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Airpower has become predominant, both as a
deterrent to war, and—in the eventuality of war—as the
devastating force to destroy an enemy’s potential and

fatally undermine his will to wage war.

— General Omar Bradley

Air Force Doctrine Annex 3-0 is the Air Force’s foundational doctrine publication on
strateqy and operational design, planning, employment, and assessment of airpower. It
presents the Air Force's most extensive explanation of the effects-based approach to
operations (EBAO) and contains the Air Force’s doctrinal discussion of operational
design and some practical considerations for designing operations to coerce or
influence adversaries. It presents doctrine on cross-domain integration and steady-state
operations—emerging, but validated concepts that are integral to and fully complement
EBAO. It establishes the framework for Air Force components to function and fight as
part of a larger joint and multinational team. Specific guidance on particular types of Air
Force operations can be found in other operational-level doctrine as well as Air Force
tactics, techniques, and procedures documents. This publication conveys basic
understanding of key design and planning processes and how they are interrelated. It
also educates Airmen in ways of thinking through these processes.

The US’ national security and national military strategies establish the ends, goals, and
conditions the armed forces are tasked to attain in concert with non-military instruments
of national power. Joint force commanders (JFCs), in turn, employ strategy to determine
and assign military objectives, and associated tasks and effects, to obtain the ends,
goals, and conditions stipulated by higher guidance in an effort to produce enduring
advantage for the US, its allies, and its interests. Strategy is a prudent idea or set of
ideas for employing the instruments of national power in a synchronized and integrated
fashion to achieve theater, national, and multinational objectives. Airmen should follow a
disciplined, repeatable approach to strategy development in order to maximize
airpower’s contribution to overarching national aims.

This annex presents the following topics:

& Anintroduction to strategy and some time-tested insights that guide its
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implementation.

& A discussion on how airpower is used across the range of military operations
(ROMO).

& Anintroduction to common processes used to design, plan, execute, and assess Air
Force participation in all types of operations.

& A discussion of elements to consider when attempting to coerce or influence
adversaries, to help guide design and higher-level planning in practical terms.

& Anintroduction to the processes and framework common to planning for both
steady-state and crisis/contingency conditions.

& Anintroduction to processes and considerations specific to operations during
ongoing, steady-state conditions, such as normally apply in peacetime.

& Anintroduction to processes and considerations specific to operations during crises
and contingencies, such as apply in wartime and other major operations and
campaigns.

Today, the United States faces many security challenges including an ongoing conflict
against implacable extremists, engagement with regimes that support terrorism, and the
need to support international partners. Against this backdrop, US military forces may be
called upon to conduct a full range of operations in a variety of conflicts and security
situations, including major operations and campaigns, irregular warfare , information
operation, homeland defense, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief efforts, building
partnerships with other nations, and others.

The operational environments in which airpower is employed may be characterized by
simultaneous action by Air Force forces against more than one adversary at a time—
including the potential for near-peer and peer competitors—who may attempt to achieve
objectives against US interests by using asymmetric advantages across all instruments
of power: diplomatic, informational, military, and economic. Conflicts may occur with
littte or no warning and they may stretch the Air Force as it works with JFCs to provide
support for the joint force while simultaneously addressing Air Force-unique missions.

Airpower commanders and strategists should not only design and plan strategy, they
should think strategically—focusing beyond the designated end states of operations that
may be ongoing at a particular time. This requires Airmen to contribute to formulating
and carrying out strategy in peacetime and, when possible, to anticipate conflicts and
other operations as contingencies of ongoing, steady-state strategies. It also suggests
that Airmen need to adapt flexibly, since not all contingencies and adversary actions
can be anticipated.
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STRATEGY

Strategy is a major focus of this document. The very broad joint definition of strategy?
suffices for the most expansive military meanings (such as described in national-level
strategy documents), but in its more commonly understood sense, strategy is a method
of arranging and managing ways, means, and risks to achieve an end or set of ends. It
produces a coordinated set of options an actor can choose from to achieve continuing
advantage. Strategy, in its military sense, is the art of creating military courses of action
and encompasses the processes of operational design, planning, execution, and
assessment.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
Effective Strategy Seeksto Gain Enduring Advantage

From a strategic perspective, the methods used to achieve objectives and reach the
end state(s) generally carry implications beyond the conclusion of an operation. The
purpose of military strategy is not just to “win” or conquer, itis to resolve the conflict on
favorable terms for the US, and do so in a way that endures for as long as possible.
Such resolution is sought by creating conditions that are at least better for friendly
interests, and are often better for all parties involved. Thus, a strategy’s ultimate
purpose is the attainment and maintenance of a set of future conditions —an end
state (or states) — that leads to continuing and enduring advantage for friendly
interests, for as long as possible and that will often create advantage for neutral and
formerly hostile interests as well. This should include envisioning the after-effects of
military operations on the operational environment. Strategists should ask: What should
conditions be like several years down the road, as well as what conditions will most
likely prevail? Strategists should seek to answer these questions and the answers
should guide operations in order to produce a better peace.

Strategy Encompasses Ends, Ways, Means, and Risks

Strategy should illuminate the reasons an operation is being conducted—its purpose—
state the objectives and end state(s) (ends); prescribe the methods by which the ends

1 “A prudent idea or set of ideas for employing the instruments of national power in a synchronized and
integrated fashion to achieve theater, national, and/or multinational objectives.” (Joint Publication (JP) 3-
0, Joint Operations)
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are achieved—military courses of action (COAs) (ways); determine the tools and
resources needed to execute the strategy, such as military forces and supplies (means);
and clarify the amount of cost, uncertainty, and vulnerability the commander and
national leadership are willing to accept and will need to commit in order to execute the
strategy, (costs and risks).

Desired Future Conditions and Commander’s Intent Should Drive
Strategy

Desirable future conditions are achieved by accomplishing objectives. The principle of
the objective is to “direct military operations toward a defined and attainable objective
that contributes to strategic, operational, and tactical aims” (Volume 1, Basic Doctrine).

The accomplishment of all military objectives should lead to a desired set of future
conditions, the military end state.? The attainment of military aims, however, is
subordinate to attainment of a set of conditions that must be achieved to resolve
the situation or conflict on satisfactory terms and gain enduring advantage, as
defined by appropriate civilian authority (such as the President or Secretary of
Defense [SecDef] at the national strategic level). This set of conditions is the
national strategic end state, and it involves political, cultural, economic, informational,
and other considerations in addition to desired military conditions.

Military objectives should flow naturally and logically from the commander’s
intent, which includes the military end state. The military end state, in turn, should
flow logically from the national strategic end state. Again, always looking to the end
state, there should be a COA identifying what should be accomplished in addition to
attainment of military objectives. The latter is the focus of military commanders, but
commanders should also be familiar with the larger context in which their military
actions take place.

Strategy is Adaptive, Not Static

Strategy should adjust as the adversary reacts to friendly moves and as circumstances
change. Therefore, strategy creation should be cyclic and iterative. Unforeseen
circumstances and the enemy always “have a vote,” and the operational environment
changes as the antagonists and other parties react and adapt to actions taken.
Objectives, desired effects, and tasks often change as the operational environment
changes. Strategists should adjust to such changes and adapt to enemy choices and
actions. Mental preparation via the design and planning processes, as well as
anticipation, are the best defenses against surprise.

2 |n joint doctrine the “end state” is, “The set of required conditions that defines achievement of the
commander's objectives.” Note that the text above is not intended as an alternate definition, only to
explain the concept in a wider context. In joint doctrine, the “military end state” typically refers to a point in
time and circumstances when objectives have been achieved and the military instrument of national
power can “disengage” from the operation. It is also described as,” the way the commander wants the
operational environment to look at the conclusion of operations.” (Joint Publication [JP] 5-0, Joint
Operation Planning).
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Strategy and Planning Are Not the Same and Benefitfrom Discourse

Strategy formulation begins with the process of operational design, which helps frame
the problem the joint force is tasked to solve and design a basic construct for solving it
that can be further refined in subsequent planning. Operational design is defined as “the
conception and construction of a framework that underpins a campaign or major
operation plan and its subsequent execution” (JP_5-0, Joint Operation Planning). In
operational design, commanders’ and strategists’ thoughts and discourse resemble the
interplay between architects and their clients at the start of a building project. They
should determine a broad framework for the problem?3 (are they building a hospital or a
highway?) Planners should try to break the larger problem down into less complex
elements that can be engineered, while the commander and strategists continue to
regard the problem in “holistic” terms. Maintaining a “holistic” perspective is necessary,
since solving a problem’s simpler constituent elements does not guarantee solving a
larger complex problem as a whole. In other words, winning a battle (complex element)
does not guarantee winning the war (holistic view). Strategists should determine how
broadly and deeply differing aspects of the operational environment must be researched
during mission analysis in order to create a proper framework. Design also requires
fairly open discussion up and down the chain of command—in which “clients” (national
leadership), the “architect” (joint force commander [JFC]), and the “engineers” (strategy
and planning staff) should converse frankly and feel free to openly disagree about
concepts that underpin planning for campaigns and major operations.

Ultimately, design results in mission and intent statements that reflect the commander’s
vision for the overall operation (including end states that lead to continuing advantage).
With this guidance clearly given, strategists and planners can concentrate on discrete
problems that can be solved through the military’s more formalized planning processes.
This is akin to engineers taking the architect's sketches or models and turning them into
blueprints and schematics that can then be used by craftsmen (the equivalent of
tactical-level planners) to flesh out detail and implement the plan. The type of thinking
involved in planning is thus more formalized and structured, is more concerned with
matching resources to requirements, and involves more “operational science” than does
design (although operational art is also required during planning).

Strategy is Art and Science

Executing military strategy depends upon operational art, the creative means through
which commanders and staffs develop strategies to organize and employ military
forces.* As such, there is as much art as science to the military commander’s cratft.
There are many aspects of operations that yield to scientific scrutiny. For instance,
direct, immediate weapon effects can be accurately anticipated. The further one gets
from immediate effects, however, the harder it becomes to predict indirect outcomes.
Science can greatly aid strategy formulation, but the utility of science often does not
extend beyond immediate effects—assessment and adaptation require judgment and
intuition on the part of commanders and strategists.

3 “Operational design is a process of iterative understanding and problem framing that supports
commanders and staffs in their application of operational art.... “Problem framing” is widely regarded as a
crucial element of design, in both military and civilian applications.
4 “Operational art is the use of creative thinking by commanders and staff to design strategies,
campaigns, and major operations and organize and employ military forces” (JP_3-0).
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Strategy should not be deterministic or prescriptive,®> no matter how advanced
inteligence analysis technology becomes. Even “perfect” knowledge of the operational
environment does not impart perfect or predictive knowledge of adversaries and their
intentions, because the results of contact between adaptive systems such as military
forces and political actors, which, like living systems, are interactively complex and non-
linear.® They lead to emergent behaviors that often cannot be anticipated before
interaction begins. Strategy should be estimative and anticipatory, rather than
prescriptive or deterministic.

