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the context in which military opera
tions are undertaken is rapidly changing, 
from operations conducted by the military 
alone and for military purposes, to multi  
organizational,2 multifunctional endeavours, 
where the military is only one component. 
That component is still tasked with military 
operations, but these operations are part of 
an endeavour with wider scope than just a 
military one. Because they are so different 
from traditional forms of military activity, 
these operations require new concepts of 
command and control, C2, both for the en
deavour as a whole and for C2 of the mili
tary component. 
 In this article I propose a new concept 
of C2 for multifunctional, multiorganiza
tional en deavours, such as the operations 
following the current concept of a Com
prehensive Approach or EffectsBased Ap
proach to Operations (CA/EBAO) that is 
becoming the norm for Western militaries, 
including the Swedish Armed Forces. I have 
called this concept Harmony of Efforts and 
it is designed to provide an overall concept 
pertaining to what C2 should aim for in 
these complex operations. I also propose 
three supporting concepts that provide 
guide lines concerning how Harmony of Ef-
forts is to be achieved: Cooper ation, Nego-
tiation and Management of interfaces. Co-
operation refers to the spirit in which C2 is 
to be exercised in such operations, Nego-

tiation points to the method that is to be 
used, and Management of inter faces points 
to the substance of C2 in these operations, 
i.e., what C2 should be about. 
 The concepts proposed here have their 
roots in our work on C2 in UN Peace Sup
port Operations (PSO) where we found that 
attempts at traditional forms of C2 caused 
many frictions,3 indicating a need for new 
ways of thinking about C2 for such opera
tions. UN PSOs were, of course, early ex
amples of the multifunctional, multiorga
nizational endeavours that are undertaken 
today. We then proposed that Cooperation 
be added to Command and Control to form 
a new approach to C2 in such operations. 
That idea is retained here, but it is now put 
into the context of the overall concept of 
Harmony of Efforts, and supplemented by 
more explicit ideas about what is required 
in addition to our early Command, Control 
and Cooperation concept. 

Harmony of efforts4

The traditional ideal for military C2 of any 
military operation is unity of command. This 
ideal is a close relative to the conception that 
there is an ideal, or optimal, way of con
ducting a military operation, and that this 
requires that all resources be coordinated in 
one overall plan for the operation,under the 
direction of one commander. In short, mili
tary C2 is not just “muddling through”, to 
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use an apt phrase suggested by Lindblom5 in 
a different context but a question of finding 
the optimal way of doing things. This cer
tainly characterizes thinking about the plan
ning part of C2. When it comes to execu
tion, however, “muddling through” seems 
to capture the thinking of at least some 
great military commanders better than the 
idea that there is an optimal way of do
ing things. Examples are the wellknown 
quote from Napoleon: “One engages, and 
then one sees”, and Moltke’s equally well 
known dictum: “No plan survives contact 
with the enemy”.
 In multiorganizational, multifunctional 
operations, unity of command is not feasi
ble, and perhaps not even necessary. To ex
plain why this is the case, we need to un
derstand how complex operations, such as 
operations according to the concept of Ef
fectsBased Approach to Operations are dif
ferent from traditional military operations. 
A simple answer is given by the very term 
EBAO, and the fact that the O stands for op
erations. Even though we may think of such 
an activity as one operation, the term Effects 
Based Approach to Operations reminds us – 
tongue in cheek –  that the endeavour will, 
in fact, consist of many operations at the 
same time. Each of these operations is han
dled by a different organization, and that 
organization will be doing what it normally 
does, relying on its own expertise, methods, 
resources and planning routines to accom
plish its normal tasks. Thus, a medical or
ganization will provide medical care, a relief 
organization will provide relief in the form 
of food and shelter, and so on. A success
ful endeavour is one where each organiza
tion is able to accomplish its task, for there 
is nothing else that the organization can do. 
For the military component this task is gen
erally to provide a safe and secure environ
ment that makes it possible for the other or

