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Abstract 

In this thesis, the development of RAF air power doctrine in 1999-2013 is 

explored. Three issues of doctrine are explored in terms of the factors that influenced 

the preparation process. The four-factor model of doctrine preparation as developed by 

Oliver Daddow is applied to air power doctrine. The main factors included in the thesis 

are that of the external environment of previous and on-going operations, the internal 

environment of domestic politics in inter-service rivalry, the influence of networks of 

academic and independent contributors and, finally, the impact of authors on the 

doctrine preparation process.  

The research demonstrates that, in the timeframe under review here, the doctrine 

preparation process was primarily influenced by the different stages of jointery 

institutionalisation.  The dominance of jointery in national defence discourse stimulated 

the RAF to adapt its framework document – the environment doctrine in accordance 

with new trends in jointery.  Therefore, the third edition of AP 3000 was aimed at 

demonstrating the service‟s commitment to jointery with the two other services. The 

fourth edition aimed at demonstrating that the service can produce a joint environment 

doctrine under single-service authorship. Finally, the last doctrine JDP 0-30 

demonstrated a crucial shift from single-service to joint authorship over environmental 

doctrine and new trends in its preparation process.  

The originality of this thesis lies in the chosen timeframe and the systematic 

nature of the analysis. This thesis fills an existing gap – to be precise the lack of 

systematic research on the development of RAF doctrine over the last two decades.  

This thesis is a logical continuation of the existing works on air power doctrine 

development which concentrated on the preceding decades. One key aspect of 

originality is the use of interviews to provide perspectives of doctrine development that 

were not previously available to a wider audience.   
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INTRODUCTION 

This thesis investigates the development of a single-service environmental 

doctrine in the years between1999-2013. In a nutshell, the thesis is an analytical history 

aimed at the exploration of changes and forces driving the process of doctrine writing. 

In this regard, both internal and external factors are studied. These factors include 

operational experience, domestic politics, the roles of academics and doctrine writers. 

While the focus of this thesis is RAF air power doctrine, the central process is jointery. 

Consequently, doctrinal development is studied within the stages of the 

institutionalisation of jointery.  

The Relevance of the Topic 

The last two decades in the history of British air power and air power in general 

were characterised by contradictory tendencies. The first post-Cold War decade was 

distinguished by the return of faith in air power capability mainly due to the 

technological advancement conditioned by success in the Gulf War. This resulted in the 

over-reliance on air power as a response to all possible challenges. Subsequently, the 

conflicts of the second post-Cold War decade were characterised by the necessity of 

more profound synchronisation of cooperation between the three services. In this 

context, air power was often criticised for being in the wrong place or under the wrong 

command. This resulted in the statement that the last decade was distinguished by the 

decline of air power.
1
 

However, recent operations also demonstrated that air power plays a crucial role 

in contemporary warfare. The deployment of the British Armed Forces in any type of 

conflict is hard to imagine without the involvement of air and space environments. As a 

result, air and space powers can play various roles. They range from the active use of 

manned aircraft, unmanned air vehicles (UAVs) and satellites in surveillance, 

reconnaissance, intelligence, firepower and protection of the land forces to the 

supportive roles of transport and communications. Since air power exists on the edge of 

all four environments, it is, inevitably, joint in its nature. 

In air campaigns, air power has demonstrated its relevance as means of political 

presence without the heavy deployment of the land forces and protracted involvement. 

In this context, air power has provided decision and policy-makers with an extra option 

of conducting policy without 'boots on the ground' and subsequent enormous budgetary 

expenses.  

                                                           
1
 Tony Mason, interview with the author, Cheltenham, 19 June 2013. 
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Taking into account all of the above mentioned aspects of the recent tendencies 

in air power roles in the contemporary strategic environment, the crucial question of 

how they have changed since the Cold War remains unanswered. The lack of an exact 

answer to this question has created a gap in understanding of what British air power 

actually is in comparison to what it was capable of and promised to do before. Not 

being able to understand how the RAF has changed its perception of air power due to 

the experience of recent operations and technological advancement may simply leave 

the service in a disadvantageous position. Reliance on secondary sources alone might 

leave the driving forces of air power change over the last few decades somewhat 

hidden.  The understanding of the RAF's change and perception of its roles can be 

achieved through the analysis of its official guide − environmental doctrine.  

The importance of RAF environmental doctrine is in the fact that it explains 

what the service thinks about itself at a certain moment of time. The doctrine embodies 

what the service believes it is capable of achieving with the existing capabilities and 

posed threats. The exploration of the forces driving doctrine provides a unique 

opportunity to examine the introduction of certain concepts and their subsequent 

implementation against alternatives. The analysis of driving forces also provides a 

researcher with an understanding of the interconnection between international context, 

national strategy, policy, new technologies, budgetary restraints and the contents of 

doctrine. Analysing doctrinal documents in chronological order provides an opportunity 

to explore how the service and its subsequent role in the national defence have changed 

and according to which causal factors. It also may suggest the outcomes towards which 

the service is moving. Overall, the main importance of the thesis is in the necessity of 

understanding which roles the RAF can deliver, how and why. Thus, the roles of British 

air power in future allied operations can be realised. Moreover, the exploration of 

British air power through doctrine provides a key to understanding the changes in Allied 

air power.   

 

Framing the Research Question 

Environmental doctrine exists on the edge of the public and military fields. It is 

not entirely for public use, yet it is not classified and can tell the story of a service better 

than its official history, mainly because it is a key to understanding of the inside story of 

the service. The aim of this research is not to read and explain what was written in the 
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doctrinal documents of the chosen timeframe but to explore the historical and 

situational motivations of these changes. In other words, the research question of this 

thesis is How and Why did British air power doctrine develop in 1999-2013? In this 

regard, the thesis is intended to explore the story behind the official doctrinal 

documents. In terms of the 'how' question, this thesis explains changes in each studied 

edition, the features of the process of doctrine writing, its stages, involved members, 

duties and responsibilities, who initiated the process, who was responsible for drafts and 

had the veto right, when the doctrine was considered to be outdated and revised and the 

time of the preparation of drafts. The 'why' question is answered through the 

examination of the forces driving the writing of doctrine. In other words, the aim is to 

understand which factors affected the decision to rewrite doctrine, the specifics of its 

contents and the purposes behind these decisions.  

The main rationale for writing this thesis is that it can cover the gaps in the field 

of doctrinal studies. The originality of the thesis is in the following considerations. 

First of all, there is no systematic research on the development of RAF doctrine in the 

last two decades. Therefore, it is the timeframe which is original.  The two previous 

analytical works written by the previous Directors of Defence Studies for the RAF 

covered the time frame from the establishment of the service until the 1980's. 

Accordingly, Air Vice Marshal Andrew Vallance devoted his MPhil thesis to The 

Evolution of Air Power Doctrine Within the RAF 1957-1987.
2
 Air Commodore Neville 

Parton concentrated on the earlier years of RAF doctrine development in his PhD thesis 

The Evolution and Impact of Royal Air Force Doctrine, 1919-1939.
3
 Irrespective of 

slightly different emphases in these works, they both paid attention to doctrinal 

development. The main purpose of their work was to write an analytical history. This 

thesis is the continuation of their research trend − analysing doctrine in its chronological 

development over the chosen period of time, although with a slightly different 

emphasis. 

Secondly, in the realm of contemporary doctrinal studies, the very topic of RAF 

doctrine is quite undeveloped. This will be demonstrated in detail in the section 

outlining the literature review. Over the last two decades, scholars have paid attention to 

                                                           
2
 Andrew Vallance, "The Evolution of Air Power Doctrine within the RAF 1957 - 1987" (MPhil 

thesis, the University of Cambridge, 1988). 
3
 Neville Parton, "The Evolution and Impact of Royal Air Force Doctrine, 1919-1939" (PhD 

thesis, the University of Cambridge, 2009). 
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the theoretical and conceptual aspects of the doctrinal phenomenon. Recently, the shift 

moved towards Army-oriented doctrines related to recent operations, meaning Peace-

Support Operations (PSO) and Counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrines. Accordingly, the 

topic of RAF doctrine was mentioned in a couple of articles but no systematic analysis 

of doctrine development or the inside story of the process of doctrine writing was 

conducted.  Thus, this thesis can contribute to the stimulation of further research in this 

field.  

Thirdly, the methodological structure is based on Oliver Daddow's 

historiographic approach, which was already used in the research of Alexander 

Alderson.
4
 In the case of this research, the same categories were used as certain 

guidance on how to study doctrine. However, Daddow's approach is not used 

unquestioningly, mainly because he provides only general advice and not exact 

formulas of the correlation between influential factors and the procedures of their study. 

His approach is used as a starting point for the development of methodology. Further 

detailing of exact factors, their implementation and investigation in doctrinal texts are 

crystallised for this thesis.   

Sub-questions 

The chosen research question consists of two parts − how and why, both aiming 

at the inquiry of the process of doctrine development. On the other hand, in order to 

trace the path of the research and its structure, the following sub-questions are posed.  

1. What are doctrine and its place in military practice? Consequently, the definition 

of 'doctrine'; the purpose of doctrine, the target audience; its correlation with policy 

and strategy; the influence of technology and the problems of doctrine are outlined.  

2. What was the strategic culture outside and within the service regarding doctrine 

per se and how did it influence doctrine? The strategic culture is explored through 

the history of the RAF and the role of doctrine in its establishment as a single 

service. In this regard, the change of doctrine's functionality from 1918 till 1967; the 

attitude to the doctrine among RAF personnel through its history; the reasons for the 

absence of a single-service doctrine for over 30 years during the Cold War and the 

reasons for doctrine revival in the post-Cold War era are addressed.  

                                                           
4
 Alexander Alderson, "The Validity of British Army Counterinsurgency Doctrine after the War 

in Iraq 2003-2009". (PhD thesis, the Cranfield University, 2009). 
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3. In terms of external context, what was the impact of operational experience of 

previous and ongoing campaigns on doctrine? The RAF's performance in recent 

operations is assessed through the lessons learned and their subsequent influence on 

the writing of doctrine and its reflection in doctrinal texts. Subsequently, the change 

of conventional adversaries; new concepts of warfare; the application of new 

technologies; new experiences of inter-service cooperation; the dominance of some 

roles of air power over the others and the shift of air power's functionality are 

explored.  

4.  In terms of domestic politics, which internal factors outside the RAF affected 

doctrine? In this regard, attention is paid to several factors: the priorities of defence 

policy shaped by the ruling government, budgetary cuts, the implications of Defence 

Reviews and the stages of the institutionalisation of jointery in the Armed Forces. 

5. In terms of exact participants and inspirers of droctrine writing, what was the 

contribution of academics, external experts and doctrine writers in the process of 

doctrine preparation? The role of academics is evaluated in terms of their direct 

involvement in the discussion of ideas and concepts during doctrine workshops and 

the degree of their influence on the final texts. The indirect impact of academics is 

traced through their writing on the topics relevant to the doctrine and the exchange 

of ideas at academic and professional conferences. The role of doctrinal writers is 

particularly multi-layered. In this regard, the impact of writers' background on the 

content of doctrine, the degree of decision-making on what goes into a draft and 

what is left out and the external considerations which affected writers' judgement are 

explored. 

6. What was the impact of other authors, academics and experts from abroad on the 

doctrine preparation process? In this regard, the extent to which national doctrine 

can be influenced from abroad, referring mainly to US and Commonwealth 

discourses is of the main interest. The exchange of concepts and ideas on an inter-

personal or institutionalised basis is another aspect that could affect the doctrine's 

final content.  

7. What are the tendencies in doctrine development over the studied period of time? 

In this context, studied cases are compared in terms of similarities in the 

predominance of influential factors in their preparation; differences in content, the 

form and purposefulness of studied doctrines.  



   

 
 

6 
 

8. How do specifics of doctrine development correlate with the process of the 

institutionalisation of jointery? In this regard, changes in the process of doctrine 

writing and the dominance of some factors over others are viewed through the lens 

of the development of jointery. Accordingly, the impact of stages of jointery, the 

shift from the single service to joint ownership of environmental doctrine; the place 

of doctrine in a new 5-year doctrinal cycle and the intensification of cooperation 

with NATO are analysed.  

Literature Review 

A History of the research question 

James Neil Pugh's 2012 PhD thesis placed the emphasis on the theoretical-

conceptual origins of the control of air in terms of divided British Military and Naval 

aviation of 1911-1918. It also provided a background story to how the first doctrinal 

manual was created and which concepts were predominant. Although the research 

concentrated mainly on concepts and doctrine was viewed as one of 'various facets 

affecting the conceptual origins of the control of the air,'
5
 in terms of the history of the 

studied question, it still provided some insights into the beginning of the process of 

doctrine writing within the RAF.  

The next stage of doctrine development was covered in the research of Air 

Commodore Neville Parton, who concentrated on air power doctrine and its 

development in the interwar period.
6
 Parton explained the influential factors in the 

preparation of doctrine, which affected its final form and classified status.
7
 These 

factors included the dominance of concepts of strategic bombing and air offensive, the 

inter-service rivalry and the desire of the RAF to preserve its independent status under 

the conditions of constant budgetary restraints.
8
 He also examined both strategic and 

tactical doctrines. Parton conducted a comparative analysis of RAF Operations Manual 

1922 with the 1
st
 and 2

nd 
editions of the War Manual of the RAF.  

                                                           
5
James Neil Pugh, "The conceptual origins of the control of air: British military and naval 

aviation, 1911-1918". (PhD thesis, the University of Birmingham, 2013), abstract. 
6
 Neville Parton, "The Evolution and Impact of Royal Air Force Doctrine, 1919-1939". (PhD 

thesis, the University of Cambridge, 2009). 
7
 Ibid.. 

8
 Neville Parton, "The Development of Early RAF Doctrine," The Journal of Military History, 

vol. 72, no. 4 (October 2008): 1155-1178. 
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John Buckley also explored air power doctrine in the interwar period.
9
 Although 

like Neville Parton he looked into theoretical and conceptual changes in air power 

doctrines of the time and examined inter-service pressure on doctrinal development,
10

 

he placed emphasis on the subject from the perspective of maritime air power rather 

than the RAF. He also analysed RAF performance in World War II, paying particular 

attention to RAF Coastal Command and Trade Defence.
11

 Although John Buckley 

examined the development of RAF doctrine in the interwar period, doctrine per se was 

not the subject of his research, but it served as a tool for exploring air power 

performance in the chosen time.  

Further chronological research was conducted by Andrew Vallance covering the 

period 1957-1987.
12

 The main emphasis of his work is described thus: 'While seeking to 

identify the principal elements of the Royal Air Force's air power doctrine in the past - 

and the factors that have shaped it - this study is aimed very much at the service's 

doctrinal development in the future.'
13

 In this regard, attention was paid to the reasons of 

the service's existence without a conceptual framework of its actions, its diverse 

functionality and the potential ways of its shaping against growing inter-service and 

international integrations.  

In an article published the same year in Air Clues, Andrew Vallance explained 

the results of his research, discussion between senior officers and the practical necessity 

of the doctrine for the RAF.
14

 He traced the history of doctrine development and 

functionality, and come to a conclusion that 'in comparison with USAF's well organised 

'Big Business' approach to doctrinal development, that of RAF's was more akin to a 

cottage industry.'
15

 Andrew Vallance continued his professional activity encouraging 

strategic thinking on air power and potential doctrinal publications. The next step was a 

collection of essays on the air power, which was an attempt to systematise the existing 

concepts and create a certain non-official framework of air power use.
16

 In a book, The 

                                                           
9
 John Buckley, Air Power in the Age of Total War (London: Routledge, 1999).  

10
 Ibid..  

11
 John Buckley, The RAF and Trade Defence 1919-1945: Constant Endeavour (Stoke-on-

Trent: Keele University Press, 1995). 
12

 Andrew Vallance, "The Evolution of Air Power Doctrine within the RAF 1957 - 1987". 

(MPhil thesis, the University of Cambridge, 1988). 
13

 Ibid., 5. 
14

 Andrew Vallance, "Air Power Doctrine," Air Clues, vol. 42, no 5 (May 1988):163-169.  
15

Ibid., 167. 
16

Andrew Vallance, ed., Air Power-Collected Essays in Doctrine (London: HMSO, 1990). 
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Air Power Weapon,
17

 he concentrated on the implications of new technological 

advancement for the role of air power in the post-Cold War and post- Gulf War strategic 

environments. 

The contemporary period of RAF doctrine development was covered in an 

article by Chris Finn.  In his earlier works, he concentrated on operational lessons which 

could be adopted in the new practice,
18

 potential doctrinal implications of new 

operations and technological changes.
19

 Later, he traced the development of air power 

doctrine from 1977 to 2009, when the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000 was about to be 

published.
20

 Hence, Finn‟s account did not include an analysis of the last publication of 

air power doctrine JDP 0-30. The main argument he poses is that irrespective of 

temporal changes, the intellectual tendencies in air power thinking remain the same. He 

is quite critical about doctrinal functionality and the impact of diverse operational 

experience on the application of doctrine. He also explains certain unknown forces 

behind the writing of the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000. The relevance of this article for the 

studied field is that it provides a roadmap to the evaluation of the processes of doctrine 

writing of the two studied editions of air power doctrine. However, this article does not 

cover entirely the timeframe of this thesis and does not concentrate on the systematic 

approach to the process of doctrine writing.  

Intersecting fields 

Except for the above mentioned works directly related to the studied research 

question, there are fields of literature on the studied period that intersect with the 

studied topic. In this regard, the literature can be divided into two groups. The first 

group concentrates on the general topic of British air power and the RAF. The second 

group is devoted to the exploration of the British military doctrine in general. 
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British air power and the RAF 

The field of air power studies is characterised by a very small number of 

specialists. Military specialists of air power often work on its practical aspect and 

disseminate their findings through conferences and workshops, while academics publish 

a few articles and books on the topic. However, they mostly concentrate on a theoretical 

aspect of research. Therefore, when there is an opportunity to bring together both 

military practitioners and academics, it results in a systematic evaluation of the studied 

topic and its dissemination to a wider audience. Thus, the new ideas and concepts that 

are presented only at the conferences and workshops to academics and practitioners 

become available to the public. Often, such symbiosis is achieved in the form of 

monographs and collections of essays on a target topic. This explanation is aimed to 

demonstrate the importance of monographs in the field of air power studies and their 

scarcity.  

Stuart Peach, as an author of the AP 3000, 3
rd

 edition, edited a couple of books 

on the new capabilities of air power conditioned by technological changes and how they 

fit into the post-Kosovo realities.
21

 Although the ideas embodied in these works 

reflected the concepts of the written doctrine, doctrinal issues per se were not discussed 

in these books. 

Peter Gray has also edited collections of essays on air power − Air Power 21
22

 

and British Air Power.
23

 The main emphasis of both collections was on the transition of 

air power from the experience of the Cold War towards the new realities of the 21
st
 

century. Such topics as asymmetric warfare, counterinsurgency, the new technologies of 

UAVs and the politico-strategic implication of the improved precision were included. 

The first monograph concentrated on the lessons of Kosovo and allied operations, while 

the second paid attention to Afghanistan and the War on Terror. 

The series of books edited by Andreas Olsen concentrated on air power on the 

global scale but included several chapters on British air power. In a book A History of 

Air Warfare, attention is paid to the evaluation of the performance of air power in major 

operations through the history of the existence of the RAF
24

. In terms of British air 
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power of the period relevant to this thesis, Robert Owen analysed the correlation 

between the decision-making apparatus and air power efficiency in Operation 

Deliberate Force. The British contribution to the recent campaigns in Operation Allied 

Force, Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom were analysed by Tony Mason, Benjamin 

S. Lambeth and Williamson Murray. The potential of air and space powers' use in 

effects-based operations and the place of both in contemporary warfare were explained 

in the article by Richard P. Hallion.
25

  

Andreas Olsen's book Global Air Power included a chapter by Tony Mason. He 

followed the history of the RAF, and explained the complexity of its independence as a 

single service under the constant threat of being absorbed by two other services.
26

 In 

terms of the studied timeframe, the chapter provides analysis of the RAF‟s performance 

in the last operations under substantial budgetary cuts. In this regard, it was emphasised 

that 'sometimes air power could achieve the desired political or strategic effects on its 

own, but its primarily focus was joint service operations.'
27

 

While the previous works concentrated on air power development and its 

incorporation into the changing strategic environment, other academics devoted their 

works to the exploration of air power's role in particular operations. David F. Haines 

argues that the contemporary counterinsurgency operations require a more profound 

COIN education, which should be based on a better analysis of the previous experience 

of COIN use of air power in Malaya and Aden.
28

 

Benjamin Lambeth, an American specialist in air power, devoted his books to 

various operations and their results for air power. He analysed the political and strategic 

implications of air power use and frictions in air war in Kosovo,
29

 the role of air power 

in the War on Terror
30

 and other aspects of the development of air power.
31

 The general 
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relevance of his works to the studied topic is in the creation of background knowledge 

for the understanding of global tendencies in the roles of air power. He also makes 

reference to the RAF performance in the recent operations. On the other hand, his last 

book
32

 is of particular significance, because he devotes an entire chapter to the Allied 

Contribution to Iraqi Freedom, where he compares the RAF and RAAF performance. 

Moreover, he addresses the issue of doctrine in terms of the harmonisation of Allied 

cooperation at the operational and tactical levels.
33

  

Tim Ripley analysed allied performance in each stage of the air war in Iraq
34

 and 

traced the evolution of US and NATO operations after Afghanistan.
35

 His most recent 

book
36

 pays particular attention to British Army aviation in operations from Kosovo to 

Libya. In this regard, the author looks into the technological equipment of the Army Air 

Corps and Royal Artillery. Thus, he concentrates on the British Army aviation rather 

than the RAF. On the other hand, Dave Sloggett analyses the stages of RAF actions in 

Libya,
37

 with the provision of political and financial contexts to specific decisions. He 

also derives operational lessons for the domestic SDSR discourse and prognosis of 

future operations. On the other hand, Anthony Loveless had a different perspective on 

the reflecting of the RAF experience in a particular operation. He collected interviews 

with the RAF personnel serving in Afghanistan.
38

 Unlike the aforementioned literature, 

this work addressed his personal perception of the operation and the day-to-day 

challenges of its accomplishment.  

