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Abstract

Tweny—sevenyearss old ard growing dder by the day AFM 2—1 kecane techicaly
obsolete ard largely irrelevant in the eaty 1980sasdoctrinal guidarce or the enployment
of arpower atthe gperational level of war. Inrespaise b a rapid onsetof contextual arnd
technological change, a body of informal doctrine grew to fill t his doctrinal gap between
pracice aml pubished gudarce. In the goenng weeksof the Persan Gulf crigis, the
USAF s reliance on informal doctrine to guide @gerationa arpower enployment had the
adwerse cansequeres @ introducng urwarted fog ard friction into the air canpaign
plaming process. Nonetheless,the USAF s largesttest of the goerational enployment of
airpower since the Vietnam War — Opeation DESERT STORM — enled h resounding
success. Following the conclusion of the Guf War, theaerlewvel arpower enployment
has receved much attention in joint doctrine manuak am USAF pulicatons. This
guidarce les seved D largely “close he gap” letweenpractice aml doctrine regarding the
operational enployment of airpower. The USAF's intended eplacenert for AFM 2-1,
the Ocbber 1995 daft verson of AFDD2 Theaer Air Warfare, is unanbitious aml is
likely to be ignored by its intended audérce asti does rot presem ary new information
not areadyreadiy available in joint doctrine manuak or AFM 1-1. As such it misses an
oppoartunity to provide useful guidarce aml new insghts to potential JFACCs ard their
staffs on operational airpower enployment topics that have long gererated delkate ard
discussin. Ore suchsulectfalls undera USAF core-campetency area, strategic attack.
For exanple, what is the USAF doctrinal position on the gperational efficacyof strategic

attack aganst national dectrical systems? This issue and others like it, will continue to
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loom large in the decision making process of future JFACCs during future contingencies.
Therefore, while there is no dispuing the importance d operational doctrine, ard desptie
the fact that the USAF doesneed a elevant operational doctrine docunent to replace
AFM 2-1,1 conclude tat the wat should continue urtil a more adequag version of

AFDD?2 is proposed.



Chapter 1

The Operational Doctrine Gap: True Problem or False
Dilemma?

Air Force Doctine is a gatement ofofficially sanctioned belief and
warfighting principles which desribe and guide the pper use of
agogace forces in military adion. It is authoitative but requires
judgment in application.

—Air Force Policy Direciive 10-13 Aerospace Datrine’

We don't us the D’ word around hee...

—Renark by Lt GenCharles “Chuck” Horner,
CENTAF

The Isste...the “D octrine Gap”

Accading to AFM 1-1, Basic Aerospace Dogaine ofthe USAF, doctrine is “what
we believe about the best way to o things'™; “...it is based on experience...is aguide for
the exercise of professiona judgment...end should be alive - growing, ewlving ard
meturing (emphass added)’? By these sardards, USAF doctrine at the operational level
has long beendead ad luried. Dated 2 May 1969, the curent USAF operational
doctrine manual, AFM 2-1,is over 27 yeass old ard hes beenfunctionally obsolete since
at leas the late 1970s® By contrast, AFM 1-1 Basic Doctine ofthe USA, has been

updatd five times over the same peiiod. Time waits for no man; so, too, doesdoctrinal



charge wait on no pulicaton schedule. A “doctrine gap”, 27 years wide, now exsts
betweenpulished USAF operational doctrine ard acual pracice.

Is this atrue problem or is it a“false dilemme?’

Despte the lack d a rlevant operational service—kvel doctrine document, a obust
but informal opeational USAF doctrine indisputably exists. Evidence lies in the
extraordinary succesf airpower during Opeation DESERT STORM ard the USAF's
role as te lead ageey in exploiting new arpower tecmologies adl canceps to prosecue
a jpint theaer—level ar operations plan That ar plan contributed significartly towards
crushing Iragi military capabilities and demonstrated that the years between the close of
the Vietnam war and the beginning o the Persian Gulf Crisis were nat wasted.

With the success oOperation DESERT STORM, the gperational strategy governing
airpower enployment has kecame a ot topic. War—fighters from all sewiceshave since
struggled © deine the arpower lessons leaned from the Pesian Gulf conflict. The
pulicaton of joint docunents dealhg with theatr level ar operations issues &s greaty
accetrated wih the appearce d such manuak as Joint Pub 3—-0 Doctrine for Jaint
Opermationsand Dbint Pub3-561 Command and @ntrol for Joint Ar Opeiations

Yet, despie the hard—eaned lessas leaned from DESERT STORM ar canpaign
plaming ard execuion, as well as he volumes d material written on the suljectsince, the
updae to AFM 2-1, Air Force Dactrine Docunrent 2 (AFDD2) Theder Air Warfare,
languishesin draft status* Moreover, with its DESERT STORM success ath the growing
anmount of guidarce available in joint doctrine docunents, the USAF seems to have

proventhat it doesrit need is owvn sewvice—kvel operational doctrine document. Herce,



the pimary pumpose d this thess is to arswera fundanertal reseach quesion: Doesthe
USAF need an opeational doctine manual and doe&FDD?2 fill the bill?

The answer is not likely to be ample. A meae “NO!” smacks of submitting to the
status quo without a fight — lazhessmay be the pimary motivation rather than a realstic
appumisal of the stuaion. On the aher hand, a smple “YES!” would cetainly be
politicaly correct (who warts to argue againg doctrine?), but not intellectualy rigorous
Therefore, the true arswer may lie somewhere betweenthese wo exrenes ad it is the

aim of this thess to mark that position as accuately as pashle.

Assumptions, Definitions, and Limitations

It is a fundamental assumption of this pgoer that doctrine maters profoundly.
Considerthese wads atesting to the importance d doctrine to warfighting:

At the very heart of war lies dodrine. It represents the central bdiefs for
waging war in order b acheve vctory...It is the building material for
srategy. It is fundamental tosund judgment.

—~Gereral Cuttis E. LeMay, USAF

Doctrine providesa military organiation wth a common philagphy, a
common languagey common pyos, and a unity oeffort.°

—Gereral Geage H.Decker USA

Doctrine [is] every adbn that contibutes b unty of purpose.. it is what
warriors believe in and act oh.

—Captain Wayne P. Hughes, X., USN
FleetTactics

Doctrine edablishesa particular way of thinking about war and a vay of
fighting..doctrine providesthe bags for hamoniousactionsand mutual
undestanding®

—FHeetMarine Force Mamial 1
Warfighting



Not caincidertally, these bur quaes ako appearon page ive of the capsbne joint
warfare datrine docunent, Jant Pub 1, Joint Warfare of the US Amed Forces.
Moreover, thee wads are backed up ¥ significart DOD resources dewted to the
dewelopmert of doctrine, eg., the Army’s Training ard Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
ard the USAF s Air Force Dcactrine Center.  Finally, history provides stong evderce d
doctrine’s importance ly dint of numerous kettles n which the link betweendekat ard
outdated datrine, or dogma,is widely acceped.’ Given this eviderce, the assumption
that doctrine is critically important to warfighting is not urreasonable.

It is a secad fundanenal assumption of this thess that the goerational level of war is
criticaly important ard that it camot be ignored in favor of the strategic ard tacicallevels
of war. Joint Pub1-02 deihes the gperational level of war as

The level of war at which canpaigns ard mgjor operations are phamed,
conducted, ard susained to accamplish objecives wthin theaers a areas
of opeations. Activities a this level link tactics and drategy by
eskblishing operational objecives reeded & accamplish the stategic
objectives, sequening ewerns to acheve the qoerationa objectves,

initiating actons, ard appying resources © bring alout and sustain these
ewerts.'

The Unted Sates Army (USA) FM 100-5 § a bt more succnct. It cals the
operational level of war “the vital link betweennational- ard theatr—strategic aims ard
the tactcal enployment of forces”™ In the Urited States Marine Corps’ (USMC)
FMFM 1, the operationd level war is described as “the art of winning campaigns”*?
Finally, AFM 1-1 rotes that it is “the level at which gererds fight.”** These défitions

leawe little oom for doult regarding the sevices’ percepions o the ciucia importance d

the operational level of war. This pger, therefore, shal assumelik ewise.



Cleaty, then if dodrine ard the operational level ofwar are assured to be criticaly
important to warfighting, then this thesis’ third fundamental assumption can be derived as
follows. opemational-level doctne is critically important to the warfighter, as well. This
thess will limit its discusson to “aerogace operational doctrine” which Air Force
Instruction 10-1301 Aerospace Doaine,defines as

Principles ad ideas lhat guide he enployment of aeispace forcesin
canpagns ard mgor operations. More spediicaly than basic doctrine, it
proposes wag aeospace brces canbest be enployed to sdve speciic
military problems attain specific types of objectives, achieve specific type

of adwantages, ard atain national goals. Opemtional level doctrine
anticipates technical and strategic and srategic needs...*

It is important to fully understand what operational doctrine is and what it is not.
Note that the defnition explicitly states hat operational doctrine is more “specfic” than
basic aepbspace detrine, which accading to AFl 10-1301is “broad erduring guidarce
for saund enployment of aeiospace brces n war...it describes piinciples, concepts, and
considerations for ushg aepspace ércesto sdve military problems of dl types.”*> For
exanple, operationa doctrine is not alout “certralized catrol, decetralized excuion,
balance, concertration, persistence, etc.” Those ae the basic tenets of airpower. On the
other hand, operational level doctrine is not as spedéic astacical doctrine which conveys
“detailed tactics, tecmiques,ard procedues b guide gtimum enployment of aelospace
forces paforming secific military tasks.”*® “Wingmen will fly 6000-9000 det line
alreastin a hgh threatenvironmen” is anexpresson of tactical, not operational, doctrine.
Opemtiona aeospace datrine is alout enploying arpower in “canpaigns ard maor

operations.” Thus, for the pupaoses @ this paper the pracical embodiment of operationa



level doctrine is ar canpaign plaming ard execufon; it isin this context that the “doctrine
ggp” will be sudied.

Another key assumtion concems the curent draft verson of AFDD2 datd 13
October 1995, the intended eplacenent for AFM 2-1. Although AFDD2 is «ill in the
review proces, this paperasumes that the Ocbber 1995 daft of AFDD2 represerts the
most comprehensive expresson of service—kevel operational doctrine that the USAF hesto
offer.

A limitation of this thesis is that while it may find fault with the draft AFDD2, it does
not offer its own finished vasion of a USAF operationd doctrine manual.  As it took a
teamof 10 field gradeofficers almost two years of full time work to produce he 1992
version of AFM 1-1)" preserting a wiolly new AFDD2 within this thess would seemto
be an act of consderade hubris. Howewer, this does ot precude geneal contert

suggesions regarding anoperational doctrine docunent.