Many times numbers are used to give the illusion of objectivity, but they obscure the fact
that many quantifiable evaluation criteria are as subjective as qualitative (non-
numerical) criteria. Commanders and strategists should avoid “numbers traps.” They
should not trust quantified or seemingly empirical solutions to problems only because
they appear more “objective,” more “scientific,” or better able to produce quantifiable
(but nonetheless often deceptive) measures of success.

Strategy Should Integrate Military Power at All Levels with Other
Instruments of National and Multinational Power

Effective military operations require careful integration of the efforts of all
appropriate “actors” within the operational environment. All the instruments of
power (IOPs) that actors (state or non-state) may wield are interrelated. Political
considerations are critical, but so are economic, cultural, informational, and other
considerations. Strategy should seek to integrate all relevant IOPs in order to deliver an
end state that is, itself, a combination of conditions reflecting all aspects of power.

It is usually beyond the scope of authority for commanders, Air Force forces
(COMAFFORS) to direct the integration of elements of national power beyond the
military forces for which they are directly responsible. In fact, this is often beyond the
authority of the JFC or even the combatant commander (CCDR) in whose area of
responsibility (AOR) an operation is taking place. Nonetheless, all commanders are
usually constrained to operate with other agencies of the United States government,
within international coalitions, and with international nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs). Sometimes these relationships can restrain commanders’ freedom of action,
but just as often they open opportunities for integrating diplomatic, informational, and
economic IOPs with military efforts and thus give commanders a wider range of options
with which to create intended effects. COMAFFORs, who are normally designated as
joint force air component commanders (JFACCs)and may also be joint task force (JTF)
commanders, should be prepared to operate as part of a multi-agency and multinational
team and, in some cases, to direct personnel from non-Department of Defense (DOD)
agencies and multinational partners in support of JFC objectives.

Military strategy at the theater level is normally derived from strategy guidance given by
US leadership and multinational partners. At the same time, theater strategy (and all
efforts down to tactical tasks) seeks to attain an end state that will enhance national
strategic interests, and often those of an alliance, coalition, community of interested

5 Deterministic and prescriptive systems obey fixed laws and have no randomness involved in
development of future system states, thus always yielding the same outcomes given the same inputs.
This is not true of strategy or warfare in general.

6 This implies that new behaviors often emerge as a result of interaction with other systems, that it may
not be possible to predict these new behaviors before-hand, and that many different possible outcomes
from system behaviors —ewven relatively simple ones—are likely. For more on the implications of

complexity and nonlinearity, see “The Effects-Based Approach to Operations”
7
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states or multinational organizations, embodying the doctrinal concept of unity of effort.
JFCs, component commanders, and their staffs should incorporate members of other
governmental agencies, representatives of other governments (especially their
militaries), NGOs, and intergovernmental organizations (like the United Nations [UN]),
as appropriate, in their strategy deliberations. It is often very important for
COMAFFORs, JFACCs, and their staffs to have such connectivity, since their forces
can be called upon to create strategic effects directly aimed at achieving the strategic-
level objectives of these organizations. The JFC and component commanders may also
have a significant influence on the COA chosen by higher authorities and so component
commanders’ strategists should normally assist with operational design. Operational-
level planning may also be conducted in parallel at the JFC and component levels (See
figure, “The Parallel Nature of Strategy Determination”).

PARALLEL NATURE OF STRATEGY DETERMINATION

NATIONAL NATIONAL COA
OBJECTIVES DECISION
JFC STRATEGY |wwmmes COA RECOMMENDATION

JFACC STRATEGY [__ _~ COA RECOMMENDATION

The Parallel Nature of Strategy Determination

JFCs may task the joint force components to develop concept plans to accomplish
strategic objectives or achieve elements of the military end state. Components may be
charged to plan in concert or separately. Separate planning is usually done to gather a
variety of COAs from different perspectives. Due to the speed, range, flexibility, and
versatility of airpower, the JFC may depend on air component planning to set initial
conditions, whether through operations directly against an adversary or through
persistence and deterrent effects.

Operational-level Air Force planners (both Service and functional joint air components)
should recognize that during theater campaign planning as well as planning for
contingencies, the CCDR or subordinate JFC and staffs will develop COAs, and will
likely lack the detailed airpower planning expertise or perspective of their subordinate
Air Force component staffs. Therefore, operational planners on Air Force component

staffs should develop relationships with the CCDR’s joint planning group (JPG) leads
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and develop processes to integrate planning efforts. This will generally require the Air
Force component planners to have “flyaway” teams with cross-functional expertise
(strategy, logistics, mobility, etc.) in key areas, dictated by the nature of the operation,
that can rapidly deploy and integrate with CCDR JPG staffs and may have to remain in
place at the CCDR or JTF staff location for the duration of the crisis or operation.
Parallel planning efforts will occur at the Air Force component level, so sufficient
expertise to conduct both forms of planning should be present on operational staffs.

Strategists Should Realize that Tactical and Operational “Victory” Do
Not Guarantee Strategic Success

Success at the tactical and operational levels should contribute to strategic success, but
this is by no means guaranteed. Many times in history, one side has “won all the battles,
but lost the war.” This implies that failure at lower levels does not guarantee strategic
failure. (If this were so, for instance, the American colonies might never have won their
revolutionary war.) It is possible—even easy—for commanders and strategists to
become so enamored of success at lower levels that they lose sight of larger strategic
trends, exaggerate the influence of lower-level assessment “markers,” engage in
“wishful thinking” when analyzing the effects of ongoing operations, orincline toward
strategic overreach.

This applies to operations during steady-state and peacetime conditions as during watr,
albeit the temptation to do these things may be greater in wartime due to the pressures
of higher operational tempo and level of effort.

The lower the level of the military commanders involved, the more likely they will remain
focused on tactical aspects of a conflict. It is also tempting for leadership at the
operational and strategic levels to focus too much on tactical events. However, there
are indirect effects and strategic end state considerations that all leaders, from the
lowest level through the JFC, should keep in mind. National civilian leadership can also
make this mistake and focus on the military instrument and the tactical aspects of
operations, at the cost of losing sight of the larger cultural and political context, as some
critics maintain happened in Vietnam.
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Victory in Battle Does Not Equal
Strategic Victory

Napoleon’s armieswon a string of
spectacular military victories against their
Spanish and British opponents in 1808; yet
Napoleon lost the Peninsular War. Napoleon
invaded Russiawith an army of 600,000
men and won all of the major battles en
route to capturing Moscow; yet he was
compelled to retreat and his 1812 campaign
ended in utter defeat. Hitler's armies
crushed France in 1940 and inflicted millions
of casualties on the Russian army in the
summer and fall of 1941; yet Nazi Germany
was totally defeated in World War II.
Japanese forces initiated World War Il in the
Pacific with a series of impressive feats of
arms from Pearl Harbor to Singapore; yet
Japan shared the fate of Nazi Germany.
During the Chinese Civil War, which
continued after the end of World War I,
Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist armies at first
greatly outnumbered and were better
equipped than their Communistfoes; yet in
three years Chiang and his armies were
utterly defeated. The United States never
lost a major battle during the Vietham Watr;
yet in 1972 a dispirited America withdrew
from the frustrating Asianwar, and three
years later did nothing when North Vietham

drove all the way to Saigon.
— Dr. Joseph Strange, Capital “W” War

Strategy Seeksto Influence Adversaries and Other Actors

Operations affect the perceptions and behaviors of adversaries, allies, noncombatants,
and neutral parties. It is important that commanders and planners deliberately consider
the effects of operations to the information environment. All capabilities employed by Air
Force forces can contribute to effects and objectives that influence and should be
integrated, coordinated, and synchronized to achieve a unified effort. Even strategies
based on pure attrition of military forces seek to modify the enemy’s behavior. Combat
operations should attempt to confuse, dislocate, and misdirect the enemy whenever
practical. Specialized information-related capabilities within information operations (lO),
such as military deception, military information support operations (MISO), and
operations security can help commanders prepare and shape the operational
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environment by conveying selected information and indicators to specific target
audiences. Influencing all adversaries and informing the decisions of neutral and
friendly actors should be a principal consideration in the minds of commanders and
strategists.

Historically, commanders have built kinetically-focused operation plans (OPLANs)while
relegating 10 and “influence” considerations to an annex. Influence, however, spans the
ROMO and all phases of conflict. Nonlethal means, such as IO, present the
COMAFFOR with capabilities to achieve objectives when lethal actions may not be the
best option. When integrated with other means, IO may allow a commander’'s objective
to resonate more deeply with target audiences, profoundly affecting adversary behavior
rather than just denying the adversary military capability. Plans and orders should be
built around the influence commanders are attempting to create and then incorporate
lethal and nonlethal missions, as well as kinetic and nonkinetic actions into the
appropriate parts of the plan or order to attain the desired effects.

An example of IO integration during a humanitarian assistance operation might include
the JFC and component commanders strategically messaging the host nation,
emphasizing regional cooperation through integration of truthful public affairs (PA)
broadcasts and MISO messaging designed to shape the operational environment to
facilitate safe and orderly humanitarian assistance among the local populace. During a
major combat operation, a commander may strive to influence the adversary
commander’s ability to communicate using lethal and nonlethal attacks across all
domains.

Strategy shouldbe Integrated, Synchronized,and Coordinated

In addition to integrating all relevant IOPs, strategy should take all aspects of military
power into consideration—put them together in space and time, arranging and
integrating those that bear on the military task, in accordance with the doctrinal principle
of unity of effort.” Failure to do so may lead to less effective operations (at best), or
failure of operations outright (at worst). Historically, there has sometimes been a
tendency to plan overall strategy from the ground perspective only and add the other
components to strategy as an afterthought. In order to achieve unity of effort, the
modern, interdependent joint force should be fully integrated, to the extent possible, at
all levels to be most effective. Unity of effort facilitates unified action® among all the
IOPs, helping coordinate the military’'s actions with interagency partners and the
interorganizational community.

Strategy Extends Beyond“The Plan”

Strategists should pay close attention to the planning, execution, and assessment
processes once execution begins. One reason is to ensure that strategic and
operational-level guidance continues to be translated into effects and tasks at lower
levels. The commander and strategists should remain keenly aware that they should
anticipate, adapt, and affect future planning in order to gain enduring friendly

7 Coordination and cooperation toward common objectives, even if the participants are not necessarily
part of the same command or organization, which is the product of successful unified action. (JP_1)

8“The synchronization, coordination, and/or integration of the actiities of governmental and

nongovernmental entities with military operations to achieve unity of effort” (JP_1).
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advantage. Operational designs and plans codify strategy only for particular contexts
and for specific periods of time. The commander and strategists should take the current
operational environment as it evolves and try to establish a context in which continuing
advantage is possible, which may sometimes entail completely reframing the problems
faced.

