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FOREWORD

Stability is a fundamental component of Multi-Domain
Battle (MDB). Integrating stability activities with MDB
provides the entire Joint Force with increased decision
space and expands freedom of operation. Stability
actions during competition build partner capability,
capacity, and resilience; identify and counter adversary
destabilization efforts;and support deterrence. Stability
actions during armed conflict increase the options for
the application of all instruments of national power and
protect the legitimacy of the United States Government
(USG) integrated campaign. Finally, stability actions
following armed combat prevent an adversary from
reversing friendly gains, reestablish civilian control,
and enable a sustainable future. Stability is the
common thread that weaves Multi-Domain Battle, the
Joint Concept for Integrated Campaigning (JCIC), and
our national strategic documents together.

For MDB to succeed, the author recommends that
the Army must be able to positively affect the five
stability sectors, both directly and through integration
with the Joint Force and inter-organizational partners,
while also developing effective strategies to preempt
or counter adversary destabilization efforts. MDB
must be adapted to address threats below the level
of armed conflict with a peer competitor with the
objective of preventing competition from escalating
to armed conflict through proactive stabilization
and counter-destabilization efforts. The Army must
reconsider its approach to stability within the multi-
domain context: Protecting the legitimacy of the USG
integrated campaign plan will be critical. The Army
must also understand, plan, and account for second
and third order impacts of military operations on
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stability in order to enable the effective application of
all elements of national power. Proactive stabilization,
when combined with counter-destabilization efforts,
works when diplomatic, development, and defense
actors conduct deliberate coordination and planning,
develop shared understanding, and develop common
priorities.

The author further highlights the following questions
as needing to be understood in order to fully
integrating stability into MDB. How do Army forces
support State Department efforts during competition,
while also enabling the USG to more effectively
converge diplomatic, informational, and economic
forms of power during cooperation, competition,
and armed conflict? How do forward deployed or
expeditionary Army forces recognize non-military
adversary competition activities? How does the Army
achieve military objectives throughout the competition
continuum while simultaneously preserving or
increasing the options to employ other elements of
national power that will be required for a sustainable
political outcome? The author proposes solutions to
each of these questions in the course of the paper.

Michael W. Rauhut

Colonel, Infantry

Director, U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability
Operations Institute
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Multi-Domain Battle (MDB) is an operational
concept developed by the U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) that describes ground
combat operations against sophisticated peer and near-
peer threats. In February 2017, TRADOC published
a white paper titled “Multi-Domain Battle: Combined
Arms for the 21 Century” to initiate the discussion of
MDB across the Army and the Joint Force. TRADOC
subsequently published a more detailed description of
MDB in “Multi-Domain Battle: Evolution of Combined
Arms for the 21 Century 2025-2040” along with the
new Army Operations doctrinal series (ADP 3-0, ADRP
3-0, and FM 3-0) in October 2017.! These documents
are designed “promote thought and discussion
concerning the methods and capabilities required
to confront sophisticated adversaries” as well as “to
inform further concept development, wargaming,
experimentation, and capability development.”? MDB
is an Army concept; however, as a concept, it involves
the entire Joint Force, and further work is required to
refine and expand the concept across all services and
functions.

While the MDB concept specifically addresses the
2025-2040 timeframe, many of the central ideas are
valid in today’s complex operational environment.
The newest version of FM 3-0 Army Operations
introduces aspects of MDB and the extended battlefield
framework in doctrine. FM 3-0 states that “the Army
conducts operations across multiple domains and the
information environment. All Army operations are
multi-domain operations, and all battles are multi-
domain battles.”?> FM 3-0 also highlights the military
application of rapidly advancing technologies in the
information environment, cyberspace, space, and
the electromagnetic spectrum that require special
consideration during planning and execution. A



fundamental future Army capability will be the Army’s
ability to converge effects across all domains.*

Stability is a fundamental component of Multi-
Domain Battle. The purpose of this PKSOI white
paper is to describe the role that stability plays in
MDB and to further inform concept development
with respect to Joint Force and Army stability actions.
Integrating stability activities with MDB provides the
entire Joint Force with increased decision space and
expands freedom of operation. It is the only way that
the U.S. Government can transition successful military
operations tolasting political solutions. Stability actions
during competition identify and counter adversary
campaigns; build partner capability, capacity, and
resilience; and support deterrence. Stability actions
during armed conflict increase the options for the
application of all instruments of national power and
protect the legitimacy of the U.S. integrated campaign.
Finally, stability actions following armed combat
prevent an adversary from reversing friendly gains,
reestablish civilian control, and create a sustainable
future.

This white paper is divided into three sections.
The first provides an overview of MDB and describes
the changes to the operational environment that
are driving the concept’'s development. Part two
describes the role stability plays in the current concept
during competition and armed conflict. Part three
highlights stability-related MDB challenges and
traps, and provides recommendations for continued
refinement. Appendix A examines stability from
an adversary’s perspective in order to gain insights
on how they target the stability sectors throughout
their operations to achieve advantageous strategic
outcomes. Appendixes B, C, and D (each written by
a contributing author) are case studies that examine a



broad range of stability targeting efforts by an equally
broad range of state and non-state actors. Appendix E
discusses the role of transitional public security in the
multi-domain environment, while Appendixes F and
G establish definitions of the terms used throughout
the paper and highlight the way forward for continued
research and development.

Our initial observations are as follows:

To succeed in Multi-Domain Battle, the
Army must be able to positively affect
the five stability sectors both directly
and through integration with the Joint
Force and interorganizational partners.
The Army must understand how
adversaries target stability throughout
the competition continuum, and develop
effective strategies to preempt or counter
adversary actions in concert with other
US. Government departments and
agencies.

The Multi-Domain Battle concept is
rightly optimized for the most dangerous
threat that the United States will face
in the future. MDB should and can be
adapted to address threats below the level
of armed conflict with a peer competitor.
The objective of MDB should be to prevent
competition from escalating to armed
conflict through proactive stabilization
and counter-destabilization efforts. This
emphasis will also nest MDB within the
Joint Campaign for Integrated Campaigning
and National Security Strategy.

While stability hasalwaysbeenassociated
with consolidating gains, stability has
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traditionally been discussed in the terms
of post-conflict actions and tasks. The
Army should reconsider its approach to
stability within the multi-domain context.
During competition, stability protects
our allies and partners. During armed
conflict, the Army will be called upon
to conduct stability tasks to protect the
legitimacy of United States Government
(USG) integrated campaigns. During the
return to completion, stability paves the
way for transition.

The Army must better understand its
role with respect to stability during
competition and armed conflict. It must
understand, plan, and account for second
and third order impacts of military
operations on stability in order to enable
other departments and agencies within
the USG to function effectively.

Stabilization (proactive stability
combined with counter-destabilization)
works when diplomatic, development,
defense, and other USG actors conduct
deliberate coordination and planning,
assess the environment, develop shared
understanding, and develop common
priorities. = This will become more
difficult as the environment becomes
more complex.



The Operational Environment

Two considerations drive the need to reconsider
how the Army will operate in the future. The first is
that the traditional Western perspective of war and
peace as binary and mutually exclusive is obsolete. The
war-peace dichotomy has been replaced by a model
of cooperation, competition, and armed conflict that
describes states of relationships with other actors and
where those states can exist concurrently.” The second
consideration is that the Department of Defense’s
assumption of domain superiority is no longer valid
as contemporary U.S. adversaries are increasingly able
to operate in and contest the United States across all
domains. This flawed assumption has driven Joint
Force doctrine, equipping, and force posture decisions
since the fall of the Soviet Union; however, as the
character of warfare changes, so to must the Joint
Force’s conceptualization, operational approach, and
execution.

TRADOC’s MDB concept adopts and expands on
the operational environment described in the CJCS's
Joint Operating Environment 2035 (JOE 2035). JOE 2035
describes two overarching challenges that the United
States will face. The first challenge is that revisionist
states and non-state actors can and will contest the
international order and norms established and maintained
by the United States and its allies since the end of World
War II. These actors will use all instruments of power
available to them (not just military force) to establish
alternative norms that are unfavorable to U.S. national
interests. The second challenge is the transition from
a nation-state determined order to a more complex
environmentwhere global commerce, technologies,and
telecommunication advances can exceed the strength of
participating states. This transition is driving persistent



disorder. Persistent disorder enables U.S. adversaries
to exploit the inability of states to provide functioning,
stable, and legitimate governance.® These challenges,
together with accelerating information and technology
advances, urbanization, global networking, access
to technology and ‘weapons of mass effects,” and the
very nature of multinational operations, are increasing
the complexity of the operational environment
exponentially and making it much more difficult to
effectively deter potential opponents.

U.S. adversaries (both state actors and non-
state groups) are investing in capabilities that
will significantly impact the future operational
environment. These capabilities will not only impact
combatants during armed combat, but will also
shape a government’s decision space short of combat.
Improved ballistic missile systems and precision strike
capabilities are expanding the battlefield framework in
time and space - targets that were once out of range
are no longer safe from enemy attack. Future enemies
will avoid close combat with the United States and its
allies through layered standoff and denied access (e.g.,
integrated air defense systems). Lethality throughout
the operational area is increasing as our adversaries
field new weapon systems that may prevent the Joint
Force from achieving overmatch and force it to operate
as much smaller, more dispersed elements without
assured connectivity.” The result is a ‘hyperactive’
battlefield where the “differences between strategic,
operational, and tactical levels, as well as between
offensive and defensive operations, are being erased,”*
and that can quickly overwhelm the capacity and will
of any combatant.

* TRADOC discusses how battlespace is becoming compressed on page
seven of the MDB concept paper. Interestingly, Russian General of the
Army Valery Gerasimov makes the same observation in his important ar-
ticle, “The Value of Science Is in the Foresight,” Military Review (January-
February 2016), 24.