The relationship of Colin Gray's research to the studied subject is dual. First of 

all, Colin Gray wrote about doctrine from a theoretical perspective, as one of the 
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dimensions of strategy.
39

 He also explored doctrinal functionality as an institutional 

means of creating commonality in thinking and the synchronisation of actions.
40

 

Secondly, in his book Air Power for Strategic Effect, Colin Gray concentrated on the 

historical and contemporary re-evaluation of air power in a strategic context.
41

 In this 

regard, attention was paid to air power per se, and not just the RAF or the USAF. Since 

the target of the book was to link operational experience to the strategic re-evaluation of 

air power for the contemporary strategic understanding and its effective use, it did not 

look into doctrinal issues. However, the book is an immense resource for the historical 

development of air power examined from the point of view of strategic thinking.   

From the literature analysed above, it can be concluded that the air power was 

analysed mainly in terms of new operational experiences and requirements of a strategic 

environment. In this regard, British air power is less emphasised than American. On the 

other hand, the analysis of allied operations can be applied to both Air Forces, taking 

into account obvious differences in size, the division of roles and the achievement of 

objectives. In terms of doctrine, the general air power discourse pays little attention to it 

since the main approach to air power research is aimed at analysis of outcomes of its use 

instead of means like doctrine.  Therefore, with the exception of a few works, the 

general air power literature does not pay sufficient attention to doctrine.  

The field of British military doctrine 

After the end of the Cold War, doctrine writers that had no previous experience 

of systematic doctrine writing had to face several challenges.
42

 First of all, it was 

essential to come to a common understanding of what was meant by the term “doctrine” 

and its role in the national strategic culture. Secondly, the place of doctrine in the 

timeline of events required an emphasis. Although the first post-Cold War decade was 

meant to address these issues and provide a precise conclusion, the transitional nature of 

the period and the unstable role of doctrine resulted in a diversity of inquiries on 

doctrinal matters. Since the field of doctrinal studies is still evolving, most of the 

literature analysed below consists of academic and professional articles on the subject. 

It can be divided into several groups: historical, conceptual and services' perspectives.  
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In terms of the historical approach, academics paid attention both to the 

exploration of the historical development of doctrine and the meaning of historical 

experience in doctrine. The first aspect was reflected in Oliver Daddow's 

historiographic toolkit. He argued that doctrine is a historical document reflecting the 

combination of four diverse factors influencing its preparation: international context, 

domestic politics, networks and writers.
43

 The history in terms of the development of 

military skills was presented by Charles Grant, Eliot A. Cohen and Douglas Porch. 

Grant argued that the lessons of history are crucial for the understanding of what can be 

achieved.
44

 Eliot Cohen argued for the necessity of 'a historical mind', suggesting that 

an individual was supposed not to rely heavily on the meaning of lessons learned but to 

'appreciate the variability of people and places, conditions and problems.'
45

 Douglas 

Porch emphasised the role of history in debates of the connection between strategy and 

policy-making, with reference to the example of the Global War on Terror (GWOT)
46

. 

In terms of the conceptual approach, articles can be divided into the following 

categories of inquiry: the nature of doctrine and its meaning; the influence of doctrine 

on the military environment and doctrinal development. An article by Andrew Methven 

is an example of the first category, examining the nature of doctrine, purposes, factors 

influencing the evolution of doctrine and its problems.
47

 One of the focal points of the 

article is the continuation of the discourse introduced in I.B. Holly's 1989 article. Holly 

emphasised that doctrine was about fighting wars today, while concepts were about 

fighting wars tomorrow.
48

  

The best example of the doctrinal debate is represented in an article by Colin 

McInnes
49

 and the following response by Neville Parton.
50

 McInnes is sceptical about 
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the very functionality and productivity of doctrine, suggesting that its retrospective 

nature does not prepare personnel for future wars. Parton justifies doctrine, considering 

it productive in the delivery of best practice as a formal teaching. Thus, it trains 

personnel for future wars. 

In his works on strategy, Colin Gray pays attention to military doctrine as a tool 

of the military institution's unification of personnel and the development of common 

principles. It might be both useful and harmful in terms of creativity and adaptability to 

changing circumstances. In this regard, he starts from the perception of doctrine as a 

dogma and a rather counter-productive phenomenon in terms of strategy.
51

 

One of the most systematic researches on British doctrine was conducted by 

Markus Mäder. The main emphasis of his PhD thesis and the following book was 

placed on the study of reasons for doctrine writing after 1989. In this context, he 

explored 'change of attitude towards doctrine, which events and perceptions, which 

debates and schools of thought drove the evolution of Britain's military-strategic 

doctrine.'
52

 Consequently, doctrine was studied in the framework of strategic, political 

and societal changes, in the time frame of 1989 - 2001. The distinctive feature of the 

book is that it did not study doctrine as an abstract subject but paid attention to its 

conceptual development and subsequent textual embodiment. 

The empirical perspective on the topic includes an article based on an interview 

with Major General Tony Milton, the first Director General Joint Doctrine and 

Concepts, who suggested that doctrine was about using historical experience in training 

people fighting current wars, while concepts were hypotheses on fighting wars of 

tomorrow. He stated that the development of joint publications did not aim at the crucial 

modification of single-service doctrines but at the harmonisation of tri-service 

cooperation under the conditions of different environments.
53

 Julian Lidley-French 

analysed doctrine in the framework of the political struggle between France and the UK 

for the leadership in Europe. However, this time doctrine was addressed in the aftermath 
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of 9/11 and in terms of the European Common Defence and Security Policy.
54

 

J.J.Widen devoted his research to tracing a connection between Corbett‟s ideas and their 

actual implementation in the text of the British Maritime Doctrine.
55

 

In terms of the verification of doctrine efficiency, an article by Claudia Harvey 

and Mark Wilkinson is of a particular interest. It assessed the value of doctrine for 

British officers in the case study of Afghanistan.
56

 An entirely different perspective of 

doctrinal research was presented by Alexander Alderson. In his article, Alderson aimed 

at showing a connection between the successful development of a single-service, Army 

doctrine and the structure of the Army.
57

 

The perspectives of the services 

The relevance of the Navy and the Army works on doctrine for this thesis is due 

to the following considerations. First of all, the tendencies in doctrine development 

within the other two services reflect the general doctrinal environment within the British 

Armed Forces of the time. Realisation of doctrinal tendencies and the general attitude to 

doctrine within other two services provides a systematic understanding of how jointery 

was further implemented both in terms of doctrinal and operational aspects. Secondly, 

even before the advancement of jointery, the three services had to cooperate in the 

actual warfighting environment, reflecting certain lessons learned regarding such 

cooperation in doctrinal documents. Thus, looking into the analysis of doctrines by the 

other two services provides this thesis with a more systematic overview of the 

operational performance of the British Armed Forces, tendencies in perceptions of 

doctrine within each service and a subsequent correlation between the three services in 

the doctrine writing of each service. In other words, it should be understood that just as 

the doctrines of the three services are related, so is their analysis in professional and 

academic literature.     
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The Royal Navy 

The main source of professional discourse in the Royal Navy is The Naval 

Review.
58

 Irrespective of the relevance of this journal for an understanding of 

professionals' critical thought on the doctrinal subject, it was limited by the time frame 

of 1990−2003.The first article of 1995 was written by Simon Hollington, who 

concentrated on the explanation of what doctrine itself was and its meaning under the 

conditions of the changing Post-Cold War military environment.
59

 James J. Tritten 

followed the general explanatory pattern of Hollington but placed emphasis on the 

historical dimension of doctrinal development and the lessons relevant for today. The 

main lessons to consider include: irrespective of the joint approach, each service should 

keep its own way of task performance; the development of different doctrines for 

various circumstances and the levels of warfare; attention to the role of individual 

commanders and the involvement of non-military participants in reviewing stage.
60

 In 

the next article, Alston addressed jointery not in a general conceptual way but rather 

from a practical and functional perspective. He argued that the involvement of 

professionals from various services would contribute to the economy of limited 

manpower and development of flexibility of the future change of specialisation.
61

 In the 

last available article, the author GoCo addressed doctrinal functionality in the 

environment of scarce financing of national defence.
62

  

The RAF perspective 

In the case of the Royal Air Force too, the availability of resources on doctrine 

was constrained by time. The only difference is that, while more data on the Navy was 

available for the first post-Cold War decade, the Royal Air Force "Air Power Review" 

covered the second post-Cold War decade. 
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The first article, of 2000, was written by Professor Richard Overy. He analysed 

the dogmatic context of doctrine through its historical nature. Although he did not 

suggest that doctrine was useless, he argued that 'doctrine tends to solidify like a slowly 

moving lava flow.'
63

  Overy‟s historical analysis of doctrine showed that the 

development and application of doctrine are influenced by five factors: wider politics, 

technological changes, lessons of experience, the requirement that doctrine be modified 

and reviewed when a need arises and the „eccentricity factor.’
64

 

The most remarkable researcher in the field of air power doctrine is Group 

Captain (Retired) Peter W. Gray. In the first article, he aimed at stimulating debate on 

how the future aerospace doctrine of 2010 might look. In this regard, he concluded that 

although government might decide not to finance and develop certain technologies, 

future doctrine would be characterised by joint inter-service and allied operations.
65

 In 

his other article, Peter Gray suggested that 'we cannot expect to be able to apply 

doctrine to every military situation with the precision and utility of a Delia Smith 

recipe. But it should always be there as a guide to our actions.'
66

 

In the third article, Peter Gray paid attention to a correlation between air power 

and joint doctrine from the RAF‟s point of view. His main conclusion was that, despite 

of the benefits of relatively easy cooperation of air power doctrine with the other two 

services; it is incapable of overcoming one crucial obstacle which can only be dealt with 

on the common/joint level. Irrespective of the contribution which the representatives of 

the various services bring to the table of common decision-making and operational 

planning, they also bring the baggage of their own services, 'whether this be differing 

interpretations of history or unhealthy doses of dogma.'
67

 In this regard, the best way to 

develop “dogma-free thinking” is the establishment of 'inherently joint and consistent' 

training and programmes under the authority of the Joint Services Command and the 

Staff College.
68

 Following the works of Peter W. Gray, the Air Force emphasis in 
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doctrinal study shifted towards specific and conceptual dimensions. While Alister 

Monkman concentrates on the manoeuvrist approach and coalition warfare,
69

 Richard 

Lock-Pullan pays attention to the concepts of strategic effect and centres of gravity.
70

 

Overall, the Royal Air Force writing on the matter of doctrine can be 

characterised as evaluative rather than developmental as is the case with the Royal 

Navy. In this regard, the relevance of doctrine is not doubted. Attention is paid to the 

problematic areas of its application, such as a need for a constant revision and 

modification, differences in the interpretation of doctrine by various services and a 

subsequent need for a re-evaluation of the conceptual framework of its application. In 

other words, RAF writers concentrated on the current requirements of the doctrine 

rather than phenomenological matters of its origin. Therefore, they explored doctrine as 

a tool which might contribute to the resolution of existing problems in the single-service 

and joint environments. In regard to this research, the RAF writers‟ approach can be 

viewed as an example of critical analysis.  

The Army perspective 

In terms of the Army perspective it can be argued that, unlike the two other 

services, the doctrinal aspects of the previous operations were covered in more detail in 

academic and professional literature. In this regard, the most popular topics referred to 

two types of doctrines: COIN and PSO.   

COIN doctrine was much looked into in the second post-Cold War decade. The 

attention to it was triggered by the events of Iraq and Afghanistan. According to 

Christopher Tuck, the historical perspective of analysing the British approach to COIN 

can give a clear comprehension of the strengths and weaknesses of any counter-

insurgency doctrine, including the current one.
71

 The problems of theory/practice 

dichotomy and the case-oriented nature of COIN doctrine were discussed in an article 

by Thomas Mahnken.
72

 The already mentioned Colonel Alexander Alderson devoted 

various aspects of his research to the relevance of British COIN doctrine to the 
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requirements of Iraq and Afghanistan and future warfare.
73

 The position of Warren Chin 

is quite similar to Alderson‟s. He does not consider that British COIN doctrine was 

initially wrong and failed in Iraq. He argued that the traditional British approach of 80% 

political means and 20 % military support of counterinsurgency simply did not 

correspond to the reality of either Afghanistan or Iraq.
74

 

Another way to address COIN doctrine in the framework of recent conflicts is 

through its application in the “Long War on Terror” (WOT) or, as it was often called, 

the “Global Insurgency”. Scholars who consider terrorism an example of the global 

insurgency include David Kilcullen, Thomas Mockaitis, David Barno and John 

Mackinlay.
75

 On the other hand, Michael Howard, James Kiras and Matthew Kowalski 

argue that terrorism is an abstract phenomenon and cannot be identified as an 

insurgency.
76

 Bard E. O‟Neill
77

 discussed the development of insurgency and terrorism 

in terms of revolutionary warfare. A vivid example of a comparative analysis of the two 

doctrines is an article by Karsten Friis.
78

 On the other hand, he placed the main 

emphasis upon a comparative analysis of UN peacekeeping “capstone” doctrine and 

counterinsurgency doctrine of the US Army. 

Concerning the PSO doctrine, the main discussion of doctrine modification 

was taking place before, during and right after the publication of the Wider 

Peacekeeping (WPK) doctrine in 1994. Charles Dobbie argued that a new doctrine was 

needed in order to accommodate the Army to the new realities of the post-Cold-War 
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era. This could be achieved by drawing a broad line between the first two categories of 

peacekeeping operations and the third one, meaning between peacekeeping, wider 

peacekeeping and peace enforcement.
79

 On the other hand, Philip Wilkinson argued that 

peace enforcement could not be simply equated to war fighting and that a distinction 

had to be made.
80

 Richard Connaughton argued that the first flaw of the doctrine was 

the vague notion of consent, which could be interpreted in various ways depending on 

the inter-state or intra-state context.
81

 As a protagonist of the WPK, Allan Mallinson 

suggested that expectations from this interim and tactical level doctrine were pushed to 

the level of an operational one. He argued that consent at the tactical and operational 

levels had a different meaning; while, on the field, consent might be lost for various 

reasons, it should not be dismissed on the operational one.
82

 

An article by Rod Thornton outlined the development of a debate and the shift of 

attention from the need for PSO doctrine and clarification of the status of peace 

enforcement to the importance of cooperation with NGOs in the framework of complex 

emergencies.
83

 The connection between two types of operations and subsequent 

doctrines was explored by Philip Wilkinson mentioned previously. This time, he 

analysed the international dimension with reference to British PSO doctrine and 

traditional UN peacekeeping methods.
84

 Already mentioned, John Mackinlay and 

Randolph Kent published a couple of articles on the British complex emergencies 

doctrine, in the context of the changing international and strategic environments.
85

 The 

discourse of Wilkinson, Mackinlay and Kent was further continued by a Danish scholar 

Peter Viggo Jacobsen, who also referred to the doctrine of grey area operations. 

However, he emphasised the abstract modification of military doctrines in respect to the 
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national specifics of the Western tradition.
86

 Another way to view PSO is from the 

perspective of a single service. In this context, Rob McLaughlin‟s article on the 

meaning of the Navy in PSO can be of particular relevance.
87

 The most prominent 

scholar who referred to the recent events is Stuart Griffin of King‟s College, London.  

In terms of British PSO doctrine, he stated that the 2004 revision of PSO and the 

addition of counterinsurgency and counter-terrorism to the common umbrella of PSO 

might have been counterproductive.
88

   

From the analysis of the literature it can be concluded that the research topic 

exists on the edge between two fields of studies: British air power, in its wider and more 

specific aspects, and British military doctrine, in its inter-service characteristics. 

Although there are a lot of materials on various aspects of each field, the volume of 

literature referring particularly to the studied topic is quite small. In other words, 

although significant attention was paid to the reflection of operational experience of 

different services, the driving forces for the development of air power doctrine of the 

last two decades were not reflected in detail and the material did not cover the most 

recent time. Such a conclusion again suggests the necessity of this research in order to 

cover the existing gap in the literature.  

Sources 

Since the topic of this research is about temporal changes in official documents, 

the first source to be used for this research is doctrinal documents. In this regard, 

attention is paid not only to the RAF environmental doctrines of 1999 and 2009, but 

also to all previous RAF doctrines. They are used in order to reflect the historical 

changes within the service and the transformation of the shape of doctrine. Other 

doctrinal documents from sister services are used in order to analyse the existing 

strategic environment and prevailing tendencies in the national strategic culture, with 

the following explanation of inter-service cooperation in the joint environment.  Joint 

publications are used both in order to explain tendencies in jointery, their subsequent 

reflection in environmental doctrines and also as a source for factual information on 
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doctrines. For the same reason, allied and American doctrinal documents were used. 

Other official documents include non-doctrinal publications of DCDC and MOD. They 

reflect the wider strategic context of each studied time of doctrine writing. In terms of 

evaluating the internal political environment and the RAF's performance in previous 

operations, learned lessons and implications on financing, official ministerial reports 

were studied. In this regard, reports, oral and written evidence and uncorrected oral 

evidence of the House of Commons Defence Committee (HCDC) were of particular 

relevance. 

Despite the large number of official documents and diversity of aspects they 

could cover in terms of this research, for in-depth research, they are not enough. The 

main limitation of this type of sources is in their nature. They demonstrate the official 

position on the studied topic. Although due to the diversity of issuing institutions for 

these official documents they provide different perspectives on the same subject, they 

still cannot provide a multifaceted picture. One of the hazards of official documents is 

that inevitably they will reflect opinions in terms of the existing organisational culture 

and the official view of a certain organisation. Therefore, official documents have to be 

studied in their organisational contexts, which often might not provide an entirely 

exhaustive analysis but rather organisation‟s perspective on the studied topic. The 

reliance on official documents alone, especially from a single organisation might result 

in subjectivity and concentration of the research mainly on theories and perceptions. 

Thus, official materials require a practical perspective of verification. 

In order to overcome these potential disadvanatages of official documents and to 

bring practical aspects into the picture, interviews with various stakeholders in the 

process of doctrine writing were conducted. However, a focus on doctrine writers 

alone could also be limiting and subjective. That is why interviewees included academic 

specialists in the field of air power, who were involved in doctrine discussion groups, 

doctrine authors, and military personnel who had to incorporate doctrine into training 

courses and teach it to cadets. The interviews with the key commanders of the recent 

operations gave more case-sensitive, operational insights into the use of air power and 

its changing roles in recent warfare. Although interviews are a crucial source of 

practical information, like official documents used on their own, they could result in 

subjectivity. On the other hand, the combination of both is conducive to a more 

objective perspective and also cross-verification of data.  



   

 
 

23 
 

Scope and Methodology 

Taking into account the outlined chronological gap, the choice of timeframe 

requires an explanation. Although it would have been rational to start from the time 

when previous academics finished their research and thus to include the first post-Cold 

War editions of RAF doctrine, the choice of timeframe was conditioned by a few other 

considerations. First of all, the chosen timeframe corresponds to the dates when the 3
rd

 

edition of RAF air power doctrine
89

 and joint UK air and space doctrine
90

  were 

published, meaning 1999 and 2013, respectively. This timeframe also includes the 

publication of the 4
th

 edition of RAF doctrine in 2009.
91

  Within the constraint on the 

length of the thesis, widening the timeframe to 1991 and including the first two editions 

of RAF doctrine would inevitably compromise the depth of analysis. In this regard, 

quantity was overruled by quality considerations. The second and the main reason for 

choosing three specific doctrines and subsequent timeframe was conditioned by a 

background process taking place in the Armed Forces from 1998 onwards, meaning the 

intensification of the three services' cooperation on jointery.  In this context, the three 

chosen doctrines reflect the RAF's response to jointery in various stages of its 

development. The final stage covered in this research is a joint authorship of 

environmental doctrine, which was JDP 0-30 in 2013. Therefore, the chosen timeframe 

provides an opportunity to trace a continuous and profound theme in the RAF's response 

to the tendencies in the national strategic environment.     

There is another important consideration in terms of timeframe. Although the 

main emphasis of the research is the specified timeframe, the previous decades are not 

left out. The century-long pre-history of RAF experience with doctrine is explained in a 

separate chapter, the outline of which will be given further. This chapter will include the 

first two editions of AP 3000; thus, the historical background will serve as an 

explanation of certain predominant tendencies within the service and attitudes towards 

doctrine per se. On the other hand, the gap years between 1993, when AP 3000 2
nd

 

edition was published, and 1999 are taken into account in terms of the events which had 

direct or indirect impact on the doctrine preparation process and what eventually 
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became the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000. Therefore, the research aims to be inclusive in terms 

of historical background, which this author considers to be a key to understanding 

contemporary tendencies in doctrine preparation, teaching and implementation.  

The scope of this thesis is exclusively air power doctrine. It is important to 

emphasise this direction, because the last two editions of studied doctrine also include 

space power. The omission of space power from the scope of this thesis by no means 

suggests that space power is of secondary importance in contemporary warfare. The 

main rationale for its omission is conditioned by its increasing significance. 

Consequently, it would require a profound research of its own, which was not possible 

within a single PhD thesis. Therefore, despite the presence of conceptual framework for 

space power within two editions of the studied doctrine, attention is paid exclusively to 

air power content.  

