activity, 

Norfolk, VA; and at United States Joint Forces Command, Norfolk, VA.  CAPT Petty is a graduate 

of the University of Texas-Arlington with a Bachelor's degree in Business Administration.  He was 

commissioned through Officer Candidate School, Newport, RI in February, 1986 and earned a 

Master of Arts degree in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College in 

1997.  Captain Petty is JSO qualified and in 2009 was recognized as a Federal 100 winner and with 

the Department of Navy, Chief Information Officer IM/IT Award for his leadership in advancing 

the Navyôs Computer Network Defense mission. roy.petty@usnwc.edu 

 

PROFESSOR PAUL A. POVLOCK became a faculty member of the Joint Military Operations 

Department in 2004 following command of USS San Francisco (SSN-711).  He retired from 

active service in 2009 at which time he joined the faculty as an Associate Professor.  His sea tours 

included duty on USS Lafayette (SSBN-616) (GOLD), USS Richard B. Russell (SSN-687), USS 

Albuquerque (SSN-706), and USS Philadelphia (SSN-690). Significant shore tours included 

service on the Joint Staff as the Navy Branch Chief of the Reconnaissance Operations Division 

(J38), at Central Command Headquarters as the Chief of Effects Synchronization & Plans of the 

Strategic Effects Division (J5), and as an Instructor at the Naval Academy.  A 1984 graduate of the 

Naval Academy, he also holds Masterôs degrees in Mechanical Engineering from the University of 

Maryland and in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College. 

paul.povlock@usnwc.edu 

COLONEL MICHAEL W. RAUHUT, INFANTRY, USA reported to the Naval War College 

faculty in August 2008 following command of 2nd Battalion, 9th Infantry Regiment, 2nd Infantry 

Division.  COL Rauhutôs operational experience includes Operations Iraqi Freedom and Provide 

Comfort.  His educational experience includes a Bachelor of Science degree from the United 

States Military Academy at West Point, New York and a Master's of Science in Operations 
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Research from the Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California.  He is a graduate of various 

Army Infantry courses and the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College.   

michael.rauhut@nwc.navy.mil  

 

COLONEL MICHAEL RAMOS, USMC was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in December 

1985 after graduating from the University of Virginia with a Bachelor of Science degree in 

Electrical Engineering.  After completing The Basic School and the Infantry Officers Course, he 

was assigned to 1st Battalion, 5th Marines where he served as a Rifle Platoon Commander, Heavy 

Machine-gun Platoon Commander, 81mm Mortar Platoon Commander and Company Executive 

Officer. He conducted 2 deployments to the Western Pacific while with 1/5. Following this tour, 

he was transferred to Marine Corps Security Force Company, Panama where he served as 

Executive Officer. During his tour in Panama, he participated in OPERATIONS JUST CAUSE 

and PROMOTE LIBERTY. Returning to Quantico in 1992, he attended the Amphibious Warfare 

School where he graduated with honors. In the summer of 1993, he reported to 11th Marine 

Expeditionary Unit as the Assistant Operations Officer. He deployed with the 11th MEU (SOC) to 

Somalia and participated in UN peace enforcement operations, the amphibious withdrawal of U.S. 

Forces from Somalia (OPERATION QUICKDRAW), and the Noncombatant Evacuation 

Operation of Americans and Westerners from Burundi (OPERATION DISTANT RUNNER). 

Upon return to CONUS, he was transferred to 2d Battalion, 5th Marines for duty as Commanding 

Officer, Company E. While serving with 2/5, he deployed to the Western Pacific with 31st MEU 

(SOC) as the Heliborne Company Commander.  During the summer of 1996, he participated in 

United Nations Peacekeeping Operations in the Western Sahara as Operations Officer. He was 

promoted to Major on 1 September 1996. Upon return to CONUS, he was assigned as the 

Executive Officer of 1st Force Reconnaissance Company, I Marine Expeditionary Force.  In 1999 

he attended the Argentine Naval Command and Staff Course. Upon graduation, he was assigned to 

the Argentine Marine Corps General Staff. In October 2001, he was promoted to Lieutenant 

Colonel.  Lieutenant Colonel Ramos transferred to HQMC for duty with Plans, Policies, and 

Operations in April of 2002.  In January of 2004, Lieutenant Colonel Ramos assumed command of 

1st Battalion, 3d Marines. The battalion deployed to Iraq in August of 2004 as a battalion landing 

team under 31
st
 Marine Expeditionary Unit, and fought initially under the colors of Regimental 

Combat Team 7.   Lieutenant Colonel Ramos led Battalion Landing Team 1/3 as it participated in 

OPERATION PHANTOM FURY, the assault on the city of al Fallujah, and in OPERATION 

CITADEL II  in support of Iraqi National elections.  Following the return to the United States, 

LtCol Ramos assumed duties as Current Operations Officer, Marine Forces Pacific.  Colonel 

Ramos assumed his present rank on 1 June 2006.  From August 2006 through June 2008, Colonel 

Ramos served as Chief of Training for NATOôs Joint Force Training Centre.  His personal 

decorations include the Bronze Star with ñV,ò Meritorious Service Medal with three Gold Stars, 

the Joint Service Commendation Medal, Marine Corps Commendation Medal with two Gold 

Stars, Navy Achievement Medal, Combat Action Ribbon with Gold Star, Argentine Naval Cross, 

and Canadian Land Force Commanderôs Commendation. 

 michael.ramos@usnwc.edu 

COLONEL GREG REILLY, ARMOR, USA, joined the Joint Military Operations Department in 

July of 2007 after graduating with distinction from the College of Naval Warfare. Prior to 
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attending the Naval War College, he commanded the 1
st
 Squadron, 3

rd 
Armored Cavalry Regiment, 

which included two tours in command supporting Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Greg is a 

Distinguished Military ROTC Graduate from California State University, Sacramento, where he 

earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics.  His assignments include various tours with 

armored and cavalry units in the United States and in Europe, serving as Platoon Leader, Cavalry 

Troop Executive Officer, Squadron Logistics Officer, Tank Company Commander, Headquarters 

Company Commander, Battalion Operations Officer, Brigade Operations Officer, and Brigade 

Executive Officer.  He also served as the G3 Plans and Chief of Operations in 1st Armored 

Division. In addition to OIF, his major deployments include serving as the 1st Cavalry Division 

Battle Captain during Operation DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM, tours to Bosnia and 

Kosovo and recently served on the Strategic Action Group in support of the International Security 

and Assistance Force (ISAF), Kabul, Afghanistan.  He is a graduate of the Field Artillery Officer 

Basic Course, the U.S. Army Ranger School, Airborne School, Armor Officer Advanced Course, 

the Armyôs Command and General Staff College, the School of Advanced Military Studies 

(SAMS), and the College of Naval Warfare.  gregory.reilly@usnwc.edu 

COLONEL BRIAN L. ROGERS reported to the Naval War College faculty in June 2008 

following completion of a command tour in the 10
th
 Mountain Division (Light Infantry).  LTC 

Rogersô major deployments include Operation Desert Shield/Storm, Operation Uphold 

Democracy and Operation Iraqi Freedom I and 06-08.  His education includes a Bachelor of 

Science degree from Baptist Bible College in Springfield, Missouri, a Bachelor of Science degree 

from the Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C., and a Master of Arts degree in Adult 

and Continuing Education from the Kansas State University.  He is a graduate of the Infantry 

Officer Basic Course, the Quartermaster Officer Advanced Course, the Combined Arms and 

Service Staff School and the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College. 

brian.rogers@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR PAUL A. ROMANSKI, a 1968 graduate of the NROTC Program, University of 

Notre Dame, joined the Naval War College faculty in August 1994 as a Navy captain and held the 

Arleigh Burke Chair of Surface Warfare until his 1998 retirement from active duty. His Navy 

career included destroyer escort and Combat Logistics Force duty, junk force riverine operations 

in Vietnam, and shore assignments on the CNOôs staff, Bureau of Naval Personnel, and Military 

Sealift Command. He commanded USS PYRO (AE-24), USS WICHITA (AOR-1), and composite 

Task Force 63ðNaval Surface Group MediterraneanðTask Force 505 (NATO). He holds Master 

of Arts degrees from the University of Illinois and the Naval War College, and is completing a 

Ph.D. at Salve Regina University. He is Deputy Director, Maritime Advanced Warfighting School. 

paul.romanski@usnwc.edu 

CAPTAIN THOMAS C. SASS, USN reported to the Naval War College as the Special Operations 

Forces Chair in September 2007 after completing a tour as Commanding Officer SEAL Delivery 

Vehicle Team ONE in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.  He completed Basic Underwater SEAL Training in 

June 1988 with Class 151.  He was subsequently assigned to SEAL Team THREE from 1988 to 

1992 where he served as a SEAL Platoon Commander.  Upon completion of the Basic Italian 

Language Course at the Defense Language Institute in 1993, he was assigned as an Exchange 
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Officer with the Italian Naval Commando Unit in La Spezia, Italy.  He returned to the Naval 

Special Warfare Center in 1995 for SEAL Delivery Vehicle School and follow-on assignment to 

SEAL Delivery Vehicle Task Unit Commander and Department Head on board the USS JAMES 

K. POLK (SSN 645).  From August 1998 to December 2000, he served as an operations and plans 

officer on the Joint Staff in the Operations Directorate, Special Operations Division.  In January 

2001, he reported on board Naval Special Warfare Unit TWO, the maritime component command 

of Special Operations Command Europe, as the Executive Officer.  From January 2002 to June 

2003, he served as the Flag Aide to the Commander, United States Naval Forces Europe and 

Commander in Chief, Allied Forces South.  Commander Sass earned a Masters of Public 

Administration degree from the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University in 

1998.  He completed his duties as the U. S. Navy Admiral Arthur S. Moreau Scholar while 

assigned to the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University from June 2003 to July 

2005 where he earned a Masters of Law and Diplomacy and completed course requirements for a 

PhD (ABD).  thomas.sass@usnwc.edu 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL REAGAN E. SCHAUPP, USAF joined the Naval War College 

faculty after an assignment as Course Director for the Joint Flag Officer Warfighting Course, 

Curtis E. LeMay Center for Doctrine Development and Education, Maxwell AFB, AL.  He is a 

core Space and Missile operations officer and USAF Weapons School graduate with an extensive 

operations background.  Previous assignments include ICBM combat crew commander and 

instructor (341 MW, AFSPC); Missile Warning Center crew commander and evaluator (Cheyenne 

Mountain, USSPACECOM); Space Warfare Plans Officer (Warrior Preparation Center, USAFE); 

and Weapons and Tactics Flight Commander and Squadron Ops Officer (50 OSS, AFSPC).  

Deployment experience includes Chief, Space Cell, Operation JOINT GUARDIAN (2000) and 

Chief, Space Cell, Operation NORTHERN WATCH (2002).  A 1991 graduate of Clemson 

University (B.A. Industrial Management), Lt Col Schaupp also holds an M.A. in Management 

Information Systems (University of Montana, 1994).  His military schooling includes Air 

Command and Staff College and Air War College. reagan.schaupp@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR MARK SEAMAN retired as a Captain from the U. S. Navy in June 2008.  He 

graduated from the U. S. Naval Academy in May 1979 and was designated a naval aviator in 

August 1981.  His sea tours include Fighter Squadron 32 (1984ï1987), deploying aboard both the 

USS INDEPENDENCE (CV-62) and USS JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV-67); and Fighter Squadron 

143 (1989ï1992) deploying aboard the USS DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER (CVN-69).  His major 

shore tours include Fighter Squadron 101 (1987ï1989); a joint tour with Headquarters North, 

Kolsas, Norway (1992ï1995); Navy Recruiting District, Portland, Oregon as Commanding 

Officer (1996ï1998) and  then following a second tour in Norway as the Chief, Naval Plans and 

Exercises, Joint Headquarters North, Stavanger, Norway, he reported to the U. S. Naval War 

College in September of 2001, where he served in both the Joint Military Operations Department 

and the War Gaming Department.  He holds a B.S. degree in Naval Science from the U. S. Naval 

Academy and a M.A. degree in National Security and Strategic Studies from the U. S. Naval War 

College. mark.seaman@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR ERIC J. SHAW first joined the faculty of the Naval War College in 1995, serving as 

the Coast Guard Liaison to the Naval Staff College. He returned upon his retirement from the U.S. 
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Coast Guard at the rank of Captain as commanding officer of Coast Guard Barque Eagle (WIX 

327), ñAmericaôs Tall Ship.ò His operational career also included assignments as commanding 

officer of Coast Guard Cutter Legare (WMEC 912), Portsmouth, Virginia; executive officer of the 

CGC Northland (WMEC 904), Portsmouth, VA; operations officer of CGC Seneca (WMEC 906), 

Boston, Massachusetts; and combat information center officer and anti-submarine warfare officer 

of CGC Jarvis (WHEC 725), Honolulu, Hawaii. His afloat service also included navigator of 

Barque Eagle and deck watch officer aboard CGC Courageous (WMEC 622). Professor Shaw 

served at the Coast Guard Academy on the faculty, as school chief of the Command and 

Operations School, and as deputy director of the Coast Guard Leadership Development Center. He 

inaugurated the Coast Guard liaison position at the Navy Warfare Development Command. His 

first ashore assignment was as public affairs officer and flag lieutenant to the First Coast Guard 

District Commander, Boston, Massachusetts. Professor Shaw earned his Bachelor of Science 

degree in Psychology from Virginia Tech. He holds a Master of Science in Operations Research 

from the University of New Haven, a Master of Arts in National Security and Strategic Studies 

from the U.S. Naval War College, and a Ph.D. in Humanities from Salve Regina University. 

eric.shaw@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR RICHARD J. SHUSTER arrived at the Naval War College in August 2009 as the 

Defense Intelligence Agencyôs Representative under the Associate Deputy Directorôs Office.  He 

has over five years experience at DIA, where he has produced classified studies, reports, and 

assessments for analysts, policymakers, and warfighters.  His two most comprehensive works are 

Find, Exploit, Eliminate: The Iraq Survey Group from Weapons of Mass Destruction to 

Counterinsurgency (DIA, December 2007) and Weathering the Storm: The International Security 

Assistance Force in Afghanistan, 2001-2009 (DIA, June 2009).  Professor Shuster earned his 

Ph.D. in modern European history in 2000 from the George Washington University, where he has 

also taught courses.  He is also the author of German Disarmament After World War I: The 

Diplomacy of International Arms Inspection, 1920-1931 (Routledge, 2006). 

richard.shuster@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER ALBERTO A. SOTO, CHILEAN NAVY, is currently serving as an international 

fellow at the US Naval War College. CDR Soto is a surface naval warfare officer specialized in 

Gunnery and Missiles with a Engineer Degree in Weapons System. During his career he has 

served more than 10 years on board different combatant and logistic vessels of the Chilean Navy, 

in the whole range of assignments from Division Officer to Commanding officer. He was also 

involved in the planning and execution of different multinational Exercises including UNITAS, 

TEAMWORK SOUTH, and the first PANAMAX in 2003.  During 1993, he served as Naval 

Observer (UNNO) in maritime and riverine operations under the mandate of the United Nations 

Transitory Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). Between 1998 and 2000, Commander Soto obtained 

a Master Degree in Operations Research in The U.S. Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) of 

Monterey, California and in 2005 he graduated as the first of the class from the Staff Course of 

Chilean Naval War College. alberto.soto.ci@usnwc.edu 

 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL JUSTIN SPEEGLE, USAF entered the Marine Corps in 1988 after 

graduating from Long Beach State University.  He received his wings in 
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1991 and was assigned to a light attack helicopter squadron in Camp Pendleton where he 

completed two Marine Expeditionary Unit deployments.  In 1996, he transitioned to the Air Force 

and flew helicopters out of Andrews AFB, Maryland.  There he served as an operation's flight 

commander and as the 89th Operations Group executive officer.  In 2000, he began a tour as a T-37 

instructor pilot in Columbus Mississippi where he eventually served as a training flight 

commander.  In 2002, he was assigned to Minot AFB, North Dakota where he commanded the 

54th Helicopter Flight.  In 2004, he attended Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) and served 

as the class president. Upon graduation, he served as an ACSC faculty member and completed an 

ENDURING FREEDOM short tour.  In 2008, he became the 42d Air Base Wing Inspector 

General and in 2009 he was selected to the Naval War College faculty.  

justin.speegle@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR PATRICK C. SWEENEY joined the Joint Military Operations Department faculty 

in 1999 as a colonel in the U.S. Army, having completed a tour in NATO as the Chief of 

Contingency Plans for Allied Forces Southern Europe (AFSOUTH). He was commissioned in the 

Army as a Field Artillery Officer through the ROTC program at The Citadel in 1973. His tours of 

duty include a variety of artillery assignments in the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault), 

Division G3 Ops with the 2d Infantry Division in Korea, a Fire Support Instructor at the U.S. Army 

Infantry School, command of a Pershing 2 Battery in Germany, Corps Plans Officer and artillery 

battalion executive officer in XVIII Airborne Corps at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, followed by an 

assignment as the XVIII Airborne Corps Artillery G3 during DESERT SHIELD/STORM. He 

commanded an artillery battalion at the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New York, and 

supported the ARFOR HQ during Hurricane Andrew relief operations as well as operations in 

Somalia and as JTF Chief JOC Chief in Haiti. His most recent assignment at AFSOUTH focused 

primarily as the Deputy CJ5 for the IFOR mission in Bosnia and as a NATO planner for Kosovo 

operations. Professor Sweeney is a graduate of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff 

College, School of Advance Military Studies, and the Army War College. He holds a Bachelor of 

Science degree in Business Administration from The Citadel and Masterôs degrees in Public 

Administration from Western Kentucky University and Military Arts and Science from the School 

of Advance Military Studies at Fort Leavenworth, and a Ph.D. from Salve Regina University. 