As U.S. adversaries build capacity, they are also
adapting their approaches based on observations of
U.S. actions (combat and non-combat alike) throughout
the world. Instead of attacking our physical strengths,
adversaries will leverage their centralized political
and military systems to exploit virtual and cognitive
seams within established U.S. operational approaches
and planning methodology. Their objective is to create
“a fait accompli before the Joint Force can react...by
operating under the threshold that triggers a decisive
U.S. counter-reaction.”® Colloquially, these seams are
referred to as the “gray zone,” a term made popular
within DoD by a 2015 USSOCOM white paper.” The
Joint Concept for Integrated Campaigning (JCIC) codifies
the “gray zone” concept as the competition continuum
- a flexible spectrum of strategic relations that range
from cooperation to competition below armed conflict
to armed conflict itself (see Figure 1). These three
elements of the continuum are not exclusive of each
other and will often co-exist at the same point in time.
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Figure 1. The Competition Continuum



Competition below the threshold of armed conflict
spans the competitive space between the traditional
norms of peace and conflict. It is characterized by
political, economic, informational, and military
competition that goes beyond “steady-state diplomacy,’
yet remains short of conventional war. Competition
is nothing new - in 1948 George F. Kennan wrote a
memorandum for the Department of State on “The
inauguration of political warfare” where he called
Russia’s use of all the means at their command, short of
war, to achieve its national objectives “the most refined
and effective of any in history.” Kennan concluded
that the United States struggles during competition
because “we have been handicapped by a popular
attachment to the concept of a basic difference between
peace and war, by a tendency to view war as a sort
of sporting contest outside of all political context, by
a national tendency to seek a political cure-all, and by
a reluctance to recognize the realities of international
relations.”*!

Whatisnew is “the number of actors simultaneously
empowered to resist U.S. influence effectively, the
variety of routes and vectors from which they can
threaten harm to core U.S. interests, and, finally, the
volatility of an international system under persistent
seismic pressure from the competing forces of
integration and disintegration.”"? Increasingly, U.S.
adversaries are adapting technological advances
to more effectively target the vary stability sectors
that underpin the societies they want to influence or
control. U.S. plans and actions that do not account for
these complex realities will fail to secure and maintain
national policy objectives.” Taken together, these
challenges will have a profound impact on how the
Army approaches its role in stability.



The Multi-Domain Battle Concept

Since the United States can no longer guarantee
domain superiority, MDB requires a Joint Force
that is able to outmaneuver “adversaries physically
and cognitively through the extension of combined
arms across all domains.”* In addition to cross-
domain maneuver, the Army must “integrate and
synchronize capabilities as part of a joint team to
create temporary windows of superiority across
multiple domains and throughout the depth of the
battlefield in order to...achieve military objectives.”’
Cross-domain maneuver, integrated capabilities, and
temporary windows of advantage all aim to “affect an
adversary in both the physical and abstract domains
creating dilemmas too numerous to counter.”'® The
MDB concept addresses all three components of the
JCIC’s competition continuum, and for the first time
truly addresses actions that must take place short of
traditional war.

The Army’s ability to execute MDB rests on
three critical components. The first is force posture
consisting of forward presence, expeditionary forces,
and integrated partner capabilities. Forward presence
is required to support less capable allies and partners,
to recognize and counter adversary operations that
target allies and partners, and to provide a ‘regional
foothold” inside an adversary’s anti-access system
should competition escalate to armed conflict. Trained
and supported partner forces are uniquely suited to
counter adversary information and unconventional
warfare. Integrating forward presence with partner
capabilities is the most effective posture from which to
contest the destabilization actions that are part of the
adversary’s overall campaign plan.



The second component is resilient formations.
To effectively operate within the MDB environment,
Army units will require the capabilities to deliver
effects across multiple domains. Formations will need
the ability to avoid detection and survive contact with
an enemy through integrated reconnaissance and
security operations. Units will have to operate semi-
independently as they maneuver and fight as smaller
and more dispersed elements, often without contiguous
supply lines or secured flanks. Because our adversaries
have the ability to degrade the Army’s command and
control architecture, the ability to execute real mission
command at all times regardless of the condition of the
network and cross-domain enablers will be critical.

The third and most significant component is
convergence - the ability to integrate capabilities
across domains, environments, and functions in time
and space to achieve a purpose. While convergence is
similar to current efforts to synchronize combat power,
MDB relies upon the integration of interorganizational
capabilities and the application of combat power across
multiple domains. The goal of convergence is to create
physical, virtual, and cognitive windows of advantage
that the Joint Force can exploit to gain a position of
advantage. These windows will often be temporary,
and will enable action in other domains from the land
domain.

* The terms “interorganizational” and “interagency” are both used
throughout this paper. Interorganizational refers to “interaction that oc-
curs among elements of the DoD; participating USG departments and
agencies; state, territorial, local, and tribal agencies; foreign military
forces and government agencies; international organizations; nongov-
ernmental organizations; and the private sector.” Interagency refers to
“USG agencies and departments, including the DoD.” See Joint Staff,
JP 3-08 Interorganizational Cooperation (Washington, DC: The Pentagon,
October 12, 2016), p. GL-9.
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Because our adversaries are increasingly capable of
contesting the Joint Force across all domains and over
extended distances, the current concept of deep, close
and rear areas is inadequate to frame multi-domain
operations. The new MDB operational framework
(see Figure 2) significantly expands the geographic
and cognitive battlespace by including strategic,
operational, and tactical support areas, a deep
maneuver area, and operational and strategic deep
fires areas. While Figure 2 depicts a linear arrangement
of these areas, each conflict arena will be organized
differently based on the adversary’s capabilities. The
component areas of the framework may or may not be
linear, and they may or may not be contiguous.
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Figure 2. The Multi-Domain Operational
Framework
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Stability in the Multi-Domain Battle Concept

Current Army doctrine integrates offensive,
defensive, and stability tasks throughout all phases of
an operation. Stability is fundamental to “operations
conducted before, during, and after conflict.””” The
MDB concept addresses stability throughout the
competition continuum. While the concept discusses
stability from a military perspective, it is imperative
that the Army understands stability through the lens of
integrating military action with the other instruments
of national power and linking military operations to
political objectives.

Competition.  Stability actions are a critical
component of competition activities and are
prominently featured in TRADOC’s MDB concept.
During competition, adversaries will seek to “separate
or isolate friendly forces politically, limiting a
coordinated allied response and destabilizing target
states internally to attain [their] objectives below the
threshold of armed conflict.”*® To prevent an adversary
from gaining positions of advantage, the Joint Force
in concert with interorganizational partners conducts
proactive stability actions, contests the adversary’s
destabilization actions, deters escalation, and
prepares for transition to armed conflict if escalation
continues. As seen in multiple theaters, “adversaries
will continue to creatively combine conventional
and non-conventional methods to achieve objectives
by operating below a threshold that would invoke a
direct military response from the U.S. while retaining
the capability to engage in more conventional armed
conflict.”*

12



Fundamental to MDB is the Army’s responsibility
to counter an adversary’s destabilization actions by
applying the military instrument of power or through
integration with interorganizational partners. Simply
building partner capacity across the five Joint Stability
Functions is not enough. The United States must also
counter an adversary’s destabilization efforts that
adversely impact national interests (see Appendix A,
Stability Targeting and Counter-Destabilization). Key
US. targets will be the adversary’s unconventional
and information warfare campaigns. Stability actions
are integral to opening windows of advantage during
competition that will be required should the situation
escalate to armed conflict. These windows include
territorial access (physical), authorities (physical,
virtual, and cognitive), popular or government support
(cognitive), and expanded partner capacity across all of
the Joint Stability Functions (physical and cognitive).”

Armed Conflict. TRADOC’s MDB concept paper
does not address stability operations during armed
combat directly. Despite the emphasis on offensive
operations to “defeat the enemy’s conventional forces
in a rapid campaign of maneuver across all areas of
the extended battlespace in multiple domains and
locations simultaneously,”* failure to incorporate
stability actions during armed conflict will limit the
decision and ‘maneuver’ space for the employment
of other elements of national power—diplomacy,
information, economics, finance, intelligence, and law
enforcement—during both armed conflict and the
return to competition. During conflict, an adversary
will continue to use unconventional warfare and
information efforts to erode political will and fracture
multinational alliances, coalitions, and partnerships.
Combined, these factors will prevent the United States
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from setting the conditions necessary to ensure a
conclusive political victory following decisive combat
wins.

Joint Force missteps with respect to stability
(especially security and governance) will amplify the
effects of an adversary’s campaign. The second and
third order effects of offensive and defensive operations
during armed conflict can have an enormous impact
on stabilization. Greater emphasis on stability actions
and a deeper understanding of these second and third
order effects will provide greater flexibility for the
Joint Force. It will also create more options for the
Joint Force to create and exploit windows of advantage
in order to physically, virtually, and/or cognitively
seize the initiative. Ultimately, Joint Force stability
actions during armed conflict enable the “translation of
military results [rapidly reducing the enemy’s capacity
to resist, retain, or retake key terrain] into political
objectives or a sustainable outcome in the return to
competition.”*

Return to Competition. The U.S. experiences
in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and Syria demonstrate
that stability actions are vital during and following
armed conflict and during the return to competition.
While similar to competition, there are two primary
differences. First, even if the United States and its
partners successfully accomplish all of the military
objectives, it is unlikely that the conflict will end with
a decisive victory or a definitive political settlement.
The environment will remain competitive long after
the enemy’s main forces no longer pose a direct
threat. Adversaries will attempt to take advantage of
the volatility following armed conflict to continue to
subvert and attack friendly forces and institutions in
order to limit the United States” ability to consolidate
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gains, to re-impose its will on the region, and to
maintain some level of influence in the region.

In order to prevent a resumption of armed conflict,
the Joint Force must “retain the initiative won during
conflict and consolidate gains by helping restore
public services, reestablish law and order, and isolate
and defeat the adversary’s subversive activities.”
As with competition, the Joint Force must operate
both defensively (building stability capacity) and
offensively (counter adversarial efforts) to create a
sustainable future. The second difference is born out of
the lessons learned in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere
that the “successful execution of ‘dominating activities’
[during armed combat] does not automatically lead to
the achievement of desired political objectives.”* This
requires the Joint Force to converge lethal and non-
lethal military capabilities with political actions. This
convergence with respect to stability is the essential
requirement to consolidate gains.

The Future of Stability in Multi-Domain Battle -
Challenges and Opportunities

Future conflict will take an almost infinite number
of forms. Geography, actors, and alliances will
influence the character of conflict; while resources, will,
and national interests will determine the intensity and
duration of the conflict. The current MDB concept is
rightly optimized to enable the United States to prevail
ina“mostdangerous” scenarioinvolvinga peer or near-
peer enemy with the capability to contest the United
States in multiple domains simultaneously, challenge
U.S. overmatch, and deny the United States the ability
to achieve domain superiority. The “most dangerous”
scenario may not be the most likely scenario; however,
not preparing for it would risk catastrophic failure at
the national level.
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TRADOC highlights five “problems” for U.S. forces
in the “new” MDB expanded battlespace.*

1. How do U.S. forces deter the escalation of
violence, defeat adversary operations to destabilize
the region, and turn denied spaces into contested
spaces should violence escalate?

2. How do U.S. forces maneuver from contested
strategic and operational distances and with sufficient
combat power in time to defeat enemy forces?