ganizations to accomplish their tasks. 
 A military mindset will, however, imme
diately lead to the assumption that this re
quires coordination of the activities,6 prefer
ably by the military. This is not surprising, 
for that is, of course, what the military has 
been trained to do, and what it uses C2 for. 
However, before adopting this mindset, we 
should remind ourselves why the military 
have been trained to view C2 in this way. 
It is because of the nature of the task that 
faced a military commander in a second gen
eration warfare military operation, viz., the 
need to concentrate sufficient mass or suffi
cient fire-power against the enemy’s centre 
of gravity to achieve (at least) local superi
ority and to avoid fratricide, something that 
still lingers in the training and education of 
officers. This is, of course, still a consider
ation when carrying out the military tasks 
required in CA/EBAO, but concentration 
of the kind required in a military operation 
is not what a complex endeavour is about. 
The concept “centre of gravity” has no real 
meaning in these operations,7 except, per
haps, in very watered down form. Certainly, 
this watered down concept does not imply 
a need for concentration of mass in the way 
the original Clausewitzian concept does. 
Morerover, it does not capture the real ob
ject of C2 in these operations, which is to 
find a way to enable the various organiza
tions to do their respective jobs. 
 This means that C2 must have a different 
focus. That focus should be to find a way to 
achieve the overall goals of the operation by 
enabling the various organizations involved 
to accomplish their tasks with as few fric
tions as possible. This is not a matter of de
veloping a plan that leads to an optimal re
sponse, for in these kinds of operations, we 
do not know what the optimal response is8 
in the same way that we could, perhaps, do 
in a purely military operation where there 
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by a military commander. Moreover, as not
ed above, there will simply not be a com
mander with the authority to coordinate 
them. This calls for a new approach to the 
problem of C2. What is required is cooper
ation, not coordination. This suggests that 
the spirit in which C2 is to be conducted 
should aim at fostering cooperation. That is, 
C2 should aim at reaching agreement about 
what should be done, rather than coercion 
by means of a plan. As a consequence, C2 
arrangements must be such that they adhere 
to the conditions that are necessary for suc
cessful cooperation. 

The method: Negotiation
When cooperation is the goal, the parties 
need to talk to each other, and there must 
be both give and take to make sure that 
the goals of each party are met to the ex
tent that it is possible. The overall method 
should therefore be negotiation.
 In these negotiations, it is important to 
remember that not everything is open to dis
cussion. Each organization will have its own 
expertise and its own way of planning and 
executing its operations. The subject of ne
gotiation should thus not focus primarily on 
how things are to be done, but what each or
ganization needs to do to achieve Harmony 
of Efforts. In short, the negotiations should 
be part of the general sensemaking that pre
cedes actual planning, rather than the plan
ning itself. Making the negotiations part of 
the planning process is likely to create fric
tions because each organization has its own 
planning routines, its own terminology and 
its own implicit knowledge about how its 
tasks should be accomplished, things that 
will be less salient in a discussion of what 
needs to be done, provided that this dis
cussion is kept concrete and free of jargon. 
Once there is agreement on what is to be 
done and by whom, it should be left to each 