Professor Sweeney retired from active duty in June 2002 and remained on the faculty. 

patrick.sweeney@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER N. J. THOMPSON OBE ROYAL NAVY was educated at Kingôs College, 

Taunton.  CDR Thompson joined the Royal Navy in 1981.  After flying training, he served in 845 

NAS at RNAS Yeovilton as a Wessex HU5 pilot, flying in Ascension Island and Europe before 

re-training on the Wasp HAS1 in 829 NAS at RNAS Portland.  Flight Commander of the 

Leander-class frigate HMS DIOMEDE, he was the last operational Wasp pilot trained.  1986-88, 

HMS DIOMEDE saw service in the North Atlantic, South Atlantic (FIs), and Arctic Oceans and 

the West Indes, Baltic and Mediterranean. He then converted to the Sea King HC4 before returning 

to 845 NAS as a Flight Commander and Instrument Rating Instructor in the Commando role, 

before completing the Qualified Helicopter Instructor course in 1990.  He then assumed the role of 

Commando Operational Flying Training Officer in 707 NAS and achieved his A2 QHI category.  

As Training Officer 845 NAS, he deployed to Op GRAPPLE in the FRY, where he was awarded 

the Queenôs Commendation for Bravery in the Air (QCBA) for 2 NVG CASEVACs from 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/eric.shaw/My%20Documents/JMO%20ILC%20Development%202010/Syllabus%20ILC%202010/justin.speegle@nwc.navy.mil
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Srebrenica in 1993.  As a Lieutenant Commander, Neil Thompson has served as the Senior 

Training Officer and Maritime Counter-Terrorism Flight Commander at 848 NAS, where he was 

involved in UK counter-narcotics and CT ops.  As the Senior Pilot (XO) of 845 NAS, he 

conducted the initial work up and deployments of HMS OCEAN (LPH) as Air Group XO and 

carried out disaster relief operations in Honduras and Nicaragua in the wake of Hurricane MITCH.  

Appointed to the newly-formed Joint Helicopter Command HQ at Wilton in 2000, he was the CHF 

and Littoral Manoeuvre desk officer in J3 before taking up the appointment as CO 846 NAS in 

January 2003.  Taking his squadron into southern Iraq in the wake of the invasion, his squadron 

saw 7 months of active duty in Basrah.  He also commanded the Air Group of HMS OCEAN in 

2004 for her exercises off North Carolina.  Having handed over his squadron, he took command of 

the UKôs Joint Helicopter Force (Iraq) in 2005.  In the last 3 years, he has served as CHF Chief Of 

Staff (Support), before joining the NWC as an NCC student in 2007.  He was invested as an 

óOfficer of the Most Excellent Order of the British Empireô (OBE) for his contribution to the 

nationôs defence by HM the Queen in 2008.  Neil Thompson lives in Portsmouth, is married to 

Becky and has a daughter, Phoebe (7).  His main interests are outdoor pursuits, automobiles and 

history. neil.thompson@usnwc.edu 

COMMANDER MARC TRANCHEMONTAGNE, USN, joined the JMO faculty in February 

2008.  He graduated with BA in Political Science from Norwich University, the Military College 

of Vermont, in 1989 and was commissioned through NROTC. He attended pipeline training at the 

Navy Diving and Salvage Training Center, Panama City, Florida and the Surface Warfare Officer 

School in Newport, Rhode Island. Upon completion of SWOS, he served in USS Brunswick (ATS 

3), home ported in Sasebo, Japan, as the Damage Control Assistant, Operations Officer, and 

Executive Officer. After his initial sea tour, he attended the Naval School of Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal and reported for duty as OIC of a mobile EOD detachment at EODMU Five in Guam.  He 

served subsequent EOD tours as OIC of a shore detachment at EODMU Three Detachment China 

Lake, California and Operations Officer at EODMU Eight in Sigonella, Sicily. After graduating 

from the Naval War College CNC&S course, CDR Tranchemontagne served as Executive Officer 

at the Navy Experimental Diving Unit in Panama City, Florida. Following his XO tour, CDR 

Tranchemontagne was selected for a Legislative Fellowship and served for one year on the 

personal staff of Sen. John Warner of Virginia, then Chairman of the Senate Armed Services 

Committee. After a year in the Pentagon in the SECNAV Office of Program Appraisal and 

OPNAV N76, CDR Tranchemontagne reported to the Joint Special Operations Command at Fort 

Bragg, North Carolina, from which he deployed to Iraq twice as a liaison officer to Multi-National 

Forces Iraq. CDR Tranchemontagne is a qualified Special Operations and Surface Warfare 

Officer, Master EOD Technician, Mixed Gas Diver, and Naval Parachutist. 

marc.tranchemontagne@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR MARK VAUGHN joined the JMO staff in September 2004. He holds a B.S. in 

Business Administration from the Citadel (1986), an M.A. in History from Providence College 

(1993) and a Ph.D. from the University of Reading, United Kingdom (1999). Previously he has 

taught graduate and undergraduate courses in Political Science and History at the University of 

Rhode Island, Roger Williams University, and Providence College. Originally commissioned as 

an infantry platoon leader, he has also served in logistics and civil affairs positions. As a U.S. 

Army Reservist he has been activated and deployed to Bosnia for Operation Joint Endeavor 

mailto:neil.thompson@nwc.navy.mil
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(1995-96), Kosovo for Operation JOINT GUARDIAN (1999, 2002) and Iraq for Operation IRAQI 

FREEDOM (2003-04). As a Navy civilian he recently completed a deployment to Iraq (2007-08) 

where he served as a Government Advisor and Senior Planner for Provincial Reconstruction 

Team-Baghdad (PRT-B).  mark.vaughn@usnwc.edu 

PROFESSOR MILAN VEGO has a B.A. in Naval Science from the former Yugoslav Academy. 

He also has a Master Marinerôs license (1973). Professor Vego served for 12 years as an officer in 

the former Yugoslav Navy and for four years as 2
nd

 officer (Deck) in the West German merchant 

marine before obtaining political asylum in the United States in February 1976. He held a variety 

of menial and clerical jobs (1976ï1979) before becoming a freelance writer (1979ï1991). He 

became a naturalized citizen in 1984. Professor Vego was an adjunct professor at George 

Washington University (1983), the former Defense Intelligence College (1985ï1991), and at the 

War Gaming and Simulations Center, National Defense University, Washington, D.C. 

(1989ï1991) before joining the Naval War College faculty in August 1991. He was a Senior 

Fellow at the Center for Naval Analyses, Alexandria, Virginia (1985ï1987), and the former Soviet 

Army Studies Office (SASO), U.S. Army Combined Center, Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas 

(1987ï1989). Professor Vego is a Croatian native of Capljina, Bosnia and Herzegovina. Professor 

Vego holds a B.A. in Modern History (1970) and an M.A. in U.S./Latin American History (1973), 

Belgrade University, and a Ph.D. in Modern European History from George Washington 

University (1981). Professor Vegoôs book, Soviet Navy Today, was published by Arms and 

Armour Press (London) in 1986; Soviet Naval Tactics was published by the Naval Institute Press 

in 1992; and The Austro-Hungarian Naval Policy 1904ï1914 was published by Frank Cass 

Publishers (London) in September 1996. He is the author of Naval Strategy and Operations in 

Narrow Seas, published by Franks Cass  in 1999 (2nd ed., 2003; Spanish edition, 2003), and the 

textbook Operational Warfare, published by the Naval War College in 2001. His book, The Battle 

for Leyte, 1944: Allied and Japanese Plans, Preparations, and Execution, was published by the 

Naval Institute Press in March 2006. His latest book, Joint Operational Warfare was published in 

February 2008. Professor Vego is a frequent contributor to many professional journals and 

magazines. milan.vego@usnwc.edu 
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MODULE ONE  

COURSE FOUNDATIONS 

A. Focus: 

This module introduces the trimester.  It focuses upon the opportunities and challenges ahead, 

introduce the students to general requirements of the course, and addresses foundational 

concepts of the Joint Maritime Operations Course and how it fits within the Naval War College 

education. 

B. Description: 

The JMO student body is diverse. Each student arrived at the Naval War College following a 

unique path. Introductory sessions in this module provide students with a common intellectual 

framework and a clear indication of the requirements of the course.  

To begin the module, the Chair of the Joint Military Operations Department will provide an 

overview of the Joint Maritime Operations course. During the foundational week, students will 

also attend lectures that examine the American view of warfare and how the U.S. Navy has 

seen its role in warfare. Additionally, the library and writing center staff will provide a 

presentation on the array of resources, research tools, and information gateways available in 

the Naval War College Library for students to use. To help each student prepare for a 

trimester-long research and writing assignment, a session dedicated to the operations research 

paper will discuss the associated requirements and methodologies for success. 

In seminar, students will discuss the military organization of the United States.  They will 

explore the impact of service cultures.   Students will consider time-tested principles of war.  

The first week concludes with an introductory discussion of  naval warfare.  

There is much to be gained from the reading assignments, lecturers, moderators, and fellow 

students. Each student should be prepared for class and ready to participate in seminar 

discussions and to learn from colleagues with diverse backgrounds from other services, other 

agencies, and other countries.  It is a time to learn and reflect, something that is all too often 

rare in a military officerôs career.  We hope to maximize this opportunity. 
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OPS 1-1 

JMO CHAIR ôS WELCOME AND COURSE OVERVIEW (Lecture) 

Extraordinary as it may appear, the naval officer whose principal business is to 

fight is not taught the higher branches of his profession. The United States is not 

singular in this respect. The defect is common to nearly all navies and is an 

inheritance of a past and less enlightened age. But with the recent revolution in 

naval warfare comes a demand for a higher order of talent in the conduct of 

naval operations. 

ðRear Admiral Stephen B. Luce, 8 August 1877 

Founder and First President of the Naval War College 

A. Focus: 

The Chairman of the Joint Military Operations Department (JMO) will present an overview of 

the Joint Maritime Operations Course. 

B. Objectives: 

 Understand the mission of the Naval War College. 

 Understand the objectives of the Joint Maritime Operations Course. 

C. Background: 

During this course, we will study how to effectively wield the military instrument of power, in 

peace and war, in order to achieve national policy goals. While many students arrive at the 

Naval War College flush with tactical successes and knowledge, over the next semester we 

will examine primarily at two of the levels of national effort, the strategic and operational, with 

a concentration on the latter. Our focus will be upon joint operations at the Joint Force 

Commanderôs level; however, national-level strategy formulation, implementation, and 

campaigning will also be discussed. This course is designed to prepare U.S. and international 

military officers and civilians to  

 effectively apply the joint/Navy planning process to meet national security challenges;  

 creatively apply operational art in maritime, joint, interagency, and multinational 

environments;  

 exercise critical thought, particularly as it pertains to operational level decision making and  

leadership;  

 efficiently conduct staff officer duties on major operational staffs; and  

 understand the maritime dimensions of operational warfare.  

Once grounded in operational art, JMO students learn to identify Joint Operating Area (JOA) 

objectives to achieve national, theater-strategic, and operational objectives, as well as to 
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develop operational designs, using joint and naval doctrine.  

Students will review current theory of operational art, compare it to the doctrinal basis for 

contemporary application of military power, and consider what might become the next 

generation of doctrine for our armed forces. Further, students will examine how operational art 

and doctrine for the employment of U.S. Armed Forces, while based upon our understanding 

of Industrial Age warfare and nation-state relationships, will continue to evolve in the 

Information Age. This course will challenge students to comprehend how joint warfare and 

crisis resolution in the 21st
 
Century are evolving and the role of a joint maritime force in that 

evolution. 

The point of contact for this session is Captain James Cook, USN, C-205. 

D. Questions: 

None.  

E. Products: 

None.  

F. Required Reading: 

U.S. Naval War College. Joint Maritime Operations Syllabus and Study Guide for Joint 

Maritime Operations 2010. Newport, RI: Naval War College, 2010. Read: Course 

Description.  

G. Supplementary Reading: 

None.  
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OPS 1-2 

THE AMERICAN WAY OF WAR (Le cture) 

Nothing is more annoying in the ordinary intercourse of life than this irritable 

patriotism of the Americans. 

ðAlexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America 

A. Focus: 

This lecture traces American approaches to war and examines the relationships among 

conventional and unconventional warfare, professional versus citizen soldiers, and 

preparedness versus naiveté and a lack of preparednessðissues that have characterized the 

American way of war. Throughout this course of study, it is important to understand the 

historical context and resulting American mindset for the use of military force.  

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Supplemental Objective 

 Understand American perceptions of war. 

C. Background: 

Every nation has a predisposition for how it fights wars based on its own culture and national 

experience. For the United States, history has shown that there is a strong dependence on 

mobilization, a penchant for technology, a tendency toward rapid action once engaged with an 

enemy, a willingness to use a high level of violence, and an acceptance of precipitous 

demobilization and rapid return to ñnormalò peacetime activities. 

The American way of war is a unique approach to national defense based in part upon a pioneer 

spirit, aggressive action, and a prejudice against standing armies and long-term conflicts. From 

the early years of the Republic to the mid-20th century, there was a disconnect between U.S. 

military doctrine and education and the missions our armed forces were actually called upon to 

accomplishða gap that often led to problems in the conduct of military operations, particularly 

when dealing with ñsmall wars.ò The United States has also oscillated between splendid 

isolation and pernicious engagement around the globe. Furthermore, American doctrine and 

policy often has asserted that the country will fight as part of a team, yet all too often the 

country has taken a unilateral approach. 

These inherent military characteristics have helped to foster a distinct American cultural 

heritage. An examination of Americaôs historic approach to war is designed to help Naval War 

College students understand the countryôs political, social, and cultural evolution and how that 
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history may affect the way it will fight in the future. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Questions: 

What are the key characteristics of the ñAmerican way of war?ò 

How do current operations around the globe fit into the American way of war? 

How does American heritage affect the planning and conduct of campaigns and military 

operations? 

How long will the current emphasis on counterinsurgency operations last? 

Is the American way of war changing? 

What is the impact of the current administration upon the American way of war? 

E. Products: 

None.  

F. Required Reading:   

Meilinger, Phillip S. ñAmerican Military Culture and Strategy,ò Joint Force Quarterly. 46 (3
rd

 

Quarter 2007): 80-86. (NWC 1028)  

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Cunliffe, Marcus. Soldiers and Civilians: The Martial Spirit in America 1775ï1865. Boston: 

Little, Brown, 1968. 

Millett, Alan R., and Peter Maslowski. For the Common Defense: A Military History of the 

United States of America. New York: Free Press, 1994. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Weigley, Russell F. The American Way of War: A History of United States Military Strategy 

and Policy. The Macmillan Wars of the United States, ed. Louis Morton. New York: 

Macmillan, 1973. 
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OPS 1-3 

INTRODUCTORY SEMINAR  

I was rather excited at the prospect of meeting Kurtz very soon. 

ðJoseph Conrad, Heart of Darkness 

A. Focus: 

This session is devoted to the introduction of seminar faculty and student members, a review of 

the administrative requirements and procedures for the trimester, an introductory discussion of 

the operations research paper, and the general ground rules of seminar conduct. 

B. Objectives: 

 Discover the rich and diverse backgrounds and areas of expertise gathered together in the 

seminar. 

 Comprehend seminar guidelines for conduct and evaluations. 

 Discuss the interconnections and linkages of JMO to National Security Decision Making 

and Strategy and Policy curricula. 

 Highlight important information found in the syllabus, specifically: reading, writing, 

research, and examination requirements; the schedule; grading criteria; and faculty 

expectations. 

 Discuss other social and administrative matters. 

C. Background: 

The introductory session provides the opportunity to recognize faculty and student background 

and expertise and for moderators and students to discuss relevant social and administrative 

matters pertaining to the conduct of the seminar.  

In preparation for the seminar, students are requested to print and complete a short 

questionnaire which was sent as an e-mail attachment prior to the start of the course.  Each 

completed questionnaire will be collected at the beginning of the introductory session.  

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Questions: 

None.  

E. Products: 

None.  
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F. Required Reading: 

U.S. Naval War College. Operations Paper: Guidance for Students. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, January 2010. (NWC 2062V).  

G. Supplementary Reading: 

None. 
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OPS 1-4 

LIBRARY RESEARCH  AND THE WRITING CENTER  (Lecture) 

You would be wise to become familiar with the resources available at the NWC 

library and become proficient in their use. 

ðRear Admiral Phil Wisecup, 2009 

The pillars on which any successful graduate-level institution rest are its faculty 

and its library. The Naval War College is certainly no exception. 

ðRear Admiral Joseph Strasser, Summer 1992 

A. Focus: 

This session will guide students on how to use the vast array of resources, research tools, and 

information gateways available in the Naval War College Library and Naval War College 

Writing Center.  

B. Objectives: 

 Know how to use the resources offered by the Naval War College Library. 

 Know how to begin, conduct, and complete academic research. 

 Know the services provided by the Naval War College Writing Center. 