Daddow's approach 

The methodology of this research is heavily based on Oliver Daddow's 

historiographic approach to doctrine writing, yet not limited to it. He argued that 

doctrine should be treated as a historical document of its time, which reflects the 

influences of a wider historical environment, intellectual and political atmospheres and 

also the contributions of doctrine writers.
92

 Daddow explains his approach from bottom 

to top, starting with authors. In terms of writers, he suggests that the doctrine is shaped 

in accordance with their overviews, experiences and inspirations. They explain 'the 

orientation of doctrine.'
93

Although writers are the final arbiters of what comes into the 

final draft of the doctrine, 'they have to work in the context of military and political 

structures that can affect both what they write and how they go about it.'
94

 Daddow 

outlines three potentially influential elements within networks: academics, editorial 

boards and review structures. First of all, authors are involved in cooperation with 

academics, exchanging ideas and considerations about the existing strategic 

environment and how each service functions in it. The impact of editorial boards and 

review structures is that they provide unanimity of common values and new trends in 

doctrines in order to correspond to the overall doctrinal process in the UK.
95
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In terms of the third factor, Daddow suggests that 'doctrine cannot be isolated 

from the domestic political context of its time... [and that it is] affected by nature of the 

domestic political environment within which it was written.'
96

 In this regard, he argues 

that the major constituent elements of this factor would be the existing strategic culture 

in the form of the national way in warfare. This would inevitably affect writers and their 

way of writing; resource allocation, meaning the correlation between public policy and 

military budgets; and ministerial/official input, what Daddow called the 'Whitehall 

Game.'
97

  

The final factor is the international context, which influences doctrine in two 

fundamental ways. First of all, the impact of world events affects doctrine through the 

previous conflicts in the form of operational experience. The second way in which 

international context affects doctrine refers more directly to the writers' level, 'and 

pertains to the transmission of both technology and doctrinal concepts across states 

borders, especially between the US and Britain.'
98

 

How and why was Daddow's approach modified for this research? 

Although Daddow provides a systematic way of exploring doctrine preparation 

in its historical environment, he does not provide practical suggestions for how to apply 

his approach. Examining Daddow's approach holistically, this author had to determine 

which aspects of Daddow's factors could be verified and how. Accordingly, each of his 

factors had to be specified for the benefit of this research. First of all, the order of 

factors analysis was changed from inductive to deductive (from common to specific), in 

order to show how wider factors affected the individual ones. In other words, the 

exploration of the external and internal environments could explain the atmosphere in 

which academics, practitioners and writers had to prepare doctrine.  

In terms of the external environment, the primary attention is paid to operational 

experience as the main influence on doctrine. The second way the external environment 

affects doctrine is analysed in terms of writers' personal connections and subsequent 

contacts within and across states' borders. In this case, another consideration was that 

conceptual and technological exchange between American and British practitioners is 

often classified.  Another element of external context, mentioned by Daddow, like 

current International Relations (IR) events, was omitted due to the practical 
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considerations of this research. Since IR events set the geostrategic context for policy 

and subsequent doctrinal development, they affect doctrine indirectly by means of 

policy and settings of the geostrategic environment. Therefore, due to the holistic nature 

of this thesis and the emphasis of this research on the direct stimulus of doctrine 

preparation, IR events are not analysed in detail as a separate factor, because their effect 

is indirect and is conducted through the existing national policy and defence objectives 

as a response to the posed threats conditioned by IR events. 

The impact of foreign doctrines was not taken into account mainly because each 

national doctrine reflects specifics of the national Armed Forces and peculiarities of the 

strategic culture. Additionally, in the course of research, no institutionalised doctrine 

consultations, as part of the process of doctrine preparation, were found. The impact of 

the NATO doctrine is even more complex; it would require a thesis of its own. 

However, with each stage of the institutionalisation of jointery, it is demonstrated that 

the role of NATO doctrine becomes more important for the national doctrinal practice. 

Consequently, since its impact becomes stronger with the new doctrinal cycle, a 

detailed analysis of the correlation between NATO doctrine and national environmental 

doctrine would be advised in a more contemporary timeframe rather than the chosen 

one. This is again conditioned by the development of the national realm of jointery.  

In terms of domestic politics, the area is narrowed to the internal factors outside 

the RAF. In this regard, general policy towards the Armed Forces, governmental 

evaluation of previous campaigns, budgetary considerations and behind-the-scenes 

motives of certain decisions are analysed. The reason why the emphasis is placed on the 

political dimension outside the RAF is mainly because of the lack of information 

applicable for public disclosure. Although interviews provide a practical insight into the 

studied area, the fact that this is a military institution should not be forgotten.  

While Daddow suggested that a strategic culture has both direct and indirect 

impacts on writers and therefore on what goes into the final document, he did not 

suggest any ways of its exploration. In this regard, the exploration of the development 

of RAF doctrine in the context of RAF history was the answer to this question, and is 

explained in a separate chapter. In this regard, a comparison of doctrinal texts in terms 

of the reflection of actual events in the RAF history was conducted. The further aim was 

to show how and why the doctrine was treated within the service.  
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In terms of networks, the research has to concentrate on the role of academics in 

the process of doctrine preparation, mainly because information on review boards and 

previous drafts of doctrines is not available. Hence, the stages of doctrinal revisions and 

changes could only be traced through interviews with people involved and from their 

words rather than physical evidence of drafts on different stages of amendments. On the 

other hand, the involvement of academics can be traced through interviews with authors 

and officials involved. Their indirect impact is also traced through the materials 

published after air power workshops arranged by the Air Power Centre and DDS. 

The authors of doctrine are explored in terms of the contribution of their 

personal background and career directions to doctrine's final appearance. The degree of 

writers' actual freedom within the institutional framework is of a particular interest. It is 

explored through personal interviews. Another aspect emphasised in this factor is the 

authors' personal evaluation of factors which influenced their decision-making and 

motivations. The main target of Daddow's approach is a single-service doctrine with a 

potential application to joint doctrines. In terms of this research, the offered factors of 

influence can be used as tools to explore the shift from single-service to joint authorship 

of environmental doctrine. Thus, although Daddow developed a conceptual framework 

of exploring how and why a doctrinal document was written, it is our aim to think how 

to implement it in practice, in other words, which methods to use to apply this approach.  

 

 Methods 

Documentary analysis is used for the textual exploration of what was written in 

doctrine and how it corresponded to its historical context. In this context, the 

embodiment of some factors of Daddow's approach can be traced through the text. This 

was conducted both in terms of content analysis and cross-referencing to other official 

documents. In the first case, the use of certain words showed the emphasis which was 

placed in this or that doctrine in respect to the particular influence of the studied factor. 

For instance, the use of joint and international cooperation discourse in the 3
rd

 edition of 

AP 3000 suggested that changes in internal politics with further introduction of jointery 

were extremely influential in doctrine preparation and its final purpose.  

Tracing the cross-referencing of other official documents and doctrines in the 

text of the studied doctrine was used in order to find out how the authors viewed the 

existing strategic, political and doctrinal environments of the time. In other words, it 
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gave an opportunity to see how a particular doctrine fitted into the existing doctrinal 

hierarchy and whether that hierarchy was recognised on the first place. In both cases, 

textual analysis gives an opportunity to see the influence of historical context and its 

embodiment in doctrinal documents.  

Benefits of this method include an opportunity to work with authentic, official 

documents of a particular time, which are both the subject and supportive tools for its 

exploration. Documentary analysis provides this research with a wider variety of 

perspectives
99

 on the process of doctrine writing. Concerning the traditional limitations 

of this method, pertaining to authenticity, credibility, representativeness and meaning,
100

 

they were taken into consideration. Most of the documents were taken from official 

resources and archives.  Another aspect of this problem is that the timeframe is limited 

to the last 20 years, and most of the studied documents are online or issued by official 

institutions. The research does not look into personal diaries or letters of a remote 

history.
101

 The same is the case with credibility and representativeness. The studied 

documents represent the analytical perspectives of publishing institutions, which are 

taken into consideration when the meaning of documents and their purposes are 

analysed.
102

  

Elite Interviewing 

Since any qualitative research is by nature holistic, process driven and aims at 

gaining new knowledge through 'an ongoing interplay between theory and method, 

researcher and researched,'
103

 the choice of interviewing as a research method was 

inevitable, like that of document analysis. The main rationale for using interviews is that 

it gives an opportunity to gain in-depth understanding of the studied topic and discover 

aspects of the topic that were not initially anticipated.
104

 In the case of data availability 

for the process of doctrine preparation, as Daddow outlines in his article,
105

 there is very 
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little in-depth publically accessible information on the subject. In the case of this 

research, some aspects of doctrine preparation were particularly unclear, such as the 

interconnection between academics, review boards, authors, people responsible for 

doctrine preparation; those officials with veto right and final decision-making  in the 

approval of doctrines and cooperation with foreign counterparts. The situation was even 

more complicated due to the ongoing changes in the process of doctrine preparation in 

terms of the advancement of jointery. Under the conditions of situational changeability 

and its discrete nature, interviews with people who were involved in the process and 

wrote doctrine made an immense contribution to the general pool of data for analysis.  

Interviews are elite not only because of the high status of interviewees in the 

RAF and academia, but also because they are top specialists in the studied subject.
106

 

Among interviewees, there were people who wrote doctrine, academics and 

practitioners involved in doctrinal workshops (discussions of what would go into the 

final draft and what was irrelevant), former and current Directors of Defence Studies for 

the RAF, retired practitioners who dealt with doctrine or took part in operations which 

affected doctrine and American counterparts who could be responsible for the exchange 

of ideas. The main reason for such diversity of interviewees is that their unique 

experience and different relationship to the process of doctrine preparation meant that 

they could fill in the gaps in existing knowledge on the topic and provide data for a 

systematic analysis of doctrine development. Another reason for the diversity of 

interviewees corresponds to the initial objective of interdisciplinary approach and the 

aim to overcome a crucial problem of interviewing − subjectivity.
107

 In this context, the 

material obtained during interviews is treated, not as factual data, but rather as 

contextual opinion based on personal experience.
108

 In other words, interviewees' 

perspectives need to be judged in terms of personal background, service affiliation and 

political behavioural specifics.
109

 Thus, every opinion has its context and reasons for it. 

Understanding these reasons gives a researcher a more systematic and realistic picture 

of reality. 
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During the research, interviews were conducted in various ways − face-to-face 

meetings, telephone calls, e-mail exchange and Skype conversations. Personal 

interviews, both semi-structured and unstructured type, proved to be the most 

productive. The interview‟s structure was more complex and systematised the closer an 

interviewee was to the process of doctrine preparation. This consideration was due to 

the obvious depth of knowledge and availability of details. Also, some additional 

questions were asked as an interview was taking place, due to emergent findings that 

were new for the researcher, revealing new dimensions of the topic. Although personal 

conversations are more beneficial for both sides, due to the physical and geographical 

restraints, some interviews were conducted via telephone calls, e-mail exchange and 

Skype conversations. They were not less efficient but rather less personal. 

Comparative analysis of 3 case studies 

The sequential choice of cases for comparative analysis is entirely conditioned 

by the temporal development of doctrine as the main focus of this research. The general 

rationale for choosing this method for doctrine exploration was determined by the 

complexity of the studied phenomenon, which required constant preservation of its real-

life context. This intention corresponds to the nature of the case study method, which 

'allows investigators to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life 

events.'
110

  

Another crucial factor in the choice of doctrines for the cases was the 

consideration of the available information. In this regard, choosing environmental-level 

doctrine provided this author with relatively unrestricted access to the doctrinal 

documents and related materials. For instance, if tactical level doctrine had been chosen, 

the author would not have had access even to the doctrinal documents not to mention an 

opportunity to discuss the issue with practitioners. On the other hand, environmental, 

strategic and joint doctrines are open to the public and are more accessible in terms of 

data collection.   

Another aspect is that in order to achieve credibility of the chosen case studies, 

they should have certain constant similarities which would not affect doctrine each time 

in a different way.
111

 In other words, for the case studies to be comparable, the constant 

elements should be present. That is why three editions of the same single-service 
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doctrine, of the same hierarchical level, within the same service were chosen. 

Furthermore, the choice of these three case studies was influenced by some other 

considerations. The reason why the 3
rd

 and 4
th 

editions of AP3000 were chosen was 

because they both were a part of the jointery process, and contained the features of the 

entirely new strategic reality, in contrast to the first two post-Cold War editions. These 

cases show the place of RAF doctrine at different stages of the incorporation of jointery 

into military practice. In this regard, the third case of JDP 0-30, which is an equivalent 

of the previous editions of AP 3000, but of joint authorship, demonstrates the 

preservation of the same influential factors in the doctrinal environment of jointery.  

The design of case studies is influenced by the factors emphasised in Daddow's 

approach. Unlike Daddow's perspective, the case studies start from the international 

context, followed by domestic politics, networks and authors. This order is considered 

to be more practical for this research, since it gives an opportunity to see how each layer 

was formed and affected people shaping the final draft of doctrine. The main limitation 

of this method could be the wrong choice of case studies with too many variables, 

which could not be quantified, resulting in no applicable knowledge at all. That is not 

the case of this research, because the RAF and the chosen timeframe correspond to the 

process of the institutionalisation of jointery from its very beginning in 1998 to the 

present.  

On the other hand, like any thesis, this one also has its limitations. First, the 

analysis of all three case studies could benefit from a more detailed inside-out story of 

internal politics within the RAF, which had an impact on dominance of this or that 

concept and approach. Consequently, from the academic perspective, such information 

would contribute to a more systematic exploration of the doctrine preparation process. 

However, from the political perspective, involvement in polarisations within the service 

or in inter-service rivalry would diminish the academic value of analysis. On the other 

hand, interviews with more actual participants of doctrine preparation process and the 

actual authors like Stuart Peach would have contributed to understanding of procedural 

specifics of doctrine preparation process. Therefore, the second limitation of this thesis 

is the restricted availability of the key participants of the doctrine preparation processes. 

The third limitation, which is partly derived from the first two, is that although the level 

of the chosen doctrine is unclassified, various materials and procedures behind it still 

remain restricted to the public. Therefore, this thesis reflects what its author managed to 
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collect and was allowed to present for public discussion.  However, this limitation is 

common for topics related to the military sphere, so it is nothing new. In fact, this 

author was surprised to get in touch with so many people in such a short period of time. 

Structure of the thesis  

The thesis consists of 7 major chapters. This part of the thesis has provided on 

introduction and explained the rationale for this thesis and its consequent structure. In 

Chapter One, this author considers it to be appropriate to outline the notion of doctrine, 

and supporting terms used in the research. The main functions of doctrine, its 

correlation with policy and strategy, doctrinal hierarchy, doctrinal dilemmas, and the 

changing functionality of doctrine are also identified. In this regard, the emphasis is 

placed on official documents as sources of relevant, trustworthy and up-to-date 

information. Furthermore, some critical materials on the practical implementation of 

doctrine are presented in order to achieve a systematic understanding of the 

phenomenon of doctrine, which is based on the analysis of the secondary sources. In 

other words, the chapter answers the question of what military doctrine is. 

Chapter Two is on the history of the issue. The main aim of the historical 

chapter is to outline the development of RAF doctrine. In this regard, the history of the 

service and air power are contextual to the main topic of doctrinal development. They 

will be introduced according to their relevance and influence on the doctrinal changes. 

Thus, the RAF history is viewed through the prism of doctrine. The chapter traces the 

history of doctrine from the first doctrine CD-22, The Operations Manual, in July 1922, 

till AP3000 2
nd

 edition in 1993. In this regard, the service's reluctance to accept doctrine 

in the 1990s is explained through the initial emphasis on doctrine as a political tool for 

the service's self-justification and explanation to a wider audience. Thus, the chapter 

also provides an insight into organisational culture, which helps to understand the place 

of doctrine within it.  

Chapter Three is devoted to the first case of AP 3000, 3
rd

 edition. The chapter 

covers the timeframe of 1994-1999, mainly due to the time when the previous doctrine 

was published and preparatory process of the new edition took place. In this regard, 

attention is paid to two major factors influencing doctrine preparation. The first is the 

external environment, embodied in the experience of the previous and ongoing 

operations (still the lessons of the Gulf War and Bosnia, in terms of PSO). The second 

factor is internal politics outside the RAF. In this regard, the consequences of the New 
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Labour Strategic and Defence Review of 1997 and the following introduction of cost-

efficiency approach embodied in jointery are analysed. 

Chapter Four is a continuation of the first case study. Unlike the previous 

chapter, this one concentrates on two other influential factors of doctrine preparation. In 

this context, the role of networks and authors in the doctrine preparation process is 

explained. The chapter has to show that, although academics' involvement might seem 

secondary, it shaped the way of thinking and contributed to creativity and systematic 

use of air power in accordance with the specifics of the strategic environment. 

Academics and review boards also influence authors' thinking on what and how should 

be put into the final draft. The implications of authors' background for the intellectual 

characteristics of doctrine are also explained in this chapter. 

Chapter Five is devoted to the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000, published in 2009. The 

chapter explains what the driving forces for a new edition of the doctrine were, and how 

the process of doctrine preparation was different from the previous one. The main 

peculiarity of this edition was the relatively limited number of people involved in 

doctrine preparation, mainly RAF CAS and DDS and a few more specialists. The 

situational character and purposefulness of this doctrine in terms of eight years of 

fighting counterinsurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan and the upcoming SDSR are of 

particular interest. The correlation between size and contents of the doctrine is 

explained in terms of authorship and prevailing tendencies in teaching courses at that 

time.  

Chapter Six is on the most recent edition of air power doctrine, JDP 0-30. 

Unlike previous editions, this one was written under joint authorship. The chapter 

explains what affected the process of doctrine preparation in this case and which aspects 

were dominant. In this context, the implications of the Libyan campaign, the results of 

the SDSR and subsequent budgetary arrangements are analysed.  Further structural and 

functional changes in jointery are analysed in terms of their implications for the process 

of doctrine preparation, particularly in terms of the systematization of doctrinal cycles 

in respect to the SDSR. The main tendencies in doctrine preparation of the studied 

period are outlined in this chapter.   
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CHAPTER I: THEORY 

'At the very heart of war lies doctrine. It represents the central beliefs for 

waging war in order to achieve victory. Doctrine is of the mind, a network of faith and 

knowledge reinforced by experience which lays the pattern for the utilization of men, 

equipment, and tactics. It is fundamental to sound judgement.'
1
 

General Curtis E. Le May 

Definition of Doctrine 

Just as every story has its beginning, every game has its rules, so every research 

has its starting point. In order to understand any type of inquiry and a reason for 

exploration, it is essential to understand the rules of the game and potential reasons for 

an inquiry that lead to the beginning of exploration. In order to understand the rationale 

for exploring doctrine in its developmental perspective, it is essential to understand 

what exactly is meant by military doctrine and how it is perceived in a wider discourse. 

This chapter seeks to explain military and formal doctrines, the functions of doctrine, 

doctrinal hierarchy, correlations between doctrine, policy, strategy and technology, 

traditional dilemmas of doctrines, and changes of its functionality. Therefore, its main 

role in the research is to be a basis for understanding the field of doctrinal studies. 

'Doctrine' is often confused with 'dogma', meaning prescription of behaviour, 

rigidity of mind and actions. When a non-professional is asked to consider a military 

doctrine, general knowledge would dictate that a military doctrine is the same as 

religious doctrine, meaning dogma, but applied in a military context. In order to avoid 

further misperception, a distinction between the two should be made. Even the 

dictionary meaning of the general word 'doctrine' does not impose obedient following of 

prescribed norms. The Oxford Dictionary gives the following definition: 

„Doctrine/ˈdɒktrɪn/noun a belief or set of beliefs held and taught by a Church,  

political party, or other group: the doctrine of predestination.’
2
 

This definition corresponds to the origins of the word, which comes from the 

Latin 'doctrina' meaning „teaching, learning‟. However, the word 'dogma' stands for „a 

principle or set of principles laid down by an authority as incontrovertibly true.‟
3
 

Therefore, the two words cannot be equally substituted for one another. While doctrine 

embodies a set of perceptions and ideas of a particular institution, dogma aims at 
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making norms to be followed unconditionally. While the word „doctrine‟ has preserved 

its initial meaning of teaching, dogma has evolved from its initial Greek meaning of 

„opinion‟ and „suggestion‟. Thus, linguistically, both doctrine and dogma reflect a set of 

principles established by a certain institution. However, the higher level of prescription, 

unarguable authorization and denial of deviation are in the term 'dogma', rather than 

'doctrine'.  

Understanding the general complexity in distinguishing the difference between 

doctrine and dogma, doctrinal documents of various levels usually contain definition 

and explanation of what military doctrine is and what it is for. This is done not only in 

order to explain the meaning of doctrine to a wider audience, but also make it more 

accessible and acceptable for the military audience, as well.  No matter how strange it 

may seem, unlike the historic-religious use of the word 'doctrine', in military terms, the 

phenomenon of doctrine is more flexible in its contents and application. The most 

commonly used definition of doctrine is derived from NATO joint discourse: 

„Military doctrine is fundamental principles by which military forces guide their  

actions in support of objectives. It is authoritative, but requires judgment in  

application.’
4
 

From this definition, it can be concluded that doctrine is not simply about 

indoctrination of traditional thoughts and following of old-fashioned modes of action. It 

is about the provision of common ground for officers and staff to act under the 

conditions of warfare. Accordingly, a military doctrine seeks to provide potential ways 

of task accomplishment, but it is up to an individual to decide how a certain doctrinal 

principle is applicable to a specific situation. In other words, unlike dogma, doctrine 

aims at provision of common ground for adaptability to the rapidly changing 

environment of warfare.  

Keeping in mind the definition of military doctrine, it is essential to outline the 

forms in which military doctrine might exist. In this regard, historically, doctrine, as a 

set of principles existed in a form of best practice, know-how passed from one 

generation of serving personnel to another.
5
 In this regard, doctrine was rather oral or 

                                                           
4
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semi-oral, while certain principles of action were written in service manuals. However, 

in contrast to historical or regiment-based doctrinal traditions, there is also a written or 

formal doctrine. The distinguishing features of the latter are that it is often written in a 

single document, issued by an authoritative body and reflects top-to-bottom delivery of 

general principles and best practice. It can be argued that a formal doctrine is more 

authoritarian in its nature than an unwritten one; however, it usually contains the same 

principles, but is more centralized in its dissemination. Formal doctrine also reflects the 

official position of military specialists on a subject matter and is more universal in its 

application. Although oral and written doctrines might often correspond to each other, 

this thesis will examine formal/written doctrine.  