is only one goal to be achieved. The goal in 
multifunctional operations should instead, 
as already mentioned, be to insure the best 
possible conditions for each organization to 
do what it can do within its area of compe
tence. It is thus a question of eliminating as 
many frictions as possible, and making cer
tain that the activities of the various com
ponents do not conflict, in short, to achieve 
Harmony of Efforts. I use the plural to em
phasize that there is a number of efforts go
ing on, more or less in parallel, much like 
the voices in a polyphonic piece of music. 
Because of differences in organizational cul
ture, any attempt to force all of the organi
zations taking part in the operation into the 
straitjacket of a traditional military plan is 
likely to create frictions, rather than to elim
inate them. This is indeed what we found in 
our earlier work on UN peace support op
erations.9 Moreover, even if traditional mili
tary coordination were desirable, no one in 
a multiorganizational, multifunctional op
eration will have the authority to create and 
enforce the overall plan required to coordi
nate the activities of the military component 
and the civilian component, not to speak 
of the various NGOs. To stretch the musi
cal metaphor a little further, the harmony 
that can be achieved is that of a group of 
jazz musicians in collective improvisation, 
rather than that in a string quartet, where 
the harmony was designed by the composer, 
for there is simply no composer with the au
thority to write out all the voices. In short, 
cooperation aiming at Harmony of Efforts 
is a more realistic goal than Unity of Com
mand or Unity of Effort. Perhaps it is the 
only realistic goal in these operations. 

The spirit: Cooperation
It is a fact that many of the organizations 
involved in a complex operation may not 
agree to being coordinated, especially not 
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with each other. For example, the military 
cannot conduct a largescale highintensity 
military operation at the same time as a re
lief agency conducts a major operation in 
the same area, and vice versa, but a relief 
agency must know what kind of support it 
can count on if there is violence from insur
gents in the area where they operate, and 
so on. Moreover, there needs to be an ex
change of information so that each organi
zation has the information that is pertinent 
to what it tries to achieve.10

 The substance of the negotiations should 
therefore be to work out agreements that 
handle the interfaces between the various 
organizations so that each organization can 
conduct its normal business with as few 
frictions as possible from other organiza
tions in the operation, while collaborating 
and helping each other as required locally. 
This should, of course, not only be taken 
in the negative sense of minimizing inter
ference. It may also be a case of support 
for example, a relief operation by lending 
military transport capabilities to the relief 
organizations. The main point, however, is 
that no overall common plan is necessary. 
What is necessary in the common sense
making stage is to reach an understanding 
of what each organization should do and 
the kind of interface management that is 
necessary, in the form of what each organi
zation can do to support other organiza
tions, as well as what they ought not to do 
to avoid hindering the other organizations 
from carrying out their tasks. After that, 
each organization is left to do its planning 
and to carry out its plan (which may in
clude support and cooperation with other 
organizations).  

Conclusions
This article represents a first attempt at de
veloping a concept of C2 that is more suit

of the organizations to plan and carry out 
its response. Part of the “what” that is the 
result of the sensemaking must specify what 
each organization needs from every other 
organization to be able to carry out its task. 
This takes us to the final supporting concept 
that concerns the substance of the C2 pro
cess, what it should be about.

The substance: Management of 
interfaces
As noted above, each organization in a 
multiorganizational, multifunctional en
deavour will have its own expertise, re
sources and planning routines to accom
plish its core tasks. However, the situation 
in the mission area may make it impossible 
for the respective organization to function. 
The most obvious obstacle is the lack of a 
safe and secure environment, that which is 
to be provided by the military and the po
lice. Neither health care nor relief can be 
delivered under fire from an enemy, and the 
local population may well be unwilling to 
accept what health care or relief agencies 
have to offer if they are punished for this by 
the guerrillas afterwards. A safe and secure 
environment is, of course, also needed for 
the local population to go about their nor
mal business and to allow normal political 
processes to take place. A safe and secure 
environment is thus both a goal in itself (a 
main goal of the military and the police) 
and something that is required for the var
ious civilian components and NGOs to 
achieve their tasks. Obviously, there is room 
for both positive and negative synergy for 
all parties here. This is where the need for 
cooperation comes in, and it should aim, 
not at creating an overall plan to govern 
the activity of all parties involved, but to 
make sure that the activity of, say, the mili
tary and the relief agencies do not interfere 
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should not be undertaken at all. What can 
be achieved may well be worth the effort, 
and the likelihood that this is achieved in
creases with an adequate C2 concept.
 Being a first attempt, the concepts pro
posed are at a fairly general and abstract 
level. The next step should be to work out 
procedures (SOPs) that embody the con
cepts and to try them out. 