Assessmentis Crucial—Strategists Should Analyze the Opportunities
and Risks that Changing Conditions Create

Strategists should weigh for the commander the costs of adjusting (or not adjusting) the
selected COA. Determining how this course may unfold requires strategists to ascertain
the operation’s past and current state through assessment that relies on accurate and
continually refined_joint intelligence preparation of the operational environment (JIPOE).
Assessing the effects of yesterday’'s and today’'s operations is an inherent part of
envisioning how future operations may unfold. Planning for assessment should begin as
early in the operational design process as possible.

Since, as Carl von Clausewitz explains, the outcome of war often does not consist of a
“single short blow,” there is often considerable value in persistence—in staying with a
particular COA until its effects have time to work their way through an adversary’s
system. In many cases, there may be little external indication that a state change in the
adversary's system is about to take place, even if it is. Commanders and strategists
should have “operational patience,” i.e., allow time for certain changes to take place and
COAs to have desired effects. How much time, however, is often a matter of operational
art rather than science and underscores the importance of JIPOE—understanding the
operational environment and its impact, and evaluating the adversary to determine their
intent, systems, culture, and probable COAs in a holistic sense.

Strategy has Limitations

Strategy options are frequently limited by policy, resources, the requirements of the joint
force and multinational partners, constraints and restraints placed on commanders, and
other factors. Additionally, strategists operate in the realms of uncertainty, friction, and
the fog of war. Even the most advanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
capabilities cannot convey situational awareness that eliminates uncertainty, friction,
and the fog of war. Even if it was possible to determine and gather all relevant
information on a given situation, it would still be nearly impossible to turn all the data
into useful information — into situational understanding. Once a strategy is set in motion,
Clausewitz’ saying that “everything in war is simple, but the simplest thing is difficult”
comes into play. Every element in a strategy has potential for generating friction that
makes execution and assessment difficult.
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ANNEX 3-0 OPERATIONS AND PLANNING

THE EFFECTS-BASED APPROACH TO OPERATIONS (EBAO)

Last Updated: 04 November 2016

The Air Force designs, plans, conducts, and assesses operations according to an
effects-based approach. An effects-based approach is “an approach in which operations
are planned, executed, assessed, and adapted to influence or change systems or
capabilities in order to achieve desired outcomes.” In the most basic sense, this entails
determining the effects that the military should create in order to accomplish the military
objectives that help achieve the military strategy, as it contributes to overall strategic
success—and then applying the best combination of capabilities to create those effects.
EBAO is not a planning methodology; it is a way of thinking about operations that
provides guidance for design, planning, execution, and assessment as an integral
whole. In a more comprehensive sense, EBAO is an approach that emphasizes:*

& Operations are driven by desired ends (end states and objectives), and should be
defined by the effects required to attain these ends, not just by what available forces
or capabilities can do, nor by what the Air Force “customarily’” does with a given set
of forces.

& Commanders should realize they are dealing with interactively complex problems
not solvable by deterministic or “checklist” approaches. Interactive complexity carries
implications that are important for commanders to realize.

& The “*human element,” “friction,” and the “fog of war” can never be eliminated.

& There is never a single “right” solution. Commanders seek solutions that are “better”
or “worse” and solving one set of problems often causes others to emerge.

& Commanders seek solutions that are most effective first—the solutions to achieve the
objectives and end state—and then, given that, strive for efficiency.

& Commanders try to maximize options available and thus consider integrated use of
all available military means and other instruments of power (IOPs) to gain continuing
advantage within a given strategic context.

A GUIDETOEBAO

The concepts and guidelines described in this section are not wedded to the term
“effects-based”—they could have as easily been described as an “objectives-,”
“outcomes-,” “results-,” “impact-,” or “consequence-based” system of thought.
Nonetheless, “effects-based” is the term that is most widely recognized in Air Force

1 Note that this list of considerations is not exhaustive.
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circles. Further, this approach fully complements and helps reinforce the general
considerations for military operations and strategy described in the previous sections.
The section below presents a more complete explanation of the body of sanctioned
ideas that define EBAO, but also presents general considerations that are often ignored
in military literature on strategy, and which should help shape the thinking of
commanders and strategists. (The order in which the explanatory paragraphs are
presented does not necessarily represent their relative importance or priority—these
may change from operation to operation.)

EBAO is a comprehensive approach—it cuts across all domains and dimensions,
all disciplines and partnerships, all levels, and all IOPs. EBAO provides an
overarching way of thinking about action that encompasses operational design,
planning, execution, and assessment of operations involving all IOPs across the range
of military operations (ROMO). It is not directly tied to any specific strategy or type of
operation. It should not mandate a particular strategy, such as “parallel attack” or the
“indirect approach,” but should help commanders and planners consider all options in
the context of the objectives and end state(s). “All” in this context encompasses:

& All domains and dimensions—Air Force forces exploit the vertical dimension, the
electromagnetic spectrum, and time to create effects within the air, space, and
cyberspace domains in ways that other forces do not or cannot. From this multi-
dimensional perspective, Airmen can apply military power against an adversary’'s
entire array of diplomatic, informational, military, and economic IOPs. It may be
easier to defeat adversaries in a domain where they are strong through operations in
another domain where they are weak. By exploiting airpower’s speed, range, and
flexibility, precision, tempo, and lethality, commanders can also gain significant
temporal advantages over an adversary, as when pacing operations faster than the
adversary can adaptin order to cause psychological shock and paralysis.

& All disciplines and partnerships—Airmen should consider that their own set of
capabilities or “tools” may not offer all, or even the best, options for solving a
problem in a given situation. Other functional specialties, components, Services,
agencies, or international partners may offer the best prospect for creating particular
desired effects.

& All levels—This means breaking down the boundaries between the strategic,
operational, and tactical levels of war, realizing, for instance, that events with even a
limited tactical impact can have immense strategic consequences.

& All instruments of power—EBAO entails the conscious integration of all the I0Ps,
leveraging the capabilities of the US Departments of State, Commerce, and
Homeland Security, among others, to complement military operations. However, it
may also entail aligning with the complementary power of partner nations, non-
governmental organizations such as the International Red Cross, and even
multinational corporations. An effects-based approach can often be more important
to non-combat operations, such as stabilization and civil support, because outcomes
in these types of operations require integration of many non-military components
with military action and are thus more interactively complex than some types of
combat operations, requiring more careful anticipation of effects.

EBAO is about creating effects, not about platforms, weapons, or particular
methods. An effects-based approach starts with desired outcomes—the end state(s),
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objectives, and desired effects—then determines the resources needed to achieve
them, while identifying critical resource limitations. It does not start with particular
capabilities or resources and then decide what can be accomplished with them. It also
assigns missions or tasks according to mission-type orders, leaving decisions
concerning the most appropriate mix of weapons, units, and platforms to the lowest
appropriate levels within a given organization. Air Force commanders should encourage
commanders from other Services, when tasking the Air Force or air component, to
request particular effects instead of specific assets. Further, while EBAO is not about
technology, there are new platforms, weapons, and methods that can enable new types
of effects. These do not become truly useful to the warfighter until they are joined with
appropriate employment doctrine and strategy. Tanks, radios, and airplanes by
themselves did not yield Blitzkrieg.

EBAO integrates strategy—all design, planning, execution, and assessment
efforts—into a unitary whole. These should be inextricably bound together, because
effective and efficient execution almost always involves design, planning, and
assessment in some form as well, even if not as part of a formal or “official” process.
Effective operations should be part of a coherent plan that logically supports and ties all
objectives and the end state together; the plan to achieve the objectives should guide
execution; and that means of measuring success, gaining feedback, and adapting to
changes should be planned for and evaluated throughout execution. Strategy
encompasses all the means through which courses of action (COAS) are developed and
evaluated, such as the Adaptive Planning and Execution (APEX) system at the national
level, the joint operation planning process (JOPP) at the joint force commander (JFC)
level, and the joint operation planning process for air (JOPPA), formerly known as the
“‘joint air estimate process,” at the component level. These are the collaborative,
iterative, and adaptive processes that help integrate strategy from national through joint
force component levels. The JOPP and JOPPA are integral and complementary to the
APEX process: Adaptive planning describes force and logistical requirements, while the
JOPP and JOPPA outline the objectives and tasks military forces are to accomplish.

Operational design and planning set the stage for all subsequent planning activities and
thus are where sound effects-based principles may have the greatest impact. Execution
encompasses and implements all the various tasking processes and the ongoing
operational battle rhythm, as well as all the individual unit actions that comprise
implementation of airpower operations; integrating, synchronizing, and deconflicting
their accomplishment, as well as disseminating mission-critical information to those
needing it. Execution that is not effects-based often devolves into a “checklist mentality,”
that becomes excessively process-driven and loses sight of the larger context (such as
the objectives and end state). This can negate sound planning, as when focusing too
narrowly on one or another aspect of the battle rhythm—for example, air tasking order
production. Execution that is not effects-based runs the risk of devolving into blindly
servicing a list of targets, with little or no anticipation of or adaptation to enemy actions
or changes in the operational environment like weather. Assessment encompasses all
efforts to evaluate effects and gauge progress toward objective accomplishment.
Assessment is used to adapt operations as events unfold and thus feeds the revision of
plans. One should always attempt to measure performance of actions and the
effectiveness of those actions in terms of creating desired effects and achieving
objectives.

EBAO emphasizes that war is a uniquely human endeavor—a dynamic and often
unpredictable process involving the collision of interactively complex, adaptive
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systems. War is a contest of human wills, a clash of living forces that creatively adapt
to stimuli. This has implications that have not always been fully exploited in the US
approach to conducting operations. Airmen should note that operations other than
warfare—even operations during steady-state or peacetime conditions—are often
interactively complex and entail many of the same considerations discussed below.

War's outcome is never easily predictable or guaranteed, plans should never be
considered static or prescriptive, unforeseen circumstances are always “in play,” the
adversary always “has a vote,” and the ability to adapt often equals the ability to survive
or succeed. Commanders and strategists should be wary of any plan, technique,
methodology, or wargame that claims to offer deterministic or predictive insight into
warfare’s outcome. The approach to operations—especially warfare—should not
be deterministic; military success ultimately relies on the judgment of
commanders as well as the will, insight, and moral courage of all participants in
the conflict.