The Purpose of Doctrine 

From the point of an ordinary non-professional, the second most common 

question would be – what is the purpose of military doctrine? The aim of any military 

doctrine is to provide knowledge about a certain subject to a target audience, to 

stimulate action. In this context, the sole purpose of military doctrine is to 'describe how 

the Armed Forces go about military activities but not about why they do what they do 

(which is the realm of policy).'
6
 In this regard, joint doctrine writers designated two 

purposes of doctrine use: educative and informative.
7
 Such differentiation is conditioned 

by the existence of two different target audiences which doctrine aims to reach. The first 

audience is military personnel in their early career, who need to learn the basics of a 

service's principles and best practice. The second audience consists of various 

stakeholders interested in how the Armed Forces go about their business. They include 

journalists, politicians, academics, public figures, allies and even adversaries, since 

doctrine explains the principles the Armed Forces fight for.  Although there are two 

different target audiences, the main purpose of doctrine is to educate. Therefore, there 

are no separate sections for audience one and audience two. 

The military audience 

According to the Joint Warfare Publication 0-01, „military doctrine is targeted 

principally at members of the Armed Forces.’
8
 Doctrine aims at the education of 

military officers in the initial stages of their careers. It is supposed to provide a basis for 

further development of creative thinking and decision-making. In this regard, doctrine 

                                                           
6
JWP 0-01 (2001), 1-1. 

7
 Ibid.. 

8
 Ibid.. 



   

 
 

37 
 

usually includes an explanation of national strategy and a correlation between strategy, 

policy and military objectives in the contemporary military environment.  It also 

contains a detailed explanation of the national way of warfare and how it can be 

accomplished under changing circumstances. It also outlines generalities and specifics 

of potential operations in which the Armed Forces might be deployed and how these 

operations fit in with the Utility of Fighting Power.
9
 Historically, the first military 

doctrines were more prescriptive and uniform in their nature. They aimed at formation 

of a uniform way of thinking and therefore acting. The first RAF doctrinal manual 

stated: 

'The Royal Air Force will be trained in peace and led in war in accordance with 

 the doctrine contained in this volume. The principles of this doctrine should be 

 so thoroughly impressed on the mind of every commander that, whenever he  

has to come to a decision in the field, he will instinctively give them their full  

weight.'
10

 

On the other hand, gradually the perception and functionality of doctrine 

changed. Nowadays, the essence of doctrine is to give general guidance, based on 

experience, best practice and universal principles of warfare, which remain relatively 

the same, irrespective of technological or environmental changes. In other words, it 

provides the Armed Forces with basic knowledge of how a potential mission can be 

fulfilled and conducted. Therefore, it can be argued that doctrinal contents and 

perceptiveness evolve together with the Armed Forces and society. In the last decade, 

new doctrinal trends can be distinguished: doctrinal texts began to include ethical and 

moral discussions, paying attention to incorporation of the Armed Forces into civil 

society discourse. Thus, doctrine can also be viewed as a means of understanding 

service‟s philosophy. Colin Gray suggests that doctrine can be used in order to 

understand a military institution itself: 

'Doctrine may not provide a thoroughly reliable guide to probable military  

practice, but it does provide clues, and more, to understanding the current credo 

of military institutional stakeholders.'
11
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Although doctrine is based on best practice and thus is directly connected with 

past events, it is not a retrospective account of how wars were fought in the past. In 

contrast, it aims at the application of relevant and accessible knowledge „today and in 

the immediate future; it is dynamic and is constantly reviewed for relevance.‟
12

 This 

official emphasis is essential because it positions doctrine writers and the institutions 

behind them in the critical discussion of whether doctrine is relevant or not. This 

statement refutes the first argument against doctrine  that it is about the past, and thus is 

irrelevant for the future. Colin McInnes argued that what was considered the British 

way of war was the main limitation on doctrine;  opposing a conviction that since 

previous campaigns were successful,  the techniques by which they were won can be 

successful today. McInnes also added that, due to the national strategic culture or 

prevalence of the British approach, doctrine was characterised by 'positivist and 

ahistoric understanding of the nature of war'
13

 and 'cherry-picking' of successful 

campaigns in support of the British approach.
14

  

On the other hand, other academics argue that history is vital for military 

education.  Charles Grant emphasised that, in the development of doctrine, historical 

lessons are the basis for understanding what needs to be achieved.
15

 Eliot Cohen paid 

attention to the meaning of history in shaping the 'historical mind' of militaries.
16

 

According to Cohen, doctrine's role is in educating personnel how to use historical 

experiences in evaluation of contemporary situations.
17

 Douglas Porch argued that 

militaries should learn from history. On the other hand, he outlined a new potential 

threat history might pose – incorrect interpretation of history or its misuse for political 

reasons.
18

 

 The diversity of critical discourse on the historical core of doctrine shows both 

the strengths and limitations of doctrine, but like any other historical document, doctrine 
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is a document of its time; yet, it is also timeless since it contains enduring knowledge on 

constancy in warfare, like principles of war. Whether it is dogmatic, retrospective or 

forward-looking, intellectual or accessible depends on the particular circumstances in 

which it was written and to what purpose. Doctrine is studied not in an attempt to justify 

a particular political or military position, but to find out how the functionality and 

application of doctrine can be improved and how it can be used to its fullest capacity. 

Without constant revisions, it might result in rigidity of thinking and simple following 

of an old-fashioned tradition.  Doctrine aims at showing how wars can be fought today 

utilising all available experience and knowledge, but it does not provide an exhaustive 

manual of actions in all possible situations. The relevance of theory and doctrine for a 

practitioner was well-defined by Clausewitz. He argued that a positive doctrine was 

unattainable: 'We must remind ourselves that it is simply not possible to construct a 

model for the art of war that can serve as a scaffolding on which the commander can 

rely for support at any time.'
19

 In other words, doctrine cannot be universally applied for 

all cases of war; rather, it suggests certain modes of behaviour which have proved to be 

successful in the art of war, yet might not be applicable under all circumstances. On the 

other hand, in order to achieve a broader overview on the subject, theory is helpful 

because it is not case-sensitive and provides a wider variety of alternatives. Theory is a 

learning tool, not an action manual: 

„Theory then becomes a guide to anyone who wants to learn about war from  

books; it will light his way, ease his progress, train his judgement and help him 

 to avoid pitfalls... Theory exists so that one need not start afresh each time  

sorting out the material and plowing through it, but will find it ready to hand  

and in good order. It is meant to educate the mind of the future commander, or,  

more accurately, to guide him in his self-education, not to accompany him to the  

battlefield; just a wise teacher guides and stimulates a young man's intellectual  

development, but is careful not to lead him by the hand for the rest of his life.‟
20

 

Consequently, although both doctrine and theory are aimed at educating one's 

mind in fighting wars and provide options for actions, they are different. Theory is 

wider than doctrine; it provides more alternatives than a doctrinal document. Doctrine 

suggests the best practice and a framework for military thinking within the national way 
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of warfare, while theory tends to be more neutral towards the national context of 

fighting war.  

The Wider Audience 

Although the UK Joint Doctrine outlines the second wider purpose of doctrine to 

be directed towards providing wider information, in fact, the purpose is the same - to 

educate; it is the audience and extent of the necessity of that education is different: 

'BDD has a wider secondary purpose. Members of Parliament, academics,  

industrialists, journalists and members of the general public, all of whom have a  

legitimate interest in the way the UK's Armed Forces go about their business,  

will find BDD of interest.'
21

 

In this regard, doctrine is used as a source for explaining the British way of 

warfare to a wider audience within the ruling authority, internal and external parties. In 

this context, Ministers and Governmental departments, which have to deal with military 

affairs, use doctrines in order to understand how certain military activities are 

conducted. JWP 0-01 targets such departments as the Foreign Office (FO), the 

Department of International Development (DFID), the Home Office, the Department of 

Trade and Industry (DTI)
22

 and the Treasury.
23

 From the public perspective, doctrine 

serves as a portfolio for the Armed Forces and explains the services to academics, 

journalists, entrepreneurs, potential recruits and the general public. In this regard, 

doctrine explains not only what war is, but also the means of its conduct by the Armed 

Forces in accordance with national ways. It both contributes to a better understanding of 

militaries‟ jobs at home and also eases subsequent business interactions between 

governmental and private sectors. 

In terms of external interested parties, doctrine aims at the description of 

military strategy, ethos and the national way of warfare for traditional allies and 

potential partners in order to achieve a better mutual understanding: 

'Doctrine is of value to allies and potential coalition partners who will benefit  

from an understanding of the UK's military ethos and general approach to  

strategic and military issues.'
24
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Accordingly, doctrine seeks to harmonise coalition cooperation and subsequent 

joint operations.  It can be also argued that doctrine seeks to confirm allied 

commitments. In the case of the British defence doctrine, it should not contradict NATO 

doctrine.
25

 The correspondence of national doctrines to the Allied one is achieved in a 

number of ways. First of all, it can be achieved through correspondence of the main 

conceptual framework and general contents. However, doctrinal hierarchy can be 

outlined within the doctrinal document.
26

 In terms of a wider audience, doctrine is also 

aimed at potential adversaries of the UK: 

'It also conveys a message to potential opponents and adversaries that the UK is  

military well-prepared; by doing this BDD contributes to deterrence in the  

broadest sense.'
27

  

Therefore, doctrine itself is a means of enhancing security. JWP 0-01 states that 

although the secondary purpose is relevant, 'doctrine has to be written around the 

principal purpose of conducting effective military operations.'
28

  Military doctrine 

should aim at educating military personnel for more effective performance in future 

operations. Thus, stretching doctrinal functionality can threaten its ability to achieve the 

primary role − reaching a military audience.   

The most functional way of studying doctrine is by a certain example.  For the 

RAF, doctrine is an overarching framework that contains the concept of Air Power. It 

also outlines the constituent elements required to practice air power. The concept of 

combat air power is expressed as 'military capability in terms of a conceptual 

component, a moral component and a physical component'
29

 (See Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 − The Concept of Air Power
30

 

As the figure above shows, doctrine is a part of the thought process. Together 

with experience, doctrine contributes to knowledge, which 'acts as a guide in the 

process of training and educating airmen, staff officers, and current and future 

commanders at all levels.'
31

 The importance of this example is not just in showing that 

doctrine is about teaching the concepts and lessons of the past, but that it shows that 

doctrine is only a constituent part of building a service's capability. This component is 

as crucial as the physical one, because while the physical provides the means to fight, 

the conceptual component provides the thought process which creates decision-making 

capacity which is then implemented. The two components in isolation are useless; it is 

their systematic functionality that makes them relevant and so vital.  

Doctrinal instrumentalism 

Looking at the matter from a more instrumental perspective, Colin Gray 

summarises doctrinal purposes in terms of the roles for the service as an institution. In 

this context, he argues that 'doctrine provides a common basis of understanding of what 

its issuing organization currently believes to be best military practice... doctrine 
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provides guidance, in some military cultures it provides mandatory guidance, not 

merely strong suggestions, on how soldiers should proceed on the basis of lessons 

learnt from historical experience, sometimes on the basis only of deduction from first 

principles, while occasionally it reflects nothing more solid than the commander's 

intuition.'
32

  

In other words, doctrine is the embodiment of the strategic culture absorbed and 

processed by the issuing institution, in terms of its usefulness and applicability for the 

personnel of this institution. Therefore, the doctrines of two different services would 

have a different emphasis on lessons learned from previous operations, mainly because 

their experiences were different. The subsequent roles and functionality of doctrine 

depend largely on existing practice, historical tradition and strategic culture, not only 

within the Armed Forces of a particular nation, but also in each service within a nation. 

Thus, for a researcher, it is vital to understand that doctrine is not only a historical 

document, reflecting the strategic environment of its time. It is also an instructional and 

cultural document of a particular issuing service, and therefore it reflects how the 

service can respond to particular threats posed by the existing strategic environment. 

These two characteristics of doctrine should always be kept in mind, and each doctrinal 

document should be analysed in its dual situational specifics.   

The shift of a target audience or the substitution of functionality  

Irrespective of the obvious representative benefits, an instrumentalist approach 

to doctrine might have rather negative and counter-productive affects. In this regard, if 

the primary audience, military personnel, which should be educated in the ways of the 

service or national strategic culture, is substituted by a wider audience, particularly, 

politicians and members of the public, the doctrine threatens to become a single-purpose 

political document. The single purpose of such a document would be the service's self-

justification. In this regard, the purpose of the doctrine would not be to explain the 

service to a wider, secondary audience, but to justify the service under particular 

conditions. In such circumstances, doctrine becomes a simple bureaucratic tool for 

getting a larger piece of the budgetary cake. In this context, the main issue is not 

stretching doctrine's purposefulness, but substitution of one purpose with another. In 

this context, doctrine's purpose of educating personnel in how to fight and win wars 

might become simply a political document to resolve certain political-budgetary issues 
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within the national system of defence. Major Andrew Methven comes to a very gloomy 

conclusion: 

'...culture sets the managerialist context, to which doctrine is a response.  

Doctrine is no longer for the practitioner. It is there to satisfy the demands of  

those above for auditable, hence written, method. It is a bureaucratic tool,  

primarily in the field of acquisition. The doctrine industry is now less concerned  

with fighting and winning on the battlefield today; instead it provides  

ammunition for the bureaucratic process of winning in the imaginary  

battlefields of the future.'
33

 

This statement shows the negative side of doctrinal instrumentalism, if doctrine 

is developed in the closed environment of beuraucratic domestic politics, without the 

adoption of experience gained in previous and ongoing operations, and subsequent 

cross-verification and subordination of doctrines in a joint hierarchy. In other words, 

doctrine can become not only dogma but a situational political document, if it is not 

revised according to operational experience. New operational experience becomes the 

driving force for doctrine to remain what it is intended to be − a guide for military 

personnel on how to fight present wars and potential future ones in the framework of the 

existing strategic culture. Inevitably, it has to reflect each service‟s place in the national 

defence system and serve as means to preserve its unique strategic culture. Yet, through 

the adoption of new operational lessons, doctrine becomes a means to adapt traditional 

strategic culture to new strategic realities. Thus, it can become the means of preserving 

the common ground of the past, while reaping the benefits of contemporaneity. 

Irrespective of wide-spread criticism of strategic culture,
34

 it is a foundation on which 

national Armed Forces can build their training courses and into which new practices can 

be incorporated. Thus, doctrinal instrumentalist functionality is somewhere in-between 

self-justification of a service's nation‟s traditional way of warfare, and adoption of 

contemporary lessons learned in the new strategic environment. However, in both cases, 

the primary audience should remain military personnel. 

Correlation between Policy, Strategy and Doctrine 

Paying due attention to the doctrinal discourse, it should be outlined that 

although doctrine answers the question of how services should go about conducting 
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military operations, it does not explain why and how exactly they should act in 

situations that are not envisioned by doctrine. Although from the systematic perspective, 

these questions are crucial for assessing the applicability of doctrine in particular 

situations, the answer to the why question is given by policy, while strategy answers the 

how question.  

The aim of policy is to embody 'the nation's response to the prevailing strategic 

environment, reflecting the Government's judgement of what is necessary and possible 

in pursuit of the national interest.'
35

  Policy can be both fluid and enduring. In terms of 

its impact on the military field, this might mean a rapid review of military strategy and 

the Armed Forces' roles, or continuation of certain trends in handling threats with a 

subsequent shaping of a traditional strategic thinking on the subject matter.
36

 The 

correlation between policy and doctrine is direct. The American guidance on joint 

doctrine development gives the following explanation: 

'Policy can direct, assign tasks, prescribe desired capabilities, and provide  

guidance for ensuring the Armed Forces of the United States are prepared to  

perform their assigned roles; implicitly, policy can therefore create new roles  

and a requirements for new capabilities. Conversely, doctrine enhances the  

operational effectiveness of the Armed Forces by providing authoritative  

guidance and standardized terminology on topics relevant to the employment of  

military forces.'
37

  

From this description of the policy-doctrine relationship, it can be concluded 

that policy drives doctrine, which is the most usual case. On the other hand, the 

existence of a particular capability might also trigger the necessity for a subsequent 

policy. In any case, it is the requirement of doctrine writers to ensure that doctrine is 

consistent with the established policy. Regarding rapidly changing policy situations, 

doctrine's ability to cope depends largely on the type of doctrine. The most sensitive to 

policy changes and thus less enduring are joint doctrines, which have to be modified 

when crucial political changes occur. Although the chain reaction of changes could be 

triggered by such events, before the introduction of the most recent doctrine preparation 
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cycle, single-service doctrines could remain without modifications if the change in 

political objectives is not fundamental. In other words, minor amendments could be 

made to an existing element of the doctrine. Another aspect to consider in this context is 

that the lower the level of doctrine, the more enduring it will be, irrespective of the 

political changes. In other words, no matter how policy changes, the number of flights a 

single jet can conduct and the number of targets it can physically reach cannot change, 

without changes of actual capabilities. Therefore, different levels of doctrine would 

change in different ways depending how close they are to the political dimension. 

Regarding the policy and doctrine correlation, it does not mean that policy statements 

should be quoted throughout the doctrinal document. The NATO doctrine development 

guide suggests the following: 

'Policy guides doctrine development by providing the baseline for the doctrinal  

principles or fundamentals. It is the job of the custodian to interpret that policy  

guidance and elaborate upon it in such a manner that it becomes doctrine.'
38

 

Therefore, policy identifies goals and prescribes subsequent roles to the Armed 

Forces, while doctrine accepts these goals and roles and explains how they can be 

achieved on the basis of existing practice and national military capabilities. So, policy 

answers the 'what' and 'why' questions, while doctrine answers the „how‟ question. The 

mediator between the two is military strategy: 

'The UK's military strategy draws together Defence Policy (which must reflect  

the realities of the strategic environment) and military strategic doctrine (which  

provides guidance on the military means of support of policy). An alternative  

way of defining military strategy is to describe it as the bridge linking policy and  

operational effects.'
39

 

In the general public discourse, the terms 'strategy' and 'policy' are often 

mutually replaceable, but in the case of military discourse such substitution is a massive 

mistake and the reason for misunderstanding the roles of both. The main difference 

between defence policy and military strategy is that defence policy 'establishes the ends 

of military strategy and, in the normal course of events, shapes the structures and 
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capabilities of the Armed Forces within resources and other constraints.'
40

 On the other 

hand, the role of military strategy is to wage the use of force in terms of potential 

advantageous or harmful political consequences and tackling threats.
41

 In this context, 

military strategy aims at selecting the way of using force from the existing arsenal and 

best practice, suggested in doctrine, in order to suit the existing political objectives in a 

particular operational environment. Thus, as Colin Gray has stated, doctrine is one of 

the dimensions and constituent elements of strategy.
42

 

In this context, military strategy does not only have to consider available ways 

of achieving posed political objective, but also evaluate them in terms of cost-

efficiency. In this regard, it can be argued that through doctrines, military strategy can 

evaluate services' correspondence to a particular objective, with subsequent preference 

of the most suitable or cost-effective. The Joint Doctrine of 2008 is quite clear about 

this aspect: 'Military strategy is concerned with the allocation, prioritization and 

balancing of military resources between concurrent and competing operational 

demands.'
43

 In this case, the main problem is to keep the balance between long-term 

implications, immediate restraints in resources and short-term contingencies.  

The alternative way to link policy and strategy is through the situational 

characteristics of a specific operation. In this regard, strategy aims at facilitation of 

existing political objectives into framework of a particular operation with a desired 

operational effect: 

'As such, it consists of an approach to the delivery of policy within the prevailing  

strategic circumstances. Military strategy is, therefore, a reflection of both what  

the UK's Armed Forces will do and how they will do it.'
44

 

Thus, the main difference between strategy and doctrine is that doctrine provides 

potential guidance on how to use military force outside the specifics of a particular 

operation or of the strategic environment. However, military strategy offers a variety of 

ways applicable to specific circumstances of a particular operation in support of the 

existing political framework.  

                                                           
40

British Defence Doctrine (Joint Doctrine Publication 0-01), 3
rd

 Edition. Promulgated by the 

Chief of the Defence Staff (Shrivenham: DCDC/MOD, 2008), 1-3. 
41

 Ibid.. 
42

 Colin Gray, The Strategy Bridge, 25. 
43

 JDP 0-01 (2008), 1-4.  
44

 JWP 0-01(2001), 1-5. 



   

 
 

48 
 

So, where does doctrine stand in respect to policy and strategy? Doctrine gives 

the answer to the question how political objectives can be achieved through the 

available military means; „military strategic level doctrine is informed by fundamental 

lessons learned over time about the ways in which military forces can be used 

effectively in support of policy.‟
45

 Thus, doctrine explains the traditional problem-

resolution principles of how certain political objectives were achieved in the past. It 

speaks about traditional ways of resolving certain problems, but it is strategy that gives 

a situational answer to how to act under particular circumstances and whether best 

practice corresponds to operational characteristics. This distinction is shown in the 

diagram below. 