Summary
This paper proposes a new concept of Com
mand and Control for multiorganization
al, multifunctional endeavours, such as the 
operations conducted under the heading of 
Comprehensive Approach, or EffectsBased 
Approach to Operations. It is called Har-
mony of Efforts and suggests that in such 
endeavours, C2 should aim at creating an 
environment where each organization in
volved can do what is within its competence 
without being forced into the straitjacket of 
an ordinary military plan, which is some
thing that the oeganizations will not accept 
anyway. To achieve Harmony of Efforts, the 
spirit in which C2 is conducted should be 
cooperation, the method should be negotia
tion, and the substance should be manage
ment of interfaces between organizations so 
that they are able to support one another as 
required locally and avoid causing frictions 
for each other.

The author is a Professor at the Swedish Na
tional Defence College in Stockholm and a 
fellow of the Academy.

able to the modern multiorganizational, 
multifunctional endeavours than the tra
ditional military concept of C2 of Uni
ty of Command, or even Unity of Effort. 
The new term, Harmony of Efforts, is cho
sen to indicate that C2 in such endeavours 
must have a different focus. The traditional 
approach of Unity of Command does not 
apply because of the multiorganizational 
character of these operations and because 
no person has the authority to enforce uni
ty of command. The somewhat less ambi
tious concept of unity of effort does not ap
ply either, because the unity hinted at by this 
concept is at such a high level of abstraction 
that it offers very little guidance. Harmony 
of Efforts provides a concept at a more real
istic level, describing something that is pos
sible to achieve. The supporting concepts 
then show how harmony can be achieved. 
 The concept may be seen as somewhat 
defeatist in that it suggests that the grand
er goals set for some CA/EBAO operations 
cannot be achieved. This is indeed one of 
the points of departure for the present sug
gestions. It accepts that we simply lack the 
understanding of social systems required 
to build nations by means of CA/EBAO, 
or any other method. This is, as is noted 
above, projects aiming at largescale social 
engineering. Little has changed in this re
spect since Popper (1954) criticized such 
projects as epistemologically unsound, 
however. This does not mean that multi
functional projects should not be capable 
of having many good effects, and that they 
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hundreds of years of development. Not one of 
them was created by intervention by an out
side force, so we should not pretend to know 
how to do nation building. What is known is 
how the various organizations involved have 
to go about their business to achieve their 
limited goals. CA/EBAO with aiming at nation 
building and similar grandiose goals is simple 
an example of the kind of social engineer
ing that Popper criticized so eloquently, e.g., 
Popper, Karl R.: The open society and its 
enemies, Vols I and II, Routledge, London, see 
also General Mattis thoughts on the problem, 
Mattis, James N.: “Commander’s guidance 
for EffectsBased Operations“, Joint Forces 
Quarterly, 2008, Issue 51, pp. 105108. as 
well as Challans, Tim: “Tipping sacred cows. 
Moral potential through operational art“, 
Military Review, SeptemberOctober 2009, pp. 
1928, from a somewhat different perspective. 
“Muddling through” in Lindblom’s, op.cit. 
note 5, sense may indeed be the only feasible 
approach here. But this requires a different 
mindset than that which currently character
izes planning for EBAO and the like.

9.  Op. cit. note 3.
10.This is not as simple as it sounds, for many 

NGOs find it difficult to supply information to 
the military for fear of being associated with a 
perhaps unpopular foreign force.
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less suited to handling problems among com
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that. But this is a subject for another article.
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one centre of gravity but many things that 
should be achieved. A consequence of this is 
that even when a military centre of gravity is 
detected, it should not always be pursued with 
the brutality and ruthlessness that Clausewitz
ian thinking may suggest.

8.  The goal of an EBAO is often described as 
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We would do well to remember that stable 
nations as we know them are the result of 