Preview of the Argument

Due to the msmatch betweenthe rapid speed bcontextual charge aml the sbwer
pace & doctrinal dewelopmert, there will almost dways be a “ggp” between pubished
doctrine ard realty. Inthe cag d AFM 2-1,this “gap” grew quckly; by the late 1970s
the document was already largely irrelevant. Howewer, USAF institutional practce m
theaker level operations continued b ewlve in respaise b contextual charge. As the
“gap” ketween pulished dcoctrina guidarce aml operationa realty grew, a body of

“informal doctrine” deweloped whch was geared fom a \ariety of saurces: daly



expelierce with new airrpower techologies, ideas adecated by other sewvices,new joint
doctrine conceps, ard opinions of “visonary” USAF officers.

This growing reliance on informal doctrine in response to the widening “doctrine gap”
had its drawbacks. For example, in the initial weeks of the Persian Gulf crisis, signific ant
disageenerts anong plamers conceming canceps for a theaer ar canpagn may have
resulted partly from the paudty of USAF operational doctrine.

Since DESERT STORM, a sgnificart number of USAF pulicatons ard joint
doctrine manuak have addessedoperational airpower enployment issues a@ the exent
that the “gap” between pracice aml dactrine is significartly narrowed, if not closed
atogether. For exanple, volume | of AFM 1-1 ncludes an ertire chapter on the
operationa level of war while Joint Pub 3.0 discusses operational art at length.

Howewer, while this new doctrinal guidarce covers a wide variety of operational
airpower enployment topics, it is not al inclusve. For exanple, the meny operational
considerations of strategic attack,a USAF core competercy, are rot adequadly addessed
in joint doctrine. Unfortunately, the pioposed daft of AFDD2 missesthe oppartunity to
provide rew insights regarding operational arpower enployment. It doeslittle more than
repeatinformation akreadyavailable in other doctrine manuak.

Drawing upa the evderce regading the importance d operational doctrine, the
effecs o its alserte, the curent doctrina guidarce awailable in other forms, ard the
proposed daft of AFM 2—1's replacenent document, the thess then drawsits concluson

regarding the arswerto the quesbn, “Does the USAF need A-DD2?



M ethodology

Chapter Two discusses ddrine development theary ard briefly reviewsthe conterts
of the curent but out of daie AFM 2—1 b edablish anoperationa doctrine baseline. The
growth of a body of informal operational arpower enployment doctrine during the 1970s
ard 80s n respmse b the widenng “doctrine gap”, as wel as the character of the
accanparying contextual ard techological charge, is examned n Chapter Three.
Chapter Four examnes te initial ar canpagn plaming aganst Iraq to determine the
effecss, if ary, that the lack d a curent, officially sarctioned USAF operational doctrine
may have had on the planning process. Chapter Five reviews the continued evolution of
theaer—level doctrinal conceps in the past-DESERT STORM era a anaralyss of joint
manuak such as Joint Pub 3-0 Doctrine for Joint Operatons ard Jint Pub 3-561
Command and @ntrol for Joint Air Operations Chapter Six is dewted to anin—deph
look atthe proposed AFDD2 ard aralysis of its canterts. To concludethe thess, Chapter
Seven presens the sudy s findings, discussesheir implications for future operations, ard
idertifies aeas or further reseach. A glossay is also includedto assst reades who may

be urfamiliar with some of the acronymsused in the paper.
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Chapter 2

The Dcactrine Gg Geness: Doctrin e Development and the
Current(?) AFM 2-1

In order not to be lef behind, we mug work fag - clay feet are
irreconcilable wh the lightnes of wings

—Guilio Douhet

When Douhet wrote the alove wads, he was waning Italy’s retional leades alout
the dangers of falling behind in the exploitation of the new wonde weapon, the airplane.
Ironicaly, the sane waming may also be repeated © the dewlopers of USAF aelospace
doctrine. Due b the pace bcontextual ard tecmological charge, USAF doctrine writers
mug work fast or risk “being left benind’, thus rendering the fruits of their labor
irrelevant. As Douhet might have said hal he been spesking to the keepers of USAF
doctring “clay pensare irrecondlable with the lightness of wings.”

Unfortunately, USAF doctrine writers have done ewerything but “work fast” in updatng
AFM 2-1 am irrelevant is jug what the USAF operational doctrine docunment has
became. There is a \vast gap letweenthe arpower enployment principlesard procedues
in AFM 2-1 awl those that are actialy in use today. This chapter will examine the
geresis o this gap ly first reviewing dcctrine development theary; pethaps a cleaer
understanding how the dactrine development proces should work ard the pioblems

inhe@ent in makingit work may facilit ate a degper gppreciation for the consequences when
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it fails to work. AFM 2-1 will then be briefly examined to establish a baseline from which
to laurch the following chapter's invesigation on how, ard to what extert, other sources

began to fill t he “Doctrine Gap.”

Doctrine Devebpment: Theay and Problems

The dagram below depcts a geera doctrine developmernt model as enisioned by

Col (USAF, ret.) Demis M. Drew, one d the piincipal autors of the curent AFM 1-1."

Sources Evaluation and Formulation Output
Experience Consolidate and Analyze i Write and Publish
Theory Doctrine
Technology l
Develop Concepts i Educate the Force
(Theses/Antitheses)
y
A

Test/Evaluate
Discuss/Argue/Debate

A
A

Accept/Reject/Synthesize |

Feedback

APPLY —

A

As the diagram shows, doctrine deelopmert is a smple piocess m which the efects
of contextual charge ae canstantly evaluated, new doctrine devised,ard the resuks o its
applcaton taken as new input for further charge. The dewopmert of doctrine is a
dynamic proces - in fact one canmentator coned he term “Doctrine Loop” to

enphaske is catinual nature? This spiings from the fact that new impetus fr doctrinal

11



charge aises ddiy from expeiierce (istory), theary, ard techological innovation.® In
respase, this simulus or charge s evaluated ard a doctrina respanse formulated which
can be either formal (puldished) or informal (unpuldished). Whatever the output,
educaion of the force phys a &rge ole in the proper dissenmation ard useof new
doctrine.

The utimate test of ary doctrine is “realworld” appicaton. The resuks of doctrinal
applcaton are cbsely studied aml these n turn provide feedlack for further charge.
Idealy, we quckly evaluate “the lessans leaned” from large scak training exercises,new
implications of revised basing <hemes, or newly operationd weapon systems. We then
decde on appopriate doctrinal charges, educag¢ the force accodingly, ard sudy the
resuks d the rew doctrine carefully.

We have jug described an ideal doctrine development modd. Perfection in any
processis rarely, if ever, acheved in pracice aml doctrine developmert is no excepion.
Problems exst. Theyare kegion. And they are pesistent.

Perhaps the most common problem is that we ignore or mignterpret contextud
charge xpelience, theary, techhology, etc.). For exanple, most of the world’s amies
persisted in maintaining horse cawalry up unil the exe d WWII despie the prepaderance
of expeiierce fom the American Civil War, WWI, ard the inter—war peiiod.* In the
1930s members of the Air Corps Tactical Sclool misinterpreted the implicatons of the
performance edge wirch bombers enoyed at that time over fighters ard adgted the
mistaken, and very costly, doctrinal belief that the “bomber will always get through”®
Whether contextud change is ignored or smply misinterpreted leads to same result: bad

doctrine.®
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There is another problem which plagues doctrine development that is more subtle
than merely ignoring or misinterpreting caontextual charge hut whose er resut - bad
doctrine - is the same. The problem is responsvenes and it may be one of the driving
facors kehind the USAF's operational doctrine gap. To exanmine the issue of
responsiveness, we must return to Drew's doctrine developmert modd ard focus an the
“output’ part of the pioces.

Drew rotes that while the dexelopmert of doctrine is a caitinuous piocessthe...
...writing and puMication of doctrine are episdic. At the same time...we
accept teach ard appy new conceps ewen though we have not yet
pubished new doctrine. This is what we might call informal dodrine on

the best way to use aipower — bdiefs that evolve congantly but have not
beenwritten, pulished, ard officially sanctioned’. [emphasis added]

The mgor implication of continuous doctrine development, yet episodic pulication,
is the dual output of the ewaluaion ard formulation proces, i.e., puldished (formal)
doctrine, and unpulished (informal) doctrine (informal doctrine can be though of asa
hodgepalge of untested theary, peisonal experierce, ad toc sdutions, etc.). Both have
their uses. Formal doctrine will always be “wrong” to some extent becausetiwill always
lag contextual charge; “informal doctrine” cancompersat for this problem by helping to
“fine—tune” the gudarce povided n formal doctrine. Idealy, formal doctrine should be
updaed frequenly erough to ersure that there is little difference between formal ard
informal doctrine.® Howewer, if a dactrine developmert proces is unreponsve, i.e, it is
not succesful in producng pubished dactrine on a timely basis, the “gap” between
puldished dcctrine ard institutional practice the expresion of informal doctrine) may

grow.
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While informal doctrine has the adwantage & being more timely than formal doctrine,
it also has the disadarntage of not being subected © the rormal rigors ard thorough
examination of the formal doctrine pulicaton process’ Becauseriformal doctrine is not
codified or sanctioned, it may be incomplete, subject to widdy varying interpretation, and
not unformly accepéd. To pamlphrase Geerral Sr Edward Hamey, informal doctrine
may often be “nothing more thanthe apinion of the seror officer presen.”*°

Over-reliance a informal doctrine canbe dargerous. Informal doctrine is akin to a
temporary gructure; it can be quickly modified or added to, but it is not unformly
desigred, it is generadly built of fimsy maerial, and it may rest on a shaky foundation.
The result is a structure that gets uglier as time progresses and will lik ely blow down in
the first strong sorm. In a later chapter, this sudy will specifically evauae how the
USAF s substitute for formal operational doctrine fared in its first sint of severe weather,

Opeation DESERT STORM. For now, is suficiert to be awae o the pdentia problems

posed by a krge dscreparcy betweenpuldished doctrine ard institutional practice.

The Curent(?) AFM 2-1

The gpenng paiegraphof AFM 2-1 eadsasfollows:
This manud describes the operational doctrine and capabilities of USAF
tacical air power ard ses forth fundanerta principles br USAF tacical

air force erationsin three d five combat ar functions — caunter ar, close
air suppat, ard ar interdiction...**

As this self-degription indicates AFM 2-1 5 a msson—orierted document. The
manual is focused asund three tindanertal combat arpower missbns —counter air, close
air suppat, ard ar interdiction — to which it dewotes a clapter apece. For eachmission,

AFM 2-1 frst discuses gerera considerations such as purpose, principles ard
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limit ations, then addresses planning, control, and execution issues. Rarely straying into
specfics AFM 2-1 peaksin broad terms ard does a cedble job of imparing gerera
enployment principles br eachmisson area. Howewer, while this gererality sevesto
make much of the mission area discussions gill relevant today, it is dso a weakness,
reades seaching for information regarding the cansiderations involved n placenert of
the Hre Suppat Coordination Line (FSCL), “pudrCAS” ard Fast—FAC enployment,
etc., mustlook elsewtlere.