  

Figure 2 − Correlation between Policy, Doctrine and Strategy 

Correlation between Doctrine, Technology and Policy 

In the framework of the above mentioned correlation between doctrine, strategy 

and policy, of particular importance is the connection between doctrine and technology 

through policy. The main relevance of technological improvement to the general 

military discourse is in its contribution to future military capabilities. In turn, new 

capabilities can widen the range of potentially achievable objectives, both political and 

strategic. From the doctrinal perspective, the significance of technology is that it is one 

of the reasons for doctrinal change, which occurs when political objectives are 

modified: 

'Policy is developed in response to changing circumstances in the political- 

military strategic environment, agreed political guidance, practical lessons  
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learned or new technology and is essentially prescriptive. Among other factors  

which influence the development of doctrine, it primarily evolves in response to  

changes in policy, warfighting capabilities and/or force employment  

considerations.'
46

 

While official documents concentrate on explanation of general connection 

between elements, academics look into cause-effect correlation. In terms of technology 

and doctrine, three potential scenarios of interaction are possible. First of all, doctrinal 

requirements can speed up certain tendencies in technological development; secondly, 

emerging technologies might force doctrinal changes. However, a certain symbiosis of 

cooperation between the two is possible, which results in balanced and gradual shaping 

of future capabilities.
47

  

In terms of the retrospective analysis of interconnection between doctrine and 

technology, Roger Thomas concluded that, firstly, developing technologies contributed 

to an improvement of military capabilities, but their subsequent correct application 

required an appropriate doctrine. Secondly, emerging military technologies are often 

derived from private sector research. In this regard, potential capabilities also carry 

unpredictable risks in terms of security and information espionage, not to mention 

means of delivery of the final products and the additional need for transparency in 

financial transactions. Consequently, the private sector brings the additional uncertainty 

of commercial competition, with the spread of new sophisticated weapons and systems 

in conflicts of different intensity.
48

 Thirdly, although the experience of air power 

development in WWI suggests that the experience of war can be vital for boosting and 

testing new technologies and analysing their impact on warfare,
49

 Roger Thomas argues 

that a war is not needed for an evaluation of new technologies' significance; 

consequently, the relevance of technological improvement is in its correspondence to 

strategic concepts, political objectives or the national interest, in general.
50

 Fourthly, 

while comparative advantages of the new technology are not long-term and competitive 

advantages for militaries are seldom calculated, appropriate doctrine with a long-term 
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evaluation is of a particular use. Finally, an emerging technology ought to be financially 

sustainable.
51

 No matter how advanced and promising technology might be, it still does 

not mean that it is universally applicable. The gap between technical feasibility and 

operational utility should always be taken into account: 

'That a given capability is technically feasible does not always mean that it is 

operationally useful in the demanding world of actual combat.'
52

 

Doctrine can be also a means of covering this gap. Existing on the edge between 

past and future, doctrine also brings togather old and new experiences for the benefit of 

future accomplishments. In terms of a technological discourse, doctrine unites the 

lessons of historical experience with the theory of technological change. Doctrine 

describes not only the lessons history teaches about general principles of war, but also 

operational best practice and human experience of dealing with technologies in their 

various stages of development. In turn, this experience shows both the utility of new 

technologies and their limitations through the operational history of the Armed Forces. 

In this regard, doctrine can serve as a means of sobering over-enthusiastic perspectives 

on the immediate adoption of ultra-new technologies. However, it is not always the 

case.   

On the other hand, in terms of systematic guidance reflecting historical best 

practice and contemporary new acquired technologies, doctrine serves as a mediator of 

human experience and machine technologies. In this regard, in its essence it brings 

together a century of human knowledge of warfare, together with new means of its 

conduct, which provides military personnel with a flexible framework of potential 

actions applicable to a given situation. In other words, doctrine serves as 'a dialogue 

between the past and the present for the benefit of the future'
53

; it contains enduring 

principles of warfare and guidance for application of new technologies under the 

conditions of unpredictability and situational character of warfighting. Another 

substantial function of doctrine in terms of technological discourse is that it reminds 

about the permanence of war – irrespective of the means, the cornerstone of warfighting 

is a human being. Until the futuristic Star wars of clones and robot-battles, representing 
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opposite sides, become the reality, doctrine will remain human-centred and thus 

enduring.   

Doctrine Hierarchy  

From all that is mentioned above, a person not acquainted with doctrinal studies 

might become convinced that doctrine might be something of an army bible, applicable 

in all situations. In other words, it may seem that doctrine is a single book of Tolstoy‟s 

„War and Peace‟ format, meaning that all military wisdom and advice are contained in a 

single volume. In reality, British military doctrine is contained within numerous 

publications, which explain the specifics of a particular service, operational 

requirements, detailed logistics and tactics. In this regard, the diversity of doctrinal 

publications is the outcome of a variety of military specialisations and subsequent 

requirement of the relevant knowledge for mission performance and day-do-day 

efficient functioning. Depending on the needs of the target audience, doctrine has 

different contents, language and degrees of prescription. The diversity of doctrinal 

publications is not chaotic, a certain hierarchy exists. This hierarchy is based on the 

three levels of warfare: strategic, operational and tactical. Subsequently, the highest 

authority is within the strategic level and publications of the next few levels should 

correspond to the general principles of the strategic level.  

Another substantial difference between doctrinal levels is that higher level 

doctrines describe 'the philosophy and principles underpinning the approach to conflict 

and military activities.'
54

 This type of doctrine aims at general comprehension of the 

nature of military instruments and their efficient application in the evolving strategic 

environment. However, lower level doctrines concentrate on practices and procedures 

applicable in specific operations and particular theatres of warfare.
55

 Subsequently, 

lower level doctrines are larger, more detailed and concrete. The correlation between 

different levels of doctrine refers to the connection between philosophy and procedures. 

Philosophy as an interdisciplinary, conceptual and descriptive matter aims at 

understanding. In this respect, principles are the key points of the philosophical thought 

on the subject matter. Just as war itself is enduring, so is its philosophy.  Consequently, 

the most continuous elements of joint doctrines are the Principles of War.  However, 

'practices describe the ways in which activity is conducted. Procedures link practices 
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together. Both are intended to be prescriptive.'
56

 In this regard, the prescriptive nature 

of lower level doctrines is conditioned by the continuity of physical characteristics of 

possible and impossible actions. For instance, AP 3000 3
rd

 edition outlined universal 

principles of war and armed conflict, which are derived from centuries of experience; it 

incorporated the manoeuvrist approach (which was introduced in joint doctrine and was 

accordingly meant to be applied in subordinate publications) into the specific 

environment of the service's functioning. It also contained a modernised concept of air 

power for strategic effect.
57

   

The best way to look at doctrinal hierarchy is through the Army example. British 

joint doctrine hierarchy consists of capstone, keystone, functional, environmental, 

thematic doctrines and tactical manuals. The top level, capstone doctrine is British 

Defence Doctrine under the code of Joint Doctrine Publication (JDP) 0-01.
58

 The 

essence of the publication is the description of defence philosophy, the correlation 

between national power, strategy and military capabilities; outlining the British way in 

warfare and its correspondence to the contemporary threats and use of military means as 

a response to these threats. It also emphasises the importance of a comprehensive 

approach to efficient accomplishment of new security tasks. A particular feature of this 

type of doctrine is that it is largely connected with both political and strategic 

publications. Unlike subordinate doctrines, the joint capstone doctrine largely correlates 

with National Security Strategy, Strategic Defence and Security Review and Defence 

White Papers etc.
59

 It creates a tone for the subordinate doctrines to follow.  

The next in the hierarchy is a joint keystone publication, which is Campaigning 

(JDP 01).
60

 Its main function is to outline a framework for joint campaigning in terms of 

the comprehensive approach. It is 'based on enduring principles and good practice, 

updated to reflect recent experience, it provides guidance to JFC on contemporary 

military operations and how best to understand operational level challenges.'
61

 At the 
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operational level, the joint keystone publication is complemented by joint supporting 

publications, which are categorised as functional, thematic and environmental doctrines.  

 Functional doctrines (J1-J9 categories) are intended to deal with the joint approach 

at the operational level. In this regard, each specific doctrine describes a certain 

aspect of task accomplishment. For instance, functional doctrines describe the 

importance of knowledge-based approach (JDP 2-00 Understanding and 

Intelligence
62

), principles of execution (JDP 3-00 Campaign Execution
63

), logistics 

(JDP 4-00 Logistics for Joint Operations
64

), planning (JDP 5-00 Campaign 

Planning
65

), importance and use of communications and information systems (JDP 

6-00
66

). In this regard, JDP 3-00 pays separate attention to harmonisation and 

synchronisation of joint operations in terms of national tri-service and multinational 

allied operations in the framework of operations execution and further assessment.  

 Thematic doctrines can be viewed as a contextualisation of the functional doctrines 

in terms of a specific operation type or for a certain contingency. For instance, JDP 

3-40 Security and Stabilisation: The Military Contribution
67

 brings the functional 

doctrine of Campaign Execution into the specific requirements of a thematic 

operation, in this case the security and stabilisation type. In this regard, doctrine 

does not only refer to means of particular conduct of operations but also their 

context, in terms of historical development and international relations. Thus, the text 

of doctrine is divided into three chapters − the current context, an approach to 

stabilisation and stabilisation planning and campaign management
68

. Another 
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example of this type of doctrine is JDP 3-50 Military Contribution to Peace Support 

Operations.
69

 

 Environmental doctrines aim at contextualisation of functional and thematic 

doctrinal principles in terms of specific environments: the maritime, land, air, space, 

information, cyberspace and electromagnetic environments.
70

 Examples include BR 

1806 The Fundamentals of British Maritime Doctrine
71

 and AP 3000 Air Power 

Doctrine.
72

 

 Tactical level manuals aim at further detailing and practical implementation of the 

above doctrines through prescription of the best ways of task accomplishment and 

efficiency in procedures. In the case of the Army, the lower level doctrines are 

embodied in Army Field Manuals (AFMs), from which flow 'tactical doctrine notes, 

tactical aide memoire and handbooks, and standard operating procedures and 

instructions.'
73

 One of the most prominent examples of this type of doctrine is Army 

Counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine Army Code 71876.
74

 

Although the aforementioned hierarchy seems to be exact and clear, its practical 

implementation over the last two decades has proved to be more complex. For example, 

different resources mean different things by environmental doctrine. The 

aforementioned definition of environmental doctrine was taken from the Army doctrine 

publication (ADP) Operations, which emphasised the following distinction between 

environmental and single-service doctrine: 

'It describes doctrine within the context of the surroundings of conditions within  

which operations occur. This distinguishes environmental doctrine from single- 

Service doctrine. However, a single-Service's doctrine may be dominated by one 

environment in particular, so that service may take the lead - as it does with  

ADP Operations - to turn the result into its own capstone publication.'
75
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In other words, the main distinction between single-service and environmental 

doctrines is that single-service doctrine concentrates on the activities of a single service, 

which might concentrate on the particular environment of its activity. On the other 

hand, ideally, environmental doctrine should concentrate on the environment itself and 

the activities of all three services within this particular environment; in other words, 

joint efforts within this environment. Theoretically, the distinction is exact; practically 

the situation is different.  

Although single-service doctrines concentrating on the particular environment of 

services' functionality existed and were revised accordingly, environmental doctrines 

that would reflect proportionate three-service, joint actions within each environment 

were not published until recently. Due to this fact, in the general doctrinal discourse, a 

single-service doctrine is sometimes referred to as an environmental one. The studied 

AP 3000 editions were the main concern for this research. The 3
rd

 and 4
th

 editions of AP 

3000 Air and Space Power Doctrine were under the RAF authorship and reflected the 

service's use of air power in existing strategic circumstances. In terms of practical use, 

AP 3000 was referred to as environmental doctrine for two reasons. The first is the 

aforementioned absence of a three-service environmental doctrine until the publication 

of JDP 0-30 UK Air and Space Doctrine,
76

 which was introduced in July 2013, under 

the joint authorship of DCDC, rather than the single-service authorship of the RAF.  

According to practitioners and academics, the second reason is that irrespective 

of single-service authorship and a general emphasis on RAF performance in air and 

space environments, the efforts during the preparation of the doctrinal publications were 

three-service and joint.
77

 In this regard, the two other services were consulted about 

their views on air power use and functionality, which was reflected in chapters on joint 

operations within AP 3000 editions.
78

 Although there are different sides to this 

argument, for the purpose of this research, the AP 3000 editions will be considered and 

treated as environmental doctrines, which corresponds to the generally accepted practice 

of the last two decades.   

From the multinational perspective, national doctrines should correspond to the 

allied doctrine of NATO, which is achieved through the introduction of an umbrella 
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joint publication − AJP - 01 (D) Allied Joint Doctrine, which is a capstone doctrine for 

Allied Joint Operations: 

'Commonly accepted and allied doctrine is necessary for effective coalition  

building. A common NATO doctrine is essential to enhance interoperability,  

both at the intellectual level, allowing commanders from different nations to  

have a common approach to operations, and at the procedural level (so that, for  

example, land forces from one nation can request and direct air support from  

another).'
79

 

However, when certain aspects of doctrinal advice differ from AJP - 01 (D), 

than national doctrines 'remain the authoritative source of doctrine for UK Operational 

level commanders.'
80

  Apart from sharing common doctrinal specifics with NATO, the 

MOD also emphasised the importance of framework doctrinal correspondence for 

efficient implementation of ABCA (American, British, Canadian, Australian and New 

Zealand Armies) programme, which aims 'to improve current and future 

interoperability, mutual understanding and commonality of doctrine and concepts, in 

support of coalition operations.'
81

 Thus, doctrine is viewed as a means for improvement 

and synchronisation of coalition activities.  

Doctrinal Dilemmas 

Following from the above, it can be argued that the phenomenon of doctrine is 

quite complex and doctrinal efficiency largely depends on the situational characteristics 

of its preparation, application and also teaching. Depending on the combination of 

factors affecting doctrine and changes in the military environment of its introduction, 

doctrine might have diverse effects, and thus can cause various arguments on its 

application and functionality. The most common controversy over doctrine concerns 

bias in its writing, form of existence and application: dogma vs. creative thinking, asset 

vs. liability, brief vs. long, detailed vs. accessible, written vs. tacit, static vs. dynamic. 

1. Dogma vs. creative thinking 

As was mentioned before, doctrine is not the same as dogma: it does not aim to 

create a rigid mind. However, its very aim of presenting a unified perception of best 

practice, universal principles of warfare and the specifics of one acceptable way in 

warfare - the national approach, gave substantial ground for professionals and 
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academics to argue whether doctrine was creative in its effect or aimed at simple 

unification of minds and following orders. As stated above, Colin McInnes suggests that 

doctrine ties military doctrine with the national way in warfare, and argues that as an 

envelope for the British way in warfare, doctrine contributes to rigidity of mind and 

concentration on past rather than present and future operations.
82

 He argues that the very 

recommendation of certain principles is prescriptive in its nature, since alternative 

options are not presented.
83

 Andrew Methven argues that the dominance of the 

managerial approach in national culture causes dogmatisation of doctrine and a shift of 

its functionality towards bureaucratic struggles.
84

 

Colin Gray suggests that while strategic theory aims at creation of intellectual 

structure for rational and justified decision-making in the military field, 'doctrine states 

beliefs.'
85

 In this regard, he opposed the official perception of doctrine as a guide on 

how to think and not what to think. He argues that doctrines of various levels are about 

what to think, and therefore what to do. The rationale of his conclusion was reflected in 

the following statement: 

'Military organisations have to develop and employ doctrine - whether written,  

or culturally transmitted orally or by example - if they are to train large  

numbers of people with equipment in sufficiently standard modes of behaviour  

for them to be predictable instruments of the commander's will.'
86

 

In this context, Colin Gray views doctrine from an institutional perspective, 

suggesting that it reflects the Armed Forces desire for and, in fact, the vital necessity of, 

unifying personnel‟s thinking and providing them with an equal amount of knowledge 

and subsequent development of skills. Colin Gray is entirely correct in suggesting that 

doctrine is about providing equal training and incorporating newcomers into the 

national approach to warfare. He is also right in suggesting that soldiers should be 

predictable and follow the orders of their commanders. After all, the Armed Forces are 

about subordination and following orders.  

However, the crucial element of the British approach is in mission command. In 

this context, 'the fundamental guiding principle is the absolute responsibility to act or, 
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in certain circumstances, to decide not to act, within the framework of a superior 

commander's intent. This approach requires a style of command that promotes 

decentralised command, freedom and speed of actions and initiative, but which is 

responsive to superior directions when a subordinate overreaches himself.'
87

 It may 

seem that mission command contradicts Colin Gray's definition of doctrine's 

functionality. In fact, it corresponds to it. Doctrine functions as a means of teaching the 

basics and making sure the lower level subordinate knows how to use this basic 

knowledge, but since the most characteristic feature of warfare is unpredictability, it is 

vital for subordinates to know the intent of the commander, the expected outcome and 

that their creative approach according to circumstances will not be punished afterwards. 

In this regard, doctrine provides both informal knowledge and the way of creativity – 

mission command.  

Looking at the phenomenon from a different angle, it can be also argued that 

doctrine teaches both how and what to think. At the initial level, an individual learns the 

basics for and a certain mode of behaviour under known circumstances. So, as Colin 

Gray has outlined, doctrine contributes to standardisation of group behaviour for 

efficient task accomplishment.  However, on the basis of initial knowledge and acquired 

mode of thinking/acting, one applies 'the how knowledge' to circumstances which were 

not predicted by a doctrine or a specific principle. Thus, one would act according to the 

circumstances, but within the learned experience of doctrinal teaching. Accordingly, 

each decision and subsequent action can be judged only in terms of the situation and 

final outcomes.  

In the doctrinal discourse, the aforementioned dilemma is embodied in the 

phrase "thinking outside the box", meaning thinking creatively. In this regard, in terms 

of the institutional perspective, Colin Gray suggested that doctrine is, in fact, an empty 

box which military institutions fill with whatever is required for their subordinates to 

know: 'doctrine per se is a box empty of content until organisations decide how much of 

it they want, and how constraining they wish it to be.'
88

  In fact, this is true. However, 

Neville Parton argued that in order to think 'out of the box' one should realise that the 

box exists to think outside.
89
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Another aspect to be considered is the existence of informal doctrine, which is a 

certain 'know-how' passed from one military generation to another at the levels as small 

as squadrons or inter-personal contact. Barry Watts writes 'because no one goes to war 

with a blank mind- with John Locke's tabula rasa ('blank slate') - informal doctrine is 

inescapable.'
90

 In this regard, the knowledge basis taught by the formal doctrine is 

detailed by the practical advice of seniors and brushed further by individual judgements 

in a particular situation. Inevitably, the knowledge of previous generations is passed to 

the new ones. What formal doctrine can do, and does, is explain the official practice 

against which individuals‟ personal experience and informal doctrine's lessons should 

be waged.  

Looking at the matter of creativity and indoctrination in terms of changeability 

and development, each doctrine embodies a box of different characteristics. With each 

new edition of a particular doctrine, new ideas are incorporated according to changes of 

the surrounding environment. If doctrine is changed in due time, with the crucial 

strategic changes, it provides a sufficient box to store knowledge in for a time before the 

next one is published, and a subsequent update is conducted. Accordingly, if doctrine is 

updated in due time with changes in strategic realities, i.e., if it keeps up to date, then 

doctrine contributes to the expansion of the existing box with each new edition. The 

revision of the box according to requirements of the time, also demonstrates what set of 

skills and the depth of knowledge the personnel should possess.  

2. Asset vs. liability 

In general, irrespective of personal preferences or background, sceptical or 

favourable attitude to doctrine, it cannot be denied that in this or that way it says 

something about the Armed Forces and how they go about their business. Although, as 

was mentioned above, doctrine might be entirely used as it is written and its influence 

might be limited, it still serves as the Armed Forces' means of communication with 

various audiences, including potential adversaries. In this context, irrespective of the 

official position that doctrine serves as a means of deterring potential enemies, some 

scholars argue that doctrine can become a threat to national security because it would 

expose the practical aspects and ways of conducting warfare; thus, it can be used as 

intelligence and an asset of an enemy. In this context, doctrine is viewed in its military 
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purposefulness, as a means to bring military personnel to a common ground on the basic 

principles of war. In this regard, doctrine contains the national ways of transforming 

military theory into potential practice. Although it does not prescribe exact actions and 

case-sensitive details of operations, it can be used to understand the way of thinking of 

the national Armed Forces as a means of predicting their future actions. In other words, 

doctrine can be viewed as a model of thinking and ways of acting on the ground and 

therefore, can be examined with a view to predicting potential military behaviour on the 

ground. Addressing this aspect, Colin Gray analyses a paper by a former head of the 

military intelligence for the Israel Defence Forces, Yehoshavet Harkabi, who argued 

that: 

'Doctrine cannot be kept secret, for doctrines are means to socialisation of an  

army, especially since complying with their precepts is by definition repetitious.  

Doctrine would thus serve to divulge the commander's plan to the enemy, much  

as an enemy intelligence agent would. Doctrine may also impoverish thinking  

and creativity by diverting attention from alternative courses of action.'
91

  

The focal point in this argument is the predictability of actions, which is derived 

from repetition and dogmatisation. On the other hand, as mentioned above, 

dogmatisation and repetitiveness can be avoided through timely revision of doctrine and 

incorporation of required changes. Thus, under the conditions of constant updates, the 

necessity of wider overview and creativity in application would be inevitable.  

On the other hand, although Colin Gray agrees with Harkabi, he argues that the 

main reason why doctrines are not 'fuel for failure'
92

 is due to the human factor, 

meaning a reluctance of commanders to follow doctrine which they consider to be 

irrelevant or simply do not agree with.
93

 In this context, doctrine can be ignored for a 

number of reasons. Firstly, it might represent the ideas and certain principles of the 

policy which do not reflect the existing practice at the tactical level. In this context, 

there might be a difference between strategic and tactical doctrines in their very essence 

and purpose. Secondly, the doctrine might not yet have been incorporated into existing 

practice. Finally, the circumstances may require a different mode of action than doctrine 

had envisioned, which again returns us to the point that doctrine should not be 

prescriptive or dogmatic in its nature, leaving enough space for creativity of actions and 
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correspondence of these actions to the situational requirements. In this context, Peter 

Gray states that 'doctrine is manipulated or it is changed in the battlefield.'
94

 

Apart from the aforementioned pros and cons, there is another perspective to 

consider on this dilemma. It was mentioned in the section referring to doctrine hierarchy 

that there are different levels of doctrine, and each level has a different degree of 

openness. The more joint and general the doctrine is, the more widely spread and open 

it is. On the other hand, the closer the doctrine is to the ground and mode of specific 

actions, the more secret it is; 'the lower you get, the more classified it is.'
95

 Tactical level 

doctrines are usually secret and accessible only by the personnel of the Armed Forces. 