3. How do U.S. forces conduct deep maneuver
by air, naval, and/or ground forces to suppress and
destroy enemy indirect fire and air defense systems
and reserve forces?

4. How do U.S. forces enable ground forces to
defeat the enemy in the Close Area?

5. How do U.S. forces consolidate gains and
produce sustainable outcomes, set conditions for
long-term deterrence, and adapt to the new security
environment?

Figure 3 depicts these challenges against the
backdrop of the MDB extended battlefield framework:
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Figure 3. Problems in the “New” Battlespace
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The MDB concept should and can address
competition and armed conflict with adversaries short
of the peer and near-pear levels. Figure 4 is a simplistic
way to diagram four potential forms of conflict against
the JCIC’s competition continuum. While the figure
fails to account for every plausible scenario and
depicts a linear version of the competition continuum
(remember that cooperation, competition, and armed
conflict are not mutually exclusive and can co-exist
simultaneously), it does demonstrate the broad range
of scenarios that the multi-domain battle concept must
be able to address.

Armed Conflict - Peer, ‘Most Dangerous’

......
4 e,

Armed Conflict

Intensity

R
.-

"
",
.......
s

Figure 4. Potential Forms of Conflict

Scenario one (dark red solid line) represents the
“most dangerous” scenario discussed above. The dark
red line traces the path of “traditional” conflict from the
competition stage to a point where increasing tensions
lead to open conflict. At the conclusion of armed
conflict, the actors return to a state of competition
where both attempt to consolidate gains and impose
or re-impose their will in the region. To achieve its
political goals, the United States must retain a position
of advantage in the region that its adversaries cannot
challenge or undermine by reducing an adversary’s
ability to effectively compete with the United States
and the host nation.
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Scenario two (light red dashed line) is similar to
Scenario One. It represents a crisis that still escalates
to armed conflict, but whose duration and intensity
of armed conflict is decreased because of successful
stabilization efforts. Successful stabilization efforts
result in a quicker return to competition and a
strengthened position of advantage for the United
States.  History, however, shows that the most
dangerous scenarios are also the least likely scenarios
to unfold.

Scenario three (orange dashed line) represents
a situation where the United States enters into
competition late, either by design, due to surprise, or
through failure to recognize competition. The United
States applies stabilization actions to assist a partner;
however, the intensity of the competition continues
to increase. The increasing competition may lead to
limited armed conflict, but the situation eventually
returns to competition. There are several conditions
that are typical in this environment: A subnational
illegal armed group is gaining strength in a fragile
state that the state is unable to address and contain
within its borders, a crisis in one country threatens to
destabilize a region, the region has the will to address
a cross-border threat, military action alone cannot
decisively end a security crisis, and the USG must use
mutually reinforcing regional and bilateral strategies
and tools.”

Scenario four (green dashed line) represents the best-
case scenario. The United States identifies competition

* The Lake Chad Region (LCR) is an example of Scenario Three. Within the LCR,
the humanitarian and security situation had deteriorated significantly before the
United States became fully engaged. Working with regional partners, the United
States sought to “degrade and defeat...Boko Haram so that it would no longer
pose a threat to the region, mitigate Boko Haram’s impact on the region’s citi-
zens; and address the underlying conditions that gave rise to Boko Haram.” See
Beth Cole, Alexa Courtney, Erica Kaster, and Noah Sheinbaum, Breaking Boko Ha-
ram and Ramping Up Recovery: US Engagement in the Lake Chad Region 2013 to 2016
(Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace (USIP), 2017), 8-9. See also Beth
Cole, “Fostering Diplomatic-Defense-Development (3D) Cooperation in Respond-
ing to Complex Crisis,” USIP (Washington, DC, December 2017), 3.
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in a region that challenges its national interests. To
protect those interests, it conducts a synchronized
and integrated stabilization campaign consisting of
proactive stability and counter-destabilization efforts,
and successfully deters either escalation or further
destabilization. Competition exists (and can intensify
at times), but it does not rise to the level of armed
conflict. Over time as U.S. stabilization efforts take
root, the intensity of competition diminishes as the
United States and its partners consolidate gains while
preventing an adversary from re-imposing its will.
Conditions typical of this scenario include U.S. national
security interests in preserving the stability of a key
ally in a region engulfed by conflict and instability;
the United States provides assistance that requires a
high degree of coordination; cross-border assistance
to neighboring populations affected by conflict is
required; the prospect of a long-term refugee presence
in a priority country demands long-term solutions;
and the security environment in the host country is
relatively permissive.”

* A contemporary example of Scenario four is Jordan where the United
States successfully “prioritized managing destabilizing internal stress-
ors, addressing humanitarian and security needs in Syria, and prevent-
ing violent extremist activity from threatening Jordan’s security.” See
Beth Cole, Alexa Courtney, Erica Kaster, and Noah Sheinbaum, Preserv-
ing Stability Amidst Regional Conflagration: US Engagement in Jordan 2011 to
2016, (Washington, DC: USIP, 2017), 6-7. See also Beth Cole, “Fostering
Diplomatic-Defense-Development (3D) Cooperation in Responding to
Complex Crisis,” USIP (Washington DC, December 2017), 3.

19



While each of these four scenarios vary significantly
in terms of time, intensity, and commitment, all have
several common aspects. In each scenario, addressing
stability (and countering instability) is essential to
managing the competitive environment. Even if not
successful in deterring escalation, stabilization can limit
the intensity and duration of armed conflict. Actions
and decisions made during armed conflict will impact
stabilization efforts during the return to competition.
Stabilization during the return to competition will
always be required to consolidate gains and achieve
an enduring satisfactory political solution.

Stability-Related Challenges

TRADOCs five problems are best depicted against
the backdrop of the extended battlefield framework.
In contrast, the stability-related challenges are best
understood when described in terms of the competition
continuum where cooperation, competition, and
conflict may exist simultaneously (see Figure 5).

1. During competition, the Department
of State (DoS) will be the supported
USG department, while DoD will be
the supporting department. How do
Army forces support DoS-led efforts during
competition to create and exploit windows
of advantage, while operating with limited
authorities? (Figure 5, Item 1)

2. Our adversaries will use all elements
of power at their disposal during
competition, not just military (Russia
for example advocates a 4:1 ratio of
non-military to military means during
‘conflict development’®). How do forward
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deployed or expeditionary Army forces
recognize competition when the vast majority
of destabilizing mechanisms employed by an
adversary may be non-military? (Figure 5,
Item 2)

. MDB requires converging military and
interorganizational capabilities across
multiple domains at all times. How does
the Army (as part of the Joint Force) enable the
USG to more effectively converge diplomatic,
informational, and economic forms of power
during cooperation, competition, and armed
conflict? (Figure 5, Item 3)

. During armed combat, DoD will
assume the lead role and employ the
elements of military power to achieve
military objectives. How does the Army
achieve military objectives throughout the
competition continuum while simultaneously
preserving or increasing the options to employ
other elements of national power that will be
required for a sustainable political outcome?
Simultaneously, how can the Army enable
other USG agencies to engage in stabilization
efforts themselves throughout the continuum
in order to set the conditions for stabilization
success and leading to a satisfactory political
solution? (Figure 5, Item 4)
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These stability gaps are integral to TRADOC's five
problems, and are discussed in greater detail below.
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Figure 5. Stability Related Gaps in MDB

1. How do Army forces support DoS-led efforts
during competition to create and exploit windows of
advantage, while operating with limited authorities?

US. Code clearly delineates the roles,
responsibilities, and authorities of each government
department and agency during competition and armed
conflict. The JCIC recognizes that the “Department of
State will often function as lead in situations involving
competitionshortof armed conflict.”*® The challenge for
the Army and the Joint Force is that “state and non-state
adversarial approaches are accomplishing wartime-
like objectives beyond the reach, authorization, and
effectiveness of existing theater campaign efforts and
US law, title, and code.”?

Future conflicts will require the Army to
synchronize with the Joint Force and integrate with
interorganizational partners whowill be better postured
to operate due to their authorities, but will also have
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much less capacity (in terms of manpower, presence,
and resources) than the DoD. The Army’s ability to
directly influence foreign governance structures, justice
systems, and economies is exceedingly limited (and
this limitation is especially acute during cooperation
and competition); however, the Army has often been
called upon to fill the gap between requirements and
capacity, especially during armed combat and the
period immediately after. The same could become
increasingly true during competition as resources
decline.

Co-location by itself will not lead to cooperation.
Army leaders need to understand country team
dynamics within an embassy. These dynamics are
often driven by personalities, and they will be different
in every country and in every situation. Army
personnel must be fully integrated into country teams
by selecting the right people for the Defense Attaché
and Security Cooperation offices. Most importantly,
Army leaders need to understand the authorities (and
approvals) that interagency partners possess, and how
they can leverage those authorities to strengthen U.S.
positions of advantage. The Army must also employ
its capabilities on behalf and in support of interagency
partners in the pursuit of common policy goals. These
include the Army’s level of access afforded by security;
unique authorities; the ability to conduct detailed
planning and analysis; and personnel, platforms, and
partnerships that can augment department and agency
capacity. USAFRICOM is a unique example of Joint
Force cooperation with and support to the interagency.
Much of USAFRICOM'’s success can be attributed to its
ability to “meet country teams on their own turf” and
shape its headquarters to “provide a critical strategic
platform that the civilian agencies hadn’t realized they
lacked.”*
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Military actions can create windows of opportunity
for the application of other elements of national
power. Conversely, they can limit the effectiveness or
constrain the actions of interorganizational partners.
It is critical that the combined U.S. interagency team
understands the less obvious levers of power that
exist in the environment. The Embassy’s Integrated
Country Strategy must address how the United
States can coordinate with, coopt, or isolate these
power structures depending on what fits the long-
term strategic ends and not merely the immediate
objectives. The campaign plan must enable the United
States to be proactive (and not merely reactive) by
identifying leverage points that can be engaged when
needed should competition continue to intensify and
lead to conflict. Targeting adversary actions during
competition will require the Army to identify the
interagency partner best positioned with the authorities
and capabilities to deliver the greatest effects against
the adversary’s destabilization actions.

It is also critical that the U.S. Army (and the
Joint Force as a whole) understands and appreciates
the inherent differences between DoD and the
departments and agencies it supports. Capacity and
capability are not the only disparities between the
Army and its interorganizational partners - often their
mission, sense of urgency, time horizons, ways, and
means will vary substantially. Moreover, their very
definition of success may differ from MDB concerns
during competition and armed conflict. As opposed
to “winning” competition, the DoS and the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) will
seek to manage relationships, conflicts, and trends in
the international community - thus the concept and
nomenclature of “battle” may not translate well despite
a common understanding of MDB challenges writ
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large. Perspective is important, and the Army must
understand the divergent assessments and viewpoints
within the overall team.