Operations—especially warfare—are non-linear and “interactively complex.”
Classical Western culture and scientific method are based on analyzing and designing
structurally complex systems, which contain many moving parts,? but which behave
according to linear and predictable cause and effect relationships—the behavior we
expect from properly-performing machines. Interactions of living systems are always
interactively complex, even if structurally simple (few moving parts). This means that the
interaction of components is non-linear and the results are not easily predictable
according to deterministic rules of cause and effect, unlike that of most machines. In
structurally complex systems, components interact with each other dynamically and
adaptively, determining overall system behavior and affecting how constituent parts and
sub-systems behave and adapt. New and unanticipated behaviors emerge as system
elements interact. Adding the element of “will"—the ability of system components to
freely make choices—can add further orders of magnitude to the complexity of problem
solving. Understanding gleaned from engineering and scientific disciplines (arrived at
using discrete, isolated experiments) can be unreliable in understanding military
operations, especially in war and often cannot explain real-world outcomes when
dealing with actors possessing free will. Theories incorporating interactive complexity try
to better explain and predict these outcomes. Aspects of structural complexity that
normally apply to machines and “conventional” scientific inquiry (and that most people
are accustomed to) may no longer apply because of interactive complexity, as the
following paragraphs explain.

& Input/Output Proportionality® means that system outputs are directly proportional
to inputs—small inputs lead to small outputs and large inputs to large outputs.
However, in practice, small inputs often lead to unexpectedly large outputs. This
insight has been the key to good military practice for millennia: great commanders
have always sought ways to have the greatest effect on the enemy for the least
expenditure of lives and resources. An often-cited example is Doolittle’s raid on
Japanin 1942, which achieved only very minor tactical effects in the short run, but

2 The more “moving parts” a system has, the more structurally complex it is.

3 Use of “proportionality” here refers to its scientific meaning. Howewer, the term also has a very specific
meaning as part of the law of armed conflict: “Proportionality may be defined as the principle that even
where one is justified in acting, one must not act in a way that is unreasonable or excessive.
Proportionality has also been viewed as a legal restatement of the military concept of economy of force."
(Department of Defense Law of War Manual.)
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which changed Imperial Japan’s entire approach to the war, by demonstrating
Japan’s wulnerability to direct attack. This directly resulted in Japan’s decision to
attack Midway Island, where the subsequent American victory altered the course of
the war decisively in the Allies’ favor. Conversely, poorly informed choices can lead
huge inputs to yield operationally insignificant outputs, as was the case with World
War I's trench warfare, a classic example of a needlessly wasteful attritional
approach.

& Additivity means that the whole equals the sum of its parts, but this is not true of
living systems, which are more complex and often greater in output than the sum of
their components, just as the joint force working as an integrated whole is more
effective than its components working independently (“synergy”). The behavior of
interactively complex systems often depends more upon the linkages between
components than upon the components themselves. In fact, system-wide behavior
often cannot be deduced from analysis of the component parts (see “reductionism,”
below).

One example is human social interaction—individuals are often defined by their
social connections, such as jobs, family, and group affiliations rather than by
individual characteristics and these affiliations drive much behavior, even though the
connections are often chosen by internal, individual motivations. Clearly also, people
consist of only a few dollars’ worth of common chemicals and water but when
“assembled” represent the best example of the whole being greater than the sum of
the parts.

& Replicability holds that the same inputs always yield the same outputs, as usually
seen with machines and controlled experiments conducted by mathematically linear
rules, but this is untrue of more complex phenomena. In fact, replicability is a central
tenet of scientific inquiry, in which researchers strive to isolate experiments from
outside influences to permit others to replicate their procedures. However, outside
the laboratory, many unknown and uncontrolled variables and system
interconnections continually make exact replication of results impossible. What
worked in the last “similar” operation often provides guidelines for current operations,
but no two operations are ever the same. “Sameness” is an illusion, but similarity
often yields useful insights. That is why doctrine is authoritative—advocating best
practices—but not directive. However, repeating the pattern of any operation (at any
scale) should be avoided when possible, as doing so is what an adversary is likely to
expect.

& Predictability is a corollary of replicability, allowing the consequences of actions to
be anticipated consistently and repeatedly. This is an important aspect of the
testability of hypotheses according to the scientific method. With respect to
interactively complex phenomena, however, friction and the “fog of war” must be
dealt with, meaning the effects of “the numerous chance events, which touch
everything” and “the numerous difficulties that inhibit accurate execution of the
precise plans that theory tends to formulate.”® This encompasses the impact of
danger, exertion, and exhaustion on the ability to think and act effectively; on
uncertainties and imperfections in the information on which plans were based; and in
the play of unpredictable circumstances upon operations. Despite increases in the

4 “Same” and “similar” are often regarded as synonymous in common usage, but for military purposes,
“same” denotes “identical,” “similar” denotes having many common features, but not identical.

5 Carl von Clausewitz, quoted in Peter Paret, Clausewitz and the State, p 191.
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effectiveness and pervasiveness of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(ISR) capabilities, fog and friction have remained pervasive elements of war and
other military operations. An obvious example affecting air operations is weather—
which can have a huge operational impact, but is usually predictable only within a
narrow range of time.

Reductionism is the common scientific method of analyzing systems, by “pulling
them apart” conceptually and examining how each component operates separately
to determine overall system behavior. It has been the main technique behind
machine design for centuries, as well as “nodal’ methods of “systems analysis.”
However, reductionist methods may vyield less insight than ways of examining
systems as a whole—analyzing how the system behaves in relation to other systems
in its environment, as well as how components of the system interact, and then
trying to anticipate how the interaction of these systems may cause certain types of
behavior, or allow new behaviors to emerge. Breaking a complex problem into
constituent, structurally complex parts and solving each part will not necessarily
solve the overarching problem, just as winning every battle does not guarantee
winning a war. Victory most often also depends upon the interactions of all the
instruments of power wielded by all actors in a conflict, which strategists should
examine when designing and planning operations.

Cause and effect can be traced, often via a linear progression, from a particular
cause through a chain of logically connected, predictable effects. However, causes
and effects are often hard to trace and harder to demonstrate, since common “linear”
rules frequently do not apply—especially in cases involving human will. Emphasizing
this might seem ironic in an approach claiming to be based on anticipating “effects,”
but itis a central insight that warfighters should understand: most cause-effect
relationships important to them involve indirect and often intangible,
unquantifiable linkages that are normally discerned inductively (through real-
world observation), not deductively (by being able to prove a theorized
outcome through logic alone).

Returning to the 1942 Doolittle raid as an example, Allied planners anticipated a
boost in US morale and corresponding loss of Japanese home front morale, and
they created these indirect intended effects. However, they also altered the thinking
of the Imperial Japanese high command, leading to withdrawal of Japanese Army
aircraft from China to Japan, which had significant operational-level effects on the
Allied campaignin China, and setting the Imperial Japanese Navy on the road to
Midway, which proved decisive in the Central Pacific campaign—unintended indirect
effects that could not be foreseen. In many cases, effects will accumulate to achieve
objectives, but progress may not be evident until the objectives are nearly achieved.
In other cases, the mechanisms through which they are accomplished may not be
readily apparent. Warfighters should be aware of this, seeking ways to increase
anticipatory situational awareness and understanding, counseling patience to
commanders and national leadership with respect to results. Progress often is
assessed qualitatively, not quantitatively, since it is far more difficult to evaluate
unfamiliar, ill-structured, dynamic, and interactively complex problems.

“Stopping rules”—In statistical analysis and clinical trials, scientists make rules that
define when an experiment or problem is “over” and assessments can be made. In
real world practice, such rules do not exist, so events continue to evolve and
systems continue to change even when planned end states have been reached. It is
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rarely, if ever, possible to leave complex systems in stable equilibria “after the war is
over” and one set of problems often bleeds inexorably into another. World War i
(WW 1) ended as decisively as any major event has in modern times, leading
victorious Allied governments into a degree of complacency, until the closely
entailed problems of post-war recovery of shattered Axis nations and the aggressive
expansion of communism forced the Allies to design plans to meet these challenges.

In arelated sense, “real-world” problems usually don’t yield a single “right” solution,
only “better” or “worse” outcomes in terms of continuing strategic advantage. A
substantial design effort was put into the recovery of Europe as a whole, leading to
the Marshall Plan, Containment doctrine, and the Berlin crisis not escalating into
war. In Asia, on the other hand, much effort was put into Japan’s recovery, while
Korea and China received relatively little attention. Japan’s recovery was relatively
swift and smooth, while China and northern Korea fell to communism and the
Korean peninsula erupted in war not five years after the end of WW Il. Some have
argued that the “solution set” for Europe was “better;” that in Asia, “worse” for the
interests of the US and its allies.

EBAO should accountfor how all actors, especially the adversary, may respond
and adapt to planned actions. Good design and planning should anticipate change.
All interactively complex systems adapt to changes in their environments and any
systematic approach to warfare should account for this. An effects-based approach
includes processes to account for likely adversary responses and adaptations.
Commanders and strategists should also consider that the beliefs, customs, and habits
of adversaries who do not ascribe to a Western worldview may not respond in ways
anticipated by Americans (“mirror imaging”), potentially creating unanticipated and
unfavorable higher-order effects. Mirror imaging the motivation of an implacable enemy
in North Vietham—assuming that Communist leaders would respond to limited-war
offensive measures and gradual escalation of the conflict in a measured, “rational’
manner when those leaders had devoted their entire lives to the struggle to “liberate”
Vietnam—was a mistake that was a major factor in the failure of US strategy.

EBAO focuses on behavior, not just physical changes. The force-on-force approach
to warfare made destruction of the enemy’s military forces the leading aim in war,
usually accomplished through attrition—wearing the enemy down through fire and
maneuver until their losses exhausted them—or annihilation—destroying their main
strength directly, resulting in their complete overthrow. These methods accomplish
objectives and are still valuable parts of strategy, but EBAO emphasizes that there are
alternatives; that the ultimate aim in war is not just to overthrow the enemy’'s military
power, but to compel them to do one’s will. Careful examination of all types of effects
often suggests more effective and perhaps less costly options than attrition or
annihilation. Another aspect of this principle is one can often achieve objectives more
effectively (and efficiently) by maximizing the psychological impact of friendly operations
upon an adversary, as when coalition “tank-plinking” conditioned Iragi armor crews to
abandon their vehicles during Operation DESERT STORM, but this applies not just to
the fielded forces, but to leadership and other critical systems of control as well. One
can carefully tailor messages to adversary populations, encouraging cooperation or
other desired behavior from them. Finally, affecting the behavior of friendly and neutral
actors within the operational environment can often be as important as affecting
adversary behavior. When establishing rules of engagement (ROE) that prohibit striking
cultural or religious landmarks during operations, for instance, the intended “target” in
doing so is likely to be a friendly and neutral audience more than the adversary. As a
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consequence, the integration of strategic communications themes and IO are vitally
important to overall strategy. For the steady state, EBAO may also focus on the
capabilities military partners require or can wield, not on specific platforms; upon

access, not bases; and upon relationships between partners, not the specifics of actual

agreements.