Therefore, adversaries cannot predict exact operational and tactical manoeuvres from 

the doctrines that are available to a wider audience, mainly because joint, strategic, 

operational and environmental doctrines do not contain such information. Professor 

Peter Gray explains this phenomenon in the following way: 

''When doctrine transcends the barrier between the general and the fundamental  

principle into the realm of technology, tactics and procedures, the reach of  

damages is correspondently greater and the material is classified accordingly.  

Supplementary to that, the more the high-level doctrine has been influenced by  

network production, when they have according input, the more likely it is that  

they had been published and the thinking was exposed to wider audiences.  

Arguably, it is in a field of official historics when academic authors have had an  

access to privileged information, that there is any sensitivity at all. The same  

may be said about academic work that has been published by authors who had  

been influential in the field of policy formation and from this work are more  

aware explicitly or intuitively of which areas are the most sensitive.'
96

 

3. Written vs. Tacit 

Another controversy of doctrine is its form. In this regard, the problem is not in 

doctrinal phenomenon itself, but rather in the correlation between traditional bottom-

end practices, modernising and contemporary initiative from the top. In other words, the 

form of doctrine is directly connected with interaction between various levels in the 

command structure.  In this regard, the historical form of doctrine in the British Armed 

Forces was usually oral, best practice communicated within regiment or squadron; 
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seldom written doctrinal documents in the form of tactical level manuals Standard 

Operational Procedures (SOPs) were issued when the situation or environment required 

such publication. However, authorisation of such publications and verbal doctrinal 

practices were conducted by single services or even on various structural levels within 

each service. 

 This way of knowledge transfer was influenced by various factors particular to 

each service. For instance, in the Army, the existence of 'verbal doctrine' was 

conditioned by the practical existence of two armies, meaning the Continental Army 

with conventional tasks of the Cold War deterrence and potential war fighting in 

Europe; and  the specialised Army, which was accustomed to  expeditionary, low-

intensity, COIN operations in the colonies.
97

 In this regard, the lack of a unified 

doctrinal framework for actions was the result of the entirely different nature of the 

functions and subsequent requirements laid upon each army within their traditional 

operations. Thus, each army was likely to develop its wisdom and best practice of task 

accomplishment.  

In the case of the Royal Navy, excessive prescriptions were considered to be 

counter-productive since historically and culturally, the ideal standard was considered to 

be Admiral Nelson and his mission command approach to the command structure. In 

this regard, the 'Nelson effect' was in the supremacy of charismatic leadership, which 

Nelson exercised so effectively that his subordinates knew exactly what was expected 

from them and were capable of independent although extremely efficient performance 

without detailed directions on task accomplishment.
98

  So, Markus Mader argued that 

organisational culture of the Royal Navy was characterised by „widespread aversion 

against written doctrine.’
99

 It does not mean that the Navy did not have the experience 

of written doctrines. Various procedure manuals and tactical-level doctrines of naval 

warfare were numerous; it was the strategic level doctrine that would conceptually 

frame the service‟s performance that was missing. From the perspective of naval 

commanders, the introduction of a doctrine would result in additional prescription of the 

suggested concept. It was even considered dangerous for the Admiralty to be bound by 
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a certain framework.
100

 On this specific issue, Eric Grove stated that higher strategic 

level doctrine was not largely supported because it could endanger two primary 

principles of the maritime environment: flexibility and freedom of action, which were 

incorporated into decentralised approach to command and control of the Royal Navy.
101

  

Finally, in the Royal Air Force, written doctrine was opposed for three reasons. 

First of all, the very nature of the service required exact description of machines' 

application and subsequent prescriptions of squadrons‟ cooperation and subordination in 

the air. Additional documentation restating what was practised on an everyday basis 

with some deviation from squadron to squadron was again viewed as bureaucratic 

redundancy.
102

 However, the second reason for opposition to formal/written doctrine 

was the 'complex of the junior service,'
103

 which has developed throughout the history of 

the RAF. Accordingly, the reintroduction of written doctrine might have been 

considered as an attempt to diminish the freedom of the RAF and fit it into a narrow 

theoretical framework.
104

 The final reason was the previous negative experience of 

written doctrine of 1957, which was published in terms of an inter-service struggle for a 

nuclear deterrence role.
105

 In this regard, written doctrine was also associated with the 

RAF's subordination to the Royal Navy.  

In terms of the aforementioned organisational culture, the main advantage of 

written doctrine is not the efficiency of information dissemination or its prescriptive 

nature. Written doctrine itself embodies commonality and unification, which historically 

were not traditional to the British Armed Forces. In this context, the introduction of 

written/formal doctrine after Bagnall's reforms, in 1990s, as a response to the end of the 

Cold War, and a subsequent change in the strategic environment, resulted in the RAF's 

opposition to the written form of doctrine and the subsequent joint message it aimed to 

send both within and between services.  
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After two decades of written doctrine practice, the contemporary British military 

environment is still characterised by a dispute over the functionality of doctrine. While 

in the beginning, the question was posed whether written doctrine is needed and 

whether it is productive or counterproductive for certain actions of some services,
106

 in 

the next two decades, the issue was framed in terms of the functional specifics of 

existing doctrines. In this regard, the main questions of controversy were: do single-

service doctrines contribute to general jointery or are counterproductive;
107

 should 

single-service doctrines be written by a service's staff or the Development, Concepts 

and Doctrinal Centre (DCDC);
108

 does institutionalisation of jointery mean potential 

redundancy of single-services' doctrinal relevance and subsequent importance of 

services themselves; to what extent does doctrine emphasise a service's identity, 

efficiency and overall contribution to joint operations?
109

 

4. Brief vs. Long/ Detailed vs. Accessible 

One of the crucial dilemmas of doctrine per se is its efficiency in reaching the 

target audience. As was mentioned above, the target audience is Armed Forces 

personnel. One of the main problems in teaching military personnel is that people come 

to the Armed Forces from different backgrounds, go to different services, which have 

their ways of doing business, and afterwards proceed with different careers within these 

services or approach a joint path. Under such conditions, doctrine has to accommodate 

all these differences and achieve a common outcome - basic knowledge for all. In order 

that personel get the most from what they have, doctrine writers have to balance 

between brief and too general doctrine and a long, but too detailed document. In this 

regard, the brief vs. long discourse is complicated by the existing struggle within each 

service – the struggle between intellectuals and practitioners. Since the aim of this 

research is to explore RAF doctrine, it is logical to concentrate on the RAF example of 

this struggle.  
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Due to the history of the service, which will be discussed in the next chapter, the 

service was divided between intellectuals, who encouraged creative thinking on air 

power and thus suggested wider education for RAF personnel, and practitioners with 

pilot and navigator backgrounds, who argued that training courses should be more 

practical and tactics-oriented. Practitioners argued that over-excessive intellectualism 

was distracting from the main aim of training courses − teaching air power skills. Philip 

Sabin argues that 'this was attributed primarily to the more highly technological nature 

of the Service... the skills needed to perform missions and other tasks at the tactical 

level were seen as more distinct from the demands of operational and strategic 

warfighting than was the case in the Army.'
110

 In terms of doctrine, the intellectual 

approach argued for more depth and incorporation of systematic outcomes of air power 

use. In this regard, doctrinal documents were usually of larger volume, paying attention 

to correlation with other services, and the significance of certain actions for the changes 

in the strategic environment. In other words, the intellectual approach to doctrine 

writing aimed not only at teaching ways of using air power but also an understanding of 

its implications and connections with wider strategic objectives and even political 

considerations.
111

 Thus, the intellectual approach argued for diversification of the basic 

knowledge taught to cadets.  

Practitioners suggested that doctrine had to be less intellectual and more 

accessible, although it was not meant to be a manual of tactical procedures either. The 

main concern, in this regard, was the diverse audience, which was meant to digest 

information within a short period of time. Thus, practitioners argued that a long, over-

intellectual document was redundant. It could not reach the audience and they had no 

time to spend on its prolonged study. Since proponents of both approaches still exist 

within the service, preparation of each doctrinal document has to go through this 

argument. In each doctrinal document, it can be easily identified whose views were 

predominant and who had more power in deciding on its final contents.  

It may seem that it is up to an institution to decide what it wants its new 

personnel to know, but it is not simply diversity of knowledge which is at stake. It is the 

efficiency of unified training. In this context, training is aimed at providing a general, 

uniform basis for future members of the Armed Forces. Chris Finn suggested that 
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people coming to the RAF College Cranwell differ in their background, age, subsequent 

career goals and physical training.
112

 Therefore, the 9-months programme might be easy 

for one category of students, while more complicated for others, and the final result still 

needs to be the same − to prepare future members of various branches of the RAF. In 

order to achieve common ground and transfer basic knowledge of the service, 

documents like doctrine should be precise and short.
113

 In this case, they can reach the 

audience and be accepted by individuals with diverse background. However, again the 

dilemma lies in finding the middle way between contents and accessibility, which is 

either resolved on a case-to-case basis or one is sacrificed for the sake of the other. The 

effects of this struggle will be shown in particular cases of the studied doctrines.  

5.  Static vs. Dynamic 

Finally, it is often argued whether doctrine itself is static or dynamic in its nature 

and subsequently whether it contributes to institutionalisation of tradition or is one of 

the driving forces for improvement and introduction of new practices in everyday 

activity.  One line of argument is that doctrine becomes irrelevant the moment it is 

published, mainly because it represents the reality of the last few years and not the 

immediate requirement of the day.
114

 This perspective is based on the time required for 

initiation of a new doctrine's writing, preparation of the draft and subsequent 

publication, dissemination and final introduction of the document into military practice 

both in terms of training and use in combat. In other words, from the antagonistic 

perspective, although doctrine might reflect the strategic reality of the time when it was 

initiated, it might be outdated by the time it is read and applied. 

As a response to this idea, it should be first outlined that various levels of 

doctrine are revised in different timeframes, while joint doctrines are more directly 

connected with policies and more frequently changed according to shifts in priorities of 

foreign and defence policies; they are more likely to change in the timeframe of 5-6 

years.
115

 However, tactical level doctrines are more influenced by technologies and best 

practice of the previous campaigns, which are incorporated into new doctrinal 

publications depending on the new experiences. Another aspect of this discourse is that 
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any kind of doctrine is not the same as a political manifesto, which can be published in 

a week and spread among interested parties. Doctrine publication has a consequential 

impact on the military field. It is not only aimed at informing a commander, but also 

teaching further levels of command. Thus, it should also be incorporated into training 

programmes. Accordingly, for a doctrine to be realised and used, some time is required. 

In this regard, from the sceptical perspective it can be argued that since doctrine cannot 

provide immediate acquaintance with the specifics of the recent and ongoing operations 

then it is useless and has failed. However, doctrine is not about description of what is 

happening on the field of ongoing operations, it is about updating the existing 

knowledge on the subject in the context of the new strategic environment and 

experiences of recent operations.  

In the context of this dilemma, doctrine fits in between the static and dynamic. It 

is not static because it is not written once for good, mainly because, irrespective of the 

constancy of nature of war, the characteristics of war evolve together with human 

civilisation. However, it is not inherently dynamic. It may remain outdated and even 

counterproductive
116

 if it is not updated according to the new experiences and changes 

in the strategic environment.  Professor Richard Overy argued that 'doctrine tends to 

solidify like a slowly moving lava flow.'
117

 Thus, for doctrine not to become a dogma, it 

should be revised and modified according to changes in the strategic and political 

environments.
118

 Overy‟s historical analysis of doctrine shows that the development and 

application of doctrine are influenced by five factors.  First of all, wide politics are 

usually the main reason for a doctrine not to work properly, since strategic objectives 

and priorities change faster than doctrine. However, there is also a political issue 

between services, which is usually more complicated than the wider dimension. 

Secondly, doctrine cannot remain the same and relevant, due to technological changes, 

which have become particularly decisive in modern warfare.
119

  

Thirdly, effective doctrine requires lessons of experience, which are derived 

from past events. In this context, the main danger is that experience requires a certain 

mindset, which corresponds to the specifics of a single situation in the past; thus, 
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teaching and passing on these experiences becomes extremely difficult without context. 

Fourthly, doctrine should be modified and reviewed when the need arises. In this 

context, it should be reviewed only when the military environment and technology 

change, but not because the time of the next review has arrived. Finally, Overy outlined 

the existence of the „eccentricity factor’, meaning the existence of abnormal individuals 

in the sense of intelligence and strategic thinking, who are beyond the normality of the 

doctrinal level.
120

 

A Wider Perspective of Doctrinal Functionality 

Military aspect 

At the end of the Cold War, many aspects of military performance and 

functionality were fixed in stone. Substantial changes were required and were on the 

way after 1991. In terms of military doctrine, the lack of continuous doctrinal 

publications was due to the constancy of the Cold War strategic environment. With the 

end of the Cold War era, doctrine became a necessity for services' transformation and 

adaptation to rapid change. Doctrine was needed because there was no longer a 

contingency of the Cold War. Moreover, doctrine was a response to the problem of 

uncertainty. The end of the bipolar world created an environment of unpredictability 

and uncertainty about potential adversaries and new unconventional conflicts and 

asymmetry in warfare. Under these conditions, the return to doctrine can be viewed as a 

means of services' adaptation to the changes, yet not exclusively. The main role of the 

first post-Cold War doctrines was not the usual adaptation of best practice and learning 

the lessons of ongoing operations. The functional aim of these documents was to equip 

the services with means to deal with unpredictability. At the time when policy was still 

quite uncertain and vague, doctrine had to inform personnel of the vital questions of 

where and how to fight. Thus, the doctrine was meant as a substitute for the Cold War 

theory of thinking.  

Public aspect 

Over the last two decades, doctrine has had to deal with the intensification of 

media and public involvement in military field, caused by improvement in media 

technologies and social networks. From the socio-political perspective, doctrine became 

a certain facilitator of the Armed Forces into civil society.  
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The necessity of explanation and incorporation into civil society was due to the 

assumed pacification of international relations and hopes for peace dividend, 

conditioned by the end of the Cold War and subsequent normalisation of relations in the 

Europe. In this regard, the lack of a direct threat from nearby or from a massive state 

like the Soviet Union was convincing proof for many that Cold War military structures 

required cutting. Although the necessity of the Armed Forces transformation was 

inevitable, social pacification reached quite extreme levels. In this regard, the 

phenomenon of 'marginalisation of Western military culture in their host societies'
121

 

took place. In this context, the public perception of the Armed Forces' importance 

diminished due to the shift from generalisation to personalisation of war.
122

 In other 

words, public opinion became more interested in the human side of warfare, meaning 

that seeing war in terms of tragedies of individual people resulted in a desire to make 

war bloodless and more civilised instead of a means for achievement of political 

objectives. The inconsistency between the public ideal perception of war and the 

continuing, unchanging, bloody nature of war resulted in additional pressure on the 

Armed Forces in terms of 'the CNN effect.'
123

 In the light of the postmodern public 

perception of militaries, the Armed Forces need to explain themselves better and make 

the public understand what they deal with in the battlefield and in which operations they 

are involved. In this context, joint, single-service and some operational doctrines keep 

the necessity of this dialogue in mind.  

The potential disadvantage of such a tendency would be in substitution of the 

primary audience with the secondary and transformation of doctrine into a socio-

political document rather than the guidance for military personnel. In this regard, Tony 

Mason argued that the functionality of doctrine has not changed, but rather its 

significance has increased due to diminishing resources, existential threats, post-Cold 

War reorganisation and the fact that 'we fight wars away from home.'
124

 Moreover, he 

argues: 

'All these factors increase doctrine’s importance as socio-political phenomenon,  

but I would not say that doctrine loses its primary functionality. Doctrine  

provides the cohesion, determines the practices in which the operations take  
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place. It provides an intellectual framework, it does not exist in isolation, and it  

is not static, so it does not become simply a socio-political document.'
125

 

Conclusion 

Overall, this chapter aimed at an explanation of what military doctrine is and 

where it fits in the Armed Forces discourse.  From all that was mentioned above, it can 

be concluded that doctrine is a multi-purpose official document which can be of higher 

internal or external functionality, depending on the changes in the environment of its 

creation. Doctrine can be more directed towards serving personnel, or wider 

stakeholders, if it is required by the issuing body. It can be used exclusively for teaching 

the principles of the service or as an explanation of the national way in warfare. 

Doctrine can be abused and turn into a dogma, or it can be revised in time and 

contribute to systematic training of personnel and their subsequent readiness to make 

decisions according to what they were taught under the changing circumstances of the 

surrounding environment. 

 Doctrine can be written with an intention to boost creativity and systematic 

learning or it can stop at teaching general basics in order to achieve a unified level of 

knowledge. Thus, it can be long and complex or brief and simple in its contents. 

Doctrine can be an asset if it contains the right information for the right audience, or it 

can become a danger if the rules of classified information are not followed. Doctrine 

can exist in various forms, and can be spread in horizontal or vertical ways, 

incorporated into training courses or become a condition for further career development. 

All those aspects depend mainly on who prepared a doctrine, for which purpose and 

under which temporal circumstances. In other words, the characteristics of a particular 

type of doctrine can be understood through exploration of its preparation process.  

To understand the success or failure of the doctrine, it is not enough to explore 

the doctrine preparation process. The understanding of why some doctrines are accepted 

within the services, while others are ignored can be achieved through the development 

of the prevailing organisational culture within a studied service. So, each service has its 

own traditions, unwritten modes of behaviour and characteristic perceptions, which 

originate in services‟ history. In order to understand the organisational culture of 

doctrine perception, the role of doctrine in the service‟s history should be examined. 

Therefore, the next chapter is devoted to the history of RAF doctrine development. 
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CHAPTER II: THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

'Study the past if you would define the future' 

Confucius 

'The farther backward you can look, the farther forward you are likely to see' 

Winston Churchill 

 

This chapter is aimed at the description of the development of RAF air power 

doctrine through the entire history of the service. Attention is paid to doctrinal manuals, 

time of publication, situational functionality and subsequent implications for the 

service. This historical discourse is aimed at understanding of the meaning of doctrine 

in terms of RAF history as a key to its reformation in the post-Cold War era. This 

chapter should also demonstrate how doctrine can be misused and turned into dogma. In 

the long-term, it should also make a basis for understanding the contemporary 

scepticism to doctrine per se within the service and the difficulty of its revival in the 

post-Cold War period.  

Preconditions of the First RAF Doctrine 

In order to understand how a service can exist without a founding guiding 

document for four years, the history of RAF creation should be taken into account. In 

the beginning of World War I, air power was young and was hardly recognised as a 

crucial military capability. In the UK, the first official aeroplane flight was conducted 

by an American, Samuel Franklin Cody on 16
th

 of October 1908 and entered history as 

British Army Aeroplane No 1.
1
 Since air power was not viewed as a crucial military 

capability either by the War Office or the Treasury, no centralised actions were taken to 

incorporate its potential. The old Balloon Section of the Army was expanded into an Air 

Battalion in 1911. The next year, in 1912, the importance of aviation was realised, and 

the Royal Flying Corps was created on 13
th

 of March 1912.
2
 The lack of conceptual and 

practical knowledge on air power potential and budgetary considerations resulted in the 

introduction of supplementary units into two traditional services − the Army and the 

Navy. Although the pre-war government aimed to create a centralised institution of the 

Royal Flying Corps (RFC) with two separate Naval and Military Wings;
3
 the experience 

of the war resulted in a complete separation of the two wings: the Royal Naval Air 

Service (RNAS) was subordinate to the Admiralty, while the Army wing became the 

                                                           
1
 AP 3003, (2004), 1. 

2
 AP 3003, 4-5. 

3
 Ibid.. 



   

 
 

72 
 

RFC, subordinated to the War Office.
4
 This differentiation resulted not only in a 

supplementary status of both wings, but also in entirely different tasks assigned. The 

main task of the RFC was to assist in expeditionary missions: 

'The Military Wing concentrated on building a reconnaissance force to work  

closely with the Army, and on convincing the Army staff that the aeroplane  

could get accurate and quick information to the land commander  - not an easy  

task when the Cavalry still dominated the War Office.'
5
 

In this regard, the main function of air power was limited to reconnaissance. The 

very ability to observe panoramas of the battlefields, the location of troops, railroads, 

and supply stores made airplanes the main source of the most up-to-date information.
6
 

A further function of airplanes was in spotting for artillery. The Naval Wing took a 

different direction − the air offensive and consequently long-range bombers were 

developed. The practical application of the air offensive was used in the battle of the 

Somme in July 1916.
7
 Just as the reconnaissance function of air power was developed in 

practical cooperation with the Army, so was the offensive in terms of practical 

consideration of the Admiralty: 

'thinking in terms of the offensive use of military aircraft as long-range bombers,  

especially against the Zeppelin bases, since the Navy's own dockyards and  

arsenals at Chatham and Portsmouth appeared to be open invitations to  

Zeppelin raids should war break out with Germany .'
8
 

Therefore, this division resulted in concentration of the RFC on land warfare 

while the RNAS cooperated with allies in expanding of pre-emptive strikes on enemy 

aircraft and 'the long-range bombardment of enemy resources.'
9
 The Air Force remained 

divided throughout the entire war. The complexity of proto-service status was not only 

in the lack of resources and subsequent constant possibility of a wing being cut back or 

even abolished. It was unpopular also due to the high rate of human losses among the 
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RFC.
10

 Another crucial problem was an inner conflict regarding what should be 

prioritised homeland defence or long-range attack. The head of the RFC, Major-General 

Sir Hugh Trenchard, regarded the Admiralty's focus on a long-range attack as likely to 

drain resources from the RFC; and thus opposed it.
11

 Accordingly, without consulting 

the RFC, the RNAS worked with the French on common long-range bombing 

operations. As a result of this inter-service friction, RNAS' No 3 Naval Wing, 

responsible for long-range bombing operation, was abolished.
12

  

The First World War is an example of how situational requirements of war boost 

adaptability, evolution of technology and power application. Apart from air 

reconnaissance, stimulating the development of communication technologies
13

 and air 

offensive boosting the development of bomber aircraft, other operational experiences 

had resulted in consequent technological changes and new roles of air power. The 

initiative of reconnaissance planes to strafe trenches during the Battle of Somme 1916 

introduced ideas for Close Air Support (CAS) and a need for a ground-attack aircraft.
14

 

Further on, the Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAI) as 'ground strafing missions' was 

practised on the Western Front.
15

 BAI also proved to be decisive in the air campaign 

against Turkish forces in Palestine.
16

 Consequently, apart from air superiority achieved 

on the Western Front: 

'several other doctrinal air power roles had been established during this bitter  

conflict including Counter Air (both defensive and offensive), Close Air Support,  

Air Interdiction, Tactical Reconnaissance, Photographic Reconnaissance, 

Maritime Patrol and Air Supply. Supporting roles had also been developed that 

 included Air Command and Control, Intelligence, Tactical Communication,  

Engineering Support and Logistics.'
17
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Thus, the First World War was a starting point for the development of air power 

both in technological and conceptual frameworks, the wartime doctrinal reality at the 

tactical level was characterised by constant changes and adaptations to the technological 

modifications and purposeful use of aircraft.
18

 Consequently, tactical doctrinal manuals 

could change on a monthly basis.
19

 From the institutional perspective, recognition of air 

power's potential after the Gotha Raids of 1917 prompted British air power reformation. 