AFM 2-1's other chapters cover the subjects of gereral theaker consderations,
airpower enployment principles, plaming, targeting, ard weahber. It is here that AFM 2—
1 “shows its age”; by todays sardards, its treament of these bpics nay be less
comprehensive than desred. In AFM 2-1’s discussion of theatr command ard control,
joint force composition is described as being comprised of service components only with
the AFACC (Air Force Canponert Commander) respasible for command ard cantrol of
only USAF units® The discusgin of arpower enployment principles & acualy a
restatenrert of basic arpower doctrine ard is skethy at best'® Planning is addressed a
the msson or strike packageelel with no discussdn of anover-arching ar canpaign or
its ebrrerts (Air Tasking Order, Maser Air Attack Plan etc)).”* Finaly, while there is
some discussion about general targeting considerations (vulnerabilit y, weaponeering, etc.)
and possible targets sets (military forces, POL, etc.), little specific guidance is provided

regarding a pocess 6r target prioritizaion, sekcton, or assynment.™
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The Dactrine Gap

Jus how wide s the gap ketween AFM 2-1 datrine guidarce ard the practcesin
usetoday? AFM 2—1's pulicaton datis 2 May 1969,some 27 yeals aga A brief list of
same of the mgjor contextual ard techological charges hat have occurred since then -
complete force nodemizaton, dewelopment of steath and precsion—guided munitions,
erd of the cold war, theaer—wide realtime command ard cantrol, etc. - would convince
even the nost tradtion—-bound arman that indeed,many of the proceduesand conceps
adwocated ly a Vietnam—era daunment may be invalid or inadequat today.

Table 1 Ists same of the ngjor discreparcties betweenthe enployment conceps in
practice todayard the dcctrinal guidarce awaiable n AFM 2-1. The “gap” ketweenour
current ingtitutional practicesard AFM 2-1 guidarce s very wide. Yet, the piocedues
ard conceps in use today did not sudderly appearfrom out of thin air; they gradualy
ewlved over the yeas n respmse b an impetus r doctrinal charge from daly
expelierce, new theary, ard technological innovation. In the alserce of formal USAF
doctrinal guidarce, howewer, a pepaderance d informal doctrine complemented ty a
smattering of forma joint doctrine filled the USAF operational doctrine ggp as it grew
ever wider betweenthe erd of the Vietham War and the beginning of the Persian Gulf
Crisis. How, ard to what extent, this body of informal doctrine deweloped s the sulpect of

the rext chapter.
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Table 1.Differencesbetween Curent Practice and ARM 2—1 Doctinal Guidance

Current Practice

AFM 2-1 Quidance

COMMAND AND CONTROL

Unified control of all theate air asets

Theate air asets placed under a sngle Joint Force
Air  Component Commarde (JFACC) who
exercises OPCON over asigned ard attated
forces and TACON over military capabilitie s/forces
mack awailade from other services.'®

Joint force components can ether be functional o
servicein natue.

“Joint forces are organized with a combination of
Service and  functional ~ocomponents  with
operational responsibilities.”*’

Fragmented, Service control of airpower

Theate air asets remain undee OPCON ard
TACON of spaate service component
commarders, e.g., mly USAF dr assés controlled
by the Air Force Camponent Commarder
(AFCC)!8

No mention of functional components in a jint
force.

PLANNING

Joint Air Operations plaming is theate wide in
scaleard scope

Five phase poces. ops environment research,
objective determination, drategy identification,
COG séection, JAOP avelopment.*®

General operations plaming discussion brief; mare
attention given to “day-to—-day” plaming of tadical
strike missions

“Wherewer feasible, targets sdeced for visud
attads should be [reconned] prior to [attading].”*

TARCETING

All air asets and tamgeting priorities coordinated
and deconflicted via specific processes and produds
such asthe JTCB, JTL, and ATO.

Targeting oycle well-ddined by five-phase ATO
cycle, 48 hr (notional) timeline, etc.*

General tamgeing guidance only; no specific
procedures. Does not mention ATO by name

OTHER

Artificial airpower divisions diminated.
“Strategic” and “tadical” apply only to missions
effects, not assés.

Divides assets into “Stratggic’ and “Tadical”
categories.
“Strategic’ airpower assets are not included under

the AFCC'’s control, only “tadical” assets.*

Notes

1. Col Dennis M. Drew, “I nventing a Doctrine Process’, Airpower Joumal, Winter
1995,44. I've takenthe liberty cosmeticaly akering the dagram to illustrate four mgor

characteristics of the dactrina process
feedlack.

input, ewaluaton/formulation, output, ard

2. Squadon LeaderD. Dauby, “Doctrine Dewlopmernt”, Airpower — Colecid
Essays an Doctrine (London, Englard: Stationary Office, 1990) 20.
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Chapter 3

The Doctrine Gap Wders: Developmentsin Operational
Airpower Employment Conceps Prior to Desert Storm

Nothing ispemanent but change.
—Heracitus(circa 500 E)

Althoughthe USAF did not pulish anupdae to AFM 2-1 n the years betweenthe
close of the Vietham war ard the start of operation DESERT STORM, a nyriad d new
conceps ard ideas boyed Ly radical new airpower tecmology ard tested in numerous
contingercy operations formed the lasis for an urpubished ard urcodified, but
nonethelessvery real USAF operational doctrine prior to the Rersian Gulf crisis. This
chapter tracks he dewlopment of that informal body of doctrine asit grew in respaseto
the sbwly widering gap letweenactual operational—level airpower enployment ard the

guidarce povided ly AFM 2-1.

The Airpower Technology Base: Radical Change

Probaldy the sigle largestfactor behind charges n operational airpower enployment
doctrine in the 1970sard 80swasthe increasng ophistication of the airpower tecmology
base. With the speatr of a Ightning Warsaw Ract attack aganst outnumbered NATO

ground forces providing sgnificant impetus for improvements in arpower, the USAF
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completely modernized its tactical ar fleet, added severa new key capabilities, and
significartly upgraded fs battlefield C’| systens.

The USAF ggnificantly enhanced it tactical airpower capabilit y with the acquisition of
the 15, 16, A-10, ard F-15E The hgh-low “mix” of the F15, a pue ar—
supetority fighter, ard the 16, a multi—role arcraft, greaty improved the USAF's
ability to control the ar and stike a wde range d targets with deady lethality. The A-10
was desgned © be egpecaly deady in the dose Air Suppat role, while the F15Es
forte was degp dl-weather interdiction. The meshing of the differing capabilit ies of these
new arcraft into a cderent ard synergistic whole through numerous large—scag training
exercises suchasRED FLAG ard CORE THUNDER provided te USAF with a nmuch
more capale ard suvivale tactical ar force.

Dewvelopmert of precsion munitions accetrated ketweenthe erd of the Vietham War
ard the bkeginning of the Pesian Gulf criss. Laser—, themma—, ard opticaly—guided
munitions, having proven their worth in the Vietham war, steadly improved in accuacy
and reliability and began entering the inventory in increasing numbers. Another type of
precsion munition, the cruise missile, also becane qoerational in the 1980s Launched
from a sand—df platform hundreds of miles from the target area, cruise missiles could be
used b strike heavly defended trgets with precsion accuacy.

Additionally, the USAF also fielded te wald’s first steath aircraft in the F—~117.
Aside from the adwantage d alowing aircraft to peretrate ereny air defenses wth a ow
probabilit y of detection, sealth dso held promise as a great force multiplier. Freed from
the requirement for numerous suppat aircraft to suppat the grike msson, a fjuadon of

steath arcraft carying precsion munitions caild sexice a nuch larger number of target
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than ertire wings d non-steathy arcraft. The combination of steath ard increased
precsion gawe arpower plamers new options am alowed tem to consider attacks
agangt targets previously though invulneralde due b defenses,locaton, or size.

Air battle canmand ard catrol was geaty erhanced ty the naturation of AWACS
ard the increasng s@histicaion of the canmunicaions ard camnputer systens governing
information flow. An ar component commande’s ability to prosecute an ar battle
utilizing a “centralized control, decenralized execuion” phlosophy was seadly
improved by the continued reinement of the Air Tasking Order (ATO) system which
alowed cardination of a daly master atack phn anong widely dispesed ai asses in—
theaer.

Moreover, these mw arpower techhologies wee opemtionally tested pror to
DESERT STORM in numeaous limited conflicts and contingency operations throughout
the 1970sard 80s Israel proved he dead} combat effeciveress of the 15 anl 16
agangt Syrian MiGs in the Bekaa Vaéy. The vdue d precsion weapams was agai
underscored in Operation EL DORADO CANYON by their enployment in srikesaganst
targetsin downtown Tripoli. The F-117 eceved its first operational combat test Panama
during Opeation JUST CAUSE. The performance of theseard other new airpower
tecmologies under combat conditions provided ewderce for arpower thinkers to mull
over in their questto shape he evolution of operational arpower enployment doctrine. A
first step in that ques was the pubicaion of Tactical Air Command Manual 2-1,

Aerogpace Opeational Doctine: Tactical Ar Opeiations TAC's updae to AFM 211
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TACM 2-1: Tactical Air Command’s Update toAFM 2-1

In 1978, Tactcal Air Command pubished its own operational doctrine manual,
TACM 2-1, which repreerted TAC's effort to codify some of the new ideasard
procedues deweloped duing Vietnam.? TACM 2—1 accanplished its stated pupose — *
[to] provide a single source document ddineating the missons/functions/ activities of dl
tactical ar missions ard suppating actvities ard [show] how theyinterrelate in tactical air
operations’® — by adhaing 1 an “everything bu the kitchen-sink” philosophy. Weighing
in at over 240 pagesTACM 2-1 wasa magnum opusompared © the relatively thin 37—
page AAM 2-1. It addessed a voad range d topics some of which were only remotely
connected b the goerational level of war. The subects of TACM 2-1's eleven chapters
rangedfrom the Soviet threatthrough chemcal warfare deénse o the canmand structure
of NATO, PACOM, ard SOUTHCOM. In fact only chaptrs three C3I and
Interopeability), four (Combat Ar Opemtiony, ard five (Combat Suppdr Air
Opermtiong corresponded to topics addesed AFM 2-1. Nonetheless, TACM 2-1
represened a sgnificart step rward in operational level doctrine.