EBAO seeks to achieve
objectives most effectively,
then to the degree possible,
most efficiently. Operations
should always accomplish the
mission, but planners should seek
to provide alternatives to attrition
and annihilation, which are often
among the least efficient means of
achieving ends in war. Thorough
evaluation of the range of possible
effects should lead to COAs that
achieve objectives in ways that
best support the desired
objectives and end state, but do
so with the least expenditure of
lives, resources, time, or
opportunities. The ultimate aim is
to be effective. The paradoxical
nature of effective strategy
sometimes requires that inefficient
means be employed (see
vignette). Airpower may often be
the most effective means of
achieving objectives because it
cannot easily be countered, not
because itis most efficient,
although it may be so, particularly
in terms of lives. Sometimes this
requires a strategy based on
attrition or annihilation, but these
should be selected only after
careful deliberation has
determined that they are the most

/ Effective versus Efficient \

Consider an ordinary tactical choice...
To move toward its objective, an
advancing force can choose between
two roads, one good and one bad, the
first broad, direct, and well paved, the
second narrow, circuitous, and
unpaved. Only in the paradoxical realm
of strategy would the choice arise at alll,
because itis only in war that a bad road
can be good precisely because it is bad
and may therefore be less strongly
defended or even left unguarded by the
enemy. Equally, the good road can be
bad precisely because it is the much
better road...more likely to be
anticipated and opposed....

A paradoxical preference for inefficient
methods of action, for preparations left
visibly incomplete, for approaches
seemingly too dangerous, for combat at
night or in bad weather, is a common
expression of tactical ingenuity — and for
a reason that derives from the essential
nature of war...when there is a live
enemy opposite, who is reacting to
undo everything being attempted, with
his own mind and his own strength.

—Edward Luttwak,

KStrategy, the Logic of War and Peay

EBAO should consider all possible types of effects. Warfare has traditionally
focused on direct effects and more immediate indirect effects like attrition. An effects-
based approach should, to the extent possible, consider the full array of outcomes in
order to give decision-makers a wider range of options and provide a realistic estimation
of unintended consequences. Each type of effect can play a valuable role in the right
circumstances and thinking through the full range encourages a flexible and versatile
approach to war fighting. Airmen today can offer a wider array of options to
commanders than they could at any time during the past. To explore the full range of
possible effects in particular contexts, commanders and strategists should also make

use of people with in-depth cultural, historical, and regional knowledge, such as foreign
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area officers, air advisors, mobile training team members, and naturalized personnel.
The inteligence community should offer effective federation of intelligence sources from
across the United States government and multinational partners. Leveraging this
knowledge, together with dynamic interaction with the ISR community, offers the best
option for acquiring the requisite information and understanding itin context. In
assimilating information, another consideration is the abundance of data available to
decision-makers, and the inherent difficulty of deciphering useful information. The
volume of information itself becomes a form of friction, precipitating confusion,
lengthening decision times, and diminishing anticipatory awareness.

Knowledge of the Operational Environment is Critical, but Ultimately Limited. The
operational environment is the composite of conditions, circumstances, and influences
that affects the employment of capabilities and bears on the decisions of the
commander.® Understanding of the operational environment should account for
interested parties not directly involved in the conflict; the physical environment; threats
to the joint force; and the overall cultural, historical, political, and economic context of
the conflict, not just the characteristics of the adversaries or their systems. On the other
hand, the very volume of data available to be turned into “actionable” information often
creates a form of friction, and even “perfect” knowledge (assuming such is possible)
may not impart predictive awareness of events, contrary to some opposing claims.

EBAO is not new. Sun Tzu wrote, “to subdue the enemy without fighting is the acme of
skill...thus what is of supreme importance in war is to attack the enemy’s strategy.” This
intuitive application of effects-based tenets was echoed by Napoleon when he said, “If |
always appear prepared, itis because before entering on an undertaking, | have
meditated long and have foreseen what may occur.” History's great commanders
approached warfare from an effects-based perspective, though not so named, when
they looked beyond mere destruction of enemy forces to the more general problem of
bending the enemy to their will, in the process considering the full range of means
through which this was accomplished. “Effects-based” is simply a catch-all for some of
history’'s best practices, coupled with doctrine and some recent refinement of concepts,
such as complexity, that enables proper employment of many recent capabilities. In
many ways, EBAO is an elaboration of the “strategy-to-task” methodology that has
guided Air Force planning for decades and is directly analogous to “maneuver warfare”
theory advocated by the United States Army and Marine Corps.

6 Based on JP 3-0, Joint Operations.
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Airpower entails the use of military power and influence to achieve objectives at all
levels by controlling and exploiting air, space, and cyberspace. It encompasses military,
civil, and commercial capabilities, the industrial infrastructure, and a doctrine of
employment. Airpower is an indivisible, unitary construct—one that unifies Airmen,
rather than portraying them as a collection of “tribes” broken into technological or
organizational “stovepipes.” Other doctrine publications deal with specific aspects of
airpower or specific types of Air Force operations, but in all cases readers should
remember that airpower accomplishes or contributes to achieving national objectives
across all domains? via operations in and through air, space, and cyberspace.

Due to speed, range, and its multidimensional perspective, airpower operates in ways
that are fundamentally different from other forms of military power; thus, the
various aspects of airpower are more akin to each other than to the other forms
of military power. Airpower is the product, not the sum, of air, space, and
cyberspace operations. Each depends on the others to such a degree that the
loss of freedom of action in one may mean loss of advantage in all other
domains. Airpower has the ability to create effects across an entire theater and the
entire globe, while surface forces, by their nature, are constrained to divide the
battlespace into discrete operating areas. Airmen view operations, including the
application of force, more from a functional than a geographic perspective, and usually
classify actions taken against targets (including nondestructive and nonkinetic actions)
by the effects created rather than the targets’ physical locations within the battlespace.

AIRPOWER AS MANEUVER IN WARFARE

The multidimensional nature of airpower provides distinct advantages. Traditionally, the
physical structure of ground maneuver forces has consisted of fronts, flanks, and rears.
While these concepts do not apply as readily to airpower, it can be useful to make an
analogy in surface terms in order to convey the Air Force’s contribution to joint warfare.
In such terms, airpower adds flanks in other dimensions that make the vertical and
virtual battle as important as the horizontal battle. Using a metaphor from surface
warfare, the airspace above the battlespace is like an additional flank in the third
dimension, which can be exploited to achieve a relative advantage. Thus, as with
surface flanks, commanders should seek to gain positions of advantage by turning an
enemy’s vertical flank, while trying not to expose their own vertical flank(s). Through
cross-domain effects (effects created in one or more domains through operations in
another), airpower can also create virtual “flanks” or “rears” in other dimensions, such

1 Land, air, maritime, space, and cyberspace.
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as time and cyberspace (or assist the joint force in doing so). Air Force forces can help
ensure the success of friendly actions, disrupt adversary strategies, and even paralyze
adversary action by using time more effectively than the adversary through disruption of
his operational rhythm. When authorized, Airmen can create positions of decisive
advantage (maneuver) through use of computer code and manipulation of electronic
infrastructure in cyberspace.

In a larger sense, by exploiting this third dimension, the electromagnetic spectrum
(EMS), and time, airpower can strike directly at an adversary’s centers of gravity
(COGs), vital centers, decisive points (DPs), and critical vulnerabilities (CVs). This
enables airpower to create operational and strategic effects well beyond the tactical
realm of specific combat actions, enabling US forces to gain enduring advantage over
adversaries. The nature of airpower also makes it an effective instrument to achieve
information superiority. Airpower can quickly and directly affect adversary information
systems in many different ways that can undermine enemy will and decision-making
ability. Airpower can wrest the initiative from the adversary, set the terms of battle,
establish a dominant tempo of operations, better anticipate the enemy through
superior observation, take advantage of opportunities, and thus strike directly at
the adversary’s capabilities and strategy by making effective use of the vertical
dimension, the electromagnetic spectrum (EMS), and time.

Integrated with surface forces, airpower can reduce the need for operations like surface
probing actions through such capabilities as wide-ranging intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (ISR), information exploitation, and comprehensive situational
awareness and understanding. This enables freedom of action for surface forces,
greatly enhancing their effectiveness and that of the entire joint force.

Both joint and Air Force doctrine recognize airpower as a form of maneuver. Rapid,
long-range, multidimensional maneuver and fires; kinetic and nonkinetic actions; and
lethal and nonlethal effects,? are inherent in airpower, as is the ability to inflict both
physical and psychological dislocation on an adversary. Thus, in cases where airpower
presents the joint force commander (JFC) with the preponderance of counter-surface
effects, it may be appropriate for the joint force air component commander (JFACC) to
be the supported commander for affecting enemy surface forces, with friendly surface
force commanders acting in a supporting role. This was the case with the ballistic
missile suppression effort in Iraq’s western desert during OIF, and is often the case
when the JFACC's forces perform the theater-wide air interdiction and strategic attack
functions.

Airmen bring an understanding of airpower’s capabilities to the process of building
strategy, which may help them shape the design of strategies that offer a greater range
of options and more decision space to JFCs. Numerous options pose a series of
potential challenges against which an adversary must defend. Strategists should also
identify and leverage favorable asymmetries of all kinds enabled when friendly forces
possess air, space, and cyberspace superiority. The flexibility and responsiveness of Air
Force forces may allow the United States to have more control over the strategic
situation; that is, attempting to impose the terms of the contest on opponents rather than
allowing the adversary to setthe contest's terms. Atthe same time, strategists should
assume the adversary is capable, aggressive, motivated, and adaptive.

2 These categories include nuclear weapons, which use both kinetic and nonkinetic means to create lethal

and nonlethal effects.
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Joint doctrine allows for Service and functional components to be involved at various
levels in the initial stages of joint strategy development. The commander, Air Force
forces’ (COMAFFOR’s) or JFACC’s planners should normally aid JFC-level planners in
the joint operation planning process (JOPP), and still be able to keep airpower planners
in the air operations center (AOC) apprised of strategy development. In any case, to
ensure effective integration of airpower, the COMAFFOR, even before being appointed
as JFACC, should make every effort to ensure that as many appropriately-trained
Airmen as possible join the JFC’s planning staff, including members with air, space, and
cyberspace expertise. Each theater or joint task force (JTF) operation will probably be
different and the best way for Air Force commanders to ensure that airpower is properly
represented in design and planning efforts is to develop personal relationships with key
commanders and personnel at the combatant commander (CCDR) level (those who will
likely form the central cadres of JTF staffs) during peacetime. Theater-level planning
exercises can also help ensure proper planning integration when real-world
contingencies arise.