The governmental response to the situation was an immediate reformation of air 

structure and introduction of a single service of the Royal Air Force (RAF), based on 

the conclusion of the two Smuts reports on 19
th

 and 17
th

 August 1917.
20

 The legal 

framework of the initiative was the Air Force Constitution Act which was passed in 

November 1917, followed by composition of the Air Council in January 1918 and 

subsequent formation of the independent RAF in April 1918.
21

 Consequently, Hugh 

Trenchard was appointed the first Chief of Air Staff (CAS). 

Once independent, the RAF had to establish itself in the national system of 

defence. However, the next 20 years were characterised by 'the fight for survival against 

the government economy cuts and the desires of the other 2 Services to see their air 

arms returned to them; this conflict reached its climax in 1923.'
22

 Only two years after 

its creation, the service suffered tremendous cuts of personnel and the dismantling of 

some of its institutions, such as the Women's RAF and the RAF Nursing Service: 'more 

than 23,000 officers, 21,000 cadets (potential pilots) and 227,000 other ranks had been 

demobilised.'
23

 The next three years 1920-1923 were characterised by paper wars in 

ministries, where each service justified its existence and functionality in British defence. 

It was exactly the time when the first RAF doctrine was published.  
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The First RAF Doctrine 

The first RAF formal doctrine was Confidential Document (CD) 22 under the 

official title of Operations Manual, Royal Air Force.
24

 Although it is quite difficult to 

find out the exact details of the preparation process of the first publication or who had 

initiated the process and due to which considerations, according to Neville Parton, the 

document was 'well under way by mid-1921.'
25

 The preparation process included diverse 

senior officers. However, the authorship is attributed primarily to two junior officers: 

Flight Lieutenant C.J Mackay and Squadron Leader E.L. Tomkinson.
26

 They both 

worked within the Directorate for Operations and Intelligence. The divided nature of the 

service and its day-to-day cooperation with two other services was reflected in the 

doctrine preparation process and division of duties between authors. Tomkinson was 

responsible for the Navy section, while Mackay wrote the rest.
27

 This feature of the 

doctrine preparation process confirms the divided nature of the RAF and consequent 

need for approval of the other two services. Accordingly, the acceptance of common 

principles and tactical procedures of cooperation required the approval of the other 

services. For instance, the Navy insisted on keeping the document classified, while the 

Army agreed mainly on 'the tactical level issues, in terms of strategical and operational 

level considerations, it is evident that there was considerable disagreement over 

whether there should be separate Air Force.'
28

 Thus, from the very beginning the 

document was doomed to reflect inter-service rivalry.  

Although CD 22 was meant to unify and re-establish the main principles of 

services' actions and training of its personnel; instead, CD22 exacerbated divisions 

within the service and reflected its inferior position to the other two services. On the one 

hand, it can be argued that the document was truly historical and reflected the reality of 

its time. However, it can be also suggested that the main reason why the document was 

not very efficient as a doctrinal manual was due to its initial political purpose and 

subsequent target audience. These considerations will be explained through the further 

analysis of the doctrinal text.  
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As already mentioned, the doctrine preparation process was characterised by a 

necessity to influence opinion and to obtain the agreement of two other services. This 

was further reflected in the structure of the document. Although some chapters referred 

to the practical aspects of RAF personnel training, like quarters, orders and reports in 

the field, aerial operations and aerial fighting, most of the document was devoted to the 

division of roles between the three services, particularly the Navy and conduct of 

operations with the other sister-services. The feature of the document is that the 

independent role of air power in Counterinsurgency and Peacekeeping operations, 

which were quite successfully conducted in British Somaliland and further in Iraq and 

Transjordan, was reflected in the brief final chapter of the document, 'Aircraft in 

Warfare against an Uncivilised Enemy.'
29

  

CD 22 noted the independent status of the service indirectly but emphasised 

cooperation with the other two services, for instance, the support of tanks or cooperation 

with the Navy. The independent and unique environmental nature of air power was 

outlined in indirect statements. For instance, the 3
rd

 paragraph of the introduction stated: 

'The independence necessitated by aerial warfare tends ever to increase the 

responsibility of subordinates...'
30

 This is a good example of the gradual attempt to 

distinguish air power from the other two environments.  The main impression of the 

document is that, although the new service is established and it is independent in its 

status; practically, it has to show that it is capable and is eager to work with two other 

services. In order for CD 22 to be approved by two other services, such caution in 

wording and emphasis on cooperation were essential.  

That is why it is not surprising that CD 22 heavily relied upon publications of 

the two other services: the British Army's Field Services Regulation and Royal Navy 

Confidential Air Orders; only 3 of the 11 chapters were written by the RAF.
31

 Thus, it 

could be concluded that, as the first doctrinal document of an independent service, it 

failed to show the independence and subsequent developing functionality of the service. 

For instance, even in the last chapter devoted to justification of a new role of air power 

and its contribution to the Imperial policy, particularly in terms of preserving order in 

the overseas territories, the wording is quite cautious: 

'The role of aircraft in operations of this nature will be a major one, though it is  
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unlikely that they will be in a position to undertake a campaign entirely  

independent of military assistance.'
32

  

It may be argued that the main role of doctrine is to serve as a guide for training 

courses, and thus the doctrine should not justify the service's independence or have any 

other political functionality in an inter-services discourse. However, this doctrine had 

more holistic purposes. Like a contemporary doctrine it targeted two audiences: RAF 

personnel and a wider audience. In regard to the primary audience, this document was 

intended to unify the divided personnel of the service, showing that the new service 

could cooperate with the other two services and still preserve its independence and 

uniqueness. For the secondary audience of the other two services and political decision-

makers, the doctrine was meant to demonstrate the eagerness of the service to cooperate 

with the other two services, yet express its different potential in contrast to them, again 

through its uniqueness. This uniqueness was meant to be expressed not in constant 

emphasis on the service's independence but through a function/role distinctive to air 

power and not to any other service − strategic bombing. 

In this regard, looking at the document from the point of political functionality, 

it was more purposeful in political struggle than in preparation of cadets. Although the 

general discourse of the document does not express the independent role of the service 

and proclaims cooperation with the other two services, it achieved its publication, 

although under a classified status and the proclamation of the RAF-unique concept of 

strategic bombing, which would work as a justification of service existence and 

expansion in the next 16 years. In this regard, the document served as a means for this 

concept‟s materialisation and further indoctrination within the service.  This suggestion 

requires further contextualisation.  

Conceptual perspective of the time and its reflection in CD 22 

The introduction of an independent single service was not only about the 

merging of two branches from within two sister-services, but also about creation of a 

service with a distinct philosophy, role and aim. It required a unique conceptual 

framework for its existence. In his report, Smuts paved the way for independent air 

power conceptualisation and the future doctrine of the RAF: 

'There is absolutely no limit to the scale of its future independent war use. And 

 the day might not be far off when aerial operations with their devastation of  
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enemy lands and destruction of industries and populous centres on a vast scale  

may become one of the principal operations of war, to which the older forms of  

military and naval operations may become secondary and subordinate.'
33

 

Clearly, this could not be accepted by the elder services, and in order to establish 

the RAF as a self-sustained service, a more detailed and fresh concept was required. As 

the first CAS, Hugh Trenchard was the person to establish such a core concept and to 

make sure it was followed within the service. The functional approach of Hugh 

Trenchard as applied to the service's conceptual framework can be demonstrated by the 

fact that he opposed the concept of strategic bombing when it was first developed by the 

RNAS, because it was counter-productive for the force under his command. However, 

for the new service, a concept suggesting unique functionality could unify it and 

provide required financing and its survival.   

In terms of external self-sufficiency, Trenchard's approach to air power and what 

was later called the 'Trenchard doctrine' concentrated on the socio-political implications 

of strategic bombing rather than on its destructive impact on the enemy's industrial 

infrastructure and military targets.
34

  He argued that the main aim of air power was to 

destroy enemy's 'morale' and willingness to fight; no distinction was made between 

moral and industrial targets but a preference for the former was emphasised. Bombing 

adversary's territory aimed at destroying his will to fight.
35

 The main task for the RAF 

in the interwar years was to decide how air power should be used to its optimum effect. 

The main argument within the service was whether air power should concentrate on the 

development of offensive or defensive capacity. Although Trenchard was the CAS, had 

most of the authority within the service and was known to be quite a strict and 

charismatic person, in decision-making, he listened to the opinions of various levels of 

officers, and even junior pilots.
36

 Personally, Trenchard did not believe in air defence, 

and considered that only offensive action such as bombing the adversary's territory 
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would result in the demoralisation of the enemy's will. Consequently, his followers or 

'bomber purists'
37

 argued for less investment in defence, and for paying more attention 

to the offensive. Thus, the essence of the entire argument was a correlation between the 

number of fighters devoted to defence and the number of bombers used for the 

offensive. 

Accordingly, the first RAF doctrine practically embodied Trenchard's 

conceptual vision of air offensive. In the very first pages of the document, one of the 

outlined principles of war (actually the 2
nd

 one) was offensive action: 

'Victory can only be won as a result of offensive action; the adoption of any  

other policy re-acts not alone  on the morale of the force itself, but on that of all 

 other arms.'
38

 

Chapter VII is entirely devoted to 'Aerial Operations and Aerial Fighting.'
39

 

This is probably the only chapter where the word 'aerial' can be easily substituted for 

'independent,' since they are so often used together. This again has certain features of 

Trenchard's symbiosis of strategic bombing and the service's independence: 

'Independent operations comprise the destruction of the aerial forces of the  

enemy either in the air or on the ground, or on the other hand, attacks on  

ground objectives such as munition factories, strategic railway junctions or  

other suitable targets, the destruction of which will influence the course of the  

war...The destruction of his [enemy's] air forces at their bases on the ground is  

the most effective method of attaining the main object...Munition factories and 

other targets are, therefore, subsidiary to air objectives and should not be  

included in the aerial offensive until a serious reverse has been inflicted on the 

 enemy. '
40

 

The implications of CD 22 

What does Trenchard's concept as a cornerstone of the main chapter on air 

power use tell us about the doctrinal document itself? First of all, it means that the 

document reflected the predominant conceptual framework of the time and 

corresponded to the political intentions of the CAS, outlining his authority in the 

doctrine preparation process. Secondly, the document was a part of Trenchard's political 
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campaign of the RAF's self-justification as an independent service, yet a very eager 

team player, which in the eyes of the Government was a favourable move. Thirdly, the 

dominance of the concept of strategic bombing in the doctrine as the main interpretation 

of air power's independent role also reflected rigidity in strategic thinking. The 

dominance of strategic bombing eventually contributed to a dogmatisation of the 

concept and subsequent perception of doctrine as a dogma. It does not mean that there 

was no alternative thinking on air power. The main arguments of the proponents of air 

defence were represented by T.C.R Higgins and J.A. Chamier. Having experience in 

homeland defence and air support in India, they both suggested limitations of strategic 

bombing. In this regard, they argued that under the conditions of fast technological 

development, sooner or later, aircraft would be forced into individual combats.
41

 Thus, 

strategic bombing might not prove to be effective until an adversary's air fleet was 

destroyed. Contrary to Trenchard's idea of the moral effect of strategic bombing, 

Higgins argued for what is called today air control. He considered that the bombing of 

targets could be achieved only if supported by fighters during the air combat. He 

argued, 'As a result of these battles [between fighters] one side would probably in time 

obtain a fighting superiority, which would carry with it a concomitant bombing 

superiority.'
42

 In this regard, the conceptualisation of air power was going beyond 

existing technological and material capacities. On the other hand, these 

conceptualisations were driving forces for further technological improvements and 

subsequent materialisation of air power potential.
43

   

Wing Commander and later Marshal of the RAF Sir John Slessor, in his work 

Air Power and Armies argued for joint campaigns, in which air power served in support 

and mainly protection of land forces attaining land warfare objectives.
44

 The main 

emphasis of his work was on a detailed description of air superiority and air 

intelligence. However, the most important contribution of his work to strategic thinking 

was his statement that air power was not simply a tactical means, that it had a huge 

strategic potential which could be achieved through 'concentration on disruption, 
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destruction and neutralisation of enemy armaments and supplies.'
45

 Thus, he argued for 

a different set of targeting priorities than Trenchard suggested.  

Although it can be argued that the existence of different conceptual ideas in 

professional discourse and the inclusion of aerial home defence and aerial fighting roles 

into doctrinal text suggest that a more systematic and holistic approach was adopted, the 

reality of training courses was different. The systematic approach was doomed to defeat 

due to the dominance of Trenchardian ideas among the leading teaching staff of the 

RAF Staff College, established at Andover in April 1922. Alan English argues that 'the 

first courses at the Staff College, followed a syllabus that reflected the preferences of 

the commandant, Brooke-Popham.'
46

 Both he and the second commandant Ludlow-

Hewitt  argued that the main aim of the air force was to target vital centres in order to 

effect the morale of the enemy's population in order to force their Government seek for 

peace.
47

 Thus, the Trenchardian approach was still predominant in strategic thought 

within the RAF of the time.  

Nevertheless, it should not be thought that RAF doctrine was the only 

publication to reflect conceptual thought on air power, at the time. Various aspects of air 

force practical application were embodied in minor doctrinal publications both in terms 

of Air Staff Manuals (ASM) and the CD series. According to the results of Neville 

Parton's research, over the first five years of the service's existence, 38 ASM's were 

published, four of which belonged to the CD series.
48

 These findings show that, despite 

the prevalence of a single idea in the main air power discourse, conceptual and tactical 

thinking on air power did not stop. Slowly but constantly the field was evolving. 

However, the progress was quite slow in contrast to the other two services. 

Consequently, RAF officers' contribution to RUSI Journal was only 6% at the time.
49

 

In the summary of doctrine analysis, Neville Parton has concluded that 

irrespective of what was written in the doctrine, the service was developing in an 

entirely different direction. In this regard, he asked a few very profound questions:  

'why the RAF would produce doctrine if it was then going to ignore it - and as  

second order issues, if it did produce bad doctrine, why did it do so, and if the  
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doctrine was in fact reasonable, why was it not followed?'
50

 

The answers might be found in lessons of the first RAF doctrine. First of all, 

although the target audiences were RAF personnel, the other two services and political 

decision-makers, the purpose of the doctrine was untypical. Its principal aim was 

unification of the service through the conceptual embodiment of strategic bombing. 

Inevitably, this contributed to rigidity of thinking and the dogmatic nature of the first 

doctrine. In terms of the wider audience, the doctrine was used for the service's 

justification as an independent service rather than as means of mutual understanding and 

effective cooperation in a future war. This overstretching of doctrinal functionality 

resulted in the perception of doctrine per se as dogma among the RAF professionals. 

Secondly, the purpose of the first doctrinal manual was to defuse instead of pursuing a 

narrow and single-purpose: to guide personnel. This was also partly because different 

levels of warfare were mixed in a single document. In this regard, one document 

referred to aerial policy, campaign strategy, operation planning, including cooperation 

and division of duties with other services, procedures of orders, and report submission 

in the field. In other words, strategic, operational and tactical levels were combined in 

one document, regardless of the relevance for the audience. Therefore, such a multi-

faceted document could not be adopted and implemented by RAF personnel, not to 

mention again that only three chapters were particularly RAF-oriented.  

However, it was not a bad political document. It was a doctrinal document 

targeted at achievement of political objectives, when the service was in a constant fight 

for its survival:  

'The most desperate years of the struggle to maintain independence were 1921- 

1923. In this period, there was no shortage of acrimony and bitterness amongst  

the 3 Service Chiefs as they presented their own views of the proper way for an  

air service to be organised.'
51

 

On the other hand, the first RAF doctrine created a precedent/tradition  for the 

dogmatisation of doctrinal principles, dominance of a single concept, rigidity of 

strategic thinking on air power, and the substitution of practical doctrine functionality 

with political in terms of inter-service rivalry. In retrospect, the experience of the first 

doctrine paved the way for an anti-doctrinal attitude within the service and partly 
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contributed to a division of RAF personnel into two groups: intellectuals and tactic-

oriented thinkers.  

Air Publication (AP) 1300 

In the next few years, RAF performance in support of colonial rule in overseas 

territories proved to be quite sufficient and more cost-effective than army presence.
52

 

Consequently, the service experienced a modest expansion in 1925-26: twenty-five 

squadrons were formed, yet even more important was that 'in 1925, the first 4 of the 

Auxiliary Air Force squadrons were formed thus bringing into being Trenchard's idea 

of an RAF reserve similar to the Territorial army, and the first of the University Air 

Squadrons (UASs) was formed at Cambridge; London and Oxford UASs followed soon 

afterwards.'
53

 This expansion was significant not only in terms of numbers but rather in 

political spheres of influence and subsequent public and academic recognition, which 

improved the status of the junior service and attracted talented individuals.  

With the further development of the RAF, the dominant discourse of offensive 

function of air power prevailed. The concept of strategic bombing was considered to be 

the main role of air power in British defence. Although, as it was outlined earlier (See p. 

77-78), certain independent thinking on air power existed in informal discourse, the 

concept was meant to prepare air power thinking in order to result in its successful 

implementation. The cause-effect relation between thinking and practising this concept 

was explained in Trenchard's address to the Imperial Defence College on the war aim of 

the Air Force Air Staff, known as CD 64.
54

 First of all, he discussed the diversity in tri-

service views on the functionality of air power in the war. He argued that the main 

reason of diversity in views was an inability to understand that in the next war, air 

power was not going to be 'confined to the armed forces, but will also be directed, as 

they were by all sides in the last war, against the centres of production of war materials 

and transportation, and communications, and of the war control and organisation of the 

country.'
55
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In such a way he reemphasised the independence and self-sufficiency of the 

service and its ability to perform military tasks on its own. The potential of other 

significant roles of air power, except for a strategic offensive, were ignored: 

'And it also seemed to me that in some quarters an idea was held that the main  

efforts of the air forces should be directed to attack the opposite air forces, a  

view with which the Air Staff strongly disagree. The aim of the Air Force in  

concert with the Navy and Army is to break down the enemy's resistance. The  

Air Force will contribute to this aim by attacks on objectives calculated to  

achieve this end in addition to direct co-operation with the Navy and Army and  

in furtherance of the policy of His Majesty's Government at the time.’
56

 

In this speech, Trenchard reflected the existing air power thinking environment 

− complete prevalence of a single concept in official discourse and its subsequent 

unquestionable implementation in all spheres. It is not surprising that such a crucial 

document as the service's next doctrine reflected the same conceptual framework.  

The next modification of RAF doctrine was the Air Publication (AP) 1300, the 

Royal Air Force War Manual
57

 of July 1928. Just as the service saw expansion and 

certain settling down in the national system of defence, so did the doctrine, as its 

reflection and embodiment. Although cooperation with two other services was included 

in this publication, as in CD22, chapters devoted to air power and air warfare expanded 

and became more service-oriented. Various parts of the text were identical to the CD 22, 

yet the contextual interpretations and meaning was more purposeful and directed 

towards the service's equal status with two other services and subsequent role in a future 

war: 

'The aim of a nation at war is to compel the enemy as quickly and economically  

as possible to conform to its purpose or will. Thus, the ultimate aim of all armed  

forces is identical, though the means to achieve that aim may differ.'
58

 

Furthermore, air power was argued to be capable to overcome defensive barriers 

of both land and sea environments, which was considered to be a preliminary victory of 

land and sea destruction of corresponding enemy forces.
59

 In other words, this idea was 
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a very masterful paraphrasing of destructing the morale of the enemy through attacking 

the focal points of his homeland, which again corresponded to Trenchard's approach of 

the effect of strategic bombing on morale. It followed that the capability of aircraft 

meant that the 'bomber will get through': 

'Unaffected by the configurations of the earth's surface, aircraft have the ability  

to move freely in three dimensions; they are thus able to strike rapidly and  

directly at the vital centres of the enemy which may be any centre essential to  

the maintenance of any  or all of the enemy forces.'
60

 

In other words, the doctrine suggested that aircraft were capable of reaching all 

forces, while the other two services were limited to their own environments and the 

enemy's corresponding forces. As with Trenchard, the doctrine argued for the inability 

of air defence to prevent direct attack, and that the best defence and the use of air power 

was again the air offensive: 

'To this direct air attack it is extremely difficult for an air force itself to offer an  

opposing barrier, because the wide space of the air and the condition of cloud  

and wind confer unique powers of evasion on the attacking aircraft and renders 

 their timely interception uncertain. Even should interception be effected, the  

defenders cannot be said to possess absolute stopping powers, and cannot  

altogether prevent the attackers reaching their objective if the attack is made  

with sufficient determination.'
61

  

The aforementioned description of air power's role in a future war was in the 

introduction to the doctrine and before any analysis of the principles of war or campaign 

planning. This straightforward presentation of air power's objective determined the main 

theme and tone of the entire document − unique capabilities in terms of an air power 

offensive. This tendency can also be traced through the analysis of structure of the 

document. The first six chapters out of total of fourteen referred to general 

considerations like principles of war, policy and plans, command, leadership and 

morale, the fighting services, movements and protection. The remaining eight chapters 

were devoted to air power, three of which corresponded to aircraft cooperation with the 

Navy (Chapter XI
62

), the Army (Chapter XII) and combined operations (Chapter XIII). 