For exanple, AFM 2-1 noted that “strategic systens’ could be used fr “tacical
missbns”, * as B-52s had flown many more ARC LIGHT missions in Vietham than
LINEBACKER opemations. Its ctapr on C?l systens anl processesdd out the tacical
command ard control appaetusin great detil, exparding greaty upon the dscussion of
TACCs, ALCCs, ALCEs, efc. found in AFM 2-1. It even noted the new possibilities
inherent in the capabilit ies of the new command and control aircraft, the E-3A AWACS.”
TACM 2-1's treament of the caunter—ar, interdiction, ard CAS missions included a

discusson of a JEC's force appationmert considerations ard the relationshp of the
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missbns o eachother in the overall canpaign scleme.® And, as tas ateadybeenaluded
to, TACM 2-1 cwered many areascompletely ignored by AFM 2—1. Most notably, these
areasincluded he full spectrum of combat suppat air missions (air refueling, EW, combat
rescue, etc.), tactical collateral functions (ASW, minelaying, sea surveillance), tactical
nuclear enployment, chemcal warfare, maintenance, combat suppat ops (logistics
weater, ergineeiing, etc.), ard training. In summary, while TAC cauld paossbly be
faulted for trying to cover too many areaswith one manual, TACM 2—1 cettainly provided

airpower plamers with much-needed updatl operational enployment guidarce.

Goldwater—Nichols ard the nrew “Jointness”

The pasage d the Gddwater—Nichols Defense Reorganzaion Act of 1986
repreerted a indanerta “sea clarge” for the Depatment of Defense in the 1980s
Among other things the Goldwater—Nichols Act gave mgor new responsiilities to the
chairman of the JCS made he unfied cambatart command CINCs sadely respansible for
the employment of forces in their geographical area of responshility, and limited the
services role to the suppat functions of force orgarizaton, training, and equpping.” The
Goldwater—Nichols Act initiated a rew era d “jointness”; a rew enphass on joint
doctrine was one of the immediate results.® Consequenly, an extrenmely important joint
doctrine docunment affecing arpower operational enployment was puhbshed in April
1986. It wasJdoint Pub3-012, “Joint Doctrine for Theatr Counterair Opegtions.”

JP 3-012 wasthe first puldication to officially deine the caxcept of a FACC, or
Joint Force Air Component Commander. It specifically stated that a JFC “will normally

designate a joint force ar component commander...[whose] responsibilities will include
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but not be limited to planning, coordination, dlocation and tasking based on the joint force

commander s appationmert decsion.”®

The JFACC represeted a quatum leap over
the service-limited AFCC as described in TAC 2-1 anl TACM 2-1. Howewer, the
Marines fully retained their right to reserve Marine Air—-Ground Tesk Force (MAGTF)
organc air asets for exclusve suppat of MAGTF operations via the 1986 Omibus
Agreenert which detailed the guideines br tactcal control of marine forces. In fact a
portion of the ageenent wasincluded n the P 3—012 asa not so sultle reminder of this
fact

Although JP 3-012 wasan important sep, it did not provide arything resembling
comprehensive guidarce regarding the jpint enployment of arpower. While the
regulation dewted individual chapters to the topics of OCA, DCA, SEAD, ard suppat
operations, it restricted s treatment of these sujects to deining various actvities ard
major consderations asseiated wih eachsubect area. Its dscussn of plaming ard
targeting in the OCA chapter waspatticulady skimpy as t alocated ally one page a the
subect ard provided ai plamers with only the karest of guideines br sekecting OCA
targets. The chapters on SEAD ard Suppot Opeations were little better; the manual
dispensed with SEAD in only two and one-half pages while it summaized the entire
subject of suppat operation missions (EW, RECCE, SOB in one paegraph Howewer,
JP 3-012 did expound somewhat upan DCA operations; it noted that the JFACC could
also be the Area Ar Defense Canmander (AADC), detiled a voad range d passie ard

actve ar defnse measues, ard discussedC? options for the various pats of the air

defense system
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Addtionally, JP 3-012 failed to addess the nmgjor area d interdiction. In fact,
interdiction would not be addressed in joint doctrine urtil the very eve of Operation
DESERT STORM when Joint Test Pubicaton 3-03, “Doctrine for Joint Interdiction
Openations’, wasissued on 11 Decenber 1990. Of course, by that time, its value as
current doctrinal guidarce r interdiction operations was il due b the simple fact that
the pbming for Opeation DESERT STORM was &rgely complete. Thus, Jant Pub 3—
012 wasthe single saurce of guidarce from the jpint doctrine ream available to arpower

plamers at the autset of the Rersian Guff crisis.

US Army Doctrin e and Operational Art

While the goerational level of war was eceving scam atention in USAF sewice—
level doctrine, a renaissame n thinking alout operational ideas ad calceps was
undemwayinthe US Army. The 1982 edion of Army Feld Manual 100-5,notable for its
articulation of the AirLard Batle caceptof tacical maneuver warfare, also reintroduced
the concept of the gperational level of war to Army doctrine. *° The 1986 updatto FM
100-5 greaty exparded its treatment of this topic, spaking a sgnificart anount of
discussion regarding the goerational level of war ard related topics in the pagesof the
premier professional journal of the US Army, Parameters.™

The 1986edtion of FM 100-5 ao introduced he term “operational at” ard defned
it as “the embodiment of available military forces to attain strategic goals within a theater
of war or theatr of operations through the desyn, orgarizaion, ard canduct of

»n12

canpagns ard ngjor operations. Opeantiona art quickly becane the favorite topic of

many amy writers; in fact so much was wirtten on the sulpect in sucha slort perod of
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time that one contributor to Parameters caled the eforts to descibe operational art “a
cottage ndugry.”*®

In strugging to come to grips with the cancept of operationa art, Army officers
raised many issues that a few years later would ironically prove to be of prime interest to
the DESERT STORM air canpagn plamers. Some of the nore important issues
discussed wer the reed br a canprehensive theaer strategy ard theaker canpagn plan
(albeit discussedn the caitext of “greerArmy” operations);™* the requirement to focus
upon the carect ereny center(s) of gravty which may or may not be the ereny fielded
forces’ the philosophy of command ard cantrol at the gpertiona level;*® ard the
influerce d strategic gaals aml tacical considetations on operational plaming.*’

Observing the Army’s fascination with all manner of topics related to the operationa
level of war, USAF officers could not resist turning their own thoughts to this area of
study, Lt Cd Price T. Bingham, Chef of the Airpower Doctrine Division at Air
University’s Airpower Reseath Institute, explored the relationshp betweeninterdiction,
maneuver and the eercise of operational art in an atticle for the March 1989 edion of
Parameters.”® In a Sping 1989Airpover Joumal atticle that was stangely prescert of
Lt Gen Charles Horner's role as JACC during DESERT STORM, Cd Clifford R.
Krieger adwocated he cawcept of anindepemlert ar interdiction canpagn plamed ard
execued by the ar componert commanderin suppat of a QNC's strategic objectves™

With the gudarce d his USArmy spasar at the Natonal War Calege NWC), Cadl
John A. Warden Il also turned his thoughts to the operational level of war. Warden's
NWC thedgs, The Ar Campaign,becane the nost compdling and thorough treatise on the

operational enployment of arpower enployment available to ar plamers at the outset of

26



the Persian Gulf crisis. Given the role that Col Warden and his gaff played in the initial

weeksof Augug 1990,it wasargually also the nost influertial.

The Operational Level d War and The Air Canpaign

In Col Warden's words, The Ar Campaignwas his “attempt to @me to gips with
the very complex philosophy ard theary assaiated wih air war at the gperational level.”*
The Ar Campaign’s dscussbn of the chsst arpower missbns dscussedm AFM 2—
1 (arr supeiority, interdiction, CAS) presented the patential theater commander with some
interesting pants to ponderin eacharea. After stating the mainstreamUSAF pasition that

"?L the book entered new territory by defining five sets of

“ar supeiority is a necessity
distinct circumstarces uder which the tettle for ar supeiority may be fought.?” The
discusson of these cases gaspedic recanmendations to the ar componert commander
regarding offensive ard deensive stategies, target ses, missons, etc. Warderis major
points were that arpower is better suted for offensive operations than defensive, superor
numbers are important, ard stiking atthe carect ereny certer of gravty is al important
during offensive gperations.

While Warderis conclusions regarding ar supeiority were not exacly eath
shattering, his suppating argunens did cover some important doctrinal ground. For
instarce, in his discussin of spediic target ses as eeny cerers of gravty®®, he
presened a rationale and methodology for atacking eachset He desabed canmand as
“a true cemer of gravty amd worth atack n ary circunstarce n which it can be

»n24

reacted (This prefererce r attackihg canmand ard control would later becane

evidert in Warderis initial conceptfor anair canpaign aganst Irag.) He also gawe clear
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prefererce © the interdiction misson over CAS, suggesing that CAS should be
equivalent to an opeational commander’s reserve and committed only if absolutely
necessay.”’

After his discussbn of the tradtional ar missons, Warden put forward same new
ideasard canceps in other areas He suggesed hat “air reserves might be anidea wath
consideling by the ar commander, an idea hat had long been thought of as “not
applcalle” to arpower enployment.?® He roted that a theater commander should idertify
a“key’ forcefor a canpagn, whether it be land, sea,or ar—power, ard “orchestrate” the
others in suppat of the keyforce?’ Finally, he preseted a famewark for deweloping an
“ar canpagn’ ard the casiderations that must be weighed by an air componen
commander when developing it.?®

Although it was camsided ly same as a e-packaging of ideasfirst expressedby
Douhet, Mitchell, ard the Army Air Corps Tactcal School instructors, The Ar Campaign
was he first comprehensive treament of operational airpower enployment in sixty yeass.
As such it waswidely recagnized as a gnificart contribution to arpower enployment
theary ard its canmercia pulication in book form gualnteedthat it would reacha wider
auderce hanthe gardad NWC thess. Compared b the stagrent AFM 2—1, his work

represered a rewer, more sghisticated reatment of a reglected sulpect

Summary

A body of informal doctrine regarding arpower enployment at the goerational level
grew seadly betweenthe cbse d the Vietham War ard the beginning of the Rersian Guff

crigs. New airpower conceps ewlved in respanse b many factors, same of which were
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force modemization, operational expelierce, a growing enphass on jointness,ard sister
sewvice doctrina influerces. Thesenew conceps would finally meet the utimate test
when Iraq invaded Kuwait on 3 Augug 1991 b set in motion the eerts leadng to the

“mother of al battles”, Opeation DESERT STORM.
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Chapter 4

The Doctrine Gap Consajuences. Initial DESERT STORM
Planning

Make no little plans they have no magic téirsmens blood.
—Daniel H. Burnham

No one calld accuse GoJdin Warden of making “little plars” when asthe Air
Staff’s Depuy Direcior for Warfighting, he supevised aneffort to plananair canpaign as
the United Sates response to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwat in Augug 1990. Dulbed “Instant
Thunder,” Warderis ar operations concept caled for a sk—day air canpagn aganst
targets throughout Iraq whose destuction would render Iragi leadeshp ineffecive ard
disable key military capabilities.” Howewer, Warderis planwas mt the anly concept for
air operations aganst Irag; other plars favored by CENTAF ard TAC HQ staffs differed
sulstantially. This chaper exanmines low those phrs difered ard why. The wide
variarce anong the phars should indicate how the initia air operations plaming process

was afected ly the lack d a relevant sevice—kvel operational doctrine.