The COMAFFOR and staff should be fully integrated into the JFC’s planning process
(normally as part of the COMAFFOR's role as JFACC, but also in his/her retained role
as Service component commander). The joint operation planning process for air
(JOPPA) belongs to the COMAFFOR and JFACC, as does the air tasking cycle.? The
JOPPA and the tasking cycle are performed in the AOC in cooperation with the
COMAFFOR's staff. If not already provided, the COMAFFOR or JFACC should request
or formulate a strategic communication plan to coordinate and influence all aspects of
information operations (I0). This may help the commander frame the problem(s) and
determine the desired end state. Issues include: What should the state of peace
following the conflict look like? How may the affected population respond to friendly
actions? What are the long- and short-term political objectives for this operation and
region? How may (or should) third party nations respond to friendly actions?

Airpower strategists should develop and recommend the most advantageous design for
airpower employment. In general, all designs hold several competing factors in tension,
seeking to optimize contending goals and, ultimately, enduring advantage.

Certainty versus Economy of Force. Overwhelming force may nearly always
guarantee an outcome, but may not be in the nation’s best interests, since such
operations entail using more resources (or, especially, sacrificing more lives) than are
necessary to accomplish objectives. Conversely, committing too little force risks failure
of the overarching operation. Commanders and strategists should weigh the costs of
certainty and derive a strategy that maximizes economy of force, but still accomplishes
the underlying mission. Generally, the larger the campaign or operation, the greater the
need for economy of force, due to the increased mass required and the larger
opportunity cost.

Time versus Cost. More time to accomplish a mission often adds certainty and
reduces risk from a military standpoint, but potentially comes with political, economic,
cultural, and opportunity costs. Opportunity costs involve what other activities the forces
involved might accomplish in a given time—an especially important consideration in
larger campaigns where there are competing demands for resources. Cultural costs—

3 Unless no JFACC is appointed and airpower planning functions are not retained at the JFC's level. See

Joint Publication (JP) 3-30, Command and Control for Joint Air Operations, or further explanation.
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usually related to the loss of lives and damage to cultural institutions—may drive nations
out of wars. For example, Russia was driven from World War (WW) | on the eve of its
allies’ victory due to the cultural costs of the war. The longer a war progresses, the more
it costs economically. This is especially important for free-market nations, as economic
stress contributes disproportionately to political tensions within them. The longer a
struggle continues, the more frugal planners at all levels need to be in balancing the
efficient use of resources against the effective use of them. Political costs may be the
greatest factor impinging on commanders, especially in democratic nations like the
United States. Generally, long wars erode political support due to other types of cost.
Since the Vietnam War, the United States has endeavored to quickly and decisively
conclude major combat operations to minimize economic and political ramifications.
Attainment of the strategic end state(s) may not immediately follow the conclusion of
major combat, as events after WW Il and during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF)
demonstrate. Operational-level commanders, such as the COMAFFOR/JFACC, should
work with higher levels of command and, through them, with national leadership to
develop strategies that deliver the end state at an acceptable political cost.

Direct versus Indirect. “Direct” strategies tend to favor attrition or outright destruction
of enemy fielded military forces (those capabilities the enemy possesses that face
friendly forces directly) as a means of achieving military objectives. “Indirect” strategies
seek to achieve objectives while avoiding direct confrontation with the enemy's strength.
Indirect approaches may include maneuvering to place the enemy at an untenable
disadvantage, critically affecting resources that the enemy depends upon to act,
denying the enemy certain strategic or operational choices without forcing the issue by
direct engagement with their forces, and so on. Indirect strategies are often more
effective (creating more shock, dislocation, and other asymmetric effects within enemy
systems) and are normally more efficient (allowing, for example, a smaller force to have
a disproportionately large impact).

Capability versus Will. Finally, in order to take action, an adaptive system such as an
army or nation requires both the ability and willingness to act. Either of these may be
targeted directly, although it can be argued that all targeting ultimately seeks to
influence will. Directly targeting capability and will, however, usually yields different sets
of targets. Removing an enemy’s ability to act usually entails engaging his armed forces
or similar means of acting in the operational environment (e.g., finances and critical
resources), but achieving this at the operational or strategic levels can be extraordinarily
costly. Targeting the enemy’s will is more subtle and usually much more difficult. This
may entail strikes against a leader (as in the opening actions against Saddam Hussein
in OIF), engagement of leadership’s key interests (such as law of armed conflict
[LOAC]-compliant strikes against the industries controlled by followers of Serbian leader
Slobodan Milosevic in Operation ALLIED FORCE [OAF]), or directly targeting national
political will (like North Vietnam did against the United States in the Vietham War).
Targeting willpower involves 10 against and strategic communication with an adversary
population. Successfully targeting willpower also requires an enemy whose “heart is not
in the fight’—whose motivation to engage in conflict is relatively low. The more
motivated an enemy is to fight, the greater the need to reduce his capability to fight
before his will is broken. Most successful efforts to target enemy willpower have
involved at least some removal of capability, even against poorly motivated enemies.
Thus, the most effective strategies involve targeting both will and capability. It is also
true that, when targeting the will to fight, it is often much more difficult to reliably build a
cause-effect chain from which to plan. This is because the desired effects reside in
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adaptively complex human, rather than just structurally complex physical, responses
that are difficult to accurately predict.

PARALLEL OPERATIONS

Air Force capabilities are usually employed to greatest effect in parallel, asymmetric
operations. Parallel operations are those that apply pressure at many points across an
enemy’'s system in a short period of time to cause maximum shock and dislocation
effects across that system. Sequential, or serial, operations, in contrast, are those that
apply pressure in sequence, imposing one effect after another, usually over a significant
period of time. Parallel operations limit an enemy’s ability to react and adapt and thus
place as much stress as possible on the enemy system as a whole. For example, in
Operation DESERT STORM, the Iragi command and control structure was severely
degraded through parallel attacks on the electric grid, communications nodes, and
command facilities. In the past, target sets were often prioritized and attacked
sequentially, and thus it usually took considerable time for effects to be felt across an
enemy system. While focusing on one node in a system, the enemy was often able to
adapt to losses or compensate with other resources, thus slowing or even negating
desired effects. Today, airpower often enables a truly parallel approach.

“Asymmetric,” in this context, refers to any capability that confers an advantage for
which the adversary cannot directly compensate. Asymmetric operations can confer
disproportionate advantage on those conducting them by using some capability the
adversary cannot use, will not use, or cannot effectively defend against. Conversely,
symmetric operations are those in which a capability is countered by the same or similar
capability. For example, tank-on-tank battles, like the battle of Kursk during WW II, are
symmetric, as was the Allied battle for air superiority over Germany in that same war.
The use of Coalition air power to immobilize and defeat Iragi armored forces in
Operations DESERT STORM and IRAQI FREEDOM was asymmetric, since the Iraqis
could not counter this coalition strength. Similarly, al Qaeda’s use of airliners as terror
weapons against the United States on 11 September 2001 was asymmetric, since a
direct counter would not be used by the United States to prevent the attacks and the US
had no effective defense in place at the time. Asymmetric warfare pits friendly strengths
against the adversary's weaknesses and maximizes our capabilities while minimizing
those of the enemy to achieve rapid, decisive effects.

Experience has shown that parallel, asymmetric operations are more effective,
achieve results faster, and are less costly than symmetric or serial operations.
Symmetric force-on-force warfare is often required, such as the air-to-air combat
associated with achieving air superiority. At the beginning of a conflict, other offensive
operations can sometimes be accomplished in parallel with counterair operations. If the
enemy strongly challenges air superiority, however, all available assets should be
dedicated to winning air superiority before any other offensive operations are
conducted, constraining other forces to conduct defensive operations.

Airpower can provide simultaneous and rapid attack on key nodes and forces,
producing effects that can overwhelm the enemy’s capacity to adapt or recover.
As aresult, the effects of parallel operations can be achieved quickly and may have
decisive impact, thereby maximizing the simultaneity, depth, timing, and tempo
elements of operational design. Further, the shock and surprise of such attacks,
coupled with the uncertainty of when or where the next blow may fall, can negatively
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affect the enemy’s morale. This can decisively influence an enemy’s decision cycle and
open opportunities for exploitation.

Parallel operations should be conducted in conjunction with other elements of a
joint force to maximize synergy of effects against the adversary’s critical
vulnerabilities. For example, counterland operations, in conjunction with attack by
surface forces, can overwhelm an enemy’s reinforcement and resupply capacity or his
ability to command his forces, creating synergistic effects that have an adverse impact
throughout the enemy system. In this case, the surface and air maneuver elements of
the joint force should be integrated in time and tempo with each other in mutual support
to achieve decisive results. Cyberspace capabilities can contribute disproportionately to
asymmetric force strategy by disabling critical adversary systems, exploiting
information, or disrupting adversary decision-making processes.

Parallel operations are not always possible. When limitations in basing, ramp space,
forces, weapons, the magnitude of critical target sets, or other factors such as political
restrains preclude parallel targeting, planners should consider the optimum sequence
for employing forces. Early attention to certain adversary capabilities, such as air
defenses or high-value forces in garrison, may have significant benefits. When parallel
operations are not feasible, planners need to examine which target sets are most time-
critical as well as what measures the adversary will take in response to attacks.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

In some situations, airpower may be the only force immediately available and
capable of providing an initial response. Due to the speed at which Air Force
capabilities can be employed, this may occur early in a crisis, before significant friendly
surface forces can build up in theater. In such cases, airpower can be brought to bear
against the enemy system to directly reduce the enemy’s ability to achieve immediate
war aims, often through strategic attack.

When employed aggressively, air, space, and cyberspace forces can conduct
operations aimed at directly accomplishing the JFC’s objectives. These types of
operations may not rely on concurrent surface operations to be effective, nor are they
necessarily affected by the geographical disposition of friendly surface forces. Instead,
they are planned to achieve dominant and decisive effects by striking directly at enemy
COGs and critical wulnerabilities, which may include fielded forces. Such operations are
planned to disrupt the enemy’s overall strategy or degrade the enemy’s ability and will
to fight.
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The Air Force conducts operations along a varying scale of military involvement and
violence, referred to as the range of military operations (ROMO). They range from
continuous and recurring operations such as military engagement, security cooperation,
and deterrence; through smaller-scale contingencies and crisis response operations, as
well as irregular warfare; to major operations and campaigns such as declared wars.
Conflicts may escalate or de-escalate from one form to another. Warfighters may find
that military activities like security cooperation and engagement take place
simultaneously with major combat operations and irregular warfare. No two operations
are alike: scope, duration, tempo, and cultural/political context vary widely. Military
leaders should carefully assess the nature of their assigned missions to determine the
appropriate mix of forces and discern implied missions and requirements. As military
professionals, Airmen should possess the skills and apply airpower doctrine to design,
plan, execute, and assess military operations across the ROMO. As an institution, the
Air Force organizes, trains, and equips to conduct operations across the ROMO.