2. How do forward deployed or expeditionary
Army forces recognize competition when the vast
majority of destabilizing mechanisms employed by
an adversary may be non-military?

Perhaps the most important observation in General
Gerasimov’s article is that the “very ‘rules of war” have
changed. The role of nonmilitary means of achieving
political and strategic goals has grown, and, in many
cases, they have exceeded the power of force of weapons
in their effectiveness.”” Gerasimov goes on to say that
“the focus of applied methods of conflict has altered
in the direction of the broad use of political, economic,
informational, humanitarian, and other nonmilitary
measures - applied in coordination with the protest
potential of the population [and] supplemented by
military means of a concealed character.”* Russia is
not alone in this approach - China, Iran, and North
Korea all operate below the threshold of armed conflict
and all use a combination of non-military and military
means.

TRADOC’s MDB concept states that our adversaries
will converge “military and non-military capabilities
through four interrelated systems - reconnaissance,
unconventional warfare (UW), information warfare
(IW), and conventional forces - and over time, across
areas, and in purpose to fracture alliances and isolate
targets.”?! Army forces operating in a country or region
where an adversary employs these four interrelated
systems can be reasonably expected to identify an
adversary’s military activities (especially with respect
to security efforts). However, the U.S. Army will be
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challenged to observe adversary actions that target
the other stability sectors highlighted by General
Gerasimov that are all aimed at “reducing the fighting
potential of the enemy.”
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Figure 6. Asymmetry during Competition

U.S. adversaries will always use an asymmetric
approach during competition (Figure 6 demonstrates
this approach). During competition, diplomatic efforts
conducted by the embassy country team drive all U.S.
actions. The United States routinely invests significant
effort and resources in security cooperation in support
of diplomacy, and U.S. military presence is often one
of the most visible aspects of U.S. efforts abroad. Other
efforts include aid programs in developing countries
that target economic stability and social well-being.
In contrast, our adversaries use their centralized (and
authoritarian) forms of governmentsin ways thatenable
them to leverage and, most importantly, synchronize
actions across all elements of national power in a way
that preserves long-term strategic options. The U.S.
is handicapped in this regard by a political system of
checks and balances with independent departments
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that answer to executive authority and are typically
oriented on shorter-term objectives.  Further, as
demonstrated by the U.S. approach in Afghanistan,
Iraq, Libya and Syria, the U.S. struggles to synchronize
efforts across departmental boundaries; authoritarian
forms of government typically do not.

Since it is easier for our adversaries to effectively
synchronize their elements of power, the four
interrelated military systems of reconnaissance, UW,
IW, and conventional force will only be a part of their
overall political strategy. This creates an imbalance
in US. collection capabilities. During competition,
the Joint Force will have to be able to recognize when
an adversary employs non-military measures. Joint
Forces, regardless of type and primary function in
country (e.g. regionally aligned forces, security force
assistance elements, state partnership program units,
Special Operations Forces), need to be equipped with
specific intelligence requirements that are focused
on the destabilization tasks within an adversary’s
campaign plan. Between the embassy country team,
the Geographic Combatant Command (GCC) and
the Theater Special Operations Command, is there a
more efficient way to holistically manage information
collected by the different elements of the country team,
analyze thatinformation, and distribute the intelligence
in a way that identifies destabilization actions earlier
and gets that intelligence to the organization(s) with
the authorities and approvals to act in the best interest
of the United States?

3. How does the Army (as part of the Joint Force)
enable the USG to effectively converge diplomatic,
informational, and economic forms of power during
cooperation and competition?
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Convergence is one of the central themes of
MDB. TRADOC concedes that the “requirement to
employ formations to create and exploit windows
of advantage throughout the depth of the expanded
battlespace over time ranging from seconds to years
represents the greatest challenge for commanders
posed by the new operating environment.”* The Joint
Force must be able to converge all aspects of military
power in order to successful wage multi-domain
battle; however, “military power alone is insufficient
to achieve sustainable political objectives, and there
are limited means to achieve integration across the
instruments of national power.”* This is not a new
concept - our recent conflicts and on-going difficulties
at the policy level demonstrate how difficult it is to
achieve integration at the national level - but MDB
requires a new level of collaboration, integration, and
synchronization of capabilities across all elements of
national power.

The Department of Defense cannot (and should
not) pull the diplomatic, informational, or economic
levers of power; however, the Army or other services
may be in a position to facilitate or enable the actions of
other USG departments. The JCIC defines integrated
campaigning as “Joint Force and interorganizational
partner efforts to enable the achievement and
maintenance of policy aims by integrating military
activities and aligning non-military activities of
sufficient scope, scale, simultaneity, and duration
across multiple domains.”* This definition highlights
therole thatnon-military activities will play throughout
an operation, but particularly during competition.
The critical opportunities to align military and non-
military activities occur throughout the planning cycle
and following every assessment period. Not only must
the DoD articulate its plan to integrate and align Joint
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Force activities, it “must also plan and provide support
to and coordination with other U.S. departments
and agencies, as well as other interorganizational
partners.”

The JCIC introduces four elements to assist with
effective cross-department and/or agency planning;:

e Understand the operating environment
using the competition continuum and
use terminology that fosters better civil-
military dialogue and collaboration

e Design the campaign using the factors of
integrated campaign design and competition
mechanisms to align military and non-
military activities

e Employ the Integrated Force and secure
gains in campaigns tailored to the new
operating environment

o Assess and adapt the campaign based on
continuous evaluation

Two tool sets are especially relevant for the U.S.
Army. The first tool consists of the factors of integrated
campaign design (bullet two above). These factors
better link military efforts with overarching policy by
clarifying the relationship between civilian guidance
and military objectives, facilitating collaboration
with essential USG and international partners, and
improving the application of operational art beyond
the narrow conception of armed conflict.”¥”

* The JCIC’s factors of integrated design include: diagnosis, antici-
pate consequences, effective civil-military dialogue, outcomes, follow
through, benefits and risk, narrative, empowerment, alignment, resourc-
ing, prevailing logic, and multi-domain force architecture.
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The second tool introduced by the JCIC is the
concept of competition mechanisms. Like the factors
of integrated campaign design, the competition
mechanisms are additive and supplement the defeat
(defeating armed enemies through the organized
application of force) and stability (primary method by
which the Joint Force affects the human dimension)
mechanisms in JP 5-0, Joint Planning. Competition
mechanisms are “applicable to the strategic realities of
armed conflict, competition below the level of armed
conflict, and cooperation as ways to maintain or
establish favorable conditions within the international
order.”*® Four of the seven competition mechanisms
focus on support: Strengthen, Create, Preserve, Inform.
Weaken directly counters the adversary’s approach.
Position and Persuade can be used to both support a
partner and to counter an adversary.

During competition, supporting a partner while
countering theadversary’sapproacharetwosides of the
same coin; however, the U.S. has typically emphasized
support over countering. Additional emphasis needs
to be placed on our ability to counter the adversary’s
destabilization campaign. Incorporating the concepts
of Dislocate and Isolate (defeat mechanisms) and Compel
(stability mechanism) will better enable the Joint Force
to counter an adversary campaign plan.* These
mechanisms are ways of exerting power and must be
understood and developed in the context of the given
environment and its unique power dynamics. See
Appendix A (Counter Destabilization) for a detailed
discussion on understanding and countering adversary
destabilization efforts.
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4. How does the Army achieve military objectives
throughout the competition continuum while
simultaneously preserving or increasing the options
to employ other elements of national power that
will be required for a sustainable political outcome?
Simultaneously, how can the Army enable other
USG agencies to engage in stabilization efforts
themselves throughout the continuum in order to set
the conditions for stabilization success and leading
to a satisfactory political solution?

The Army’s stability tasks all contribute to a desired
end state condition for each stability sector, but they are
not sufficient by themselves to achieve those conditions.
Following the armed conflict period in Afghanistan
and Irag, the military (predominantly the Army
and Marine Corps) found itself uniquely positioned
to tackle stability-related issues. The military’s
physical presence, capacity, and ability to provide
security gave it access across Afghanistan and Iraq
that other departments and agencies did not possess.
Combined with a predisposition for action, the
military often assumed the leading role, even where
it lacked capability. Although doctrine recognizes
the importance of stability during all phases of the
campaign, stability became synonymous with ‘post-
conflict reconstruction” and return to civil control.
Singular stability actions became a short-term tool to
weaken the insurgency instead of a synchronized long-
term plan to consolidate gains.

Integrated campaigning requires synchronized
efforts across multiple organizational boundaries;
however, the structure of the USG makes interagency
synchronization challenging. The JCIC proposes
that commanders operate at multiple levels to best
integrate military actions into a campaign.*® The first
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level is psychological. Every physical action (military
and non-military) has psychological effects; therefore,
the military contribution to a multi-domain battle
campaign “must have an advantageous psychological
impact on friendly, neutral, and adversary actors
in the environment...founded on the coordination
of military and non-military activities.”*! A critical
consideration is how actions by the U.S. military will
impact local power dynamics. This impact may make
it easier or more difficult to employ the other elements
of national power. A second level is political - shaping
and influencing efforts must by synchronized with
non-Defense partners to achieve strategic outcomes
if the overarching goal of military activity is to
support USG policy aims. The third level is logistical.
Integrated campaigns will generally be long duration,
therefore, all elements of the USG must ensure that
they can sustain their part of the campaign to support
a partner as well as to weaken the adversary’s ability
to sustain theirs. The final (and most traditional) level
is military. Every action undertaken by the Joint Force
must “shape favorable psychological, political, and
logistical dynamics and conditions...in many cases in
support of non-military activities.”*?