C. Background: 

The lecture will provide students with information and practical examples that will aid in 

understanding research requirements, research methodologies, and library resources. 

Additionally, the lecture will provide an overview of the resources available at the Naval War 

College Writing Center. 

The point of contact for this session is Mr. Wayne Rowe, Chief of the Research Branch, NWC 

Library, HL-117, 1-6500. 

D. Questions: 

None.  

E. Products: 

None.  
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F. Required Reading: 

U.S. Naval War College Library. Student Guide AY 2009-2010. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, 2009. 

G. Supplementary Reading: 

None. 

  



 

12 

 

 

OPS 1-5 

OPERATIONS RESEARCH PAPER (Seminar) 

Although one can think without writing (and) one can write without thinking, these 

are not, ultimately, separate activities. I am not much impressed when a student 

tells me that he has thought A-Plus thoughts but has written them in C-Minus 

language. We do not think wordlessly and later put our thoughts into words. 

Language is a medium of thought as well as of expression; we think in and with 

words, just as we speak and write with words. In short, I believe that muddy writing 

is, more often than not, a symptom of muddy thinking. If I cannot say clearly what I 

want to say, I probably havenôt thought it out clearly. Taking the time to think can 

do wonders for our writing. 

ðInis L. Claude, Jr. 

A. Focus: 

This seminar addresses specific paper requirements, including guidance on research and 

writing, due dates, grading criteria, and appropriate research topics. 

B. Objectives:  

 Produce formal written work addressing contemporary issues in one of the following joint 

professional learning areas: joint warfare; the theater or operational level of war; 

operational art; joint operational planning processes; integration of joint, interagency, and 

multinational capabilities and force employment; information operations ï command, 

control, or domain awareness; joint force leadership development; topics of current interest 

to a theater or operational level commander. 

 Develop and refine original ideas in military operations through research and analysis to 

advance operational and joint critical thinking. Address topics that reflect current and future 

operational issues of interest to Service and joint staffs, and operational level commanders. 

 Develop papers that add to the literature on operational and strategic thought, and are 

worthy of publication in professional journals and military periodicals.  

 Submit papers for competitive prizes and awards offered by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, Naval War College, and other sources. 

C. Background: 

The operations research paper is an objective way for students to demonstrate competence at 

the Masterôs degree level. The operations research paper provides each student with the 

opportunity to focus upon a theater or operational level issue, conduct research and analysis of 

the issue, and prepare a paper that advances the literature on that issue. Consequently, it 

enables students to concentrate on topics of significant value and interest to them as long as the 
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topics are relevant to any of the individual lessons found in the JMO syllabus.  

An operations research paper requires independent thought and competent writing because the 

final product should be suitable for publication in a professional journal. The range and depth 

of research should be adequate to support the studentôs approach and justify sufficiently the 

conclusions and recommendations or lessons learned. Another use of the paper is to contribute 

innovative thinking to Service component and joint force staffs involved with the many 

complex issues of military force employment. 

Combatant commanders, operating forces, and headquarters staffs solicit papers and 

monographs on topics of current interest to support initiatives, develop concepts, and provide 

fresh looks at the methods of accomplishing missions. The Naval War College is canvassed 

frequently for papers on particular subjects and is requested to stimulate interest in specific 

areas for research and writing to support requesting commands. A recent example is innovation 

in the application of naval forceðhow to accomplish the goal of fighting smarter rather than 

fighting with more. While some aspects of this project fall outside the parameters of the 

operations research paper requirement, many of the issues therein are JMO-applicable. These 

especially include doing the right things and doing them rightðthe result of integrating 

effectiveness and efficiency. 

1. Requirements.  The operations research paper requires the following: 

a. A thesis: A definitive position that the paper will aim to defend, support, or justify. 

b. Sufficient research to analyze the thesis properly. 

c. Arguments and counterarguments that allow contrast of conflicting points of view. 

d. Logical conclusions drawn from the material presented within the paper. 

e. Recommendations or lessons learned, as appropriate, demonstrating the paperôs 

relevance to the modern operational commander. 

2. Topics.  Topics should be taken from one of the following areas: 

a. A current issue at the operational level of war. 

b. Operational art or the use of operational art to analyze a case. 

c. An option in support of a military strategy, operational concept, or a new doctrinal 

concept. 

d. An issue dealing with joint, interagency, multinational planning, execution, tasks, or 

functions at the operational level of war. 

e. Force employment innovation, such as the application of naval force at the operational 

level of war. 

f. A topic that applies to current, near-term, or future major operations or campaigns. 

g. A topic of value to an operational level commander. 
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NOTE:  The operations research paper should not be an examination of tactics, technology, 

force structure, or future force planning concepts. Also, it should not be a library search and 

recitation of published material. The paper should not contain proposals or recommendations 

regarding numbers and types of weapons platforms, nor modifications to platforms, weapons, 

sensors, or force structure (i.e., it must not be an NSDM-type force planning paper). 

Moderators will answer any questions on specific issues relating to topic selection. 

Required reading NWC 2062V contains the JMO chairmanôs guidance for selecting a suitable 

topic and crafting a research question. It also contains candidate topical areas from requesting 

commands, a list of topics dealing with the operational level of war, extracts on the awards 

program, and instructions for submission of papers to professional journals. NWC 2062V is an 

excellent resource for developing ideas and selecting a topic. 

3. Paper Proposal.  In the format of enclosure (1) to NWC 2062V, students shall submit 

paper proposals to their moderators. The proposal will state the studentôs thesis, approach, 

relevance, and methodology so that the moderators may determine if the paper will satisfy 

JMO course requirements. Moderator acceptance of a proposal constitutes an understanding 

between the student and the moderator grading team. An accepted proposal means that the 

student and the moderators understand in common the depth of research, extent of analysis, 

and quality of writing expected of the student, in addition to the requirements discussed above 

in paragraph 1. 

4. Research and Writing.  Research and writing shall meet graduate-level standards.  

5. Format.  The Naval War College Writing and Style Guide is the standard for unclassified 

written work. Guidance for classified papers is available from the moderators. 

6. Report Document Page.  The final version of the paper submitted to the faculty requires a 

Standard Form (SF) 298 as the report document page. This page will be used as a coversheet 

for all other pages. A blank SF-298 template is posted on the Web portal. 

7. Length.  The text of the operations research paper should be 14 to 17 double-spaced pages 

in Times New Roman font size 12 to meet standard format parameters for publication and 

award submissions. Your moderators may accept longer papers depending on paper purpose 

and topic, but this acceptance must be obtained prior to paper submission. 

8. Faculty Advisor.  The paper advisor helps the student: move from topic selection to research 

question to thesis statement; define the scope of the research effort; keep research, analysis, and 

writing on track; and develop effective outlines and drafts. Each student will have a paper 

advisor. Seminar moderators will serve as paper advisors for the students in their seminars.  Two 

rounds of tutorials with moderators (see the schedule below) are aimed to ensure students are 

considering appropriate topics and approaches. 

9. Grading.  The operations research paper represents a substantial portion of the JMO 

Course grade. The paper will be evaluated for both substance and writing quality. Grades will 
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be based on the criteria specified in the JMO syllabus. 

10. Honor Code.   The academic honor code is discussed in the Naval War College Student 

Handbook and the Naval War College Writing and Style Guide; cheating, plagiarism, and 

misrepresentation are specifically prohibited. 

11. Prizes and Awards.  Operations research papers may compete for the prizes and awards 

bestowed annually during the June graduation ceremony. Students are encouraged to prepare 

their papers with the additional purpose of competing for one or more of these honors. Details 

are included in reading NWC 2062V. 

12. Schedule: 

16-19 FEB 2010: Conduct initial tutorial regarding potential paper topic. 

25 FEB 2010: Submit paper proposal to seminar moderators. 

1-4 MAR 2010: Conduct follow-up tutorial; moderators and student agree on research 

topic and course of action. 

12 APR 2010: Suggested date to terminate research, commence analysis and writing. 

23 APR 2010: Suggested latest date for submission of final draft to advisor. 

03 MAY 2010: Operations research paper due to moderators. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Paul Romanski, MLH-136. 

D. Questions: 

None. 

E. Products: 

None. 

F. Required Readings: 

U.S. Naval War College. Operations Paper: Guidance for Students. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, January 2010. (NWC 2062V).  

________. Naval War College Writing and Style Guide. Newport, RI: Naval War College, 

August 2007.  

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Booth, Wayne C., Gregory G. Colomb, and Joseph M. Williams. The Craft of Research. 2d ed. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003.  

Strunk, William, Jr. The Elements of Style. 4th ed. With revisions, an introduction, and a 

chapter on writing by E.B. White. New York: Macmillan, 1999.  
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University of Chicago Press. The Chicago Manual of Style. 15th ed. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, 2003. 

U.S. Naval War College. Research in the Library. Newport, RI: Naval War College, published 

annually. 

U.S. Naval War College Library. Student Guide AY 2009-2010. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, 2009. 
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OPS 1-6 

THE NAVAL WAY OF WAR (Lecture)  

Do not refer to the captain by name. He is The Captain. 

ðRecruitôs Handbook, U.S.S. West Virginia (1935) 

A. Focus: 

This lecture addresses how and why the present-day U.S. Navy acts as it does. The lecture 

examines the historical context within which the Navy has developed its way of doing business 

and illustrates how and why naval warfare is uniquely different from other types of warfare.  

B. Objective: 

 Enhance student comprehension of the naval culture, specifically the naval traditions of 

planning and conducting operations, especially as they affect joint operations. 

C. Background: 

In its two centuries of existence, the U.S. Navy has developed unique ways of defining, 

planning, and conducting its operations, distinct from those of the other military services. 

These experiences are codified in its organization, doctrine, and operating procedures, as well 

as in less obvious informal usages and patterns of assumptions and beliefs. These include 

deeply held beliefs about how decisions should be made, the place of the naval services in the 

implementation of national policy, command relations and the importance of discretion for 

subordinates, the relationship of plans to operations, the relationship of technology to naval 

warfare, and the appropriate relationship of the naval services to the other military services in 

the conduct of joint operations. These patterns are reinforced by professional training 

programs, career patterns, and day-to-day operations and, although subject to change, they 

tend to lag changes in immediate circumstances.  

The peculiar American way of naval war has been and continues to be conditioned by the 

fundamental characteristics of naval warfare; the historical era during which the Navy was 

created and formed; U.S. national policy; the technologies of naval warfare; developments in 

thinking about naval warfare; operational experience, especially pivotal points of success and 

failure; and relations with the other military services. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor D.W. Chisholm, C-422. 

D. Questions: 

What are the main challenges of naval warfare that distinguish it from land warfare? 

What are the similarities between naval warfare and land warfare? 
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Why naval culture is considered unique? 

What has the Information Age done to change the nature of naval warfare?  

Does the U.S. Navy have coherent doctrine?  

E. Products: 

None. 

F. Required Reading: 

Vego, Milan, Naval Classical Thinkers, Naval War College, Newport, RI: 2008. (NWC 1005). 

Note: This reading will also be used for Session OPS 2-1 (Classical Military Thinkers and 

Operational Art).  

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Baer, George. One Hundred Years of Seapower: The U.S. Navy, 1890ï1990. Stanford: 

Stanford Univ. Press, 1994. 

Barlow, Jeffrey. The Revolt of the Admirals: The Fight for Naval Aviation, 1945ï1950. 

Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1995. 

Chisholm, Donald. Waiting for Dead Menôs Shoes: Origins and Development of the U.S. 

Navyôs Officer Personnel System, 1793ï1941. Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 2001. 

Clark, Vern. ñProjecting Decisive Joint Capabilities.ò U.S. Naval  Institute Proceedings 128 

(October 2002): 32ï41. 

Coletta, Paolo E. The United States Navy and Defense Unification, 1947ï1953. Newark: Univ. 

of Delaware Press, 1981. 

Davis, Vincent A. Postwar Defense Policy and the U.S. Navy, 1943ï1946. Chapel Hill: Univ. 

of North Carolina Press, 1966. 

Herrick, Walter R., Jr. The American Naval Revolution. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. 

Press, 1966. 

Huntington, Samuel P. ñNational Policy and the Transoceanic Navy.ò Naval War College 

Review (May 1954): 483ï493. 

Karsten, Peter. The Naval Aristocracy: The Golden Age of Annapolis and the Emergence of 

Modern American Navalism. New York: Free Press, 1972. 

McKee, Christopher. A Gentlemanly and Honorable Profession: The Creation of the U.S. 

Navy Officer Corps, 1795ï1815. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1991. 

Spector, Ronald. Professors of War: The Naval War College and the Development of the Naval 

Profession. Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1977. 

Sprout, Harold, and Margaret Sprout. The Rise of American Naval Power, 1776ï1918. 
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Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1946. 

__________. Toward a New Order of Sea Power: American Naval Policy and the World Scene, 

1918ï1922. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1943. 

Uhlig, Frank, Jr. How Navies Fight: The U.S. Navy and Its Allies. Annapolis, MD: Naval 

Institute Press, 1994. 

U.S. Navy. Forward . . . From the Sea: The Navy Operational Concept. Washington, DC: 

Government Printing Office, 1997. 

Vlahos, Michael. The Blue Sword: The Naval War College and the American Mission, 

1919ï1941. Newport, RI: Naval War College Press, 1980. 

Wylie, Joseph C., Jr. ñWhy a Sailor Thinks Like a Sailor.ò U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings 83 

(August 1957): 811ï817. 
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OPS 1-7 

UNIFIED COMMAND  PLAN AND COMBATANT COMMANDERS 

(Seminar) 

. . . I had acquired another set of misgivings about unification which stemmed 

from the feeling I had that even the top command in the Army had no true 

appreciation of sea power or what control of the sea meanté. 

ðJames Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy, in his diary entry dated 12 December 1946 

A. Focus: 

This session focuses on the organization and roles of the Department of Defense (DOD) and its 

components and on the methods and doctrine employed to achieve unity of effort, if not unity 

of command.  The seminar begins with an analysis of the role of the DOD and the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff (JCS)ðwith particular emphasis on the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), 

the combatant commanders, the services, and the reserve components. The seminar discussion 

also examines the current plan for the organization of U.S. military forces throughout the 

world and the authority granted to a joint commander. 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

b. Comprehend the framework within which joint forces are created, employed, and sustained 

in support of JFCs and their component commanders.  

c. Comprehend the purpose, roles, functions, and relationships of the President and the 

Secretary of Defense, National Security Council, Homeland Security Council, Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff, combatant commanders, JFCs, Service component 

commanders, and combat support organizations or agencies.  

d. Comprehend joint force command relationships.  

e. Comprehend how the U.S. military is organized to plan, execute, sustain, and train for joint, 

interagency, intergovernmental, and multinational operations. 

f. Comprehend strategic guidance contained in documents such as the national security 

strategy, the Quadrennial Defense Review, national military strategy, Guidance for 

Deployment of the Force, and Guidance for Employment of the Force. 

Additional Objective 

 Comprehend the relationships among all elements of national power (diplomatic, 

informational, military, and economic) and the importance of interagency and 

multinational coordination in these elements, including homeland security and defense. 
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C. Background: 

The National Security Act of 1947 was the first legislative attempt to achieve unity of military 

effort in U.S. history. The Act merged the functions of the War Department and Navy 

Department into the Department of Defense under a single cabinet-level post and also 

established the JCS as a permanent organization. After nearly 40 years of legislative tweaking, 

the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 brought sweeping 

changes to the department. Two of the principal aims of this legislation were to reduce the 

effects of service parochialism on defense policy and to improve unity of effort within the 

armed services by increasing the authority of the unified combatant commanders.  

The Unified Command Plan (UCP) is a document that is approved and signed by the President.  

The UCP establishes combatant commands and assigns them missions and responsibilities 

(including geographic boundaries).  Since its inception under President Truman, the UCP has 

been updated to reflect the national security requirements of the United States and the 

Department of Defense.  

The most current UCP established USAFRICOM as a geographic combatant command 

(command authority) and updated the responsibilities of each combatant commander. Other 

recent changes have reflected the need for interagency cooperation and coordination.  

Today, U.S. military forces are directed through a chain of command with two distinct 

branches. The operational direction of combatant forces is accomplished through a chain of 

command which flows from the President, through the Secretary of Defense, directly to the 

combatant commanders, with communications running through the CJCS. For matters not 

involving operational direction of combatant forces, guidance is issued through the 

administrative branch of the chain of command that flows from the President, through the 

Secretary of Defense, to secretaries of the military departments. The administrative branch 

prepares military forces for the operational branch to employ in accordance with the orders of 

the President. 

The type of authority any commander exercises depends upon the specifically delineated 

command relationship that exists. A thorough understanding of command relationships is 

essential in joint operations. Some important command relationships that will be discussed 

during the seminar are: 

 Combatant command (command authority) (COCOM) 

 Operational control (OPCON) 

 Tactical control (TACON) 

 Support 

 Administrative control (ADCON) 

 Coordinating authority (COORDAUTH) 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 



 

24 

 

D. Questions: 

What changes would you recommend to improve the current Unified Command Plan? 

How do regional combatant commanders address issues at the seams of their geographic areas 

of responsibility? 

What are some of the issues that cause friction between the operational chain of command and 

the administrative chain of command?  

Is the UCP more important during times of crisis, war, or stability? 

What are some of the challenges for an officer on the joint staff when dealing with the staffs of 

combatant commanders?   

What are some of the attributes and challenges of the supported and supporting command 

relationships? 