Military operations take place in and through the air, land, maritime, space, and
cyberspace domains and the information environment. The Air Force exploits
advantages in the air, space, and cyberspace domains to achieve joint force
commander (JFC) and national objectives in all domains and the information
environment. In either a supporting or supported role, these functions can be
conducted independently from, or in concert with, land and maritime operations.

THE RANGE OF MILITARY OPERATIONS AND THE CONFLICT
CONTINUUM

Airpower is a vital component of successful military operations and can often provide for
decisive, rapid, and more efficient attainment of enduring advantage. It has been an
asymmetric advantage for the United States in many operations. Defeating enemy
forces has traditionally been the most important of the tasks assigned to the military,
and while that remains vitally important, national strategic guidance increasingly
emphasizes the importance of preventing conflict, deterring adversaries, and shaping
the operational environment so as to obtain continuing strategic advantage for the US
and its allies. The Department of Defense (DOD) refers to the ongoing and recurring
operations intended to accomplish this apart from the realm of war and other major
operations as the steady state, and can design, plan, execute, and assess steady-state
operations and activities as part of geographically-aligned theater campaigns. The
strategies created to accomplish this are called theater campaign plans (TCPs). From a
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Service perspective, preparation is a foremost priority during the steady state, as
success in a crisis depends upon preparedness and readiness at the beginning of that
crisis.

THE RANGE OF MILITARY OPERATIONS
AND CONFLICT CONTINUUM
Stable
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The Range of Military Operations and Conflict Continuum

The ROMO is a continuous range of operations, rather than a set of discrete and
increasingly escalatory steps. Most military operations fall somewhere along this
continuous range and may have attributes of more than one “step.”

Military Engagement, Security Cooperation,and Deterrence

Military Engagement, security cooperation, and deterrence establish, shape, maintain,
and refine relations with other nations and domestic civil authorities. The overall
objective is to protect US interests at home and abroad; this is largely achieved through
preparedness, prevention, deterrence, and shaping the operational environment. These
operations occur throughout the ROMO in varying degrees, may be the primary efforts
during peacetime, and usually do not involve the immediate use or threat of force.
Prudent use of military forces in peacetime helps keep the day-to-day tensions between
nations or groups below the threshold of armed conflict and maintains US influence in
foreign lands. Examples of such operations include: !

1 Refer to Joint Publication (JP) 3-0,_Joint Operations, and other appropriate joint publications for more
detailed discussion of various types of operations, as well as the general joint phasing model for major
operations.
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Arms control operations.
Counterdrug operations.

Military-to-military contacts.

DEREOCINOCIIO

Unilateral and multilateral exercises.
Building partner capacity.

Senior leader engagements with international and domestic partners.

DU

Security assistance.
Shows of force.

Demonstrations.

DEREOCIIOC

Theater security package-related operations.
& National Guard Bureau State Partnership Program.

Crisis Response and Limited Contingencies

Crisis response and limited contingency operations may be single small-scale, limited-
duration operations or a significant part of a major operation of extended duration
involving combat. The general objectives are to protect US interests and respond
appropriately to any form of limited conflict or crisis. These operations may occur during
periods of slightly increased US military readiness, and the use or threat of force may
be more probable. Many of these operations involve a combination of military forces
and capabilities in close cooperation with other organizations. Examples of such
operations include:

& Combating terrorism.

& Some types of counterproliferation operations, (when arms control operations are
not successful).

& Consequence management (especially of weapons of mass destruction [WMD]-
related events).

& Enforcement of sanctions and maritime intercept operations.
& Enforcing exclusion zones.

& Ensuring freedom of navigation and passage, in both maritime and aerial operations,
including protection of shipping and overflight.

& Ensuring freedom of action in air, space, and relevant portions of cyberspace.

& Noncombatant evacuation operations.

& Peace operations.
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Strikes and raids.

Support to counterinsurgency.

Support to insurgency operations that support US and Allied security objectives.

DEEEOCIENOCIIO

Recovery operations.

<

Foreign humanitarian assistance.

& Humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.
Major Operations and Campaigns

Major operations and campaigns are large-scale, sustained combat operations to
achieve national objectives and protect national interests. Such operations may place
the United States in a wartime state and are normally conducted against a nation state
that possesses significant military capability with the will to employ that capability in
opposition to or in a manner threatening to US national security. Such operations
typically involve a joint campaign comprised of multiple phases. Operations DESERT
STORM, ALLIED FORCE, ENDURING FREDOM, and IRAQI FREEDOM are examples
of joint campaigns. The goal is to achieve national objectives and conclude hostilities on
conditions favorable to the United States and its multinational partners, generally as
quickly and with as few casualties as possible, and in a manner that confers enduring
strategic advantage for the United States and its partners.

Major operations and campaigns may be combined with irregular warfare, stability, and
security cooperation activities, sometimes even within the same operational area.
Establishing conditions that confer enduring friendly advantage often requires follow-on
stability operations to restore security, provide services and humanitarian relief, enable
civil authority, and perform reconstruction. A fully integrated approach to international
security requires the capability to conduct operations simultaneously across a broad
spectrum of activities, even as part of the same operation.

CAMPAIGNS

Military operations are often linked together and described collectively as a campaign.
Joint Publication 5-0, Joint Operation Planning, defines a campaign as a “series of
related major operations aimed at achieving strategic and operational objectives within
a given time and space.” While JFCs may elect to establish task forces consisting solely
of one Service, it is important to note that all campaigns and operations, regardless of
the Service composition of the forces that execute them, derive their authority from and
fall under the command of a JFC. The Services do not conduct independent campaigns
or independent operations. The ongoing theater campaigns conducted by combatant
commanders and defined by TCPs shape and influence the operational environment
during the steady state, and if planners successfully anticipate events within their
theaters of operation, contingencies and major operations may already be planned for in
branch or sequel? plans attached to the TCP. This is one of the major advantages of the

2 Branches are contingency options built into the base plan used for changing the mission, orientation, or
direction of movement of a force to aid success of the operation based on anticipated events,

opportunities, or disruptions caused by enemy actions and reactions. Sequels are subsequent major
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TCP construct, since it can provide better context and preparation for contingency and
follow-on events under the umbrella of an overarching strategy.

HOMELAND OPERATIONS

The Air Force plays a significant role
in homeland operations. it employs
airpower to assist federal, state, and
local governments, as well as other
branches of the Department of
Defense (DOD) and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs)
in detecting, helping preempt,
responding to, mitigating, and
recovering from a full spectrum of
threats and incidents, man-made

and natural, within the United States Disaster relief efforts, such as the response
and its territories and possessions. t‘; gufrricane Katrir;a,far_e_la vitsri]blgt'exeymple

- - of defense support of civil authorities in
Hor_nelar_1d _operatlonS consist of two homeland opeprgtions.
major mission areas: homeland
defense and defense support of civil
authorities (DSCA), along with the
integral subset mission of
emergency preparedness.

While homeland operations may arguably be considered a subset within the ROMO
previously described, Air Force doctrine considers these activities important enough to
warrant separate discussion.

Homeland Defense

DOD defines homeland defense as “the protection of US territory, sovereignty, domestic
population, and critical infrastructure against external threats and aggression.”3
Homeland defense missions include force protection actions; counterintelligence; air,
space, and cyberspace warning and control; counter-terrorism; critical infrastructure
protection; air, space, cyberspace, and missile defense; and information security
operations. Homeland defense also includes protection of military installations and
facilities within the United States. In all of these missions, DOD either acts as the
designated lead federal agency, or with a high level of autonomy within the national
security structure.

The most familiar Air Force role here is fulfilling North American Aerospace Defense
Command’s (NORAD's) air sovereignty mission through defensive counterair. Future
missions may involve the employment of “traditional” capabilities in nontraditional ways
against such asymmetric threats as terrorism. In extreme cases, military forces may be
directed by the President to use deadly force to prevent a terrorist attack.

operations or phases based on the possible outcomes (success, stalemate, or defeat) of the current
major operation or phase. (JP_5-0)
3 Joint Publication (JP) 3-27, Homeland Defense
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Defense Support of Civil Authorities

The term DSCA denotes DOD support provided during and in the aftermath of domestic
emergencies—such as terrorist attacks or major disasters. DSCA missions include, but
are not limited to, preventing or defeating terrorist attacks; response to natural disasters;
support to civilian law enforcement agencies; counterdrug operations; border security;,
and response to civil disturbances or insurrection. It also covers consequence
management due to CBRN incidents, including toxic industrial chemicals and materials.
In all of these missions, various federal, state, or local environments may be further
complicated by the differences in duty status and authority of civilian agencies who are
primarily responsible for the management of the particular incident. DOD’s involvement
is supportive and is normally dependent on a request from the lead agency. DSCA
missions may involve operating in legally complex environments, and may be further
complicated by the differences in duty status and authority between regular, Guard, and
Reserve forces (contained in United States Code, Titles 10 and 32).

The military’s role in domestic emergencies is well defined and, by law, is limited in
scope and duration. Military agencies temporarily support and augment, but do not
replace local, state (including National Guard forces in state active duty status),
and federal civilian agencies that have primary authority and responsibility for
domestic disaster assistance. Air Force contributions in DSCA operations will likely
be in support of a federal agency designated by the President or as indicated in the
National Response Framework.

US Air Force organization for homeland operations should be consistent with the
organizational model for any other expeditionary operation. See Annex 3-27, Homeland
Operations, for more detail.

Emergency Preparedness

Emergency preparedness activities are those planning activities undertaken to ensure
DOD processes, procedures, and resources are in place to support the President and
Secretary of Defense in a national security emergency. This includes continuity of
operations, continuity of government functions, and the performance of threat
assessments.