The Department of Defense needs to reconsider
its role with respect to stability during integrated
campaigning in multi-domain battle. Since the Army
is often the most visible manifestation of U.S. policy,
it is imperative for the Army to “design and conduct
campaigns to establish and maintain legitimacy of U.S.
and partner actions while simultaneously discrediting,
subverting, and/or attacking adversaries’ efforts
to establish their legitimacy.”* Campaigns should
continuously seek positional advantage for other
elements of national power. One of the Army’s
foremost objectives then must be to establish, sustain,
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and/or improve the level of security (military and
civil) that is conducive to stability while operating
in the policy space established by the USG, and
continuously working to expand the space available
for policy implementation without jeopardizing
the legitimacy of the long-term USG integrated
campaign.” This objective enables the maximum range
of measures to absorb change, respond effectively as
the intensity of the political situation changes,” and is
consistent with the JCIC’s position that “the military
instrument can rarely achieve sustainable strategic
outcomes alone and is most effectual when applied
in concert with non-military instruments in pursuit of
clear political objectives.”*

This objective is a more nuanced way for the
Joint Force to frame its role with respect to stability,
the stability sectors, and the joint stability functions
during armed conflict and the return to competition
phases. While the military’s clear focus is the security
sector, it also requires an intimate understanding
of the Joint Force’s impact across all stability sectors
(especially the second and third order consequences
of operational and tactical decisions). As learned in
Iraq and Afghanistan, securing the environment only

* The use of the term ‘legitimacy” can be problematic due to subjective
definitions. The use of legitimacy here is based on the discussion of le-
gitimacy in JP 3-07: “Legitimacy is a condition based upon the perception
by specific audiences of the legal or moral rightness of a set of actions,
and the propriety as well as authority of the individuals or organizations
taking them. Legitimacy reflects, or is a measure of, the perceptions of
several groups, the local populace, individuals serving within the civil
institutions of the HN, neighboring states, the international community,
and, where the USG is involved, the American public.” See Joint Staff,
JP 3-07 Stability (Washington DC: The Pentagon, August 3, 2016), p I-15.

** This idea is a combination of two separate points made in the JCIC.
See page 20 (Campaigning in a state of competition below armed con-
flict), and page 18 (Alignment of Military and Non-military Activities -
Military).
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buys time and at best will provide a limited window of
opportunity to address the root causes of the conflict
through the remaining stability functions. The Joint
Force will need to provide more than just security in
order to maintain the legitimacy USG campaign.

To wit, during armed conflict and the return to
competition, the Joint Force will be uniquely positioned
in the operational environment to impact long term
stability. It may be the only USG department or agency
that is able to access local leadership, institutions, and
facilities. Therefore, the Joint Force (specifically the
ground forces of the Army and USMC) will play a
significant role in future stability and the attainment
of political objectives. A key consideration in this
environment is the DoD’s ability to conduct transitional
public security (TPS). TPS is executed to establish civil
security and restore public order when the rule of law
has broken down, is non-existent, or when directed by a
high headquarters (see Appendix B, Transitional Public
Security). Additional considerations include integrated
civil-military efforts facilitated by Army Civil Affairs
personnel to provide support to governance, foreign
humanitarian assistance (FHA) efforts synchronized
by DoD, restoration of essential services, and support
to economic and infrastructure development. These
are critical responsibilities that commands at all levels
must plan for, and the Army must continue to develop
and refine these capabilities within their specialized
formations - Civil Affairs, Psychological Operations,
and Information Operations, and conventional
formations alike.
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Potential Stability “Traps”

Stabilization is not a silver bullet, nor will stability
actions be equally effective, in every situation;
however, like force posture, resilient formations, and
convergence, stability is a critical component of the
MDB solution. Understanding the stability-related
“gaps” and potential “traps” within the multi-domain
battle concept is essential to integrated campaigning
in the future. These stability-related traps are deeply
rooted in U.S. assumptions.

The term “cooperation” is generally associated with
U.S. allies and partners, while the terms “competition”
and “conflict” are used to describe relationships with
adversaries and enemies. In reality, however, the
boundaries between these three relationships are
not always this black and white. The first potential
stability trap within MDB is missed opportunities
for cooperation and collaboration with potential
adversaries because of a misplaced dividing line
between along the competition continuum. A related
trap is always assuming that allies and partners will
be willing to cooperate. In reality, cooperation with
adversaries is not as uncommon as it appears, while
competition and even conflict with our allies and
partners is becoming more common place. Examples
of cooperation include Chinese anti-piracy efforts
in the Gulf of Aden,” and U.S.-Russia cooperation in
the Arctic, particularly in and around the Bering and

* Chinese anti-piracy efforts in the Gulf of Aden provide an example of
how multiple relationships within the competition continuum can co-ex-
ist. While China’s contribution to the effort to combat piracy off the coast
of Somalia is cooperation on one level, their establishment of a naval sup-
port base in Djibouti to support those operations certainly hints at com-
petition on another level. See Matthew G. Minot-Scheuermann, “Chinese
Anti-Piracy and the Global Maritime Commons,” The Diplomat (February
25,2016). Accessed online at https:/ /thediplomat.com/2016/02/chinas-
anti-piracy-mission-and-the-global-maritime-commons/ (accessed Janu-
ary 8, 2018).
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Chukchi Seas. There are a number of examples of
the opposite side of the coin to choose from: Turkey
in Syria and Iraq, Pakistan in Afghanistan, and the
Philippines in the South China Sea.

There are environments and situations where
neutral actors and countries that are typically friendly
towards the United States will not share the U.S.
perspective due to their national interests - their goals
and objectives may diverge from those of the United
States. This makes understanding the environment
and the relationship we have with allies and partners
extremely important when it comes to stability actions
and stabilization campaigns. Stabilization campaigns
are not short duration, and the perspectives of partners
and allies can and will change during the course of the
campaign. The United States cannot take the national
interests of partners for granted and assume alignment
based on the existence of an alliance or partnership.
Success in MDB will require a recognition of and
understanding of these changes.

Proactive stabilization campaigns and counter
destabilization efforts will typically be in support of
a “host nation,” and the U.S. generally assumes that
these host nations will be willing participants. Like
the layers of cooperation, competition, and conflict
described above, U.S. led stabilization activities may
not be fully supported, and may lead to a situation
where the U.S. wants stability more than the host
nation does. Likewise, many in the U.S. assume
that our definitions of and tolerance of stability and
instability are shared by other actors. The United
States (and to a large extent Western countries) have
established a high standard for the term stability.
Partners accustomed to different environment, many
of which feature instability as a norm will not share
the U.S. perspective - what appears to be instability
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from the outside may actually be the norm for the local
population. The “acceptable level of instability” is not
universal, and is always tied to culture and political
legitimacy. Fixating on stability as a universal end state
may blind the United States to opportunities. Getting
to the ‘last mile” on stabilization as defined by the U.S.
may not be worth the cost or the risk, and may alienate
natural allies such as humanitarian organizations who
shun military-imposed security and stability.

Adversaries can also lead U.S. stability planners
down the wrong road. Decision makers and
planners tend to view adversary governments and
leadership as unitary actors able to direct policy and
achieve high levels of unified action. However, even
autocratic governments will have different factions
and personalities within the governance structures
who compete for power and influence. The internal
competition that occurs below the surface of any
government may actually limit their ability to achieve
political results even if they are successful militarily.
Failure to recognize these fault lines could limit
U.S. opportunities to present these adversaries with
multiple dilemmas.

Finally, the U.S. must be attuned to conflict triggers
that may not be associated with adversary actions. Too
often the U.S. assumes that instability in a region is by
design or occurs because of the deliberate actions of an
adversary. Instability may be the result of extremely
localized situations and may not have anything to do
with outside actors. Local or national leaders may also
exaggerate the role that an external actor is playing in
their internal disputes in an effort to draw the United
States into the conflict on their side. Understanding
the source of the conflict and its impact on U.S.
national interests is critical for integrated campaigning,
especially as U.S. resources can be expected to decline.
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Conclusion

Stability is the common thread that weaves
Multi-Domain Battle, the Joint Concept for Integrated
Campaigning, and our national strategic documents
together.  The recently completed Stabilization
Assistance Review (SAR), a joint effort lead by the
Department of State, Department of Defense, and
USAID concluded that “increasing stability and
reducing violence in conflict-affected areas are
essential to realize America’s national security goals
and advance a world where nations can embrace
their sovereignty.”* TRADOC’s Multi-Domain Battle
concept is a key component of the Army’s role in this
endeavor. By addressing stability actions across the
competition continuum and not simply following
armed conflict, the concept can pave the way for
proactive stabilization and provide measures to
counter adversaries’ destabilization efforts.

Stability is a foundational aspect of MDB, and is
as critical to integrated campaigning as force posture,
resilient formations, and convergence. Effective
integration of stabilization into Army MDB efforts will
require the Army to effectively support interagency-
led efforts during competition to create and exploit
windows of advantage by leveraging the authorities of
its interagency partners. The Army must also be able to
recognize the indicators of competition, and work with
interorganizational partners to counter an adversary’s
attempts to impact stability. When operating as
part of the Joint Force, the Army must enable the
political leadership to effectively converge diplomatic,
informational, military, and economic forms of power.
Finally, the Army must conduct operations in a way
that at a minimum preserves options to employ the
other elements of national power required to achieve
political, and not just military, success.
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A second conclusion from the SAR is that
“effectively designing and pursuing stabilization are
complex tasks involving many context-specific factors
that are outside of a single actor’s control.”*¢ Army
leaders and planners must thoroughly understand the
situation through multiple lenses and perspectives
before embarking on a campaign. They must also
constantly challenge long standing assumptions to
avoid falling victim to them. Cooperation, competition,
and conflict can and will co-exist on multiple levels
and will change throughout an integrated campaign.
Achieving stability is a two-sided coin that consists
of ‘defensive’ measures to increase resilience and
‘offensive’ efforts to counter destabilization. While
the Army and the Department of Defense may be the
most expeditious department to tackle issues across
the stability sectors throughout the conflict continuum,
it is not the best equipped, and the Joint Force must
ensure that its campaigns, operations, and actions do
not limit opportunities for the employment of other
elements of national power.

The task laid out by the 2017 National Security
Strategy is to “ensure that American military superiority
endures, and in combination with other elements of
national power, is ready to protect Americans against
sophisticated challenges to national security.”*” The
Multi-Domain Battle Concept, with stability as an
integral component, will enable the Army and the Joint
Force to do so.
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Appendix A:
Stability Targeting and Counter-Destabilization

In the 2015 Army Posture Statement, Secretary
of the Army John McHugh and Chief of Staff of the
Army Raymond Odierno highlighted the “accelerating
insecurity and instability across Europe, the Middle
East, Africa and the Pacific, coupled with the continued
threat to the homeland and our ongoing operations in
Afghanistan”* as significant concerns to the United
States Army. Many of the specific challenges they
highlighted - the unforeseen expansion of ISISand rapid
disintegration of order in Iraq and Syria; the splintering
of Yemen; anarchy, extremism and terrorism in North
and West Africa; Russia’s intervention in Ukraine;
China’s lack of transparency regarding its military
modernization efforts; and North Korea’s nuclear and
ballistic missile programs - continue to resonate today.
McHugh and Odierno used the phrase “the velocity of
instability is increasing’ to describe the operational
environment faced by the Army and the Joint Force.