How does a functional combatant commander with a global mission accomplish that mission 

in a geographic region that is the assigned to another combatant commander? 

What does the UCP mean to the Department of State? 

What can be done to minimize friction when dealing with other agencies? 

What are the unique challenges one could expect from an assignment at USAFRICOM?  

E. Required Readings:  

Jablonski, David. ñEisenhower and the Origins of Unified Command.ò Joint Force Quarterly 

(Autumn/Winter 1999ï2000): 24ï31. (NWC 1052). 

U.S. Government Accountability Office. Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address 

Stakeholder Concerns, Improve Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs 

Associated with the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-09-181. Washington, DC: GAO, 

February 2009. (NWC 1021). Read pages 3-16. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication (JP) 1, Doctrine for 

the Armed Forces of the United States, Washington, DC: CJCS, 20 March 2009. Scan 

chapters I and II; read chapter III and chapter IV (Section A).   

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Chiarelli, Peter W. ñBeyond Goldwater-Nichols.ò Joint Force Quarterly, no. 2 (Autumn 

1993): 71ï81.  

Gates, Robert. Unified Command Plan 2008. Washington, DC: DOD, 2008. (In the Naval War 

College Classified Library, call no. UA 23.3 U6 2008). 

U.S. Government Accountability Office. Homeland Defense: U.S. Northern Command Has 

Made Progress but Needs to Address Force Allocation, Readiness Tracking Gaps, and 

Other Issues, GAO-08-251. Washington, DC: GAO, April 2008. 
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__________. Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on the Progress and Challenges 

Associated with Establishing the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-08-947T. Washington, DC: 

GAO,15 July 2008. 
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OPS 1-8 

SERVICE CULTURES AND DOCTRINE (Seminar)  

When told to ñSecure That Building:ò The Marines will conduct an assault with 

mortar, artillery fire, and air support. The Army will surround it with barbed wire 

and prepare to hold off an attack. The Navy will turn off the lights, lock the front 

door and go home. The Air Force will take out a 99-year lease with an option to buy. 

ðAnonymous  

 

A. Focus:  

This session will examine the role of service culture in shaping how a particular service 

conducts itself. 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

a. Comprehend the capabilities and limitations of U.S. military forces to conduct the full range 

of military operations in pursuit of national interests. 

c. Comprehend the purpose, roles, functions, and relationships of the President and the 

Secretary of Defense, National Security Council, Homeland Security Council, Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff, combatant commanders, JFCs, Service component 

commanders, and combat support organizations or agencies.  

e. Comprehend how the U.S. military is organized to plan, execute, sustain, and train for joint, 

interagency, intergovernmental, and multinational operations. 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

a. Comprehend current joint doctrine. 

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine.  

c. Apply solutions to operational problems using current joint doctrine. 

d. Comprehend the interrelationship between Service doctrine and joint doctrine. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

Additional Objectives: 

 Contrast the different perspectives (cultures) of the U.S. military services. 
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 Understand the relationship between U.S. joint doctrine and service doctrine. 

C.   Background: 

Service Cultures: Every U.S. military service has a unique cultureðthe traditions, experiences 

and practices that shape that serviceôs vision of itself and its role. These cultures impact all aspects 

of war fighting, administration, social life and so on. Because all of the cultures are different, they 

also make communication and cooperation between Services difficult. For the Services to work 

together effectively they must understand each otherôs cultures. Service doctrine reflects this 

culture. 

Doctrine: Every military service operates in a unique environment, employing forces (ground, 

air, space or naval) in accordance with war fighting methods developed over many years and 

optimized for each service-unique environment. These methods constitute each serviceôs 

doctrine.  

Joint doctrine was established to prescribe the methodology that will facilitate integrated, 

multiservice operations to achieve national and theater-level objectives. An extensive joint 

publications system, with a topical hierarchy and a prescribed development process, exists to 

ensure that sufficient authoritative joint operations guidance will  ñfundamentally shape the 

way we think about and train for war.ò 

Doctrine, both service and joint, must evolve as influencing factors change. Modern history is 

replete with failed rulers and defeated nations whose doctrine failed to change or changed 

incorrectly because of a fatal misinterpretation of influencing factors and/or an ignorance of 

the operational concepts upon which predecessor doctrine was founded. Doctrine, by its 

nature, involves specific application of general insights regarding ñhow to fight,ò as influenced 

by relevant political and military perspectives, economic factors, geography, weapon systems, 

and so on. Effective doctrine must, therefore, be a sound derivative of operational art. 

A key point to remember as we start into the analysis of operational art and its many 

components is that military ñtruthsò established and verified through history have evolved 

from experience and lessons learned, for the most part, in combat. Many of these truths will 

remain valid and vital to future joint military planning and operations, even as technology and 

concepts such as ñnetwork centric warfareò and the ñsystem of systemsò approach evolve. 

However, some of our doctrinal thinking may no longer be relevant in that context. The 

challenge ahead is to discern what to keep and what to discard. Understanding the historical, 

theoretical, and practical underpinnings of doctrine, that isðoperational artðis vital for the 

development of sound future doctrine. 

The point of contact for this lesson is Professor Chet Helms, C-404. 

D. Questions: 

How do service cultures differ among our military services? 

What is doctrine? 

Paul Johnston claims that culture is more important than doctrine in determining how a service 
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fights. Is he right? Why or why not? 

How are current service perspectives on doctrine distinct? Why might each service have a 

different view of doctrine? 

How does specific service doctrine relate to joint doctrine? 

What factors influence doctrine (both service and joint)? 

Why is published joint doctrine almost always out-of-date and compromised? 

Consistent and correct terminology application is vital to clear communications. Vego claims 

that the usage of terminology in our joint doctrine is frequently incorrect. What fundamental 

issue do you think creates this problem?  

E. Products: 

None. 

F. Required Readings: 

Joint Military Operations Department. ñPerspectives on Service Culture: Developing an 

Awareness of the Impact of Culture in the Planning Group,ò ILC version. Newport, RI: 

Naval War College, 2008. (NWC 2070). 

Johnston, Paul, ñDoctrine Is Not Enough: The Effect of Doctrine on the Behavior of Armies.ò 

Parameters (Autumn 2000), 30ï39. Read: All pages. (NWC 1013).  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication (JP) 1, Doctrine for 

the Armed Forces of the United States, Washington, DC: CJCS, 14 May 2007/20 March 

2009. Read: Appendix A.  

__________. Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Joint Operation Planning, Washington, DC: CJCS, 26 

December 2006. Read: IV-1ïIV-2.  

__________. ñThe Joint Doctrine Story,ò In Joint Doctrine Capstone and Keystone Primer, 10 

September 2001. Read: 91ï93.  Note: This reading has been extracted from historical 

doctrine. (NWC 2059). 

Vego, Milan, ñThe Problem of Common Terminology.ò Joint Force Quarterly no. 43, (4th 

Quarter, 2006). Read: 44ï49. (NWC 1019).  

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Builder, Carl H., Masks of War. Baltimore: The Rand Corporation/Johns Hopkins Press, 1991. 

(Seminar Reserve). 

Hughes, Wayne P., Jr., Capt., USN (Ret.). ñThe Power in Doctrine.ò Naval War College 

Review, (Summer 1995).  
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Meilinger, Phillip S. ñAmerican Military Culture and Strategy.ò Joint Force Quarterly no. 46, 

(3
rd

 Quarter, 2007).  

__________. Col., USAF. ñTen Propositions Regarding Air Power.ò Airpower Journal 

(Spring 1996).  

Toffler, Alvin, and Heidi Toffler. ñAir Land Battle.ò Chapter 7 in War and Anti-War: Survival 

at the Dawn of the 21st Century, Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1993.  

Tritten, James J. ñNaval Perspectives on Military Doctrine.ò Naval War College Review 

(Spring 1995). 

Waghelstein, John D. ñPreparing the U.S. Army for the Wrong War, Educational and Doctrinal 

Failure, 1865ï91.ò Small Wars and Insurgencies 10, no. 1 (Spring 1999): 1ï33. 
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OPS 1-9 

PRINCIPLES OF WAR (Seminar) 

Under the glass top of Nimitzô desk were several cards bearing military 

slogans, and in a central position one small card with a list: óóObjective, 

Offensive, Surprise, Superiority of Force at Point of Contact, Simplicity, 

Security, Movement, Economy of Force, Cooperation.ôô Some people call such 

lists óóprinciples of war,ôô but Nimitz thought of his merely as reminders, a 

check-off list of things to be considered before launching an operation é. 

ðE.B. Potter, Nimitz 

 

A. Focus: 

This session examines the principles of war as listed in current joint doctrine. 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine.  

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Understand current joint doctrine regarding the principles of war and how that perspective 

may continue to evolve. 

 Understand how to apply the theory of the principles of war in planning. 

C. Background: 

Historians and military leaders have studied past wars in hope of uncovering the underlying 

principles that might explain the foundation of victory or the root cause of defeat. Once 

discovered, those underlying principles then serve as a framework for conducting future 

operations. However, blind adherence to such principles when developing doctrine can be 

problematic. The principles of war should be reexamined after the introduction of new 

technology or new cultural influences; in other words, they should evolve. Therefore, the list of 

principles of war is not intended to be a recipe but rather a guide that, when appropriately 

applied in time and space, can enhance the probability of success. 
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The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Questions: 

Admiral Mahan wrote that principles are ñfundamental truths correctly formulated. They are 

nothing more than the proper conclusions from the observation of a large number of naval 

campaigns in the past.ò He also said ñhistorical examples are more valuable than principles, 

because by being narrative of the past events they are a story of practical experience.ò What do 

you think he meant? Are his suggestions still valid? 

Although the principles vary in name, number, and definition from nation to nation, each 

country finds that it is important for military officers to know that certain principles exist. Why 

do the armed forces of most nations accept the general validity of certain fundamental 

principles of war and teach them to each new generation of officers?  

What can you learn about a nationôs culture from its principles of war? 

What risks are introduced by strict adherence to principles of war? 

What are the risks of not understanding principles of war? 

E. Products: 

None.  

F. Required Readings: 

Brodie, Bernard. ñThe Worth of the Principles of War,ò lecture delivered 7 March 1957 to the 

U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, Kans. (NWC 1057).  

Brown, C.R. ñThe Principles of War.ò U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings 75, (June 1949): 

621-633. (NWC 1025), (Scan).  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Read: IIï1to IIï4 and Appendix A.  

Vego, Milan. ñOperational Maneuver,ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. Read: VIIï53-VIIï72. (Issued). 

G.  Supplementary Readings: 

Glenn, Russell W. óóNo More Principles of War?ôô Parameters 28 (Spring 1998): 48ï66. 

McIvor, Anthony D., ed. Rethinking the Principles of War. Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 

2005.  

Morgan, John G., Rear Admiral, USN, and McIvor, Anthony D. ñRethinking the Principles of 

War.ò US Naval Institute Proceedings 129, (October 2003): 34ï38. 
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Murdock, Paul. ñPrinciples of War on the Network-Centric Battlefield: Mass and Economy of 

Force.ò Parameters 32 (Spring 2002): 86ï95. 

Nelson, Bradford K. ñApplying the Principles of War in Information Operations.ôô Military 

Review 78 (SeptemberïNovember 1998): 31ï35. 
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OPS 1-10 

INTRODUCTION TO NAVAL WARFARE (Seminar)   

The whole principle of naval fighting is to be free to go anywhere with every damned thing the Navy 

possesses 

ðSir John Fisher, Memories, 1919 

 

 

A. Focus: 

This session is focused on explaining the nature and character of naval warfare and its 

relationship to the war as whole.  It addresses the main differences between wars at sea and 

wars on land and in the air, the role and importance of geography in the conduct of war at sea, 

the effect of technological advances on the evolution of naval warfare, and the main features of 

warfare in the littorals. 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts 

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational and tactical levels of 

war. 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

Supplemental Objectives: 

 Comprehend the purpose of warfare at sea and its relationships to war on land and in the air. 

 Understand the role and importance of geography in the conduct of naval warfare. 

 Understand the effect of technology on the evolution of naval warfare. 

 Comprehend the main characteristics between war on the open ocean and in the littorals. 

C. Background: 

War at sea is an integral part of war as a whole. It has almost never taken place alone but has 

been conducted in conjunction with war on land and, in the modern era, with war in the air. The 
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main purpose of war at sea and in the air is to support war on land.  

War on land and war at sea have many commonalities but also have some important 

distinctions.  Unlike in war on land, no line of defense can be established or drawn up in 

fighting a war at sea.  The sea serves as a countryôs protective shield against any would-be 

invader.  At the same time, the sea is also a ñhighwayòða means of communications.  

However, unlike other highways, it belongs to no one.  No one can possess the sea or an ocean 

permanently.  War at sea is fought with platforms that are in service before an outbreak of 

hostilities.  Large surface combatants, such as aircraft carriers and cruisers, require long lead 

times to build.  A defeated army often can be rebuilt with reinforcements or by bringing in 

freshly mobilized troops.  In contrast, a fleet or a major part of it cannot be so easily or quickly 

reconstituted because of the time required to build new ships and train their crews. 

While ground forces can destroy an enemy army and seize territory, this is not always possible at 

sea.  The enemy coast is usually difficult to seize and hold for a sustained period.  In addition, 

on land an army is not normally required to utterly defeat its opponent in order to hold its own.  

In contrast, in war at sea oneôs fleet is forced to sweep the enemy fleet altogether merely to 

ensure oneôs own safety.  

More than two-thirds of the Earthôs surface is covered by the oceans and seas.  Any maritime 

theater contains a number of positions, such as straits/narrows or islands, that influence the 

movement of naval forces and commercial shipping.  These positions are very important in 

naval warfare.  Despite all the technological advances, the influence of maritime positions and 

distance on naval warfare cannot be significantly reduced, nor can they be assumed away. 

Technology has always had an extremely important role in the evolution and conduct of 

warfare at sea.  The invention of the sail and gun changed dramatically the shapes of the navies 

and revolutionized the conduct of war at sea. More recent technological advances in naval 

warfare include stream propulsion, internal combustion engines, submarines, wireless radio, 

and use of airplanes at sea to name a few.  The technological advances tended to be 

evolutionary rather than revolutionary and were largely the result of integration of the several 

existing technologies.  While the greatest effect of technological advances was on naval 

tactics, they also impacted naval strategy and operational art. 

Oneôs naval forces operate in the vast expanses of the ocean and close to the coast of worldôs 

continents or littoral waters. The physical environment in the littorals and in enclosed and 

semi-enclosed seas in particular is far more challenging than the environment on the open 

ocean.  The small size of the many narrow seas and the proximity of the continental landmass 

affect considerably both non-combat and combat employment of oneôs ships, submarines, and 

aircraft.  The shallowness of water in a typical narrow sea limits the size of surface combatants 

and submarines and the effective use of their sensors and weapons. 

In contrast to the war on the open ocean, oneôs naval forces cannot be successful in the littoral 

waters without close cooperation among allied/coalition partners and land and air forces.  The 

employment of multiservice forces offers many more options than if forces of a single service 

are employed. In addition to increasing options for the friendly side, the employment of 

multiservice forces makes the enemyôs tasks much more difficult. 
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The point of contact for this session is Captain Mark Donahue, C-409. 

 

D. Questions: 

What is the role of war at sea in relation to war as whole? 

Explain the main purpose of naval warfare.  What are the main differences between war at sea 

and war on land? 

Contrast the major force elements of naval warfare with those of land and air warfare.  How are 

the actions of these forces coordinated and synchronized in time, space, and purpose? 

Explain and discuss the importance and effect of geography on the conduct of naval warfare. 

Discuss the role of technology on the conduct of warfare at sea. What were the most 

revolutionary developments in naval technology? 

Describe the role of technology in the development of naval platforms (air, surface, subsurface, 

and space). 

Looking toward the future, what is the next evolutionary change which will impact the conduct 

of naval warfare?   

Is the evolution of naval warfare necessarily driven by technology or could other factors be 

influential? 

Discuss the main features of littoral war contrasted with war on the open ocean.  Are these 

discretions important and why? 

Is the ñBattle Fleetò relevant in the conduct of naval warfare in the littorals? 

E. Products: 

None. 

F. Required Readings: 

Lautenschlager, Karl. ñTechnology and the Evolution of Naval Warfare,ò International 

Security 8, No. 2 (Autumn 1983): 3-51. (NWC 5006).  

Naval War College Staff. ñWar College Monograph on the Influence of Geography on Naval 

Warfare.ò Naval War College, Newport, RI, 25 May 1943. (NWC 5007).   

Vego, Milan N. ñOn Naval Warfare.ò  Newport, RI:  U.S. Naval War College, Joint Military 

Operations Department, 2009. (NWC 1032).   

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Bowdey, Capt. G. H. ñThe Nature of Naval Warfare.ò Staff Presentation. Naval War College, 6 

July 1938. 

Cresswell, John. Naval Warfare. An Introductory Study. London: Sampson Low, 1936. 
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__________. Sea Warfare, 1939ï1945. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1967. 

Gates, P.J. and N.M. Lynn.  Ships, Submarines and the Sea. London: Brasseyôs Ltd., 1999. 

Hough, Richard. The Great War at Sea, 1914ï1918. London: Oxford University Press, 1983. 

Humble, Richard. Naval Warfare Handbook. Boston: Little, Brown Book Group, 2004. 