A Tower of Babel: Initial Air Operations Fanning During the Persian
Gulf Crisis

The story of the initial developmert of the ar planaganst Iraq in the gpering weeks

of the Persian Gulf Crisis has been well documented.? The stuaion may be likered b a
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modern Tower of Babel: several competing plans, dl with sgnificant differences, were
favored by various USAF serior officers aml these phrs ved b became the plan for initial
air operations aganst Iraq.

After Irag’s succesful invasion of Kuwait on 2 Augug 1990,Lt GenChares Horner
(CENTAF) outlined two initial airpower employment options to President Bush in a
briefing at a Natonal Secuity Courcil meeing on 4 Augus.® The first option, the
“Punishment ATO”, descibed a sigle retaliatory strike in respaise b chenical weapas
use by Iraq. The attack was to srike seventeen targets (economic, military, and palitical),
assumd no accamparying ground atack, ard was ot pat of a larger canpagn. The
secad option, the “D—Day ATO”, would be execued in respanse b an lragi ground
invasion of SaudiAraba. Resembling the ar operations portion of OPLAN 1002 whch
was exercised during CENTCOM'’s Internal Look exercise in April 1990, it caled for
initial deensive ar enployment which would cancertrate on defending aganst the Iraqgi
advance va the deby ard atrition of ground forces. An offensive phasewould follow
later as nore ground ard ar forces etered the theatr.

On 8 Augug, GenH. Norman Sclwarzkopf caled the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff,
Gen John M. Loh, to request hdp in planning aretaliatory air option againg Irag.* On his
own initiative, Col John A. Warden IlI, the Air Staff’s Deputy Director for Warfighting,
had alreadyinstructed hs saff to begin prepaing a stategic ar canpagn aganst Iraq.
His pbn “Instant Thunder’, becane the Arr Staff’'s arswer to Gen Schwartzkopf's
request “Instant Thunder’ caled for strikes agaist an array of targets citical to Iraqi
“centers of grauvty.” Warden though that destuction or neutralization of these &rgets

would desélilize he Iragi government ard campelit to comply with Americandenands?
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Notably, the plan veritably ignored the Iragi amy in the field. It thearizedthat destuction
of the strategic targets, espealy those in the canmand ard cantrol caegay, would
parayze the gound forces.

Senior officers at TAC HQ did mot agree anl deeoped teir own alernative.
Endorsed by Gen Robert D. Russ COMTAC), it incorporated anescahtion strategy
which began with a dngle drike aganst Iragi nudear facilities to show US resolve and
wasfollowedby a pauseto gauge tagi respaise. Absert Iragi acquescere b American
demands, it thencaled for gradualescadtion of ar strikes n frequery ard power aganst
other selected Iragi targets.

Instart Thunder was briefed to Gen Sctwarzkopf on the 10h ard 17h of Augus.
He erthusiasticaly appoved t for further developmert. In the face dé Instart Thunders
accepénce, TAC dfficers slelved their plan When Instart Thunder was sulsequetly
briefed in-theatkr to Lt GenHorner, howewer, he regjected t. He cosidered he phans
appaent disregad for the gperational consequeres d an Iragi ground assaul aganst
Saudi Aralla a ngjor weakress.

Nonetheless, Horner required several of Warden's key saff members to remain in—
theaker to work on a rew version of the dfensive ar canpagn, aneffort headed ¥ Brig
Gen “Buder” Glosson. Brig Gen Josson retained many of Instant Thunder’s key
conceps including target ses, focus, ard intent in deweloping a nore comprehensive ar
operations canpagn in which the Instart Thunder plan essetially comprised the first

phase.
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Competing Plans Comparison

A compaiison of the competing plars kelow reveak that eachrelied on significartly

different operational—level arpower enployment conceps to acheve theater objectves.

Table 2. Comparison of the Initial Air Operations Plansin the Persian Gulf Crisis’

Plan Goveming Key Characteristics
Concep
Initial Interdiction ard | — Mainly defensive, total efort
CENTAF | Attrition — Focus of operations targeted against enemy ground forces

— Accomplishes djectives by destroying the enemy’'s amy to
wagewar through interdiction and attiition of ground forces

— Offensive ops limited to interdiction/CAS; no drategic atta,
targeting of leadership, indugrial infradructure, C2 functions

— Adheres to AirLand Battle tenents

Warden Strategic Paralysis | — Mainly offensive, total efort

— Focus of operations against enemy drategic targets, “centers of
gravity”

— Accomplishes dyjectives by indudng paralysis in enemy state
through destruction of leadership, C2, infradrudure, c.

— Similar to early Air Carps Tadical School/ AWPD-1 theories

TAC Demongtration of | — Offensive, limited effort
Resolve, — Focus of operations againgt high value enemy targes
Graduated — Accomplishes objectives through gradual escalation of violence
Response — Smilar to Vietham’s ROLLING THUNDER campign

In deweloping their primary “D—Day ATO”, CENTAF plamers followed anAirLard
Battle, NATO-style doctrine whose qerational focus was he ereny ground forces.
Destruction of the enemy ground forces ability to fight was the primary mechanism
thoughwhich theaer objectives wauld be acheved. This would be accanplished through
an arpower plan heavly weighted bwards interdiction ard CAS, ard closely coordinated
with the friendly ground forces scheme of maneuver.®

Wardenconsidered erny leadeship the pimary certer of grawvty. Instart Thunder

aimed to desallize hat leadeshp through heaw strategic atacks agaust critical secors

34



of Irag’s infrastructure, while smultaneoudy destroying key components of Irag’s
offensive military capability. At a minimum, the resulting “strategic paalysis’ would
persuade Saddan to exit Kuwait; it might also weaken Saddamn’s regime to the point that
it could be overthrown by domestic dissiderts. Instart Thunders reliance on strategic
attackto inducenational pamlysis via cascadg efects through inter—related systens was
strongly reminiscert of ACTS ard AWPD-1 “industial weld arpower thearies pror to
World War II.

Findly, HQ TAC stff’s poposal of a gaduaed ard escatory ar canpaign aganst
high value trgets canbe direcly compared b the Vietnam tacical bombing canpaign,
ROLLING THUNDER. To be succesful, this grategy relied on convincing Iraqgi
leadeship that the future punshmert promised ty the escatory air strikes outweighed
the benefits of continued deifarce.

The pios ard cans of eachplanis not gemare  this thess; what is important is the
wide varance betweenthe three pars. Three saffs, headed B key USAF arpower
thinkers and leades, deweloped tree edicaly different airpower enployment options in
respanse b the same setof circumstarces. Bitter delate ersued,much time ard effort
was wastd, ard a geat dealof friction was unnecessaly introducedinto the plaming
proces. Why did this happer?

Col Edwad C. Mam, in Thunderand Lightning blames nuch of the “airpower
delates” surounding the initial ar operations plars on a falure by USAF officers to
remember basic Air Force datrinal principles. He sates hat most of the arswess o the
questons raised ly the dsputarts — What is airpower capale of accanplishing? Can

airpower alone ke decsive? How is airpower best enployed?— could have beenfound in
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the pageof AFM 1-1° He rotes that the final compromise phn adted, a nelding of
the CENTAF appoachwith Instart Thunder conceps, validated existing USAF doctrine
at aimost every paint.*

This argunrert takesa slightly different appioach There’s rot much doubt that that
the key acbrs involved — Cd Warden Lt GenHorner, GenRuss — ath their staffs would
have had little dsageenert over the lesic tenets of arpower suchas he importance of air
supeiority, the inherent speed and mobility of arpower, etc. Such concepts, as noted by
Mann, have beenrepeatd over ard over in basic USAF doctrine since WWII ard before.
The true lone of contertion anong these aatrs ard their staffs was tow to weawe these
basic airpower principlesinto an operational air canpaign plan to acheve theater level
objectives.

It has keenshown in the prevous clapters that operational USAF doctrine had been
largely ignored over a werty—year petiod of exceedngly rapid contextual ard
tecmological charge, charge which in turn affecied citical aspect o arpower
enployment. Therefore, it could only be expeced that three goups d USAF officers,
when confronted wih the sane operationa airpower enployment problem, would rely
upon a mix of sister-sewice doctrine, personal theary, ard pastexpererce © produce
three edicaly different sdutions. In the case bthe CENTAF staff ard the OPLAN
1002-90,the drongeg operationa doctrine influerce nay have beenthe Army’s AirLard
Battle dactrine. The dactrinal preceps governing “Instant Thunder” could easly be found
in Cd Warderis personal NWC thess, The Ar Campaign. Finally, TAC HQ's plan was
heavly influerced ly Gen Russ who drawing on his own expelierce, opted for a less

risky ROLLING THUNDER type appoach
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The lack d anoperational doctrine may also have had arother side efect Comparing
the eficacyof the given sdutions was canplicated ly the fact that there was © common
operational doctrine to use asa tardard by which to judge. Given the lack d objective
measures, only subective opinion remaned as the primary arbiter for settling

disageenerts in the plming process.

Conclusions

To asert that an outdated AFM 2—1 wasresponsible for all of the problems in the
plaming processat the outset of the Rersian Gulf crisis is ludicrous aml reflects nono—
causalreasming taken to the rth degee. Personalities, organzatonal structure, ard a
good measue of honest intellectual disageenert were al factors that contributed to the
INSTANT THUNDER arpower delste. Howewer, eviderce aml logic sugges that the
alserce of arelevant sevice—kevel operational doctrine at the autset of the Rersian Gulf
criss may have have produced wo effects: it may have helped b foster a wide variarce
of views m the qgoerationa enployment of arpower at the highest levels in the USAF,
arnd it cettainly provided o common yardstick aganst which to measue the nerits of the
compeing plars. Fortunately, despie these edy problems, Opeation DESERT STORM
was a resounding success, duein large pat to arpower. The next chapter will explore
how airpowers swccess n DESERT STORM has stmulated a rew wave of doctrinal
pulicaions addessng the qoemtiona enployment of airpower, petaps adequadly

closing the “doctrine gap’
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Chapter 5

The Doctrine Gap Clo®d?:Post DESERT STORM
Operational Doctrin e Development

You cant argue wvith succes.
—Common truism

Regardless of the daubtful relevance d AFM 2-1 o the nultitude d conflicting
opinions conceming the operational enployment of arpower in the gpering weeks 6 the
Gulf War, there is cettainly no arguing with the resounding success foairrpower in
Operton DESERT STORM. Since he em of the war, interest in the operational
enployment of airpower has surged aswarfighters struggke to distill the lessons learned
from the canflict. Numerous pint ard USAF pulicatons have addessed ie gperationd
level of war ard the canceps assaeiated wih it suchas carpaign plaming, operational
art, and theater command and control. This chapter will survey these post—DESERT
STORM USAF ard joint pulicaions to deermine the arswerto a regging queston: has

the goerational doctrine gap leenclosed?