Nearly three years later, the United States” capstone
strategic documents - the National Security Strategy
and the National Defense Strategy - acknowledge
that the “velocity of instability” is not only unabated,
it continues to increase: “Today we are emerging
from a period of strategic atrophy, aware that our
competitive military advantage has been eroding. We
are facing increased global disorder, characterized by a
decline in the long-standing rules-based international
order —creating a security environment more complex
and volatile than any we have experienced in recent
memory.”* In addition to transregional terrorism,
the world is seeing the re-emergence of long-term,
strategic competition between nations characterized
by overt actions and efforts short of armed conflict that
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challenge the “resilient, but weakening, post-WWII
international order.”°

Our adversaries have two options when they seek
to challenge the post-WWII international order. The
first option is open military conflict in order to forcibly
impose their norms globally or within a particular
region. The tremendous risk associated with the
potential political, economic, and military costs of
this approach is driving adversaries towards a second
approach. The second approach is to use all available
instruments of power (some associated with national
instruments and others not) to erode governance, rule
of law, security, economies, and/or social well-being
in order to convince a population that the existing
norms no longer benefit them. In short, they target
the stability sectors that underpin the fabric of society
- why wage war when political objectives can often
be achieved through the use of other instruments of
power? By operating short of conflict, our adversaries
“limit their exposure, avoid direct military conflict
with the United States, and exploit their own areas of
relative strength or advantage.”*

If:

*  Targeting during Armed Combat focuses on targeting adversarial weapon systems and formations
(military element of power), and...

+  Inorder to operate below the threshold of Armed Combat, adversaries must target something
other than the military element of power, and...

+  Revisionist states seek to contest norms by convincing a specific population that those norms are
not in their best interest by employing Destabilization Narratives and activities that support
andyor reinforce the narratives (examples);

— “Security is non-existent or not distributed equitably”

= “Justice and Reconciliation is out of reach or serves the purpose of a particular group(s)”
= “Basic human needs are not met, and social well-being is threatened”

— “Governance is corrupt and/or dysfunctional with limited participation”

- “Economic stability & infrastructure benefits are only for a select few”

Then:

*  The natural targets during competition become the five stability sectors: Security, Justice and
Reconciliation (Rule of Law), Humanitarian Assistance and Social Well-Being (Essential
Services), Governance and Participation, Economic Stabilization and Infrastructure

Figure 7. Stability Targeting
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The National Defense Strategy states that China
asserts its “power through an all-of-nation long-term
strategy” with the objective of gaining Indo-Pacific
regional hegemony in the near-term and global
preeminence by displacing the United States in the long-
term.>? China is not alone — Russia, Iran, North Korea,
AQ, the Taliban, and other groups “although differing
in nature and magnitude...compete across political,
economic, and military arena, and use technology and
information to accelerate these contests in order to shift
regional balances of power in their favor.”

Critical Factors Analysis Approach

To fully appreciate the foundational aspects of
stability with respect to Multi-Domain Battle, it is
helpful to view the stability sectors from an adversary’s
perspective. Russia’s actions in Crimea and Ukraine
provide contemporary examples of “how Moscow
employs a combination of diplomatic, informational,
military (both conventional and irregular), and
economic means to achieve its aims. The precise
mixture varies with the situation but seems calculated
to achieve maximum effect without provoking a
direct military response by the West.”>* Russia’s use
of Reflexive Control is a tool that leads an adversary
to make decisions that benefit Russia. This mindset
would have the Joint force expend the most effort on
countering the adversaries more overt “constructed
bait” while its destabilization actions attempt to
present the Joint Force with a “fait accompli.”

Readers familiar with the Elements of Operational
Design in JP 5-0 Joint Planning will be acquainted with
the concept of Center of Gravity (COG) Analysis. JP
5-0 defines a COG as “a source of power that provides
moral or physical strength, freedom of action, or will
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to act.”** COGs consist of critical capabilities, critical
requirements, and critical vulnerabilities. Together,
these components are known as critical factors.
Conducting a critical factors analysis for each of the
five stability sectors - identifying those capabilities,
requirements, and vulnerabilities that underpin
security, governance, justice and reconciliation,
economic stability, and social wellbeing - provides a
unique perspective on potential ways and means that
an adversary could employ to target stability in order
to achieve its political objectives. Just as important, a
thorough critical factors analysis can also demonstrate
how the United States Army, the Joint Force, and the
USG can counter an adversary’s efforts.

Endstate Stability Critical Critical Critical
Conditions Sectors Capabilities Requi t: Vul bilities
Y
Safe and Secure : [
Environment  [€] Sl v
(] [Ced—qY]
Stable Governance &
—— \
Governance < Participation i i; _|—|
CC |— CR
Established Rule Justice & -
of Law Reconciliation | w | | CR | ]
v
Sustainable Econ Stability & v
Economy Infrastructure 1

Social Well- e HA & Social
Being Well-Being

Figure 8. Stability Sector Critical Factor Analysis
(using Governance as an example)

Figure 8 shows the linkages between COGs (in this
case each stability sector), capabilities, requirements,
vulnerabilities, and end state conditions. The five
Stability Sectors provide the “moral or physical strength,

44



power, and resistance”* that enable governments and
allow societies to prosper. Each stability sector is
enabled by multiple Critical Capabilities which are the
means considered to be crucial enablers for a stability
sector to function effectively. Critical capabilities
represent the “primary abilities which merits a center
of gravity [in this case each stability sector] to be
identified as such,”*® and they are essential to achieving
and maintaining the end state conditions associated
with each sector. Each critical capability will have
multiple Critical Requirements which are the essential
conditions, resources, or means for a critical capability
to be fully operative. Critical Vulnerabilities flow
from the critical requirements. Vulnerabilities are
the “requirements of components thereof which are
deficient, or vulnerable to neutralization, interdiction,
or attack (moral/physical harm) in a manner achieving
decisive results.””’

Future competition and conflict will be unique to the
region, the affected population, and the specific actors
involved. Understanding specific vulnerabilities and
how they relate to the requirements and capabilities
associated with each of the stability sectors is a critical
element when assessing the risk to stability in a
particular state, region, or area. Understanding the
vulnerabilities enables the USG to develop mitigation
strategies for them, develop ways to reinforce
requirements, and ultimately support capabilities to
foster resilient stability functions. The critical factors
analysis is one of the tools available to USG planners to
better understand the competitive environment prior
to developing and implementing solutions.

From an adversary’s perspective, these same
vulnerabilities provide the entry points for stability
targeting. By exploiting these vulnerabilities,
adversaries can work to subtlety undermine
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requirements and capabilities with the ultimate aim
of shaping the stability functions in ways that are
advantageous to their interests.

Stability Targeting

Stability targetingisatermthatdescribestheactions
an adversary takes to challenge stability, whether it
is a single targeted sector, a combination of sectors,
or stability writ large. States, non-state actors, and
illegal armed groups all use or capitalize on instability
to achieve objectives at all levels (tactical through
strategic) by undermining U.S. influence, coercing
or coopting power structures, or by manufacturing
justification for additional action.

Stability targeting assumes than an adversary’s
end state objective is not instability. Rarely will long-
term instability be advantageous to any party during
competition, conflict, or the return to competition. The
potential exception to this assumption is the criminal
element of a hybrid force which thrives on uncertainty
and insecurity. Stability targeting also assumes that
an adversary has the ways and means to both generate
instability and to regulate it. Adversaries will not
attack stability with the intent of creating anarchy;
rather they will use temporal instability to advance
their interests or to hinder the progress of ours. Their
long term objective will always be to regulate the
functional systems of a conflict-affected area in ways
that favor their own political national interests.”

To shape a stability sector, an adversary must apply
their national resources in a measured and prioritized
fashion that maximizes their chance of success while
minimizing risk. = Using the Ends-Ways-Means
construct, the linkage between resources (means) and
thevulnerabilities (initial targetsthatwillultimatelylead
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to a desired end state) are destabilization approaches
(ways). Destabilization approaches are the conditions,
tools, and/or actions that provide the ways to target
critical requirements and critical capabilities when
paired with resources (the means). The effectiveness
of a destabilization approach is a combination of
the resources applied to it and the weakness of the
vulnerability or requirement it is applied against. To
increase their effectiveness, adversaries can apply
multiple destabilization approaches against a single
vulnerability. Destabilization approaches are grouped
into destabilization mechanisms which are analogous
to the defeat, stability, and competition mechanisms
found in U.S. doctrine and concepts, only they are
specific to the adversary’s effort.

1
Stability Critical Critical Vulner- *  Destabilization Adversary
Functions Capabilities  Requirements abilities ' Approaches I
I
. ! * A destabilization approach
[ 1 1 is the “way” an adversary
v . DA achieves effects against a
1 - 1 ility. It opens a
S cc v | DA i pathway to affect a stability
ec ~|—| function.
cc ’ CR I-fA ’ v ] 1 I+ An adversarys objective is
i to create conditions along
| Gov |-— cc CR | A | ! DA I the pathway that gives it
L 1 I positional advantage over
cc CR = the LS.
J&R r | 1. an adversary will weight ifs
d L [oA]] e
. T that will likety have the
Econ 1 1 greatest effect.
1 | | * Using multiple approaches
B DA (Destabilization
- 1 1 Mechanisms) against
swB - muktiple vulnerabilities,

Adversaries orchestrate a
destabilization campaign,

Figure 9. Destabilization Approaches

Not every vulnerability will have an associated
destabilization approach. There may be vulnerabilities
that an adversary cannot or chooses not to target
because it lacks the required resources or because the
available destabilization approaches are not feasible,
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too costly, or pose an unacceptable amount of risk.
The adversary’s objective is to change the stability
environment in a way that provides it with positional
advantage. An adversary develops a campaign plan
by identifying the key destabilization approaches that
will open pathways to its endstate through the critical
factors. Once identified, they can allocate resources to
the pathways that will yield the greatest effect within
a tolerable risk window. Figure 10 depicts adversary
destabilization approaches prioritized by effort that
together constitute a campaign plan. While the figure
depicts actions along a single pathway (in this example
governance), it will employ multiple instruments of
power along multiple pathways to mitigate risk while
achieving its overall objectives. As with any campaign,
it can be adjusted over time to reinforce success and to
shift resources (means) away from efforts that do not
bear fruit.