Ireland, Bernard and Tony Gibbons. Naval Warfare in the Age of Sail. War At Sea 1756ï-1815. 

London: HarperCollins Publishers, 2000. 

Keegan, John. The Price of Admiralty: The Evolution of Naval Warfare. New York, NY: 

Penguin Group, 1990. 

Kipling, Rudyard. Sea Warfare. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2003. 

Levert, Lee. Fundamentals of Naval Warfare. New York, NY: MacMillan Company, 1947. 

Lindberg, Michael and Daniel Todd. Brown-, Green-, and Blue-Water Fleets: The Influence of 

Geography on Naval Warfare, 1861 to the Present. Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 

2002. 

Moineville, Hubert. Naval Warfare Today and Tomorrow. London: Wiley Blackwill, 1983. 

Pemsel, Helmut.  Atlas of Naval Warfare: An Atlas and Chronology of Conflict at Sea from 

Earliest Times to the Present Day. London: Arms & Armour Press, 1977. 

Poolman, Kenneth. The Winning Edge: Naval Technology in Action, 1939ï45. 

Gloucestershire, UK: Sutton Publishing Ltd, 1997. 

Seitelman, Mi. ed. Seapower: Modern Naval Technology of the USA and Europe. Osceola, 

WI: Motorbooks, 1988. 

Spector, Ronald, H.  At War at Sea: Sailors and Naval Combat in the Twentieth Century. New 

York, NY: Viking Press, 2001. 

Thursfield, James R. Naval Warfare and National Defense. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1913. 

Tunstall, Brian. Naval Warfare in the Age of Sail. The Evolution of Fighting Tactics 

1680ï1815. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1990. 
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MODULE TWO  

INTRODUCTION TO OPERATIONAL ART: THEORY AND 

APPLICATIONS  

A. Focus:  

This module emphasizes study of operational art in planning for war.  Operational art prepares 

students for examining the entire range of military operations by introducing and developing a 

theoretical framework and then applying it to the operational level of war. 

B. Description: 

These operational art sessions are foundational for understanding operational concepts 

discussed throughout the course. The study of operational art, elements of warfare, and basic 

operational and campaign planning is essential to the understanding and comprehension of the 

operational level of war. Essential to this study is a thorough understanding of the terms related 

to operational art. 

Operational art may be completely new to some Naval War College students and more familiar 

to others. In either case, each assigned reading serves to aid in preparing and participating in 

seminar discussion.  

The operational art module includes the following: 

 Discussion of  the theoretical components of operational art  

 Moderator-led application of the concepts using the Leyte Gulf case study  

 Student application of the concepts using the Falklands/Malvinas case study 

 A written examination that will gauge each studentôs understanding of the concepts of 
operational art. 

In the profession of arms, operational art does and will continue to serve as a cornerstone for its 

study. Although introductory in nature, this module is a prerequisite to operational planning 

and joint warfare. Naval War College graduates are expected to understand the basic concepts 

of operational art and its importance across the range of military operations.  
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OPS 2-1 

CLASSICAL MILITARY THINKERS AND OPERATIONAL ART (Lecture ) 

Theory exists so that one need not start afresh each time sorting out the material and 

plowing through it, but will find it ready to hand and in good order. It is meant to educate 

the mind of the future commander or, more accurately, to guide him in his self-education, 

not to accompany him to the battlefield.  

ðCarl von Clausewitz, On War (1832) 

A. Focus: 

The focus of this session is upon the key ideas of the leading classical thinkers of land, naval, 

and air warfare, and the influence of those ideas upon modern warfare and their impact upon 

current thinking regarding future warfare. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine.  

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Comprehend the influence of the classical thinkers who had a major impact on the 

development of operational art. 

 Know and understand the thinking of the leading theoreticians of land, naval, and air 

warfare. 

 Understand the key ideas of the classical thinkers of naval and air warfare and their 

influence on the respective service way of warfare. 

 Know and understand the influence of classical military thinkers of the development of the 

U.S. Army, Navy, and Air Force doctrine. 

C. Background: 

The complexity of modern warfare cannot be fully understood without comprehensive 

knowledge and understanding of the theories espoused by previous thinkers of warfare at sea, 

on land, and in the air. The classical military thinkers influenced not only professional military 

education but also the development of service and joint doctrine.  

The ideas of some classical military thinkers were not widely accepted in their own time. They 
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were either too far ahead of their time, or their ideas were too controversial; in retrospect, each 

of them contributed to our knowledge and understanding of both theory and practice of modern 

warfare. 

The main purpose of this session is not to advocate for any particular classical military thinker 

or their positions, but rather to expose students to a collection of ideas based on their writings. 

Each classical military thinker has something to offer. Students of warfare approach these 

ideas divorced of any preconceptions before conducting a critical analysis of a wide variety 

classical military thinkers and their positions.  

The point of contact for this session is Professor Chet Helms, C-404. 

D. Questions:  

Discuss Clausewitzôs concept of weight of the main effort (Schwerpunkt). What were Jominiôs 

basic theories and his approach to warfighting? Are they valid today? 

What was Mahanôs view on the command of the sea and the methods of obtaining it? 

What was the influence of Jomini on Mahanôs theories of naval warfare? 

What was Clausewitzôs influence on Corbettôs writing? 

What were Corbettôs ideas on sea control? How do his ideas differ from those of Mahan? 

Explain the influence of the early airpower proponents on the development of U.S. and British 

doctrine of strategic bombing. Are these influences still felt and, if so, in what way? 

How have each of these thinkers influenced current service and joint doctrine? 

E. Required Readings: 

Paret, Peter. ñClausewitz.ò In Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear 

Age, edited by Peter Paret, et al. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1986.  

Read: 186ï213. (NWC 2007). 

Shy, John. ñJomini.ò In Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age, 

edited by Peter Paret, et al. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1986.  

Read: 143ï185. (NWC 2014). 

Vego, Milan, Naval Classical Thinkers, Naval War College, Newport, 2008. (NWC 1005).  

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Castex, Raoul. Strategic Theories. Selections, translated and edited, with an introduction by 

Eugenia C. Kiesling. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1994. 

Colomb, Phillip H. Naval Warfare. Its Ruling Principles and Practice Historically Treated. 

Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1990. 

Corbett, Julian S., Some Principles of Maritime Strategy. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute 
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Press, 1988, reprint of 1911 edition. 

Douhet, Giulio. The Command of the Air. Translated by Dino Ferrari. Washington, DC: Office 

of Air Force History, 1983. 

Jomini, Antoine Henri de. The Art of War. Novato, CA: Presidio, 1992. 

Mahan, Alfred Thayer. The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660ï1783. New York: 

Dover, 1987. 

__________. The Influence of Sea Power Upon the French Revolution and Empire, 

1793ï1812. Boston: Little, Brown, 1919. 

__________. Naval Strategy Compared and Contrasted with the Principles and Practice of 

Military Operations on Land. Westport, CT: Greenwood, 1975. 

Meilinger, Phillip, ed. The Paths of Heaven: The Evolution of Airpower Theory. Maxwell 

AFB, AL: Air Univ. Press, 1997. 

Paret, Peter, et al., eds. Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age. 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1986. 

Robertson, Scot. The Development of RAF Strategic Bombing Doctrine, 1919ï1939. Westport, 

CT: Praeger, 1995. 

Schurman, D. M. Julian S. Corbett, 1854ï1922: Historian of British Maritime Policy from 

Drake to Jellicoe. London: Royal Historical Society, 1981. 

Wegener, Wolfgang. The Naval Strategy of the World War. Translated with an introduction 

and notes by Holger H. Herwig. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1989. 
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OPS 2-2 

INTRODUCTION TO OPERATIONAL ART (Seminar)  

Spruance, you did a damn fine job there . . . no matter what people tell you, your 

decision was correct. 

ðAdmiral King to Admiral Spruance after the Battle of the Philippine Sea 

In war there is no second prize; there is seldom a second chance. 

ðNaval Manual of Operational Planning, 1948 

A. Focus: 

This session defines operational art. It examines the emergence of the operational level of war, 

the relationship between theory and the practice of operational warfare, the main features of 

operational art, and the relationship between operational art and strategy. 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

f. Comprehend strategic guidance contained in documents such as the national security 

strategy, the Quadrennial Defense Review, national military strategy, Guidance for 

Deployment of the Force, and Guidance for Employment of the Force. 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine.  

d. Comprehend the interrelationship between Service doctrine and joint doctrine. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

a. Comprehend the considerations for employing joint and multinational forces at the 

operational level of war.  

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Understand the meaning of the term ñoperational art.ò 

 Know and understand the relationship between theory and practice of operational art. 

 Know selected definitions and basic concepts used in studying operational art. 

 Appreciate why it is important to understand and apply operational art. 
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 Know the main factors that led to the emergence of operational art in military thought and 

operational planning. 

 Understand the linkage between operational art and strategy and tactics and doctrine.  

 Understand how operational art developed in the U.S. military. 

C. Background: 

Operational art, one of the three components of military art, is inextricably linked with the 

strategy and tactics components. Operational art is applied across the entire range of military 

operations. In its essence, operational art deals with both the theory and the practice of 

planning, preparing, conducting, and sustaining major operations and campaigns aimed at 

accomplishing operational or strategic objectives in a given theater. Proper application of the 

tenets of operational warfare allows a smaller but better trained and skillfully led force guided 

by a sound strategy to defeat a much stronger opponent relatively quickly and decisively; a 

stronger opponent can accomplish military objectives with much less loss of blood and 

treasure. Consequently, the proper application of operational art helps the commander to avoid 

attrition warfare. 

Operational art is not a new area of study and practice.  Its roots can be traced to wars fought in 

ancient times. It emerged as the result of the cumulative influences of military technological 

advances, societal changes coupled with changes in the character and practice of war, and the 

writings of the leading military theoreticians on the campaigns of the great military leaders.  

The theory and practice of operational art continuously affect each other. As a result, the 

development of operational art has been an iterative process where practice preceded theory, 

and then resultant theory paved the way for the practical application of new operational 

concepts. Even so, practice always should be followed by extensive and vigorous debate 

among theoreticians regarding operational decisions made, actions taken, and lessons learned. 

Clearly, only the practical application of a new theoretical operational concept can prove 

whether that theory is sound or needs to be modified or discarded. 

The combat employment of ground, naval, or air and space forces has many commonalties, but 

there are also many variations.  This is due mainly to vast differences in the medium (land, sea, 

air, and space) where they operate and the types of weapon platforms each service values. 

Therefore, it can be argued that each service develops and practices its own form of operational 

art, while the joint employment of forces is guided by joint operational art. A joint force 

commander must fully know and understand the distinctions in the employment of all forces 

under his command. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Chet Helms, C-404. 

D. Questions:  

Why do we need to know and understand the key aspects of operational art? 

What were the main factors that led to the emergence of operational warfare in the nineteenth 
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century? 

What is the relationship of operational art to strategy and tactics? 

To what extent will new technology change the importance of operational art? 

What is the future of operational art? 

Will operational art be applied across the range of military operations? 

What is the difference(s) between operational art and doctrine? How are they related? Which is 

more dynamic? Why? 

E. Required Readings:  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Read: IV-2ïIV-3.  

Vego, Milan. ñOn Operational Art.ò In Joint Operational Warfare, Newport, RI: Naval War 

College,2007.  

Read: I-3ïI-13 and I-15ïI-34.   

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Adams, Dwight L., and Clayton R. Newell. ñOperational Art in the Joint and Combined 

Arenas.ò Parameters. (June 1988): 33-39.  

Allen, Ralph L. ñPiercing the Veil of Operational Art.ò Parameters. (Winter 1986): 111-119. 

Hattendorf, John B. Naval History and Maritime Strategy: Collected Essays. Malabar, FL: 

Krieger Publishing, 2000. 

Krause, Michael, D., and Cody R. Phillips, eds. Historical Perspectives of the Operational Art. 

Washington, D.C.: Center for Military History, Department of the Army, 2006. 

Matheny, Michael R. ñThe Roots of Modern American Operational Art.ò Carlisle, PA, Army 

War College. 

Naveh, Shimon. In Pursuit of Excellence: Evolution of Operational Theory. London: Frank 

Cass, 1997. 

Newell, Clayton R. ñExploring the Operational Perspective.ò Parameters. (Autumn 1986): 

19-25. 

Record, Jeffrey. ñOperational Brilliance, Strategic Incompetence: The Military Reformers and 

the German Model.ò Parameters. (Autumn 1986): 2-8. 

Schneider, James J. ñTheoretical Implications of Operational Art.ò Military Review 

(September 1990): 19-27. 

Vego, Milan. ñGlossary of Operational Terms.ò In Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: 

Naval War College, 2007. 



 

47 

 

Vego, Milan. The Battle for Leyte, 1944: Allied and Japanese Plans, Preparations, and 

Execution. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2006. 
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OPS 2-3 

STRATEGIC SETTING ï LEYTE GULF CASE STUDY (Lecture)  

I shall return. 

ðGeneral Douglas MacArthur, March 30, 1942 

I have returned. By the grace of Almighty God, our forces stand again on Philippine soil. 

ðGeneral Douglas MacArthur, October 17, 1944 

A. Focus: 

This lesson introduces an historical case study for operational art. It provides the strategic and 

operational background for the October 1944 Allied invasion of the Philippines and the Leyte 

Gulf operation. 

B. Objectives: 

 Understand the concept and execution of operations associated with the invasion (and 

defense) of Leyte from both Allied and Japanese perspectives. 

 Understand how this major operation supported the Central Pacific Campaign in World 

War II. 

 Understand the impact of strategy and policy upon operations. 

C. Background: 

One of the best descriptions of the thinking behind whether or not to bypass the Philippines is 

given in Robert Ross Smithôs essay, ñLuzon Versus Formosa,ò in Command Decisions. He 

eloquently states: 

One of the thorniest problems of strategic planning for the war against Japan was to 

decide whether the principal objective of drives that had brought the Allies into the 

western Pacific should be Luzon or Formosa. The decision was made by the U.S. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, since the Pacific was an American area of strategic 

responsibility. They made it after long debate and careful study of the views of the 

commanders in the Central and Southwest Pacific theaters. Among the 

considerations that determined their choice when they finally made it, logistical 

factors played the major role, but here, as in other connections, they had to take into 

account the commitments and progress of the Allies in other theaters, and 



 

49 

 

particularly in Europe. It was in this sense a decision in global strategy.1 

The Leyte Gulf operation was the largest and most complex sea-air conflict (four separate battles 

over two days) in history. As the final showdown between the United States and Japanese fleets, 

this one major joint/combined operation involved enormous naval (282 American, Japanese, and 

Australian ships) and air forces in huge areas and over vast distances (the operation spanned over 

100,000 square miles). As such, the operation provides superior illustrations of virtually all 

aspects of operational art and remains directly relevant to joint operations in the littorals today. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Question: 

Based on the information available at the time, which course of action would you have 

recommended, the route through Formosa or the Philippines? 

E. Required Readings: Even though this session is a lecture, we will be referring to the 

information in these readings throughout this module of instruction. 

Cannon, M. Hanlin. ñThe Strategic Plan,ò ñThe Nature of the Target,ò ñPlans Are Made and 

Forces Are Readied,ò and Appendix A. In Leyte: The Return to the Philippines, United 

States Army in World War II, The War in the Pacific. Washington, DC: Center for Military 

History, United States Army, 1954.  

Read: 1ï32. (NWC 2032). 

Field, James A. ñThe October Situation.ò Chapter 1 in The Japanese at Leyte Gulf. Princeton, 

NJ: Princeton Univ. Press, 1947.  

Read: 1ï14. (NWC 2033).  

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, Vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: Univ. of Illinois Press.  (Issued).  

Read: Chapter I (pp. 1ï18); Scan: Chapters II and III (pp. 19ï54). 

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Barbey, Daniel E. MacArthurôs Amphibious Navy: Seventh Amphibious Force Operations, 

1943ï1945. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1977. 

Commander-in-Chief, United States Fleet. COMINCH P-008, Amphibious Operations: 

Invasion of the Philippines, October 1944 to January 1945. Washington, DC: Navy 

Department, 1945. 

 

                                                 

1
 Robert Ross Smithôs essay is a supplementary reading for this session. It is available online, and there are several 

copies of Command Decisions in the Naval War College library. 
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Cutler, Thomas J. The Battle of Leyte Gulf, 23ï26 October 1944. New York: HarperCollins, 

1994. 

Potter, E.B. ñThe Battle of Leyte Gulf.ò Chapter 41 in Sea Power. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 

Prentice-Hall, 1960.  

Smith, Robert Ross. ñLuzon Versus Formosaò in Command Decisions. Washington, DC: 

Office of the Chief of Military History, United States Army, 1960.  
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OPS 2-4 

MILITARY OBJECTIVES AND THE LEVELS OF WAR (Seminar)  

Pursue one great decisive aim with force and determinationða maxim which should take first 

place among all causes of victory. 

ðCarl von Clausewitz, Principles of War 1812 

A. Focus:  

The focus of this session is the desired strategic end state; political and military strategic 

objective; scale of the military objectives and the process of determining and articulating the 

military objectives; and the relationships between the military objectives and corresponding 

levels of war. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

d. Comprehend the relationships among national objectives, military objectives and conflict 

termination, as illustrated by previous wars, campaigns, and operations. 