CROSS-DOMAIN INTEGRATION

Synergy is common to successful military operations—combat or otherwise—and can
be created by controlling or influencing more than one domain. Control within a single
domain, particularly land, can secure success, but control within, or influence through,
more than one domain usually helps achieve continuing advantage more effectively and
efficiently. For example, in the Civil War, the gradual capture of southern coastal ports
and the Mississippi River in the maritime domain aided the Union effort just as did
defeat of Confederate armies in the field.
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The advent of military aircraft made a third domain accessible, which all belligerents
exploited to gain military advantages in WW | and to create decisive effects in and after
WW II. Allied Combined Bomber Offensive targeting of the German transportation
system in WW Il was cited as one of the major reasons for the rapid German collapse
during the last months of 1944 through surrender in May 1945. This is an example of
the decisive use of the air domain to affect the land domain. In a similar manner, recent
revolutions in spaceflight and computer technology have opened two new domains of
space and cyberspace to military exploitation. Technical advances, operational best
practices, and other military innovation will likely allow use of these domains in ways
that permit decisive effects in
the near future. Many argue
that cyberspace has already
reached this point. Because
of the relatively low “entry
cost” for adversaries, and
because so much of Western
economy and society depend
on technology in cyberspace,
cyberspace weapons may
become “weapons of choice”
for use against the United
States, its partner nations,
and its interests.

Air operations, of course, rely
upon surface—land and

maritime—basing and [Through] dominance across domains the Air
sustainment. This is a critical Force grants joint freedom of maneuver in all
concern for commanders warfighting domains: land, [maritime], air,
during contingencies far from space, and cyberspace. This, in turn, allows
developed basing the Joint Force Commanderto achieve
infrastructure, or during the desired outcomes across the full range of
buildup to major operations. military operations: from humanitarian relief
Developing basing options is saving those in need, through preventing war
a major focus of peacetime via dissuasion and deterrence, to inflicting
steady-state strategy strategic paralysis on implacable opponents.
development. Without the Air Force’s ability to present this

_ spectrum of capabilities to the joint team in
From an Airman’s peace, crisis, and war, national security
perspective, several would be at risk.
concerns remain: first, air
superiority is normally a --The Nation’s Guardians:
desired state before all America’s 21st Century Air Force,”
other combat operations. Chief of Staff of the Air Force White Paper,
Attaining air superiority— 29 December 2007

and air supremacy, when
required—helps provide
both the freedom to attack and freedom from attack, as well as enhancing
freedom of action and maneuver. Operating without air superiority or supremacy
radically increases risk to surface and air operations. Gaining air superiority and
supremacy involves both offensive and defensive missions. The commander, Air Force

forces (COMAFFOR) is normally also the joint force air component commander
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(JFACC) and area air defense commander (AADC). The AADC is responsible for
defensive counterair operations. The JFACC is charged with integrating offensive and
defensive counterair operations to achieve air superiority for the JFC. See Annex 3-01
Counterair Operations, for more information concerning air superiority. Second, space
superiority is important in maintaining unique advantages in precision
applications, global command and control (C2), situational awareness and
understanding, and operational reach. Space superiority ensures the freedom to
operate in the space domain while denying the same to an adversary. Like air
superiority, space superiority involves offensive and defensive aspects. The
COMAFFOR or JFACC should normally be designated the supported component
commander for space control operations within a joint force. See Annex 3-14, Space
Operations, for more information. Finally, cyberspace operations are also vital for
maintaining advantages in all domains. All components of the joint force contribute to
operations in cyberspace. In many cases, JFCs may retain control of cyberspace
operations at their level. Cyberspace superiority ensures freedom to operate in
cyberspace.
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THREATS TO OPERATIONS

Last Updated: 04 November 2016

Threats to national interests exist across the range of military operations. Since tactical
actions can have strategic consequences, threats that are perceived as small can have
a large-scale impact on operations. Commanders should consider the effects that the
guiding agent(s) behind a threat intend to produce, not just the nature of the threat itself.

Small-scale actions conducted by agents, insiders, saboteurs, sympathizers, partisans,
extremists, and agent-supervised or independently initiated terrorist activities may
present a grave danger to Air Force operations. These threats may derive their
personnel from nation states or non-state actors. Often asymmetric in nature, these
threats may be unorganized or well-orchestrated. They may take the form of insider
threats, riots, random sniper incidents, physical assaults, cyberspace incidents,
kidnappings, aircraft hijackings, or bombings. In addition, commanders should consider
threats, both natural and man-made, to force health protection.

Major attacks by large conventional forces that may use operations in the air, space,
land, cyberspace, or maritime domains are at the large-scale end of state-to-state
conflicts. Attacks may also come from aircraft and theater missiles/artillery armed with
conventional weapons or weapons of mass destruction. Engagement of such forces is
generally considered part of major combat operations rather than force protection.
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Planning for termination, transition, and redeployment from operations can be just as
critical as planning to engage in an operation in the first place. Air Force commanders
should focus on creating the proper airpower effects to help meet the operational
commander’s military objectives and achieve the desired end state. Once the joint force
commander’s objectives are met and the proper conditions for terminating the operation
exist, commanders should be prepared to execute their disengagement strategy. The
commander’s strategy should be coordinated with other agencies and organizations
involved in the operation, and will likely include the State Department, other coalition
forces, the host nation, nongovernmental organizations, and international organizations.
In some cases, Air Force forces may disengage when appropriate effects have been
created and the commander’s objectives are met. In some cases, Air Force forces may
disengage from smaller contingencies and redeploy to larger conflicts.

CONFLICT TERMINATION

Conflict termination is a vital aspect of tying military actions to strategic objectives,
establishing an end state that provides a “better state of peace,” and ensuring that the
United States and its strategic partners achieve continuing advantage inthe strategic
environment. Cessation of major hostilities usually follows one of three patterns. The
first is one (or more) imposing its (or their) will on another combatant by force of arms.
The unconditional surrender of the Axis powers ending WW Il is an example. Another
method may be through a mutual, negotiated settlement between the parties involved,
such as the Paris Peace Accords that ended US involvement in the Vietnam War.
Finally, a settlement may be imposed or brought about by a third power. For example,
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s intervention in the Bosnian civil war resulted in
the Dayton Accords, which effectively ended that conflict. The end of conflict is rarely
predictable and even a seemingly final end state often leads to new, emergent
conditions within the operational environment that the United States and its partners
may need to respond to.

Termination planning should establish the conditions and detail the actions needed to
achieve the military portion of the desired end state and create enduring advantage.
Also, the way a conflict is conducted may have a great effect on the actual end state(s)
achieved. For example, unnecessarily destructive operations may foster ill feelings
among a host-nation’s populace, may aggravate refugee problems, and may increase
collateral civilian damage or destroy so much infrastructure that enabling civil authority
is more difficult, expensive, and time consuming. In contrast, campaigns that effectively
reduce an adversary’'s military capacity to commit aggression while minimizing collateral
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damage to the civilian populace can contribute to regional stability and discourage other
potential aggressors from military action.

Planning for termination should begin as early as possible, preferably prior to the
beginning of major operations. Termination planning is extremely difficult, as conflicts
can evolve in many directions, forcing revision of the original termination plans. The
greatest difficulty atthe operational level is translating national goals into measurable
military objectives that create the conditions needed to achieve an end state conveying
continued strategic advantage.

Regardless of how the end state is brought about, operational concerns should be
addressed early in the termination effort to avoid resumption of combat. Provision for
the security of remaining forces, responsibilities toward the civilian population, prisoner
of war accounting, and repatriation are all issues that should be addressed. Providing
for the security of former adversaries and other basic human needs may significantly
enhance peaceful resolution of a conflict, as may restoring elements of vital public
infrastructure that may have been damaged or destroyed by combat or other violence.
Establishing rules of engagement; targeting criteria; intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance and information operations requirements; relations with the media;
funding and force structure requirements; along with plans for medical care and
coordination with nonmilitary organizations are key considerations for friendly forces to
better understand their role. These considerations may lead to expanded or increasingly
constrained postures to preclude the resurgence of hostilities, enhance public support,
and ensure the security of military operations and enable or legitimize civil authority.
The influence of nonmilitary instruments of national power (IOPs) may increase as
termination approaches and the end state is achieved. Consideration of the
requirements for the other IOPs will significantly support achieving the desired end
state.

Whether conflict termination is imposed by decisive military action or through a
negotiated settlement, airpower may play a critical role in any post-hostility transition.
Airpower offers national leaders a potent force to support political and economic IOPs
during post-hostilities. Component commanders should therefore clearly and explicitly
define the capabilities of their respective forces to meet the objectives of conflict
termination.

TRANSITIONTO FOLLOW-ON OPERATIONS

Transition occurs when control of the ongoing mission is transferred to another
organization or when a change of mission is brought about by changing circumstances
or objectives. As with planning for conflict termination, planning for transition should
extend throughout the planning process and into operations and redeployment. Joint
task force operations may be transferred to another military force, a regional
organization, an international agency such as the United Nations, or civilian
organizations. The process of transferring control of an operation to another military
force or organization is situation-dependent; often, high-level interagency approval is
required, with long lead times. After a conflict, regeneration of force capabilities may be
a primary consideration in the transition plan. Key transition decisions may involve the
following considerations:

& Requirements for a residual force or response capability.
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Follow-on civil support, nation-building, or humanitarian missions.

Force protection.

k)

k)

& Alliance and coalition force considerations.

& Availability of intertheater and intratheater air mobility assets.
k)

Applicable host nation environmental standards.
REDEPLOYMENT

Redeployment activities concern the transfer of individuals, units, and materiel and can
begin at any point during operations. Planners should begin redeployment planning
early so operations reflect exit or transition strategy developed during mission analysis
and support both the operation’s desired end state and the steady-state strategy for the
operational area. Redeployment is not just reversing the deployment process;itis a
mission-based operation within the overall context of the joint mission. Redeployment
may include movement of individuals, units, and materiel deployed in one area to
another location within the same area, to locations for the purpose of further
employment, or to their home bases.
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Although the range of military operations (ROMO) is a continuum that extends from
continuous and recurring operations, such as security cooperation during peacetime, to
major combat operations in war, there are some significant differences between the
focus of strategy during steady-state conditions and the focus during contingencies and
major operations. During steady state, strategy focuses on shaping the environment for
regional and global stability, deterring aggression, and preventing conflict. Time
horizons are thus usually much longer and considerations of readiness, budgeting, and
the training and equipping of forces—all of which are outside the scope of doctrine—
impact strategy significantly. Contingencies and major operations are the traditional
subject of military strategy and doctrine, and thus military decision-making processes
described in planning and operations doctrine have focused upon them.

Nonetheless, operations in recent decades have shown that there is significant common
ground between steady-state and contingency conditions, and there are considerable
advantages to designing coherent and comprehensive strategies for shaping the actual
steady-state environment. Potential contingencies and major operations are then
considered branches to combatant commanders’ overarching theater! or global?
campaign plans. Contingency planning and steady-state planning employ a common
logical approach and process.

A common framework of processes helps to foster coherence in Air Force strategy
creation by:

& Creating explicit linkages to national objectives and desired end states.
& Encouraging continuity in thinking used to design and plan operations, regardless of
where the