Stability Critical Critical Vulner- B Destabilization 1 Adversary
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| I & Activities
- |
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- I :
J&R 5% 1 .
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|
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ENDS WAYS MEANS

Figure 10. Adversary Destabilization ‘Campaign’ -
Stability Targeting
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The non-military destabilization efforts that make
up an adversary’s campaign can and probably will
be its main effort, while its more overt military or
paramilitary actions will serve to mask its underlying
objectives. By their definition, vulnerabilities (especially
at the subnational level) are the farthest removed from
the center of gravity and targeting vulnerabilities at the
lowest level offers several advantages for an adversary.
Critical vulnerabilities will often manifest themselves
at the sub-national level. Sub-national vulnerabilities
will be easier to target covertly or by using hybrid force
proxies, enabling an adversary to operate under a cloak
of deniability. Sub-national vulnerabilities will also
tend to be less resilient to external pressure, making it
easier for an adversary to influence actors and systems.
Because they are less resilient, it will require fewer
means to influence stability through them. Asaresult,
an adversary can distribute resources along multiple
pathways in an effort to achieve results.

The downside to targeting sub-national
vulnerabilities is two-fold. First, this strategy is
potentially a long-term approach. It will take time for
sub-national effects to impact national-level decision
making. Second, the second- and third-order effects
of targeting at the sub-national level become more
difficult to predict as the distance from the center of
gravity increases. This in turn makes it more difficult
foranadversary toregulate the resulting instability. An
adversary could decide to target a critical requirement
directly in an effort to achieve their objectives quickly
and to exert more control over its target. This would
require more resources, and potentially result in more
visible intervention.

Gerasimov’s “States of Conflict Development”
(Figure 11) shows that stability targeting will take
place throughout the competition continuum. It will
be especially prevalent during the first three stages
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(Origins, Strains, and Initial Conflicting Actions). It
will also be important again in stage six (Post-conflict
Regulation).
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Figure 11. Gerasimov’s Stages of Conflict
Development™

Counter-Destabilization

Inresponse to the stabilization challenges the United
States has faced, the United States Departments of
State and Defense in conjunction with the U.S. Agency
for International Development conducted the SAR to
develop a framework to maximize the effectiveness of
USG efforts. Their conclusion was not surprising: “The
United States and our partners need a new and more
disciplined approach for conducting stabilization in
conflict-affected areas...an integrated civilian-military
process to create conditions where locally legitimate
authorities and systems can peaceable manage
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conflict and prevent a resurgence of violence.”® This
underscores the importance of stabilization as a critical
U.S. capability throughout the competition continuum.

Understanding the vulnerabilities of an ally or
partner is the critical first step when developing a
campaign to support them through partnership.
Between March 2003 and December 2011, the United
States spent in excess of $1 trillion on Operations
IRAQI FREEDOM and NEW DAWN. A substantial
part of the $1 trillion plus was dedicated to stability
and reconstruction. The United States supported
the nascent Iraqi government by focusing efforts on
improving capabilities, reinforcing requirements, and
mitigating vulnerabilities. The results were not without
flaws, but they were impressive nonetheless. With
coalition support, the Iraqi government wrote a new
constitution, established systems of governance, held
elections, and formed a new government. However,
support is only one side of the ‘operational coin.’

The objective of the United States was to cement
the future relationship between itself and Iraq by
supporting the development of Iraqi governance in
the form of a democratic government. Minimizing
Iran’s influence in Iraq was important, but subordinate
to establishing the Iraq’s capability to govern. The
United States employed the diplomatic, economic, and
military elements of its national power to construct
the “Iraqi Governance Building” one floor at a time.
However, as the United States and Iraq added floors to
the building, Tehran worked three or four levels below
them to systematically dismantle what the United
States achieved. Throughout OPN IRAQI FREEDOM
and OPN NEW DAWN, Iran effectively leveraged its
resources through multiple destabilization approaches
to successful target vulnerabilities and change the
stability landscape. Because the United States failed
to effectively counter Iranian destabilization activities
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within Iraq, Iran achieved long-term positional
advantage. Instead of a strong U.S.-Iraq relationship
with Iran marginalized in the region, the relationship
that prospered was the Iran-Iraq relationship. And
while the U.S. maintained a presence in the region (the
U.S. Embassy with its Office of Defense Cooperation
and then later OPN INHERENT RESOLVE), it was
pushed to the periphery. Figure 12 (following page)
demonstrates both sides of the ‘operational coin.’

If support is ‘heads,” then ‘tails’ represents an
offensive capability to counter our adversaries’
destabilization activities. To prevent an adversary
from achieving its objectives, the United States must
be capable of both executing stability tasks that are
part of a larger USG-led effort to support an ally or
partner while simultaneously countering the efforts
of an adversary to destabilize the institutions we are
supporting. Proactive stability consists of “hardening”
or “strengthening” the stability sectors by increasing a
country’s resilience to destabilization. To strengthen
the stability sectors, the United States must support
critical capabilities, improve or reinforce critical
requirements, and work with partners to mitigate
their critical vulnerabilities. These are all important
actions - they limit the effectiveness of an adversary’s
‘deconstruction efforts.” However by themselves, they
are also insufficient.

In order to fully consolidate gains and transform
initial military success into long term political stability,
the United States must be able to counter an adversary’s
‘deconstruction  efforts.”  Counter-destabilization
consists of countering the adversary’s lines of effort,
targeting their destabilization mechanisms, and by
interdicting the means an adversary has to apply to
their destabilization approaches. Figure 13 overlays
proactive stability and counter-destabilization on the
Targeting Stability model developed earlier.
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Figure 12. Two Sides of the Operational Coin
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Figure 13. Proactive Stabilization and Counter
Destabilization
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The conflict in Ukraine offers numerous examples
that can be applied here. Looking specifically at
governance, acritical capability for effective governance
in Ukraine is political moderation and accountability.
The events leading up to Russia’s annexation of Crimea
demonstrate what happens with a lack of moderation
and accountability. A critical requirement for political
moderation and accountability is having effective
systems that ensure political representation for the
population. Equitable civil participation in the political
process limits the extremes of government, and is the
only way that a government remains accountable to
its population. There are a number of vulnerabilities
with any type of representative system, and examples
in Ukraine include corruption in the political and
electoral processes, elections that are not inclusive,
and the presence of a disaffected population in eastern
Ukraine (specifically in the Donbas).

The overall situation in Ukraine provides Russia
with numerous destabilization approaches to choose
from. The first is the concept of Novorossiya (New
Russia), a historic term that the Ukrainian separatists
in Donetsk and Luhansk today use to describe their
would be autonomous or independent state. The
second destabilization approach Russia uses in the
region (and in other areas such as Georgia) is Putin’s
assertion that Russia will support ethnic Russians
regardless of their location, even if it is outside Russia’s
current international borders. A third approach is to
remind the world that Russia has long-standing historic
links to and claims in the region. Russia has numerous
resources that they can apply to their approaches.
These include economic and diplomatic support to the
Ukrainian separatists, material support, direct military
support, access to Russia sympathizers in the Donbas,
and energy resources. Control over the flow of energy
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to Ukraine is another example of a destabilization
approach that Russia could use to target the economic
or social well-being sectors.
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Figure 14. Ukraine/Russia Example

By targeting the vulnerabilities associated with
Ukrainian systems of representation in the Donbas
region, Russia has effectively coopted the election
processes in Donetsk and Luhansk, and has installed
leadership that is supportive of Russia’s objectives.
This in turn has separated the regional governments
in the Donbas from the national government in Kyiv.
Since Kyiv no longer controls the two regions, Russia
is free to act to further its objectives. Ultimately, Russia
has paralyzed President Poroshenko, and has checked
the eastward movement of NATO and EU influence,
preserving its historic buffer area and sphere of
privileged influence.

While the Joint Force will have a role in developing
and implementing both proactive stabilization and
counter-destabilization efforts, the overall campaign
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must be orchestrated by the USG and support USG
policy objectives. Borrowing concepts and terms
from the Joint Concept for Integrated Campaigning and
JP 5-0 Joint Planning, we can begin to develop a model
that aligns effort with objectives for both sides of the
operational coin. This also adds doctrinal rigor to
the rather simplistic portrayal of the tasks associated
with proactive stability and counter-destabilization in
Figure 13. Figure 15 shows the relationships between
the JCIC’s Policy Aims, Competition Mechanisms,
and Cooperative Relationships, and JP 5-0’s Defeat
and Stability Mechanisms. Mechanisms associated
with Armed Conflict are in red, while mechanisms
and relationships associated with competition and
cooperation are in yellow and blue respectively. Some
of the mechanisms apply to both competition and
cooperation. ‘Mitigate’ is not listed in the JCIC as
competition mechanism, but has in important role in
proactive stability with respect to a partner’s critical
vulnerabilities.
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pamed conlc Foiion
Defeat — Deny — Degrade m l‘
Competition Below Armed Conflict Persuade
Improve - Counter — Contest Weaken
Cooperation W

Engage Selectively — Maintain — Advance

| Defeat and Stability Mechanisms (JP 5-0) | | Cooperation Relationships (JCIC) |
m Compel Leveraging
Control Controlling
o p——
TN

Figure 15. Policy Aims, Mechanisms, and
Relationships
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The JCIC divides the three states of relationships
that make up the conflict continuum (cooperation,
competition, and armed conflict) into sub-elements
which form a range of policy aims to better articulate
the relative intensity and trajectory of the relationships.
Cooperation (blue) is characterized by efforts to engage
selectively, maintain, and advance. = Competition
(yellow) consists of efforts to improve, counter,
and contest. Armed Conflict (red) aims to defeat,
deny, and degrade our adversaries. While there is
significant overlap in some areas, the defeat, stability,
and competition mechanisms can be generally aligned
with the JCIC’s policy aims.

Figure 16 overlays these alignments on the
stability targeting diagram, and forms the beginning
of an operational model that aligns policy aims with
proactive stabilization and counter-destabilization
activities described by the cooperation relationships,
competition mechanisms, defeat mechanisms, and
stability mechanisms. Proactive stabilization then
becomes all of the activities designed to limit the
effectiveness of the adversary’s campaign and protect
U.S. legitimacy, while counter-destabilization becomes
the activities designed to increase the effectiveness and
ensure longevity of the USG integrated campaign plan.
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Figure 16. U.S. Options for Proactive Stabilization
and Counter-Destabilization

Tables 1 (Proactive Stabilization) and 2 (Counter-
Destabilization) on the following pages summarize the
two approaches and provide additional doctrinal rigor
to the process.