Learning Area 5 ï Joint Command and Control 

a. Comprehend the C2 options available to joint force commanders. 

b. Comprehend the factors ï to include mission objectives, forces available, and associated 

capabilities ï that support the selection of a C2 option. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Know and understand the linkage of policy, strategy, and operational art in terms of the 

political and military strategic objectives to be accomplished. 

 Examine the interrelationship among the four elements of national power (diplomatic, 

information, military, and economic) and how objectives relate to the desired strategic end 

state. 

 Comprehend the meaning of the military objective and differences among strategic, 

operational, and tactical objectives. 

 Know and understand the process of determining and articulating a military objective. 
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 Comprehend how the elements of the National Security Strategy and National Military 

Strategy relate to the theater and operational levels of war.  

 Examine the relationship between the levels of war (strategic, operational, and tactical) and 

the objectives. 

C. Background: 

The military objective comprises the very heart of both the theory and the practice of war. 

Without a clearly stated and attainable objective, the entire military effort becomes essentially 

pointless. This is particularly true at the operational and strategic levels of war because the 

stakes are so much higher than at the tactical level. Almost all aspects of operational warfare 

are related, either directly or indirectly, to the objective. As a result, the objective determines 

the method combat force employment, the size of the physical space for accomplishing it, the 

level of war, as well as the level of command, type of planning, and major phases and elements 

of oneôs combat force employment. 

The scale and complexity of the military objective to be accomplished determine the level of 

war to be conducted. Consequently, the larger the military objective is, the higher the level of 

war will be. Basically, there are three levels of war: strategic, operational, and tactical. The 

required readings for this session show that the basic levels can be further subdivided. For 

example the strategic level of war may be classified into two sublevels: national-strategic and 

theater-strategic. Furthermore, the required readings show that boundaries between the basic 

levels can also be blurred, as in the case of the operational-tactical-level of war found at the 

nexus of the operational level and the tactical levels of war. 

Although related, levels of war and levels of command are not identical. The levels of war 

nominally exist only in time of war and deal exclusively with the employment of oneôs sources 

of military and nonmilitary power to accomplish specific military objectives. Normally, levels 

of command exist in time of peace and in war. The levels of command are prerequisites for 

conducting war at a given level in the course of accomplishing assigned military objectives. 

For example, if a theater commander chooses not to apply the tenets of operational art in using 

sources of power and instead chooses to focus purely on tactics or targeting, then that 

commander is not conducting war at the operational or theater-strategic level. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Dave Carrington, C-425. 

D. Questions: 

What is the desired strategic end state and what are its main elements? 

Discuss the relationship between the desired strategic end state and political strategic 

objective.  

Discuss the importance of the military objectives in theory and practice of operational warfare. 

What is the relationship between the military objective and its constituent tasks? 
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What are the distinctions among tactical, operational, and strategic physical objectives? Why it 

is important to properly understand these distinctions? 

What is the relationship between the military objective and the corresponding level of war?  

Why it is important to know and understand the differences among respective levels of war? 

Some theorists claim that technology has compressed the levels of war to the point that the 

differences are no longer significant. Do you agree? 

What are the distinctions between levels of command and levels of war? How important are 

they, and why? 

Leyte Case Study 

Discuss the ultimate strategic objective in the Philippine Campaign and its intermediate 

objectives. Did General MacArthur properly determine intermediate operational objectives for 

that campaign? 

Identify and discuss Allied tactical and operational objectives on land in the Leyte operation 

(Operation King II).  

What were Allied operational objectives at sea and in the air in the Leyte operation? 

Were the allied operational objectives on land properly determined? 

Discuss the Allied tactical objectives at sea during the battle of Leyte on 24ï27 October 1944. 

What were the Japanese theater-strategic and operational objectives in defense of the 

Philippines? 

What were the theater-strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war in the Leyte Operation? 

E. Required Readings: 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, Volume 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: Univ. of Illinois Press.  

Read Chapter IV. 

Liddell-Hart, Basil Henry. ñThe Objective in War: National Object and Military Aim,ò A 

Lecture Delivered at the Naval War College on 24 September 1952,ò Naval War College 

Review V no. 4, December 1952. (NWC 2044). 

Vego, Milan, ñMilitary Objectives and the Levels of War.ò In Joint Operational Warfare. 

Newport, R.I.: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: II-3ïII-23.  

 

Vego, Milan, ñPolicy-Strategy-Operational Art Nexus,ò In Joint Operational Warfare. 

Newport, R.I.: Naval War College, 2007.  Read: I-44ïI-49.    
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F. Supplementary Readings: 

MacGregor, Douglas A. ñFuture Battle: The Merging Levels of War.ò Parameters (Winter 

1992ï93): 33ï47. 

Vego, Milan, ñObjectives of Land Warfare,ò In Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: 

Naval War College, 2007.   II-25ïII-43.   

Vego, Milan, ñObjectives of Air Warfare,ò In Joint Operational . Newport, R.I.: Naval War 

College, 2007.  II-63ïII-93. 

U.S. Office of the President. The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, 

Washington, DC: March 2006.  

U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defense. National Defense Strategy of the United States of 

America. Washington, DC: March 2005.   
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OPS 2-5 

OPERATIONAL FACTORS (Seminar) 

It is only when we have reached agreement on the names and concepts that we can hope to 

progress with clearness and ease in the examination of the topic, and be assured of finding 

ourselves on the same platform with our readers. 

ðCarl von Clausewitz 

Those who do not know the conditions of mountains and forests, hazardous defiles, marshes, 

and swamps, cannot conduct the march of an army. 

ðSun Tzu 

A. Focus: 

This lesson addresses the most basic foundational aspect of operational artðthe operational 

factors of space, time, and force and the interrelationship of those factors in working to achieve 

operational objectives.   

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

b. Comprehend the framework within which joint forces are created, employed, and sustained 

in support of JFCs and their component commanders.  

d. Comprehend joint force command relationships.  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

a. Comprehend the considerations for employing joint and multinational forces at the 

operational level of war. 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

d. Comprehend the relationships among national objectives, military objectives and conflict 

termination, as illustrated by previous wars, campaigns, and operations. 

f.  Analyze a plan for employment of joint forces at the operational level of war. 
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Learning Area 4 ï Joint Planning and Execution Processes 

b. Comprehend the fundamentals of joint operation planning. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

f. Comprehend the roles that factors such as geopolitics, geostrategy, society, region, culture, 

and religion play in shaping planning and execution of joint force operations across the range 

of military operations, to include traditional and irregular warfare. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Understand the operational factors of space, time, and force.  

 Understand the interrelationship between the operational factors. 

 Comprehend the process by which the operational commander balances operational factors 

against each other in order to achieve operational objectives. 

C. Background: 

At the most basic level, operational factors are simply the factors of space, time, and force in 

relation to a given objective. War is a monumental undertaking; understanding the operational 

factors of space, time, and force helps a commander and staff to organize complex planning 

and preparation for war into a calculated and logical process. Operational factors provide a link 

between the science and art of operational planning. 

1. Processes: 

a.  Consider and evaluate the enemyôs factors of space, time, and force in determining oneôs 

own military objective. 

b.  Evaluate oneôs own factors of space, time, and force. 

c.  Analyze interrelationships between friendly and enemy factors. 

d.  Balance or harmonize friendly factors with the assigned operational or strategic 

objective. The key for obtaining greater freedom to act is balancing disadvantages in one 

factor with the surplus or advantage in another. 

The first two steps can be viewed as the scientific portion of the analysis. The last two steps 

can be a difficult, complicated, and time-consuming process. They are also more art than 

science. Most of the pastôs successful military leaders possessed an uncanny ability to 

assess and then balance the factors of space, time, and force versus the assigned operational 

or strategic objectives. 

2. General Considerations: 

a.  Operational commanders and their staffs may or may not be able to choose the space in 

which they will be forced to wage war, but their ability to shape the operational 

environment is essential. 

b.  The gain or loss of space in itself is not inherently an advantage or disadvantage; what 
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matters most is the relationship between space and military forces available to influence the 

enemyôs ability to react. 

c.  Of the factors, only time cannot be regained. 

d.  The size, shape, and nature of a space will affect the quantity and type of force employed 

as well as the time required to conduct a successful military operation. While space or 

geography alone cannot determine the success of a military effort, the relationship between 

space and force can be decisive. 

e.  Without credible force, time and space lose much of their significance. 

f.  Spatial distances and force size and type have a relationship with time. 

g.  Information and law are increasing in importance. Currently, they are considered within 

other factors in our analysis. In the future, these may become factors themselves. 

h.  A smaller force can require more time and dictate a smaller space for achievement of 

objectives, while a larger force may allow faster action in a larger space. 

Operational factors must be considered early in the development of campaigns or major 

operations. For an experienced practitioner of operational art, they are often an intuitive 

consideration. During the rest of the semester, operational factors will be considered explicitly 

to ensure thorough analysis. 

The point of contact for this session is Commander Neil J. Thompson OBE, Royal Navy, 

C-426. 

D. Questions: 

What are the relationships between the operational factors space/time, space/force, and 

time/force? 

How does a staff balance the operational factors space/time, space/force, and time/force? 

Have technology and information reduced the importance of factor space? 

Is information a new operational factor? 

What is the difference between combat potential and combat power? Is it possible to assess the 

tangible factor of force precisely? Are smaller forces the trend in the future?  Why or why not? 

To what extent are the operational factors still critical for success in planning and executing 

major operations and campaigns in the information age? 

Leyte Case Study: 

How did the force available affect Japanese plans for Leyte Gulf? To what extent were these 

plans executable? 

How did the Allies balance the operational factors of space, time, and force at the Battle of 

Leyte Gulf? How did the Japanese? 
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E. Required Readings: 

Cannon, M. Hanlin. ñThe Strategic Plan,ò ñThe Nature of the Target,ò ñPlans Are Made and 

Forces Are Readied,ò and Appendix A. In Leyte: The Return to the Philippines, United 

States Army in World War II, The War in the Pacific. Washington, DC: Center for Military 

History, United States Army, 1954. Read: 10ï14. (NWC 2032). Note: These pages were 

also assigned for session OPS 2-3. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Read: IV-3.  

U.S. Naval War College. ñThe Battle for Leyte Gulf.ò Interactive CD-ROM. Newport, RI: 

Naval War College, 2003. (NWC 2040). (Issued).  

Vego, Milan. Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. 

(Issued).Read: III-3ïIII -74.  

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Anderson, Charles Robert. ñLeyteò in U.S. Army Campaigns of World War II, Washington, 

DC: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1994.    

Cannon, M. Hamlin. Leyte: The Return to the Philippines, United States Army in World War II, 

The War in the Pacific. Washington, DC: Center for Military History, United States Army, 

1954. 
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OPS 2-6 

THE THEATER: ITS STRUCTURE AND GEOMETRY (Seminar)  

Tactics make the steps from which operational leaps are assembled; strategy points out the path. 

ðFaculty member, Frunze Academy, USSR, 1927 

A. Focus: 

This lesson will examine the natural and artificial features of the theater. Examples from the 

Battle of Leyte Gulf are used to illustrate the influence of geography and strategic objectives 

on the formation of a theater. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

b. Comprehend the framework within which joint forces are created, employed, and sustained 

in support of JFCs and their component commanders.  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

a. Comprehend current joint doctrine.. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

a. Comprehend the considerations for employing joint and multinational forces at the 

operational level of war. 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

f. Analyze a plan for employment of joint forces at the operational level of war. 

Learning Area 5 ï Joint Command and Control 

a. Comprehend the C2 options available to joint force commanders. 

b. Comprehend the factors ï to include mission objectives, forces available, and associated 

capabilities ï that support the selection of a C2 option. 

Supplemental Objectives: 

 Comprehend how national policy can impact the creation of a theater structure.  

 Comprehend how peacetime and wartime theaters can be designed. 

 Understand the distinct elements of a maritime theater. 
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 Analyze a current or historical case with respect to the key elements of theater geometry 

including interior vs. exterior positions, base of operations, physical objectives, decisive 

points, lines of operations, and lines of communications. 

C. Background:  

After the military objectives and methods of combat forces employment are determined, the 

next logical step is to determine the size of the physical space required for basing, deployment, 

combat employment, and logistical support and sustainment of the forces assigned to 

accomplish respective military objectives. This is one of the first and most important 

organizational decisions made by the higher commander. In generic terms, the size of physical 

space ranges from combat zones/sectors and areas of operations to theaters of operations and 

theaters of war. 

In U.S. terms, the geographic combatant commanderôs Area of Responsibility (AOR) 

encompasses a theater. In the case of two or more regional conflicts, the commanderôs AOR 

might be declared a theater of war. In the case of a major regional conflict (e.g., the Gulf War 

of 1990ï1991 or Operation IRAQI FREEDOM of 2003), a part of the combatant commanderôs 

AOR can be delineated and formally (or informally) declared a theater of operations. It is there 

where the operational level of command is established, and the operational level of war is 

conducted. A single campaign is conducted in a respective theater of operations. A major 

operation is normally conducted in an area of operations, while tactical actions take place in a 

given combat sector/zone. 

Any theater contains natural and artificial features called ñtheater elementsò or ñtheater 

geometryò that significantly affect the planning and execution of military action at any level of 

war. The main elements of any theater are positions, distances, bases of operations, physical 

objectives, decisive points, lines of operations, lines of retreat, and lines of 

communicationsðany of which may have tactical, operational, or even strategic significance. 

A key to evaluating the military importance of these features is not only their number and 

characteristics but also their relative position and distance from each otherðthe geometry of 

the situation. Therefore, it is critically important that operational commanders and their staffs 

know and understand the advantages and disadvantages of these elements to ensure the most 

effective employment of friendly forces. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor David Carrington, C-425. 

D. Questions: 

What are the distinctions between levels of command and levels of war? How important are 

they, and why? 

Why it is important to know and understand the differences among respective levels of war? 

Some theorists claim that technology has compressed the levels of war to the point that the 

differences are no longer significant. Do you agree? 

What is the basis for establishing the theater structure? 
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To what extent is the concept of the theater of operations outdated in the information age? 

Should a commander and staff focus exclusively on the concept of operational environment vs. 

traditional concepts of the theater of operations and areas of operations? 

What are the distinctions among tactical, operational, and strategic physical objectives? 

Explain the concept of ñdecisive point.ò Are ñdecisive pointsò synonymous or identical with 

the concept of ñdecision pointò? 

Discuss the concept of ñline of operations.ò Is this concept still valid in the information age? 

Leyte Case Study: 

Was General MacArthur a strategic or operational level commander during Operation King II? 

What were Admirals Nimitz and Halsey?  

Explain the key features of the Japanese command organization. Was Admiral Soemu Toyoda 

an operational or theater-strategic commander? Why? 

What were the theater-strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war in the Leyte Operation? 

Why was the Pacific Theater during World War II divided into several subordinate ñocean 

areasò? What effect did these divisions have on the planning and execution of the Leyte Gulf 

Operation? 

What were the advantages and disadvantages of the geostrategic position for the Japanese 

forces on land, at sea, and in the air in their defense of the Philippines in October 1944? 

Identify and discuss Allied tactical and operational objectives on land in the Operation King II. 

What were Allied operational objectives at sea and in the air in that operation? 

What were tactical and operational decisive points for the respective Allied and Japanese naval 

commanders in the Leyte Operation? 

Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the lines of operations used by the Japanese naval 

forces and land-based air in their defense of the Philippines in October 1944. 

E. Required Readings: 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, Volume 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: Univ. of Illinois Press. Review: Chapter IV, pages 55ï73; Scan: 

Chapter VII, pages 113ï129. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Operations, Joint Publication 

(JP) 3-0, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. Read: xiii, xvïxviii, 

II -1ïII-3, II-16ïII-20, IV-12ïIV-14.  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Operation Planning , Joint 

Publication (JP) 5-0, Washington, DC: CJCS, 26 December 2006. Read: IV-16ïIV-24.  

Vego, Milan. ñLevels of Commandò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009.  Read: Appendix A, pages APP-5ïAPP-10. 



 

63 

 

__________. ñThe Theater and Its Structureò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: Naval 

War College, reprint, 2009. Read: IV-3ïIV-12.  

__________. ñTheater Geometry.ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009.  Read: IV-49ïIV-78.  

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Collins, John M. Military Geography for Professionals and the Public. Washington, DC: 

Brasseyôs, 1988. 

MacGregor, Douglas A. ñFuture Battle: The Merging Levels of War.ò Parameters (Winter 

1992ï93): 33ï47. 

U.S. Marine Corps. ñLevels of War.ò In Warfighting, MCDP 1. Washington, DC: c1997. (pp. 

28ï32).. 

Vego, Milan. ñLand Theater Physical Features.ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: 

Naval War College, 2007. IV-13ïIV-34. 
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OPS 2-7 

METHODS OF COMBAT FORCE EMPLOYMENT (Seminar)  

The beginning of wisdom is to call things their right name. 

ðConfucius 

A. Focus: 

The focus of this lesson is how principal methods of combat force employment accomplish 

operational or strategic objectives in a theater. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

a. Comprehend the considerations for employing joint and multinational forces at the 

operational level of war. 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

Supplemental Objectives: 

 Understand the principal methods of combat force employment (tactical actions, major 

operations, and campaigns) and how they are linked and related to operational objectives. 

 Comprehend how operational and strategic objectives are achieved. 

 Apply solutions to operational problems using concepts found in joint doctrine. 

 Comprehend the relationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war. 

 Analyze a current or historical case with respect to the principal methods of combat force 

employment. 