The USAF Revidts the Operational Level d War

Following the successi concluson of Operation DESERT STORM, the USAF
doctrinally revisited the operational level of war with the pulication of several documents

dealng with opemtional arpower topics. The firste of these pulicatons,
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TAC/PACAF/USAFE Panphet 2—-2 JFACC Concept ofOpeiations summarized JFACC
authority and responsibilities as ddined in joint doctrine. It aso described a concept of
operations that included tree keyfeaures: desgnation of a sevice conmander as
JFACC; JFC/IJFACC awareness of dl planned joint ar operations, with the ability to
realocate ar asset if required; ard a povision for the JFACC to make execuion day
modificaions to the ATO as equired. A relatively brief regulation,
TAC/PACAF/USAFEP 2-2 revertheless codified ®me important lessons leamned
regarding JFACC operations during DESERT STORM.

In 1992,the USAF concluded arextensive efort to rewrite its basic doctrine manual
with the pubication of a rew version of AFM 1-1? The 1992 &AM 1-1,which replaced
the 1984 edion, wasproduced ly a tamof 10 field grade officers working neaty full
time for two years in which anegimated 7000 nan hours were spert on reseach alone?
Ore d the arasaddessed by the rew AFM 1-1 washe qperational level of war.

With the pulicaton of the 1992 &AM 1-1, the USAF made a gynificart dride
towards officialy closing its operationallevel doctrine ggp. Volume I's Chapter Three,
“Employing Aerospace Forces The Opeiational Art,” is dewted exlusively to a
discusson of topics relevant to the gperationa level of war. On the topic of canpaign
plaming, Chapter Three rotes many of the important influerces affecting the enployment
of aelspacepower in atheatr canpaign, anong which are the ereny ceners of grawvty,
the reture of the theatr, the claractenstics d the canflict, ard the forcesavaiable to the
theaer commander” Chapter Three a$o provides a weking defnition of aeospace
operational art: “the essene d aeospace @erationa art is the plaming and enployment

of air and space assetto maximize teir contribution to the canbatart commanders
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intent.”®> Chapter Three’s nost lengthy secton descibes the many considerations which a
theater commander must weigh in orchestating aepspace oles (@eospace catrol, force
applcaton, ard force emancenen) ard aepspace nssbns (counterair, strategic atack,
interdiction, CAS, arlift, ar refueing, etc.). In suppat of the basic propositions
forwarded n Chaptr 3, Volume Il of AFM 1-1 cotains severa esays such as
“Orchestrating Aerospace Caotrol”, “Strategic Attack”, ard “Air Interdiction ard Close
Suppot.”® In short, AFM 1-1's treaiment of the operational level of war is an effecive
amalgam which covers topics addesed in AFM 2-1 ard TACM 1-1, eg., aeospace
roles and associated missions, while introdudng new maeria regarding campagn
plaming ard operationa art.

The JFACC Rimer, originally puldished by the Hars ard Opeations Directorate of
the Air Staff in 1992 ad revised in 1994, is arother USAF manual which appeaed
immediately following Operation DESERT STORM.” It, too, provides guidarce on
topics related to the qperational level of war, ard just as its title suggess, is aimed
squagely at patential theaer ar componert commanders. As might be expeced, the
JFACC Rimer takesmore of “nuts ard bolts” appioachto operational level topics han
doesAFM 1-1. It detils much more spectic information regarding JFACC autority,
JFACC command relationships (it includesthe ertire text of the 1986 Ormibus agreenen
regading the control of Marine TACAIR assets), and JFACC responsibilities.
Additionally, its lengthy discusson of air canpaign plaming addesses a JXCC caicept
of operations, plaming assurptions, ereny ceners of gravty, plaming tools, theater C2,
and intelligence suppat. Annexes provide exanples of a JFACC's Estimate of the

Situation, a rotional master atack pbhn ard ar canpaign plan operations order. The
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overall contert ard focus d the JFACC Rimer make it an excellent complement to the
operational—level guidarce cotained in AFM 1-1.

Althoughthe USAF did not choose to updae AFM 2-1immediately after DESERT
STORM, it did not neglect the operationa level of war in its subsequent doctrinal
pulicatons. It made a concerted efort to codify many of the JACC related lessans
leaned in TAC/PACAF/USAFEP Panphlet 2—-2, specficaly addessed operational art
ard canpagn plaming in the 1992 AM 1-1, ard desribed the “nuts ard bolts’ of
JFACC perations in the JFACC Rimer. Howewver, USAF writings regarding operational
aespace pwver enployment pak in comparson to the great strides wich have been

sulsequenly made n the joint doctrine arera.

Joint Doctri ne and Operational Airpower Employment

The Persian Gulf War waspethapsthe most significart ard successil exanple o the
joint enployment of airpower at the goerational level since WWII. Not suiprisingly, the
topic has ganered nuch atention in recen joint doctrine manuak. The table kelow lists
some of joint pulications (current or in development) which address operational
airpower enployment issues. The pubicatons for which the USAF is the leadagerty are

marked wih anaserisk.
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Table 3. Joint Publications Covering Topics Relating To Ope ational Level
Air power Employment

JP30 Doctrine or Joint Operatons

JP 3-01 Joint Doctine or Counteing Air and Mssile Threats

JP 3-012* Joint Doctiine For TheaterCountelir Opemtions

JP 3-014* Joint Tactics Techniquesand Roceduesfor Joint Suppession of EnemyAir
Defense (-SEAD)

JP 3-015 Dodrinefor Joint Theater Missile Defense

JP 3-03* Dodrinefor Joint Intadiction Opeations

JP 3-04 Joint Dodrine for Maritime Opeations(Air)

JP 3-09 Doctrine for Joint FHre Suppot

JP 3-13 Joint Doctine or Command and @ntrol Warfare (C2W)

JP 3-14 Joint Doctiine; Tactics Techniquesand Roceduesfor Space Opetions
JP 3-51 Electronic Warfare in Joint Military Opeations

JP 3-52* Doctrine For Joint Arspace @ntrol in the @Wmbat Zone

JP 3-55* Doctrine r Joint Reconnaisance,Suweillance,and Taget Acquigtion

JP 3-561* Command and @ntrol Doctrine for Joint Ar Opeiations

Clealy, there is a wealh of joint doctrine providing gudarce a a \eriety operational
airpower enployment topics Joint Publication 3—0 Doctrine for Joint Opeationsis the
keystone document of the joint operations seres; it covers a wide \ariety of topics
gemare to the operational level of war, ard nore spediicaly, to theater-level aeospace
operations?® It dlows the passibility of service or functional components in a joint force
and notes that a JFC will “ normally appant a JFACC.”® Its chapier on joint opermtions
planning is paticularly robug as it covers many general opeational concepts in—depth
(canpagn plars fundanertal, operational art, ard plaming consderations) while also
discusang many topics d paticular interest to theatr ar commanders (argetng ard the
targeting process, appationmert/allocaion, fire suppat coordination measires etc.).*

Another exrenmely important joint doctrine document regarding theaerlevel
airpower enployment is Joint Publicaion 3-561 Commandand ntrol for Joint Ar

Operations True b its title, Joint Pubicaion 3-561 provides“fundanental principles
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and doctrine for command and control of joint air ops throughout the range of military
operations.”** Similar in focus and agpproach to the USAF s JFACC Rimer, this manud
provides dediled information regarding al aspect d JFACC gperations suchascommand
relationships, responsibilities, arspace caotrol, staff organzaton, ard ewen trarsition
considerations if JFACC deggnation shfts to arother command ertity. It descibes a fve—
phase pint ar operations plaming process ad discusn of the targeting processincludes
Joint Targeting Coordination Board (JCTB) considerations, targeting responsibilities, and
a detiled desciption of the ATO cycle to include aikst of joint ATO phases. Exanplesof
a Jont Air Opertions Plan format as wel as desadptions of Jant Air Opeiations Certer
(JAOC) liaison elenerts, divisions, ard brarches ae covered via appedices. Containing
erough detail to be usefil but not so spediic as b be constraining, Jant Publicaton 3—
56.1 providesinvalualle guidarce b patential JFACCs ard their gaffs.

Jug as AFM 2-1 aml TACM 2-1 dscussed gecfic arpower missions in an
operational-level context, numeous joint doctrine pulbications with smilar objectives
have either beencompleted or are in developmert. Ore suchexanple is Jant Publication
3-03Dodrine for Joint Interdiction Opeations™  Still in draft status a the time of this
writing, Joint Pubicaion 3-03 dscusses the poblems ard cansiderations involved in
synchronizing interdiction and maneuver to achieve optimum benefits, notes the many
nuarcesof the relationship betweeninterdiction ard the Fre Suppat Coordination Line
(FC.), ard details targeting cansiderations important to theaker air commanders. It also
descibes the important elenerts which must be presem to acheve effective interdiction
ard auggess how various cakegaies of interdiction—capakbe forcesbe matched to specfic

interdiction missions. Other pubications which provide samilar guidance regarding
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different arpower missions are Jbint Publicaion 3—014 Joint Tactics Techniquesand
Proceduesfor Joint Suppession of Enemy Ar Defense (-SEAD) and Joint Publication

3-55Doctrine r Joint Reconnaisance,Suweillance,and Taget Acquigtion.