Table 1. Proactive Stabilization

Engage Transactional cooperation with the sole aim of achieving

Selectively US objectives

Cooperate to maintain relationship and secure bilateral
Maintain advantage without significant increase in resources or

commitment

Expand cooperative activities in the most appropriate

Policy Aims

Advance manner it achieve U.S. aims while enabling or

advancing partner interests

Employ all measures short of those that might lead to
Improve

conflict to achieve U.S. objectives.
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Mechanisms

Relationships

Strengthen

Create

Preserve

Position

Inform

Support

Influence

Control
Mitigate
Persuade

Broadening

Reinforcing

Establishing

Cooperative

Develop alliances and partnerships and reward actors
for siding with friendly forces (includes military
engagement, security cooperation, favorable access/

trade)

Produce a condition where it does not already exist if
its existence could positively impact achievement of

national interests

Prevent deterioration of a stable situation (if ignored,

could lead to challenge, or crisis)

Increase access, influence, and strategic understanding
in the environment (includes intel activities, info
exchange, rotational deployments, positioning of
forward based capabilities).

Develop shared perspective with partners, ID areas
where cooperation would benefit both.

Establish, reinforce, or set the conditions necessary for
the other instruments of national power to function

effectively
Alter the opinions and attitudes of the HN population

through IRCs, presence, and conduct

Establish public order and safety; secure borders, routes,

sensitive sites, population centers
Take action to limit the impact of a critical vulnerability

Shape partner’s objectives while remaining flexible in

the pursuit of secondary objectives

Strengthen an established relationship

Support a partner’s actions without taking the lead
Developing a relationship that is necessary to advance
US national interests

Working alongside willing partners with similar

interests, partners interests align with US.
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Policy Aims

Mechanisms

Table 2. Counter-Destabilization

Improve

Counter

Contest

Defeat
Deny

Degrade

Inform

Influence

Persuade

Compel

Weaken

Dislocate

Isolate

Destroy

Employ all measures short of those that might lead to

conflict to achieve U.S. objectives.

Regulate competition to ensure the U.S. maintains its
relative strategic position and competitor achieves no

further gains

Use prudent means to achieve the best possible strategic

outcome within given resources or policy constraints

Create conditions to impose desired policy objectives

upon the adversary
Frustrate the policy objectives of the adversary

Reduce the adversary’s ability and will to the greatest

extent possible within resource and policy constraints

Convey the limits of acceptability for a competitor’s

current or future behavior.

Imposition of will on the situation through information
operations, presence, and conduct to effect behavioral

change through nonlethal means

Shape competitor behaviors while remaining flexible in

the pursuit of secondary objectives

Maintain the threat or actual use of lethal or nonlethal
force to establish control and dominance; effect behavioral

change; or enforce cessation of hostilities or settlements

Recognize, understand, and impose change in
competitor’s behavior using physical and informational

aspects of power

Compel the enemy to expose forces by reacting to a

specific action

Limit the enemy’s ability to conduct operations effectively
by marginalizing critical capabilities or limiting the
enemy’s ability to influence events

Identify the most effective way to eliminate enemy

capabilities
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Normally applied to actors who would align counter to

Leveraging
2, US desired conditions/behaviors
5
1]
g
= Direct influence over an actor who would not normally be
i Controlling
&~ aligned with our desired conditions

The following three appendices examine stability
targeting through the lens of three different entities:
The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran, and the People’s Republic of
China. These case studies were chosen specifically to
examine a broad range of stability targeting approach-
es that include both state and non-state actors; local,
regional, and global actors, and actions across a num-
ber of different stability sectors.
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Appendix B:
Transitional Public Security

During and immediately following armed conflict,
the Army, as part of the Joint Force, must be prepared to
conduct transitional public security tasks and must be
responsible for public order in place of the host nation.
The Army must execute Transitional Public Security,
as a subset of Establish Civil Security, when the rule of
law has broken down, is nonexistent, or when directed
by the JTFHQ.

The purpose of Establish Civil Security is to:
e consolidate friendly gains during and after
armed conflict *

e prevent adversaries from re-igniting conflict or
re-imposing their will

e set conditions for transition to other competent
authority

Transitional Public Security is a military-led effort
to restore civil security, protect the civilian population,
and maintain public order until the Joint Force is able
to transfer that responsibility to a competent authority.

*HQDA, ADP 3-0 Operations (Washington, DC: The Pentagon, Oc-
tober 2017), 7. Consolidate Gains are the “activities that set the condi-
tions for a stable environment.”
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Military Police
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Figure 15. Transitional Public Security Concept

Key tasks during TPS include:

e Establish civil security* and public order
e Conduct interim detention

e Conduct interim adjudication

TPS tasks, by their nature, are usually or best
performed by police; however, because of the
conditions and/or required capacity to conduct them,
they will likely be performed by combat forces.

* HQDA, FM 3-07 Stability (Washington, DC: The Pentagon, June
2014), p 1-2. Civil security is the provision of security for state entities
and the population, including protection from internal and external
threats (para 1-7).
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As civil security improves, efforts to establish
civil control will increase. TPS enables this process.
TPS does not establish civil control” nor lead foreign
humanitarian assistance, economic stabilization, rule
of law or governance and participation efforts. These
stability activities are civ/mil efforts and are outside
the scope of TPS.

* Civil control fosters the rule of law. It is based on a society en-

suring individuals and groups adhere to the rule of law and that society
embraces the rule of law to provide equal access to a legal system consis-
tent with international human rights principles. It is a long-term process
guided by civilian entities
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Appendix C: Stability Targeting Case Study
The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia:
Targeting Governance and Social Well-Being

Hanna Smith
Dickinson College

For the purpose of this paper, Las Fuerzas Armadas
Revolucionarias de Colombia or The Revolutionary
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) was selected as a
case study to exemplify non-state stability targeting.
During both the height of FARC’s operations in the
1980-90s and their decline towards the peace accords,
FARC utilized destabilization mechanisms across all
sectors, with a focus on social well-being. Though
often portrayed as a delinquent insurgency operating
solely on drug money and kidnapping, FARC
maintains the self-image as a political movement
rather than a terrorist organization.®® For this reason,
their operations extended beyond violence to include
social welfare for rural Colombians. Throughout its
struggle, FARC leadership has consistently advocated
for alternative crops to coca production and the
rights of poor unemployed Colombians: in essence,
a peasant uprising similar to those seen throughout
Latin American history. The difference, however, lies
in the strategic and tactical paramilitary innovations
developed by the FARC. Destabilization operations
were the fundamental instrument that allowed the
FARC to be a prominent influence in Colombia for so
long.

For half a century FARC was the most dominant sub-
national group in Latin America. The Marxist guerrilla
movement evolved from a small rural operation
to a complex and militarily advanced movement.
In 1997, FARC was designated a Foreign Terrorist
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Organization by the United States Department of State,
recognizing the threat posed to regional stability.®
The 2016 Havana peace talks successfully negotiated
a ceasefire agreement and the projected disarmament
of the FARC, however, the future of the organization
remains uncertain. Despite the peace accord, certain
blocs continuously instigate instability in the hopes
of antagonizing the Colombian state. Additionally,
spoilers ingrained in the narcotics trafficking industry
see little incentive to terminate their lucrative business
operations. Those guerrillas embedded in the narcotics
industry seek out instability as an end state to facilitate
their illicit business rather than as a political means
like FARC leadership. The faltering demobilization
process suggests that the peace process will not be
without difficulties.®® Nevertheless, the persistence
and struggle of the FARC remains one of the most
significant movements in Latin America and should
continue to be examined to enhance our understanding
of U.S. national security.

On May 27, 1964 the guerrilla insurgency was
founded with the goal of establishing a Marxist
government in the state of Colombia. Since then,
FARC has continued their long tradition of insurgency,
employing both criminal and terrorist tactics to
destabilize the Colombian state.* FARC’s social sector
destabilization operations have been successful largely
due to the geopolitical disposition of Colombia. By
supporting the rural areas that lack infrastructure
and non-agricultural industry, and those that were
typically beyond the reach of or ignored by the central
government, FARC was able to acquire regional
control and support.®® This fragmentation of the
Colombian state was then exacerbated by criminal
activity, creating chaos and government turbulence.®
For this reason the FARC has survived for decades,
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eventually becoming the last remaining guerilla war in
the Western Hemisphere.

The FARC political doctrine originated from the
pro-Soviet Communist Party of Colombia (PCC), and
its guerrilla doctrine from Mao’s Protracted People’s
War, which emphasizes the combination of all forms
of struggle.”” Unlike many liberal-democratic states,
FARC has remained steadfast in their long-term
strategic goals.® FARC leadership goes through
extensive training and education to ensure a single
strategic mentality is implemented.” Nevertheless,
FARC remains flexible enough to adapt to the changing
environment in order to apply the proper correlation of
forces.” The 1982 Seventh Conference established the
following goals for the modern FARC: 1.) Consolidate
control of the coca-growing regions of Colombia
2.) Expand areas of operation to control strategic
smuggling corridors and force the Colombian army
to spread-out and overextend 3.) Isolate Bogota from
the outside world and 4.) Move to large-scale offensive
operations.” This offensive strategic plan would later
change to a defensive strategy to account for the
aggressive counterinsurgency and counternarcotics
campaign by the Colombian government.

The Colombian government has failed to negotiate
a peace deal with the FARC numerous times. Colombia
remains in a cycle of conflicts fought almost to victory,
“but then concluded with a bad peace deal that set the
conditions and causes for the next round of conflict.””>
It wasn’t until 2016 that both parties came to a final
agreement. However, many observers question the
sustainability of the final accord because of the generous
concessions made by Colombian negotiators.” Similar
to past attempts at peace, the FARC is already facing
challenges in the demobilization process. For this
reason, “it is almost easier to revert to war than to
continue to attempt to build peace.””
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The following case study will examine FARC’s
use of destabilization approaches to target critical
vulnerabilities within the social well-being and
governance sector as well as the security sector. By
targeting the Colombian government’s control over
critical requirements for stable governance such as
core service delivery and political moderation and
accountability as well as security through the legitimate
state monopoly on violence, cessation of large-scale
violence and physical security, FARC was able to
successfully destabilize Colombia. Stability targeting
using non-military elements of power comprises
the majority of FARC’s operations with sub-national
violence employed to exacerbate political chaos. By
implementing stability targeting FARC sustained a
half-century protracted civil war.

Social Well Being and Governance

What sets the FARC apart from other sub-national
groups in the region is their effective use of stability
targeting against the social and governmental sectors.
According to the United States Institute of Peace and
the U.S. Army Peace Keeping and Stability Operations
Guiding Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction,
Social well-being is defined as the ability of the people
to be free from want of basic necessities and to coexist
peacefully in communities with opportunities for
advancement.” Inthe Case of the FARC, many guerrillas
joined as a means of voicing their dissatisfaction
with the failing Colombian state. The government