C. Background: 

One of the main responsibilities of commanders at any level is to properly determine the way 

or method of employing combat forces to accomplish the assigned military objective with the 

least losses for the friendly side.  A further responsibility is to accomplish the objective in the 

quickest possible time. Depending on the scope of the military objective, a distinction is made 

in this sessionôs required readings between tactical actions, major operations, and campaigns. 

Modern methods of combat force employment are the result of a long evolution of warfare. In 

the 19
th 

century, most campaigns were conducted primarily by a ground force; however, there 
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are many instances where navies took part in a supporting role. Cogent exemplars are the 

American War of Independence, the Peninsular War, the Crimean War, and the American 

Civil War.  

Today, the principal methods of combat force employment are tactical actions, major 

operations, and campaigns. These terms are distinct. They are differentiated by the military 

objectives they are intended to accomplish and the corresponding command echelon 

responsible for their planning, preparation, and execution. The reason for studying this subject 

is because past commanders who valued the link between objective and how to employ force 

fared much better than those who did not comprehend the connection. 

Tactical actions (battles, engagements, strikes, attacks, etc.) are aimed at accomplishing major 

or minor tactical objectives in a given combat zone or sector and, in some cases, can 

encompass an area of operations. They are usually an integral part of major operations. 

Tactical actions can be either defensive or offensive in nature and can be differentiated by the 

physical environment (land, sea, or airspace) in which they occur. 

As a result of efforts at all of the war colleges and the Joint Staff, the term ñmajor operationò 

has become more important in joint doctrinal publications. Through most of the last half of the 

20
th 
century, the word ñoperationò had been used so often and interchangeably that its meaning 

became ambiguous. Drawing from the definition the Naval War College has used since 1994, 

current joint doctrine defines a major operation as ña series of tactical actions (battles, 

engagements, strikes) conducted by combat forces of a single or several services, coordinated 

in time and place, to achieve strategic or operational objectives in an operational area. These 

actions are conducted simultaneously or sequentially in accordance with a common plan and 

controlled by a single commander.ò  

In generic terms, a major operation consists of a series of related battles, engagements, and 

strikes and other tactical actions sequenced and synchronized in terms of time and space to 

accomplish an operational objective. Major operations are normally an integral part of a 

campaign.  

The term ñcampaignò has been used in the past by different components of the U.S. military to 

describe a wide range of military actions. This loose interpretation of terminology has lead to 

confusion. In an effort to reduce confusion, JP 3-0 and JP 5-0 both define a campaign as ña 

series of related major operations aimed at achieving strategic and operational objectives 

within a given time and space.ò 

In terms of being able to study and understand the essence of a campaign, the joint definition is 

only a starting point.  In generic terms, a campaign consists of a series of related major 

operations (land, air/space, naval, special forces) sequenced and synchronized in terms of time 

and space and aimed to accomplish a military strategic or theater-strategic objective in a given 

(declared or undeclared) theater of operations. These operations are executed simultaneously 

or sequentially and are conducted according to a common plan, controlled by a theater 

commander. The main purpose of a campaign may be either offensive or defensive. Land 

campaigns and maritime campaigns are differentiated according to the physical environment 

in which major operations predominantly take place. Because airspace is an inseparable part of 



 

66 

 

a maritime or land theater, air forces are almost always employed jointly with others. 

By contrast, a campaign that involves counterinsurgency or counterterrorism may consist of a 

series of related minor or sometimes major tactical actions rather than major operations. It may 

still be considered a campaign because actions are coordinated in time and place to accomplish 

strategic objectives within a given part of the theater commanderôs area of responsibility. 

Furthermore, counterdrug or counterterrorism campaigns may not be limited to a specific 

theater, but may be conducted in more than one theater under a functional combatant 

commander with global responsibility.  

As in the past, technological advances will affect the methods of combat force employment in 

the future and will lead to a continuous evolution in tactical actions. Some types of tactical 

actions may become more effective with the passage of time and ingenuity. For example, 

major joint/combined operations may emerge as the principal method of accomplishing 

strategic objectives in a theater. While campaigns within a single theater may become rare 

events, todayôs armed forces must still be prepared to plan and conduct successful campaigns.  

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Questions: 

Why does an operational commander need to know the principal methods of combat force 

employment for accomplishing major and minor tactical objectives?  

Why are the meanings of the key terms dealing with the methods of combat force employment 

of concern to the operational commander and to operational staffs? For example, why is it 

important to know the differences between a battle and an engagement, between a strike and an 

attack, between a skirmish and a raid, etc.? 

Why is it important to have inter-service agreement on the meaning of the term ñmajor 

operationò? 

The Air Force uses the term ñair campaign.ò Does this lead to confusion in the joint fighting 

environment? 

What distinguishes a land campaign from a maritime campaign? 

Has modern technology blurred the differences between tactical actions and major operations?  

Will the planning of tactical actions in the future become the purview of the operational 

commander? Why or why not? What problems might that planning pose? 

Are recent operations in Iraq and Afghanistan part of a campaign? If so, who is the campaign 

planner? 

Leyte Case Study: 

What methods of combat force employment did Japanese forces plan to use in the defense of 

the Philippines prior to any U.S. landing? 

After the Allied landings, did the Japanese Navy commanders at Leyte understand the methods 
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of combat force employment needed to achieve their objectives?  

What methods of combat force employment did U.S. forces plan to use prior, during, and 

following the invasion at Leyte?  

When met with surprise by Japanese action what methods of combat force employment did 

U.S. forces employ? 

In language offered by the required reading, can you identify the types of major naval, ground, 

and air operations in terms of their main purpose (offensive vs. defensive, fleet vs. fleet, fleet 

vs. shore, air vs. ground, etc.) and sequence (main, supporting, preliminary, initial, etc.) 

conducted by the Allied and Japanese forces in the Philippines and the adjacent sea/airspace 

between 17 and 26 October 1944? 

E. Required Reading:  

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.  (Issued). Read: Chapter VIII (pp. 

130ï156). 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Read: xxi, I-9ïI-10; Scan: Chapter V and Glossary GL-5ïGL-29.  

_________. ñCampaigns,ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War College, 

reprint, 2009. (Issued).Read: V-5ïV-10.  

_________. ñMajor Operations,ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. (Issued). Read: V-33ïV-37.  

_________. ñMajor Joint/Combined Operations.ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: 

Naval War College, reprint, 2009. (Issued). Read: V-97ïV-129.  

F. Supplementary Reading: 

Vego, Milan. ñOn Operations,ò ñMajor Land Operationsò, Major Naval Operations,ò  and 

ñMajor Air Operations.ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War College, 

2007. Part V (Issued). 
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OPS 2-8 

OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONS (Seminar)  

To a very significant degree the art of command consists of the art of using people to the best 

of their abilities and in the right field. 

ðAdmiral R. L. Conolly, USN 

A. Focus: 

This session details the theater-wide or operational functions used to support the planning, 

conducting, and sustaining of major operations and campaigns.  

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

c. Apply solutions to operational problems using current joint doctrine. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 4 ï Joint Planning and Execution Processes 

b. Comprehend the fundamentals of joint operation planning. 

c. Comprehend the mix of joint functions appropriate to an operational planning problem. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 5 ï Joint Command and Control 

a. Comprehend the C2 options available to joint force commanders. 

b. Comprehend the factors ï to include mission objectives, forces available, and associated 

capabilities ï that support the selection of a C2 option. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Analyze each of the operational functions and their roles in campaign and major operations 

planning. 

 Understand the relationship between operational factors and operational functions.  

 Understand how and why operational functions are synchronized in time, space, and force 

at the operational level of war.  

 Understand how information operations may impact each of the operational functions. 

 Comprehend how and why the joint staff took the theoretical construct of operational 

functions and created a tool like the Universal Joint Task Manual (UJTM). 
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C. Background: 

Operational art translates the Joint Force Commanderôs strategy into operational design, and, 

ultimately, tactical action, by integrating key activities at all levels of war. The key activities at 

the operational level of war consist of processes, systems, or functions that must be 

manipulated in order to achieve desired objectives.  

The key operational functions are: operational command and control, operational movement 

and maneuver, operational intelligence, operational fires, operational sustainment, and 

operational protection. The synchronization of these operational functions ensures and 

enhances the ability of operational commanders and their subordinate elements to carry out 

their missions in both peace and war. Basically, these functions shape actions prior to and 

throughout a campaign or major operation. 

In a mature theater, operational functions will normally be established in full measure. 

However, in an immature theater, they may exist in a rudimentary form or not at all. 

Understanding the impact and interaction of these functions at the operational level of war is 

critically important for proper planning, preparation, employment, and support of oneôs own 

forces in attainment of the assigned objectives. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Jeff Barker, C-431. 

D. Questions: 

What are the advantages or disadvantages of having operational functions in place during 

peace and war? Discuss and explain the purpose of each operational function. 

As our armed forces become ever more information-based, what are the impacts on the 

operational functions? Does one of the functionôs significance increase in relation to the 

others? 

How long have operational planners been using operational functions to plan major operations 

and campaigns?  How have they changed over the years? 

Does following the UJTL as a guide alleviate the need for operational thinking or operational 

vision? 

What is the nexus of operational functions and information operations?  

Leyte Case Study: 

What impact did the following operational functions have on the Leyte Gulf Operation from 

the perspective of both belligerents? 

Operational Command and ControlðWhat are some of the factors that influenced the 

composition of specific command structures? This particular area is cited for many of the 

difficul ties and poor decisions that occurred throughout the operation. Identify the flaws and 

their associated consequences with specific command structures and guidance/orders issued 

to subordinates. Can you find elements of information operations in the Leyte Gulf 

Operation? If so, discuss them. 
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Operational Movement and ManeuverðHow did the opposing forces plan and employ 

movement and maneuver at Leyte? 

Operational IntelligenceðTo what extent did the Allies operate on a basis of Japanese 

intentions rather than capabilities? What result did this have on the eventual outcome of the 

battle? 

Operational FiresðHow were operational fires used during the Leyte Operation? To what 

extent were they effective? Why? 

Operational ProtectionðTo what extent did either of the opposing forces at Leyte consider 

and plan adequately for operational protection? Discuss examples of where and how 

operational protection was provided. What is the relationship of operational protection to 

the more commonly used term ñforce protectionò? 

Operational SustainmentðHow did the Allies address this area? What was the operational 

impact for the Allies? What impact did operational logistics have on the Japanese? 

Did the Allies synchronize their operational functions? If so, what functions did they 

synchronize and what effect did it have on the operation? 

E. Required Readings: 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: Univ. of Illinois Press.  Read: Chapter VI (pp. 86ï109).  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1. 

Read: xviïxiii; Scan: Chapter III.  

U.S. Office of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. ñUniversal Joint Task Manualò CJCSM 

3500.04E, 25 August 2008, (NWC 1061). Read: Enclosure A. Scan: Remainder of 

manual. 

Vego, Milan. ñOperational Functionsò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. Read: VIIIï3 to VIII ï94.   

___________. ñOperational Command and Controlò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, 

RI: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: Xï19 to Xï31.  

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Bolick, Joseph A. The Influence and Reasons for Acceptance or Rejection of Operational 

Intelligence during the 1914 and 1943 Kursk Campaigns, Fort Leavenworth, KS: School 

of Advanced Military Studies, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 26 April 

1988. 

Goodrich, David M. ñForgotten Mission: Land Based Air Operational Fires in Support of the 

Leyte Gulf Invasion.ò Newport, RI: Naval War College, 2000. 
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Handel, Michael I. ñIntelligence and Military Operations.ò In Intelligence and Military 

Operations. London: Frank Cass, 1990. 

Porter, Laning M. Preconceptions, Predilections, and Experiences: Problems for Operational 

Level Intelligence and Decisionmaking. Fort Leavenworth, KS: School of Advanced 

Military Studies, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 12 May 1986. 

Rockwell, Christopher A. ñOperational Sustainment: Lines of Communication and the Conduct of 

Operations.ò Fort Leavenworth, KS: School of Advanced Military Studies, U.S. Army Command 

and General Staff College, 3 May 1987.  
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OPS 2-9 

ELEMENTS OF OPERATIONAL WARFARE (Seminar)  

The capital was the center of gravity for the Baathist regime; as long as his troops still 

controlled the city, Saddam Hussein would never relinquish power. 

ðGeneral Tommy Franks, American Soldier 

A. Focus: 

This session further examines the theoretical framework and fundamental concepts of 

operational art. It focuses on the stages and elements of operational warfare: 

deployment/redeployment, critical factors, Center of Gravity (COG), operational movement 

and maneuver, and the culminating point. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

a. Comprehend current joint doctrine. 

b. Comprehend the factors and emerging concepts influencing joint doctrine.  

c. Apply solutions to operational problems using current joint doctrine. 

d. Comprehend the interrelationship between Service doctrine and joint doctrine. 

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

Supplemental Objectives: 

 Understand and apply the terms ñdeployment,ò ñcritical factors,ò ñcenter of gravity,ò 

ñcritical capabilities,ò ñcritical requirements,ò and ñculminating point.ò  

 Apply the terms above to an analysis of the Battle of Leyte Gulf. Evaluate the performance 

of the opposing commanders with respect to these concepts. 

C. Background: 

This session examines several key concepts that are essential to planning for and employing 

military forces to achieve operational and strategic objectives. 

Initial planning must include identifying critical factors that pertain to both enemy and friendly 
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forces. The term ñcritical factorsò is changing somewhat in current usage. Traditionally, 

critical factors have been called critical strengths, critical weaknesses, and critical 

vulnerabilities. Recent joint doctrine, however, has begun to classify critical factors into three 

categories of critical capabilities, critical requirements, and critical vulnerabilities. The 

readings discuss the differences between these two approaches. In this session we will use the 

traditional approach and discuss critical capabilities and requirements separately. The purpose 

of identifying these critical factors and the related centers of gravity is not to conduct an 

academic exercise but rather to learn how to use them in the planning of operations and 

campaigns. 

Successful planning and employment of combat forces hinge on the proper identification of 

both the enemy forcesô and the friendly forcesô COG. The enemyôs COG must be defeated, 

while oneôs own COG must be protected in order to accomplish the assigned military 

objective. 

Success in combat is largely dependent on rapidly massing superior combat power effects at a 

decisive time and place on the battlefield. A series of specific actions including deployment, 

employment, and sustainment is required to achieve that aim. Deployment is the process of 

moving oneôs own forces and assets to their planned starting positions for the commencement 

of action. Time phasing of forces into the theater of operations is critical for success at the 

higher levels of war (operational and strategic). Errors in deployment at the operational or 

theater-strategic levels cannot be easily corrected, if at all, once hostilities start. Deployment 

precedes employment and maneuver. 

An important element of warfare, especially at the operational and strategic levels, is the 

concept of a culminating point (or culmination). Culmination applies to both offensive and 

defensive actions. In the offense, the culminating point is the point when the attacker no longer 

has sufficient combat power to successfully continue the attack. The attacker seeks to secure 

his objective before reaching his culmination point. In the defense, the culminating point is the 

point where the defender has inadequate combat power to defend successfully. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Chet Helms, C-404. 

D. Questions: 

What is the purpose of strategic deployment; operational deployment? Discuss the Japanese 

and the Allied deployment schemes in building their plans for the Philippines. 

How do critical factorsðstrengths, weaknesses, and vulnerabilitiesðrelate to the objective? 

How do critical factors relate to the center of gravity?  

In the opening quote for this syllabus page, is General Franksô assessment of the COG for the 

Baathist regime correct? 

What is the relationship between Vegoôs discussion of the COG and joint doctrineôs discussion 

of the COG?  

How do critical capabilities and critical requirements relate to the center of gravity? 
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Discuss the Allied and Japanese objectives, critical factors, COGs, critical requirements, and 

critical capabilities as they apply to the Battle of Leyte Gulf. Did the Allied and the Japanese 

planners make the proper determinations?  

Explain the concept of culmination. What factors can bring on culmination? How do you avoid 

culmination? Did either the Japanese or Allies reach a culminating point in the Leyte 

operation? 

E. Required Readings: 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.  Read: Chapter XII, ñThe Battle off 

SamarðThe Main Action.ò (pp. 242ï288).   

Strange, Joseph L., and Richard Iron. ñCenter of Gravity: What Clausewitz Really Meant.ò 

Joint Force Quarterly (October 2004): Read 20ï27. (NWC 1060) 

U.S. Naval War College, Joint Military Operations Department, Commanderôs Estimate of the 

Situation (CES), Newport, RI: Naval War College, 2008. (NWC 4111H), Read Annex C. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 5-0, Joint Operation Planning, Washington, DC: CJCS, 26 December 2006. Read: 

IV-8ïIV-19. 

Vego, Milan. ñOperational/Strategic Deploymentò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: 

Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: VI-5ïVI-13.   

___________. ñConcept of Critical Factors and Center of Gravity,ò Joint Operational 

Warfare. Newport, R.I.: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: VII-13ïVII -33.   

___________. ñConcept of Culminating Point,ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, R.I.: 

Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: VII-73ïVII -91.   

F. Supplementary Readings: 

Echevarria, Antulio, II. ñCenter of Gravity: Recommendations for Joint Doctrine.ò Joint Force 

Quarterly (October 2004): 10-17. 

Izzo, Lawrence L. ñThe Center of Gravity Is Not an Achilles Heel.ò Military Review (January 

1988): 72-77. 