Summary

If the gperational “doctrine gap” las rot beencompletely closed ly the attention pad
to theaker—lewvel airpower enployment topics n USAF ard joint doctrine pulicaions since
DESERT STORM, then it has certainly been narrowed substantially. Wil AFDD2
Theder Air Warfare, the intended eplacenert for AFM 2-1, bring arything new to the
table? The rext chapter criticaly examnes AFDD?2 to deermine what addtional guidarce
it provides b the warfighter ard ewaluat it as the long—awaied stard—in for the

moribund AFM 2-1.
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Chapter 6

Great Expectatios:. AFDD2, “Th eater Air Warfare”

Progect isoften betterthan posession.
—Thomas Fuller (1732)

After twernty sewen year gesttion peiiod, the kbrth of a rew USAF operational
doctrine docunment may finally be at hand. AFM 2-1's replacenert, AFDD2 Theater Air
Warfare (Oct 95 daft version), is in afinal review process a the time of this writing and
its gpprova as a full-fledged service-level operational doctrine manud may be imminent.
Howewer, the fact of the netter is that the USAF has qoerated for quite same time
without a curent operational doctrine document, our basic doctrine manual AFM 1-1
alreadyaddessesrecspaceoperationa art, ard there is a wedih of guidarce caceming
operational arpower enployment readly awailable in joint doctrine pulicatons.
Therefore, the USAF finds tsef fachg same hard quesibons conceming a UAF
operational doctrine manuat

e Has the USAF proven that it no longer needs anopermational-level arpower

employment doctrine manual ?

e What information or guidarce $ould AFDD2 provide n order to useful ard

relevant as aroperational arpower doctrine manual?

e Does the proposed version of AFDD2 adequasély fill the requirment for a USAF
operationa doctrine docunent?

Answers to the aove will be gleaned from a review of the evidence presented in

eatier chapters ard via a critical examnation of AFDD2 itsef. Following this aralyss,
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the arswer to this sudy s ultimate quesion — “Does the USAF needAFDD2?" — should

become s=lf—evident.

Has the USAF proventhat it no longer needs anoperational-level
airpower employment doctri ne manual?

While there s widespead ageenernt that operational doctrine is important, the
USAF s opeationa doctrine document has been obsolete for quite some time. However,
the USAF has denongtrated that it canovercome ary “gap” ketweenpulished dactrine
ard actal practce ly successflly prosecuing one ngor war ard sewra contingercy
operations. Moreover, it would appearthat recen operational—level doctrinal guidarce
found in both USAF pubications and paticularly in joint doctrine manuds may have
somewhat “closed” the gap lketweenpractce aml pubished doctrine. Given this, has the
USAF proven that it no longer needs tis owvn sewice—umque @erational doctrine
document?

Eviderce ndicates that the arswer may be “No” for two primary reasms. First,
success des ot equae to optimum performance. The lack of an operational doctrine
documrent may have hindered USA= arpower enployment efforts in the pas assuggesed
in Chapter Five by the recaunting of the ar canpagn plaming difficulties in the openng
weeksof the Persan Gulf crisis. Future efforts, therefore, could be hampered as wél
Secand, while the anount of operational arpower enployment doctrina guidarce has
cettainly increasedn joint ard USAF pulicatons, there remain areas winch have not been

adequadly covered ard slould be addessedn USAF operational doctrine.
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Some of the Contextual, Technological, and Doctrinal
Developments Affecting Operational Airpower Employment
= aa—— JP 3-56.1

| FM 1005 | pan
TACM 2-1 CZ;f A JFACC :
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Figure 1. Contextual, Technological, and Doctrinal Devebpments Affecting
Operational Air power Employment

The discussion of doctrine development in Chapter Two showed wlat could happen
when doctrine development lags contextud change — “informd” doctrine will grow to
replace atdated ormal doctrine as he gap letweenpractce aml realty slowly grows. As
was discussed in Chapter Three, and illustrated in Figure 1, a great degree of contextud,
tecmological ard thearetical charge afecting operational arpower enployment occurred
betweenthe e of the Vietnam War ard the keginning of the Rersian Gulf Crisis. The
gap letween pulished doctrine ard acual pracice wdered substantially, a gap wich
was eventudly filed by informa doctrine. Chapter Four deailed the difficulties and
friction in the initial air campagn planning process duiing the opening stages of the
Persian Gulf crisis, problems which were possbly exacebated by the lack of a commonly
agreed—upa USAF operationa doctrine. It camot be said that Opeation DESERT

STORM was a secessbecaus the USAF lacked a elevant operational doctrine
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docurent, but rather the canpaign was a success ite of that fact. Given dfferent
circumstarces n the future — a nore competert foe, fewer resaurces, less tme, no
seendipitous ntervertion by a Warden-like arpower thearist — the outcome might be
subgantially different.

With regards b the aher USAF ard joint pulications, the coverage of operational
airpower enployment is exensive kut far from complete. AFM 1-1, for exanple,
provides basc airpower doctrine, ard its gudarce tegading operationa airpower
enployment is very gereral ard open-erded. By desgn, AFM 1-1 des not provide
guidarce © the level of spediicity required in anoperationa—level doctrine manual

Joint military doctrine focuses its atention on the intersection of service capabilit es:
command ard cantrol, coordination, suppat responsbilities, etc. It does not address
sewvice—unque core competercy issues — sucls the puview o sewice datrine. For
exanple, strategic atack s a cae USAF competercy, a sulpectalbout which joint doctrine
has mothing to say What are the gperational—level consequemes d a stategic atack
aganst a retional elecical systen? When should it be atempted? What is the best
method of executon? Jant doctrine is sient on suchissues. Unfortunately, becauseti
doesnot have a curent operational doctrine document, the USAF also has wery little ©
say officially about several of our core—-competencies.

Eviderce reviewed abve provides a sbng agunent for a USAF operationa—level
airpower enployment docunent. The USAF's intended replacenert for its curent but

outdated qoerational doctrine docunent, AFM 2-1,is AFDD2.
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What infor mation or guidance should AFDD2 provide in order to be
useful and relevart as anoperational airpower doctri ne manual?

This thess does rot preterd to be alde to arswer this queston with ary degee of
saisfacton exceptto offer the nost gereral suggesions for directons of further research.
Cleaty, AFDD2 slould atempt to provide guidarce on theaer-level airpower
enployment issues ot areadyaddessedn joint doctrine. The cae competercy areaof
strategic attack was referenced eatier in the chapter as anexanple d an issue ot
adequadly addessedn joint doctrine. Strategic atack \ersus te targetng of fielded
forces gererated much discussion ard controvery during Opeation DESERT STORM;
many atticles an theses bve beendewted to the topic snce. Ore paperadwcated
abardoning strategic atacks agaist national electic systens due to questonable
operationa effecs.” What is the USAF—sanctioned opinion on this issue? Unknown. It is
not addessedn doctrine. This is urfortunate becausassuessuchas thesewill almost
surely bedevil JFACCs n future conflicts. Strategic atack s but one aeathat is worthy
of investigation in USAF operationd—level doctrine Other topics could beaircraft basing
(compostte or functional wings?, or the role of arpower in information warfare. What is
most important is that our service unque opeationa doctrine should not meely
regurgitate what is already available in joint doctrine. It should am to “fill the ggos’ in

those aeas wilere joint doctrine either does rot appy or provides nsufiiciert guidarce.

Does the proposed version of AFDD2 adequately fill th e requirement for
a USAF operational doctri ne document?

Since the pullicaton of AFM 2—1 tverty seven years agq a greatdealof thought has

beendewted to the gperational enployment of arpower (see Table 4) The intervening
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years have also provided a wedh of expelierce ty which to judgethe efficacyof various
operational airpower enployment conceps. As might be expeced, the daft AFDD2
Theaer Air Warfare® bears little resemblance to the document which it is intended to
replace,AFM 2—-1. Mission—lewel oriented with a pechant for dropping into tactical level
discussions, AFM 2-1 povided a bief treatment of gerera theatr arpower enployment
considerations before quickly concertrating on spediic the spedic mssons o counter—
air, CAS, ard interdiction.® By contrast, the dmaft AFDD2 campletely esclews ay
discusson of speciic arpower missbns am consstently maintains a heaer-lewel
orientation. Itsthreemain chapters, two throughfour, focus an command ard caontrol, ar
canpagn plaming, ard ar canpaign execuion.”

As the USAF's proposed rew operationa doctrine docunent, the Oct 95 daft of
AFDD2 disappants primarily becausetiprovides o new information or insights. Without
fall, the topics which it discusses are addesed in more deph ard with greaer
sophistication in exsting joint doctrine manuak. For exanple, Chapter 2 spars a mere
one ard a half pages adh its information on unty of command, JFACC desgnation, ard
JFACC responsibilit ies can essly be found in such pubications as Joint Publication 3-0?
Joint Pubication 3-012,° ard Jint Pubicaion 3-561." Smilar observations can easly
be made regarding the meterial comprising the nore lengthy chapiers three an four. Jant
Pubication 3—-561’s discussion of the targeting proces ard ATO cycle is far more useful
than the information on the sane subect presermed in chapter four; the sane canbe sad
about the sulject of ar canpaign plaming? Opemtional art is given only a cusory
treatment in chapter three; this compares \ery urfavorably to the ehlorate attention

dewted to the topic in Joint Pubicaion 3-0° While this litany of complaints could
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continue, the message is clear — the information contained in the Ocbber 1995 daft of
AFDD2 canalreadybe eadly found via a qutk peusal of exsting joint doctrine. By

offering nathing new, the draft AFDD?2 is of questionable usefulness.

Summary

Although the USAF has operated successfly for quite same time without a curent
operational doctrine documrent, eviderce siggess that this is not anoptimum stuation. It
would be to the USAF s adwantage f AFM 2-1's replacenert siezedthe oppaortunity to
addessoperational airpower topics not adequadly addessedn joint doctrine. Howewer,
the current draft of AFDD?2 fails to cover any new ground ard therefore runs the risk o
being ignored by its target audience. The next and final chapter will draw from these

conclusions o arswer the utimate question of this study— Does he USA need ADD2?