Mendel, William W., and Lamar Tooke. ñOperational Logic: Selecting the Center of Gravity.ò 

Military Review (June 1993): 3-11. 

Strange, Joseph L. Centers of Gravity & Critical Vulnerabilities: Building on the 

Clausewitzian Foundation So That We Can All Speak the Same Language. Perspectives 

on Warfighting, no. 4, Quantico, Va.: Marine Corps University Foundation, 1996. 

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1.  
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Webb, George S. ñThe Razorôs Edge: Identifying the Operational Culminating Point of 

Victory.ò Naval War College, Joint Military Operations Student Paper, 16 May 1995. 
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OPS 2-10 

OPERATIONAL DESIGN (Seminar)  

No plan of operations extends with certainty beyond the first encounter with the enemyôs main 

strength. Only the layman sees in the course of a campaign a consistent execution of a 

preconceived and highly detailed original concept pursued consistently to the end. 

ðField Marshal Helmuth von Moltke, Sr., 1871 

A. Focus: 

This session explains in some detail operational design for a major operation as part of a 

campaign. The focus is on the selected elements of the operational idea (scheme). 

B. Objectives: 

Learning Area 2 ï Joint Doctrine and Concepts  

e. Comprehend the fundamentals of traditional and irregular warfare. 

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

a. Comprehend the considerations for employing joint and multinational forces at the 

operational level of war. 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

d. Comprehend the relationships among national objectives, military objectives and conflict 

termination, as illustrated by previous wars, campaigns, and operations. 

f. Analyze a plan for employment of joint forces at the operational level of war. 

Learning Area 4 ï Joint Planning and Execution Processes 

b. Comprehend the fundamentals of joint operation planning. 

f. Comprehend the roles that factors such as geopolitics, geostrategy, society, region, culture, 

and religion play in shaping planning and execution of joint force operations across the range 

of military operations, to include traditional and irregular warfare. 

Supplemental Objectives: 

 Examine and comprehend the framework for planning campaigns and major operations. 

 Understand the meaning and the practical application of the selected elements of design for 

a major operation. 

 Know and understand the importance and key elements of an operational idea (scheme) for 

a major operation. 
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 Know and understand the use of operational deception in the planning and execution of 

major operations. 

 Comprehend the fundamentals, considerations, and design elements of campaign planning, 

including integration of unified, joint, and multinational forces into theater operation plans.  

C. Background: 

A major operation contains a number of elements that collectively should ensure the 

accomplishment of the selected or assigned military objective(s). Thus, an overall operational 

design should exist to ensure that oneôs forces are employed in a coherent manner and focused 

on assigned operational or strategic objectives. The principal elements of operational design 

for a major operation are: desired end state  (in case a major operation is intended to end the 

hostilities); ultimate operational (and sometimes strategic) objective; interior vs. exterior lines; 

identification of the enemy and friendly critical factors and center of gravity; direction/axis; 

and operational idea (or operational scheme). 

An operational idea (sometimes referred to as an operational scheme) is central to the design of 

a major operation or campaign. In its essence, it is similar to what is commonly known today as 

a concept of operations (CONOPS) or in the past as a scheme of maneuver. An operational idea 

should describe in broad terms the intended sequence for the employment of forces necessary 

to accomplish the assigned strategic or operational objectives. Optimally, an operational idea 

should be novel, avoid stereotyped employment of oneôs forces, present the enemy with a 

multidimensional threat, provide for surprise and deception, and ensure the speed of execution. 

It should clearly focus on the destruction or neutralization of the enemyôs strategic (in a 

campaign) or operational (in a major operation) center of gravity. 

The elements of an operational idea for a major operation are as follows: selected principles of 

war, methods of defeating the enemyôs center of gravity, application of oneôs military sources 

of power, sectors of main and secondary effort, point of main attack (defense),  deception,  

sequencing,  synchronization, branches,  sequels, phasing, pause, anticipation of the  friendly 

operational point of culmination, protection of friendly  operational center of gravity,  

momentum,  reserves, regeneration of combat potential, and sustainment. 

The point of contact for this session is COL Kevin Masterson, USAF, C-405. 

D. Questions: 

What is the strategic and operational framework for planning a major operation? 

Discuss the main elements of design for a major operation. How are these elements integrated 

into a campaign plan? 

Explain the process of identifying critical factors and center of gravity in designing a major 

operation. 

Explain why a plan for a major operation must be based on a common operational idea 

(scheme). What are the key elements of a sound operational idea in generic terms? 



 

78 

 

Explain the concept of operational sequencing. What is the purpose of operational sequencing? 

Discuss the concept of operational synchronization. 

What is the purpose of operational/strategic deception? Explain the relationship between 

tactical, operational, and strategic deception. 

Leyte Case Study: 

Applying the principal elements of operational design, analyze the naval aspects of the Leyte 

Operation: 

1. How would you assess the operational objectives determined by Admiral Toyoda? To what 

extent did the operational idea (scheme) employed by the Japanese provide an opportunity 

for success? How could they have made it more effective? 

2. Explain and analyze the Japanese plan for operational deception. To what extent was the 

plan successful and why? To what extent did the Allies apply operational deception in 

executing the Leyte Operation? Provide examples to support your arguments. 

3. How are sequencing and synchronization different? Give examples of each from the 

Japanese plans. Did Admiral Toyoda have a better option to apply operational sequencing 

in his plans for naval defense of the Philippines? 

4. How did the Japanese plan envisage operational synchronization? 

E. Required Readings:  

Eikmeier, Dale C., Col USA.  ñCenter of Gravity Analysis.ò Military Review July-August 

2004.  Ft Leavenworth KS: Combined Arms Center.  (NWC 2035). 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.  Read Chapter IX (pp. 159ï176).   

Potter, E.B. ñReturn to the Philippines.ò In Nimitz. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 

1976. pp. 321ï345. (NWC 2039). 

Vego, Milan. ñOperational Design: Major Combat Phase,ò Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, 

RI: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: IX-83ïIX-102.   

___________. ñThe Operational Ideaò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. Read: IX-103ïIX-133.   

F. Supplemental Readings:  

Cannon, M. Hamlin. Leyte: The Return to the Philippines, United States Army in World War II, 

The War in the Pacific. Washington, DC: Center for Military History, United States Army, 

1954. 

Critz, Michael. ñOperational Deception.ò Newport, RI: Naval War College.  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  
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(JP) 3-0, Joint Operations, Washington, DC: CJCS, 13 February 2008 with change 1.  

U.S. Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Publication  

(JP) 5-0, Joint Operation Planning, Washington, DC: CJCS, 26 December 2006.  

Vego, Milan. ñOperational Deception in the Information Age,ò Joint Force Quarterly (Spring 

2002): 60ï66. 
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OPS 2-11 

OPERATIONAL LEADERSHIP (Seminar)  

During an operation, decisions usually have to be made at once: there may be no time to 

review the situation or even to think it through . . . if the mind is to emerge unscathed from 

this relentless struggle with the unforeseen, two qualities are indispensable: first, an intellect 

that, even in the darkest hour, retains some glimmerings of the inner light which leads to 

truth; and second, the courage to follow this faint light wherever it may lead. 

ðCarl von Clausewitz, On War(1832) 

A. Focus: 

This session addresses the personality traits for success at the operational level of command, 

the requirements for acquiring operational thinking, and the tenets of operational leadership. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 1 ï National Military Capabilities, Command Structure, and Strategic Guidance 

c. Comprehend joint force command relationships.  

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

b. Comprehend the interrelationships among the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of 

war. 

d. Comprehend the relationships among national objectives, military objectives and conflict 

termination, as illustrated by previous wars, campaigns, and operations. 

Learning Area 6 ï Joint Operational Leadership 

a. Comprehend the skills needed to lead a joint, interagency, intergovernmental, multinational 

task force in accomplishing operational-level missions across the range of military operations, 

to include traditional and irregular warfare. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Know and understand personal and professional requirements for successful performance at the 

operational level of command. 

 Understand the meaning of the terms ñoperational thinkingò and ñoperational vision.ò 

 Understand why operational commanders and their staffs need an operational perspective. 

 Know and understand the tenets of operational leadership. 

 Develop a framework of thought through which the distinction between decisions made at the 

operational level of war and those made at the tactical level of war can be examined and 

understood. 
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C. Background: 

In contrast with their tactical counterparts, operational commanders should focus on broad 

military objectives that lie beyond immediate tactical actions, ranging from destruction of 

enemy forces in the field, in the air, and at sea, to undermining the enemyôs will to fight. 

Effective operational commanders need an operational perspective on all aspects of the 

situation in a given area of operations or theater. Because the operational level of war ties 

together the strategic and tactical levels, operational commanders need to understand how 

actions at each level of war affect actions at the other levels. Furthermore, operational 

commanders also must understand joint operations and interagency coordination issues. 

The broader operational-level perspective renders decision-making processes more complex 

and challenging than at the tactical level. While the tactical commander focuses on fighting 

battles and engagements, the operational commander is most concerned with setting the stage 

for conducting a major operation or campaign. Consequently, the operational commander 

must resist the strong temptation to narrow his focus to the immediate tactical level and to 

micromanage his subordinate commanders. 

Operational thinking is not something that comes naturally to a future commander, but must 

be acquired by conscious efforts and hard work. It can be obtained through practical 

experience in war, large-scale exercises and maneuvers in peacetime, and operational and 

strategic wargaming. However, there is little or no opportunity for most future operational 

commanders to obtain the necessary broad vision in the practical execution of their 

responsibilities. Hence such a perspective is acquired through both professional education 

(e.g., attending a war college) and systematic self-study of military history, geography, 

international relations, economics, ethnicity and nationalism, society, religions, etc. The 

study of past wars, and major operations and campaigns in particular, is the best method for 

acquiring an operational perspective. 

Operational thinking is the key prerequisite for operational vision. In order for a commander to 

apply operational vision to a specific mission and situation, that leader has to know how to 

apply operational thinking in planning, preparing, and executing a campaign or major 

operation.  

Success in combat is considerably enhanced by applying certain selected aspects or tenets of 

operational art by operational and theater strategic commanders. Like the principles of war, 

there is no common agreement either in regard to what the tenets are or to their number. They 

also are not universal but are primarily based on oneôs way of war. Yet regardless of national 

differences in the conduct of operational warfare, experience has shown that not observing or 

violating the selected tenets of theater strategic leadership will greatly complicate and can 

result in failure of a major operation or campaign. 

The point of contact for this session is Professor Dave Carrington, C-425. 

D. Questions: 

What personal traits do you think an operational commander should have to be successful? 
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How does a nation find and develop the best operational commanders? Is there a template for 

creating an operational commander? 

If the responsibilities of an operational commander are different from that of a tactical 

commander, why do we promote tactical commanders to become operational commanders? 

What is the real meaning of the term ñoperational thinking?ò What are the principal sources of 

operational thinking? 

Explain the differences between ñoperational thinkingò and ñoperational vision.ò 

Has technology taken away the need for operational leadership? 

What are the qualities of those leaders who have demonstrated theater strategic leadership 

successfully? 

Leyte Case Study: 

What were some of the most important operational and theater strategic decisions made by 

Allied and Japanese commanders during planning, preparation, and execution of the Leyte 

Operation? 

Analyze the elements of the decision made by Admiral William F. Halsey in the evening on 24 

October 1944 to turn north. Did Halsey display proper perspective on the situation?  

Did Admiral Toyoda perform well as the operational commander after the Allies landed on 

Leyte? 

E. Products: 

None.   

F. Required Readings: 

Morison, Samuel Eliot. Leyte, vol. 12 of History of the United States Naval Operations in 

World War II. Chicago: Univ. of Illinois Press. Read Chapter XIV, pp. 317ï332.   

Vego, Milan. ñOperational Leadershipò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, 2007. Read: X-5ïX-17.   

__________. ñOperational Thinkingò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. Read: XI-3ïXI-17.   

__________. ñOperational Thinkers and Practicionersò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, 

RI: Naval War College, reprint, 2009. Read: XI-19ïX-34.   

__________. ñOperational Visionò, Joint Operational Warfare. Newport, RI: Naval War 

College, reprint, 2009. Read: XI-35ïX-41.   

G. Supplementary Readings: 

Blumenson, Martin, and James L. Stokesbury. Masters of the Art of Command. Boston: 

Houghton Mifflin, 1975. 
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Bradley, Omar N.  "On Leadership."  Parameters XI (Sep 1981): 2-7. Reprinted from winter 

1972 issue. 

Buell, Thomas B. The Quiet Warrior: A Biography of Admiral Raymond A. Spruance. 

Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1988. 

Collins, J. Lawton. ñLeadership at Higher Echelons.ò Military Review (May 1990):  33ï45.  

Reprint of his speech at CGSC, 15 Apr 1949. 

De Czege, Huba Wass. ñA Comprehensive View of Leadership.ò Military Review (August 

1992): 21ï29. 

Gardner, Gregory C. Generalship in War: The Principles of Operational Command. Fort 

Leavenworth, KS: School of Advanced Military Studies, U.S. Army Command and 

General Staff College, 4 May 1987. 

Gerner, Mark, H. ñLeadership at the Operational Level.ò Military Review (June 1987): 26ï35. 

Halsey, William F. Admiral Halseyôs Story. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1947. 

Slim, Sir William. ñHigher Command in War.ò U.S. Army Command and General Staff 

College, 1970, 1ï10.  

Summers, Harry G., Jr.  "Leadership in Adversity: From Vietnam to Victory in the Gulf."  

Military Review (May 1991):  2ï9. 
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OPS 2-12 

OPERATIONAL LESSONS LEARNED (Seminar) 

It is now accepted with naval and military men who study their profession, that history 

supplies the raw material from which they are to draw their lessons, and reach their working 

conclusions. Its teachings are not, indeed, pedantic precedents; but they are the illustrations 

of living principles. 

ï Rear Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan, From Sail to Steam, 1907 

A.  Focus: 

The focus of this session is on the purpose and importance of deriving proper operational 

lessons learned; sources and methods of operational lessons learned will be discussed in some 

detail. 

B. Objectives:  

Learning Area 3 ï Joint and Multinational Forces at the Operational Level of War 

c. Comprehend how theory and principles of war pertain to the operational level of war across 

the range of military operations to include direct and indirect approaches. 

d. Comprehend the relationships among national objectives, military objectives and conflict 

termination, as illustrated by previous wars, campaigns, and operations. 

f. Analyze a plan for employment of joint forces at the operational level of war. 

Supplementary Objectives: 

 Know and understand the differences among the technological, tactical, operational, and 

strategic lessons learned. 

 Understand the purpose and importance of operational lessons learned for the future 

employment of oneôs combat forces in campaigns and major operations. 

 Know the methods used for deriving operational lessons learned 

 Comprehend the pitfalls in deriving operational lessons learned. 

 Understand the linkage between operational lessons learned and the development of sound 

service/joint doctrine. 

C. Background: 

Lessons derived by militaries have a proven value for modifying or improving existing 

doctrine. They are especially important in creating new tactical and operational concepts, and 

in turn relevant new doctrine.  The new doctrine then serves as a broad guidance for combat 

training.  Another purpose of deriving lessons is to provide input for designing new 

weapons/sensors. The process of learning lessons also has considerable value for enhancing 

the professional knowledge of the officer corps. 
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The higher the level of war, the greater the importance of the lessons learned. Also, the higher 

the level, the longer the durability of the lessons.  Strategic lessons last longer than operational 

or tactical lessons. Lessons on intangible aspects are generally more durable than lessons 

derived from the physical aspects of a given situation. War is a clash of human wills; hence, the 

human element is a critical part of it and will remain so in the future. Therefore, lessons 

pertaining to leadership, unit cohesion, morale and discipline, and training are essentially 

timeless. In contrast, technological lessons are by their very nature short-term. 

Lessons learned are interrelated and can have a considerable effect on the employment of 

forces, both in peacetime and in conflict.  Optimally, lessons should be derived by evaluating 

all possible sources of lessons, ranging from peacetime exercises, wargaming, and the study of 

military history, to war experiences. Nothing should be thought unimportant; not only military 

but also political, diplomatic, economic, informational, and other aspects of the situation must 

be taken fully into account to reach proper conclusions and lessons learned.  

Deriving proper lessons learned is complex and full of potential missteps.  These 

mishapscollectively can lead to serious problems in writing a service and joint doctrine and 

then applying it. Misinterpreted lessons learned might not be obvious until some grave event 

occurs that results in high losses. Nevertheless, despite potential problems, one should make all 

efforts to derive proper lessons from as many sources as possible; otherwise, it is not possible 

to refine or modify existing doctrine or write new doctrine, develop new operational concepts, 

transform forces, educate and train officers for high positions, and prepare for war in general. 

They should be learned from friends and foes alike. The study of military history is perhaps the 

most beneficial of all in deriving operational lessons because it offers the most complete range 

of human experience in wartime.  

The point of contact for this session is COL Kevin Masterson, USAF, C-405. 

D. Questions: 

What is the purpose and importance of lessons learned? 

Why is it important to know and understand the distinctions among technological, tactical, 

operational, and strategic lessons learned? 

What are the sources of operational lessons learned? 

Is it possible to derive proper lessons from the experiences of others? 

What are the pitfalls in deriving operational lessons learned? 

Leyte Case Study: 

What operational lessons (from both the Allied and the Japanese perspective) can be derived 

from the Leyte Operation? Specifically address the following issues: 

 Operational command organization 

 Operational functions 

 Operational planning 