52



Table 4. The Evolution of Operational Level Theory and Doctrine

Y ear Publication Comments
May 1969 AFM 2-1 Roles and nissions oriented, but limited to counter air, air
Tacical Air Opeations — | interdiction, and CAS. Addressel C2, gppationment/dlotment
Counier Air, Close Air Suppot,
and Ar Interdiction
Apr 1978 TACM 2-1 Roles and nissions oriented, but greaty expanded
Tactcal Air Opeations Indudesmore combatcombat suppat air ops missions
More deailed disaissims o C2, appationment/ alotment, and
targeting
Induded dapers on maintenae and sippat fundions (logistics,
weaher, searity, et.)
Aug 1982 FM 100-5 Introduced AirLand Battle conoept o corps-evel maneuver warfare
Opeations
Apr 1986 JP 3-012 (originally nunmbered as| Defined JFACC's authority, responsitilities, and rde
JP 26) Limited disaussia of air missims, roles
Joint Docrine for Theater
Countrair Opeations
May 1986 | FM 100-5 Emphasked “opemtional art” as core compeeng of theaer
Operations commanda's
1986 Numerous articles in piofessicnd | Highlighted several issuesinduding the pioper relationship betveen

1990 journds regarding operationd art, | interdiction and gound naneuer, criteria for defning eneny COGs,
campaign planning, etc. efc.
1988 The Air Canpaign: Planning for | Significant tregtise on operationd employment of airpower
Combat Defined five air sweriority cases, disaussed spedfic target sets
(emphasked leadeship as ©G)
Stressed importane of deweloping a @herent “air campaign”
Aug 1991 TAC/PACAF/USAFEP 2-2 Three keyfeauresinduded n JFACC conceptof ops
JFACC Concept of Operations
Mar 1992 | AFM 1-1 Addressesmportantinfluenes a theaer campaign plan
Basc Aerogpace Doctrine of the | Defines aarspae operational art
USAF Disaisses mhestratio of roles am missims
Aug 1992 JFACC Rimer (revised Feb 1994)| Provided deailed guidance to pdential JFACCs and their stéffs
regarding FACC operations
Sep 1993 | JP 3.0 (Revised Feb 1995) Develops ehbaate qerational art construct
Doctrine for Joint Operations Discussess operational att concepts in—deph
Addresses targeting process, appotionmentalocation, fire suppat
coordinaton, etc.
Nov 1994 | JP3-561 Similar in focus toJFACC Rimer
Command and ntrol for Joint | Detailed presnttion of JFACC operations air campaign planning
Air Operations process, tageting condgderations, and ATO gycle
Present Numerous joint  publications | Provides missian specific information
detaling  specific  aerospace
missims  (CAS, Interdiction,
SEAD, etc)

Notes

1. Magjor Thomas E. Griffith, Jr., Strategic Atack of National Hectiical Sysems
(Maxwel AFB, AL: Air University Press, Oct 1994)

2. Air Force Dactrine Docurrent 2, Theaer Air Warfare , unpuldished draft, Oct
1995. OPR USAF Daoctrine Center, Langley AFB, VA.
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Notes

3. Air Force Manual 2-1, Tactical Air Opeiations — Counter Air, Close Ar
Suppot, and Ar Interdiction (Washington, DC: Depatment of the Air Force, 2 May
1969)

4. AFDD2 hes 5 total chapters. Chapter 1 is a one pageintroduction, Chapter 5 uses
a page ath a hlf to discuss kttle managment ard arcrew training.

5. JP 3-0,Doctrine or Joint Operatons (Washington, DC: Government Printing
Officer, 1 Feb 1995) Il 13-15.

6. JP 3-012, Theater Counterir Opeiations (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 4 Jan 1986),111 4-5.

7. JP 3-561, Command and @ntrol for Joint Ar Opeiations (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 14 Nov 1994) 1l 1-4.

8. lbid., Il 1-7, 1V 1-11.

9. P 3-0,lll 9-24.
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Chapter 7

Conclusions and Implications

Everything mmes if a man Wl only wait.
—Benjamin Disrael (1847)
Findings

We can now addess be cetral quesion of this study. Does he USA need
AFDD2? A review d the evderce deéiled in the precedng chapters should provide the
arswerto this quesion.

As discussed in Chapter Two, if the gap letweenpractce amnl pubished gudarce
grows too large, abody of informal doctrine may arise to fill t he void. However, there are
severa problems associated with informal doctrine: it risks being incomplete, it could be
suhectto widely varying interpretation, ard it may not be unformly acceped.

Chapter Three showed lbw AFM 2-1 lkecane techicaly obsolete ard largely
irrelevant by the ealy 1980sdue b the rapid onset of contextual ard techological
charge. Predictably, a large ody of informal doctrine drawing from many sourcesgrew
to fill t his “doctrine ggp.”

Onre d these ‘sources” was CbJdin Wardenwho played animportant role in the air
canpaign plaming process dung the ealy weeks 6 the Rersian Guff crisis. Chapter Four

examned the differing ar canpagn plars pioposed ty Wardenard other USAF leades
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for useaganst Irag. A lackof a relevant operational doctrine may have contributed to the
widevariarce of the plars, ard its alserce ato left the USAF leadeshp without objecive
criteria for assessg their options. Nonetheless, the USAF's largest test of the
operational enployment of arpower since te Vieham War — Opeation DESERT
STORM - erded n resounding succes.

Chapter Fve descibed how, atter the Guf War, the operationa level of war ard
theaker—level airpower enployment receved much attention in joint doctrine manuak ard
USAF puHications, including AFM 1-1. This guidarce nay have largely “closed the gap”
betweenpractice anl dactrine regarding the goerational enployment of arpower.

As noted in Chapter Six, the USAF needs adlevant operational doctrine manual ard
it should provide ugful guidarce am rew insights to patential JFACCs ard their saffs on
operational arpower enployment topics that have long gererated delate and discusson.
Unfortunately, desple the importance d doctrine, it is a common complaint that no one
readsit. Thiswill be aimost certainly be true of the draft AFDD2 as currently written — it
ses no higher goals for itsef thanto merely repeatguidarce ateadyadequatly covered in
exsting doctrine pulicatons. Herce, it risks leing ignored by its target auderce. After
27 years in the making, it deserves a better fate than to ke relegaed to the trashcan.

Given the alove eviderce, an arswer may then be finally proposed for this thess
certral quesion.

Does he USA need ADD2?

Yes but not the Ocbber 1995 daft version. While there is little dispute over the

importance of operational doctrine, ard despie the fact that the USAF doesneed a
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relevant operational doctrine document to replace AM 2-1,1 mug reluctartly conclude

that the wait should continue urtil a more adequae version of AFDD2 is proposed.

Implications and Areas for Further Research

How long can the USAF afford to wait for yet another attempt & produdng a
worthwhile operational doctrine documet? While there's no danger of the sky falling if
the USAF doesn't have a suitale replacenert for AFM 2—-1 n the rearfuture, that fact
does ot provide anexcuse @ continuing the shtus quoary longerthannecessar. Some
of the areasthat could be addessedn an operational doctrine docunment have akeady
beensugges$ed; many more could be idertified trough further reseach. The lottom line
is that ary doctrina guidarce hat can be provided to assst JFACCs in deaing with
operational arpower enployment issuesn future contingercies canonly help to ersure
miSsDN swccess.

Given the appaent difficulty of producng a eplacenent for AFM 2-1, is there a
problem with the USAF doctrine development process?In a recen atrticle, Cd Demis M.
Drew (USAF, retired), a pincipal auhor of the curent AFM 1-1, critiquesthe presernt
USAF doctrine dewelopmert system Cd Drew wiites hat there is the lack of a real
“system” for doctrine developmert ard characterizes he curent process as épisadic”,
possessig “neither rhyme ror reasm’, ard lacking “an organzed, systemc, effort to
generate, evaluae...new concepts kased on...experience, theory, and technology.”* Drew
notes that the pimary weakress d the USAF doctrine developmert is that there is no real
system that the ertire procesdacks cterence, is disjointed, ard is more of a hureaucatic

process han an intellecual one? Unrespaisiveness b contextual charge may be a
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symptom of these poblems ard an over-reliance a informal doctrine as opposed to
formal doctrine, a primary result.> Howewer, Ca Drew abo aludes b the difficulty of
deweloping formal doctrine, noting that it took his teamof 10 field grade dficers almost
two years of full time work to produce he 1992 ersion of AFM 1-1* Drew questions
whether the current resources dewted to doctrine development in the USAF are suficient
for the task.”

It is certainly ironic that current system has produced qudity produds in the joint
doctrine arena while failing to do the same for our own service operational doctrine. As
the leadagern for airpower related joint doctrine issueslUSAF doctrine writers ae largely
respansible for much of the neterial in the joint doctrine pulications lauded n chapters
five and gx. It would seem that USAF doctrine should be written first before joint
doctrine; sewice—datrine forms the cacepual basis from which joint doctrine is
deweloped, not vice—\ersa. The realty of resource canstraints ard policy pressue may

deemotherwise, but to do soappeas o “put the cat before the torse.”

Closing

The development of a new operational doctrine document will amost certainly drag
on, but after twerty—seenyears, the USAF canprobally afford to wait a lttle longer for
aqudity produd. However, care must be taken to insure that the time is profitably spent,
and that the waiting period does not continue indefinitely. Disraeli noted that “everything
comes if aman will only wait.” Airmen, who as a group are notorioudy short of patience,
have been waiting quite some time for a new operational doctrine manud. A very long

time. How much longer will t hey be forced to wait?
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Notes

1. Col Dennis M. Drew, “I nventing a Doctrine Process’, Airpower Joumal, Winter
1995,48-49.

2. lbid., 48.

3. The problem posedby a msmatch betweenformal ard informal doctrine is sulile.
Whereas gnoring cantextual charge s an exanple d intentionally failing to act and
misinterpreting contextual da@ is an instarce d acting wongly, a brge gapbetween
pulished dcctrine ard institutional pracice ndicates a dotrine developmert process hat
is acting too sowly. The curent process $ not ignoring the impetus for charge, nor isit
charging in the wrong direction; rather, it is Smply slowly plodding towards a solution and
usng informal doctrine as atemporary substitute in lieu of timely formal guidance.

4. Drew, 52.

5. lbid.
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AADC
Al
ALCC
ALCE
AFCC
AFl

AFM
ARC LIGHT
ASW
ATO
CAS
CENTCOM
COG
COMTAC
DCA
EW

FAC

FM
FMEM
FSCL
JAOC
JAOP
JCS
JFACC
JFEC

JP

JICB
JTL
LINEBACKER
MAAP
MAGTF
NATO
OCA
OPCON
PACOM
SEAD
SOF

Glossay

Area Ar Defense Canmander

Air Interdiction

Airlift Control Certer

Airlift Control Element

Air Force Canponert Commander
Air Force Instruction

Air Force Manal

Desgnation for B-52 lmmbing mission, Vietnam War
Anti—Submarine Warfare

Air Tasking Order

Close Air Suppat

Central Command

Certer of Grawvty

Commander, Tactcal Air Command
Defersive Counter Air

Electronic Warfare

Forward Air Controller

Field Manual

Fleet Marine Force Manual

Fire Suppat Coordination Line
Jant Air Opeations Certer

Jant Air Opeations Plan

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Joint Force Air Componert Commander
Joint Force Canmander

Joint Publication

Joint Targeting Coordination Board
Joint Targeting List

Desgnation for B-52 drategic bombing canpagns, Vietham War
Master Air Attack Ran

Marine Air Ground Task Force
North Atlantic Treaty Organzaion
Offensive Courter Air

Opeational Control

Pacfic Canmand

Suppession of Eneny Air Defenses
Specal Opeations Forces
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SOUTHCOM
TAC

TACC
TACS
TACON
TRADOC
USA

USAF

usMC

USN

Southern Command

Tactcal Air Command

Tactcal Air Control Center
Tactical Air Control System
Tactcal Control

Training and Doctrine Command
United Sates Amy

United Sates Ar Force

United Sates Maine Corps
United Sates Nay
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