Thus, five chapters were devoted exclusively to air power, which can be viewed as a 
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step forward in contrast to CD 22. These chapters corresponded to the introduction and 

general theme of the air power offensive. Although the chapter on Air Warfare included 

a division of duties between offensive and defensive actions; air superiority and defence 

actions had their own sub-sections, the essence could be summarised in one sentence: 

'The maxim that offence is the best defence applies even more truly to air warfare than 

to any other operation of war.'
63

 In this discourse, separate chapters on bombardment, 

air fighting and air attacks on aerodromes were natural. 

Successful experience in overseas operations
64

 resulted in an expansion of the 

final chapter on 'Air Operations in Undeveloped and Semi-Civilised Countries' (Chapter 

XIV). This chapter is important because it corresponded to the contemporary content 

and writing manner. In this regard, based on the experience of the previous operations, 

it explained the characteristics of 'semi-civilised enemy operations', the functionality of 

aircraft and their role in these operations, tactical considerations of the most effective 

actions (methods of air attack), cooperation with other services and employment of air 

forces in support of civil administration.
65

  

Overall, the significance of the 1
st
 edition of AP 1300 was that it reflected the 

strengthening of the service and the atmosphere prevailing within it. Although this 

atmosphere was characterised by a lack of systematic or creative thinking on air power's 

utility, it still showed a more profound consideration of air power use in terms of 

offensive actions. The doctrine was more service-oriented than its predecessor, which 

should be considered a step forward. In the meantime, like CD 22, the line between 

levels of warfare was still quite vague; tactical instruction could be in the same 

paragraph as strategic justification of air power. The purpose and target audiences of the 

doctrine were still divided between the military and political.  

Thus, it can be summarised that the statement 'the bomber will always get 

through' prevailed in conceptual and doctrinal discourses.  The enduring nature of the 

conceptual framework was also conditioned by external factors. Almost a decade after 

its formation, the service found itself struggling for means to survive in peacetime 

without precise objectives and a specific enemy to compete with. Constant budgetary 
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restraints originating from the 'Ten Year Rule' resulted in relatively the same level of 

RAF development in 1928, as in 1918.
66

  

The early doctrines showed the ideas prevalent in the RAF, demonstrating 

rigidity of strategic thinking and limitation of actions. In other words, the doctrine of the 

air offensive and strategic bombing became a dogma.
67

  In this regard, it is essential to 

emphasise that this dogmatic framework was necessary in order to build an independent 

service with its own strategic, conceptual and therefore doctrinal traditions. Doctrine 

served as a means of unification and establishment of the service as an independent and 

self-sufficient actor in the national defence system. This conceptual permenancy served 

as a demonstration of service's validity and rationale for its existence. On the other 

hand, a shift in doctrinal functionality from its primary guiding role towards a political 

manifesto, created an atmosphere of suspicion regarding the validity of doctrine as an 

authoritative guide for practitioners and as means of training the new generations of 

RAF personnel. The relevance of doctrine would be even more compromised during 

WWII, which showed inconsistency between policy-targeted concepts and the reality of 

warfighting. 

The interwar doctrinal experience of the RAF also showed how dangerous 

rigidity of mind and the service's self-perception might be in warfighting. In this 

context, the 1930s showed new tendencies in air power development. First of all, new 

technological improvements of fighter aircraft manoeuvrability proved that, after all, the 

bomber might not always get through, and without fighter support they might become 

easy targets for enemy fighter squadrons.
68

 Secondly, British bombers lacked precision 

and bombing capabilities. Finally, the RAF lacked any practical experience of joint 

operations under the conditions of actual warfare, such as possessed by Luftwaffe in 

Spain. 

 According to James Corum, 'there were two primary reasons for the German 

success in Spain: good strategic leadership and a superior war doctrine.'
69

 There were 

considerable differences in the way the RAF and Luftwaffe viewed that application of 
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air power. At the operational level, Germans learned not only how to plan support 

operation in protection of land forces, but also they managed to operate efficiently with 

international contingent of Italian and Spanish allies, irrespective of a difference in 

technological strategic cultures.
70

 They had also verified the concept of moral effect of 

bombing and came to a conclusion that, instead of fear, bombing of civilians might 

result in an increase of willingness to fight. From a tactical perspective, Luftwaffe used 

its Condor Legion fighters to provide coverage for its bombers.
71

 Another essential 

modification was switch from 'v' structure of air unit to a pair. This modification made it 

easier for the wingman to concentrate and protect the main aircraft.  Such modifications 

were a huge surprise in battle. It should be also outlined that Luftwaffe achievements 

were largely conditioned by their previous investment into the analysis of WWI 

experiences and subsequent modification of air power doctrine.  

On the example of successful night-time bombing of industrial targets in 

Coventry, November 1940, James Corum persuades that 'putting 450 bombers on target 

in the dark is scarcely the trademark of an air force that had been designed purely for 

army support.'
72

 Thus, it can be argued that Luftwaffe's concentration on itself as a self-

sufficient service might be one of the reasons for a straightforward development of its 

doctrine and its subsequent application. However, as Williamson Murray points out, a 

sound military doctrine does not guarantee victory: the inconsistency between grand 

strategy, logistics and actual capability would impair even the most detailed and 

practice-oriented doctrine.
73

 Furthermore, Murray noted that the Luftwaffe's defeat in 

the air war, in Europe, was conditioned by its inability to provide aviation production in 

required numbers in 1940-41.
74

 As a consequence, although Luftwaffe doctrine 

embodied the analysis of best practice and suggested guidance for the lessons to be 

learned and applied under favourable conditions (this is exactly what doctrines should 
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do); its doctrine could not overcome the reality of material scarcity and the mistakes of 

grand strategy. 

AP 1300, 2
nd 

edition (February 1940) 

The new edition of AP 1300
75

 was issued soon after the beginning of the Second 

World War, in February 1940. This time, the emphasis was placed both on the defensive 

and offensive use of air power. The whole tone of the document was different from the 

previous editions since it was more warfare-oriented. Chris Finn notes: 

'The second edition of AP1300, published in 1940, dealt with the context of war  

at the strategic level in terms of the main roles of air warfare: the strategic air  

offensive; the strategic air defensive; and operations in support of the Navy and  

Army.'
76

 

The introduction was concise and stated that the document was targeted to 

explain the strategic level of warfare and contextualise air power into it. First of all, 

such a distinction made the document more intelligible and easy to interpret. Secondly, 

it demonstrated a practitioner-oriented approach to the subject-matter. It also suggested 

the existence of a certain hierarchy in doctrinal documents within the service, which 

again demonstrated further development of the service and doctrinal practice.  

The doctrine no longer concentrated on the explicit proclamation of the service's 

independence; rather it was more systematic in explaining the current war, diverse 

implications of bombing targets and consequences of civilian casualties in war. In other 

words, the description of features of war for the nation and division of roles between the 

armed forces were included. Thus, the doctrine read like a contemporary environmental 

doctrine outlining the context first and details and means afterwards.  

The most crucial change in the doctrinal discourse was the introduction of a 

chapter on strategic air defensive, which although can be considered a breakthrough in 

terms of strategic thinking, was rather the need of the strategic environment of that time. 

Although the emphasis was still placed on the dominance of strategic offensive, it was 

reluctantly admitted that 'air offensive measures will not afford immediate protection 

from the enemy's air attacks upon our territory. Therefore, other steps must be taken to 
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achieve the maximum defence practicable against air attack.'
77

 Accordingly, the chapter 

did not only state commitments to defensive actions but was, in fact, quite practical in 

the very nature. It looked into potential defence strategy, constitution of a force for air 

defence and strategic use of fighters.
78

 The main components of air defence included a 

force of fighter aircraft, anti-aircraft artillery, aircraft warning organisation, 

searchlights, balloon barrages and intercommunication system.
79

 General considerations 

of roles and potential obstacles of each component implementation were addressed.  

Another practical advantage of the new doctrine was attention to the importance of 

information and intelligence for air operations: 

'The basis of all plans for air operations must be good information. Only if full,  

accurate and up-to-date information concerning the enemy is available can our  

air forces be economically and effectively employed against the enemy.'
80

 

The chapter on intelligence emphasised the importance of relevant and accurate 

information for air operations. Furthermore, it paid attention to practical means of 

collecting accurate data and the ways of their processing and transition, including such 

details as duties of an Intelligence Section. In general, it can be concluded that the 

doctrine written during a war will inevitably be directed towards practical 

considerations dictated by the necessities of the wartime.  This wartime doctrine was 

aimed at fighting an exact enemy and not preparing for the potential diversity of 

adversaries.  On the one hand, the concentration on characteristics of a single war 

limited doctrinal function of analysing lessons of the on-going war instead of preparing 

personnel for the next one. On the other hand, this doctrine was written during a war 

and had to address the urgent matters of the on-going war, before considering 

preparation of the personnel for the future ones. In terms of the evolution of doctrine 

from a policy-oriented to a training, practical document, this doctrine was a step 

forward, since it demonstrated understanding of the application of air power and its 

training. Nevertheless, the doctrine was far from a systematic evaluation of air power 

potential, since it was still oriented towards strategic air offensive. Tami Biddle is 

precise in explaining the WWII RAF doctrine discourse as following:  

'while RAF wartime and post-war rhetoric was influenced by its organisational  
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and bureaucratic context, it was also shaped by genuine perceptions of the day  

− all of which were oriented to the future, and all of which seemed to be heavily 

 conditioned by expectations about behaviour of civilians in war.'
81

 

AP 1300, 3
rd

 edition (January 1950) 

From the operational perspective, the Second World War was the great test of air 

power. The previously emphasised introduction of CAS into air warfare during the First 

World War was far from efficient and well-coordinated at the time of the Battle of 

France.
82

 This was mainly due to the lack of effective communication technologies and 

the consequent coordination of action between services.
83

 However, by the end of the 

war, CAS cooperation was improved through the establishment of RAF Army 

Cooperation Command and Forward Air Support Links to coordinate inter-service 

cooperation and procedures for request of air support.
84

  On the other hand, the Battle of 

Britain demonstrated that over-reliance of the service's doctrine on a single-purposeful 

use of a service could result in its defeat, which was the case of the Luftwaffe: 

'Perhaps the most glaring is the doctrinal bankruptcy of the Luftwaffe, which led  

it to emphasise battlefield air support to the detriment of more significant  

strategic air operations, together with its failure to develop an adequate force  

structure, acquisition system and training apparatus to ensure that it got the  

right weapons and the right people in sufficient numbers to do the job.'
85

 

The Battle of Britain and the war in general have demonstrated the importance 

of air superiority and interdiction for strategic objectives. In this regard, Tony Mason 

argued, 'Air superiority was essential to permitting friendly concentration of forces and 

supply while denying them to an enemy. The battlefield had to be isolated by destroying 

enemy access to it: the process of interdiction.'
86

 The war also demonstrated another 

aspect of services' cooperation apart from CAS − airborne troops. A British airborne 

division was formed in 1941 after the Battle for France. Airborne Forces were involved 
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in the Italian campaign and the Battle of Arnhem.
87

 Consequently, it can be argued that 

the war did not test only decisive or supportive roles of air power but air power per se in 

its full spectrum. 

The most crucial implication of the war for the service was in testing its 

conceptual framework. As the Battle of Britain demonstrated, air supremacy was 

essential for defence and subsequent victory. The cornerstone of RAF doctrine and 

function of the RAF – the concept of strategic bombing used in a few bombing 

operations of 1941/42 proved to be less effective than the Trenchardian doctrine has 

envisioned.
88

 In this regard, night-time bombing of German cities had confirmed the 

Luftwaffe experience in Spain – unlike the expected results, bombing of civilian or 

industrial targets does not decrease the will to fight; instead, it creates anger and desire 

for vengeance.
89

 The controversy over civilian casualties during the bombing of 

Dresden in February 1945 detracted the support for the strategic effect of air power.
90

 

Walter J. Boyle commented on the evaluation of strategic bombing after the Battle for 

Britain in a very precise way: 

'Although the British were aware of just how imprecise the German bombing  

had been, how relatively little critical damage had been done, and how their  

British morale had been maintained during the Blitz, they did not profit from  

their knowledge. Instead Britain embarked upon a night bombing campaign  

against Germany, believing somehow that RAF bombers would bomb  

accurately, and that the German people would not be as morally tough as the  

British.'
91

 

This simple observation demonstrates to what extent the concept of strategic 

bombing was dominant among the RAF and decision makers during the war. Another 

significant implication of World War II for air power and the RAF was the introduction 
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of a new capacity of air power − a nuclear attack. It did not only make strategic 

bombing complete in its moral and material destructive capability, but also proved that 

air power might be able to win wars on its own.
92

 Whether the benefits of using it 

outweighed the subsequent destructive consequences was an entirely different matter. 

Thus, from conceptual and evolutionary perspectives, air power was moving forward. 

On the other hand, from the RAF's perspective, the time for self re-examination had 

arrived. Although the service had proved its defence capacity during the War, it needed 

new theoretic-conceptual framework to work within. In this context, contemporary 

authors of AP 3000 (1999) argued that, irrespective of substantial changes in AP 1300, 

in accordance with experiences of the Second World War, 'above all, air power 

appeared as the ultimate arbiter in military operations since, should nuclear war break 

out, atomic bombs would be dropped by manned bombers.'
93

 Thus, the new strategic 

environment required the service to reconsider its role and find a place where it could 

belong. The 3
rd

 edition of AP 1300
94

 was a good attempt at doing so.  

The 3
rd

 edition of AP 1300 reflected the RAF's experience and functionality 

through WWII and its subsequent potential in the new strategic environment. In this 

regard, the previous doctrinal structure was complemented with a more detailed 

explanation of the meaning of war for the nation after the previous experience of two 

World Wars, characterisation of the Armed Forces and where the RAF was standing, at 

that time. For the first time the notion of air power was given and the whole of Chapter 

4 was devoted to it: 

'Air Power means the use of the air to enforce the national will. It is a compound  

of air forces themselves and of all those things upon which air forces directly or  

indirectly depend such as the aircraft industry, civil aviation, the air traffic  

control system with its communications, the meteorological service, secure fuel  

supply, and so on.'
95

 

Further, the chapter explained the history of the service, arguing that, despite its 

young age, the service and air power had managed to achieve a lot, in the last war, and 
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that air power was 'the determining factor'
96

 in modern warfare. Although cooperation 

with the other two services and the necessity of diverse roles of air power were 

emphasised the main conclusion was still unchanged: 'But the basic weapon of the Air 

Force is the bomber, and the basic strategy of Air Power must be offensive.'
97

 Although 

it can be argued that this document was once again institutionalizing the same concept 

of strategic bombing, it also reflected a widened functionality of air power. On the basis 

of roles performed during WWII, subsequent chapters were devoted to air defence, air 

transport operations, air reconnaissance, and air operations in the undeveloped world.
98

 

Technical aspects of air power support were also included in terms of protection of air 

force on the ground, intelligence considerations, signals, administrative factors affecting 

operations.
99

  Thus, a more systematic analysis of air power roles and their necessary 

support was conducted.  

 It can also be argued that, under the conditions of diverse functionality of air 

power and complexity of the post-World Wars world, promotion and support of 

systematic use of air power could have been more beneficial for the service and its 

subsequent strategic thinking. However, this document corresponded entirely to the 

historic-political situation when it was written. In the environment of peace-time 

reorganisation, by April 1947, nearly a million personnel were demobilised, resulting in 

an overall strength of 300,000.
100

 In terms of political changes, the first post-war years 

brought the withdrawal from Empire and the subsequent necessity of presence in the 

overseas areas of influence.
101

 From the RAF long-term perspective, in order to secure a 

stable position in the national defence system, the emphasis on air power functionality 

exclusively in peacekeeping and counterinsurgencies in overseas operations would have 

been unimaginable.  

On the other hand, ironically, the realities of the approaching Cold War 

suggested the necessity for strategic bombing as a means of the delivery of nuclear 

weapons: 

'Alongside the draw-down of the RAF's strength, and in spite of the financial and  
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economic problems, plans were made to re-equip the RAF with modern jet  

aircraft and atomic weapons: in 1947 the Government decided, in great secrecy,  

to develop a British atomic bomb which could be delivered by an RAF jet  

bomber.'
102

 

In this regard, doctrine could not place the emphasis on anything other than the 

function which could provide the service with a ground position in the national defence 

system. If history was not ironical in its very essence, it could be concluded that 

Trenchard's strategic bombing achieved its goal and secured the RAF a dominant role in 

the nuclear programme and in the national system of defence. However, a short-term 

success paved the way to a long-term disappointment in this concept and doctrine as its 

vessel.  

Nuclear Aspect and the 4
th

 edition of AP1300 (March 1957) 

The wave of post WWII changes in the service was influenced by financial 

considerations as reflected in Duncan Sandys Statement on Defence 1957. The main 

emphasis of the paper was on maintaining nuclear deterrent and 'a comprehensive 

reshaping of policy'
103

. For the RAF, this brought about more rigidity in thinking, but 

this time on a centralised basis, following the prescription of the Minister of Defence, 

Sandys: 

'The V-Force was to be 'supplemented by ballistic rockets'...The fighter force, 

responsive only for the defence of V-Force bases since a more general task of  

air defence was thought impossible, was to be 'in due course replaced by a  

ground-to-air guided missile system.'
104

 

This time was particularly disadvantageous for the service, due to the failure of 

the UK's nuclear programmes, which undermined the RAF‟s status even more. The 

entirely British project, the long-range ballistic missile Blue Streak was cancelled in 

1960 due to its inflexibility, 'having already cost £100 million, in favour of the 

American-built Skybolt air-launched missile.'
105

 Unfortunately, Skybolt was the last nail 

in the coffin of RAF's nuclear role. It was cancelled by American counterparts due to 

major problems in development. On 22 December 1962, the Nassau Agreement for 
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British participation in the Polaris programme was signed.
106

 Thus, 'within 18 months, 

the RAF had lost its 2 future nuclear weapons, Blue Streak and Skybolt.'
107

 Furthermore, 

in seven years, on 30 June 1969, the service lost its nuclear role to the Navy, with the 

approval of Polaris missiles for British nuclear-powered submarines. Although the RAF 

would continue to carry the WE.177 nuclear bomb until 1990s, the national deterrent 

capability at the strategic level was entrusted to the Navy.
108

 According to Eric Grove, 

this failure to secure the most crucial strategic role 'caused perhaps the fundamental 

role of the RAF to disappear.'
109

 

Although doctrine was treated with scepticism inside the service, its self-

expressing and justifying functionality was not forgotten by the RAF elite. When the 

new Defence Statement was published in 1957, the new publication of AP 1300 

Operations 4
th

 edition
110

 followed. The essence of the document was in explaining the 

roles and potential of air power particularly in the environment of the Cold War. In the 

introduction note, the then CAS wrote: 

'Providing the great deterrence, is the primary function of air power today.  

Responsibility for providing the United Kingdom's contribution to the deterrent  

rests with the Royal Air Force. This is our major task... 

In addition the Royal Air Force has to hold itself ready to exercise air power in  

all its forms against minor aggressions and subversive activities throughout the  

world in support of the United Nations and in defence of the Commonwealth.'
111

 

This straightforward note practically summarised the essence of the entire 

document. In terms of doctrinal development, this edition was characterised by a greater 

number of historical examples of air power use and future roles. A particular feature 

was that different operations were described through characterisation of their situational 

features. For instance, air operations in the undeveloped countries were examined in 

terms of control of undeveloped territory, air control, air operation in support of Land 

Forces in undeveloped countries, the value of intelligence and knowledge of the country 
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and employment of air forces in jungle country.
112

  In general, the presentation was 

systematic and well-linked to particular strategic discourse of the Cold War and the 

potential of global war. The nuclear role was explained mainly in terms of the wider 

functionality of air power in the context of a global war: 

'The aim of air power in the context of global war is therefore: 

(a) To maintain a level of nuclear striking power that will cause a potential  

aggressor to have grave doubts as to his ability to achieve his war aims without 

 incurring devastating retaliatory damage; and 

(b) Should this deterrent fail, to destroy the enemy's nuclear offensive power and 

 his means of continuing the war.'
113

 

Irrespective of the advancement of doctrinal texts and improvement in the 

systematic reflection of air power's use; in terms of the attainment of the service's 

political objectives, doctrine proved to be unsuccessful. No matter how detailed and 

masterful the justification of air power's multi-functionality was, it could not secure the 

nuclear role for the RAF, mainly because doctrine, by its very nature, was never meant 

to fulfil such a role. It was meant to guide personnel and not political decision-makers. 

However, the political aspect of RAF doctrine was threefold: to secure the deterrent 

role; to secure finance; and to secure the RAF's independence.  Since the RAF lost the 

nuclear role to the Navy, any incorporation of doctrine into the ongoing political 

discourse with the aim of promoting and safeguarding the service, had rather a 

counterproductive effect towards general service's relation with doctrine per se. 

Doctrine was considered to be dogma by serving personnel, due to the negative 

experience of the two world wars, but after the nuclear chapter in the RAF history, 

doctrine lost any relevance for the RAF, and thus was completely abandoned by the 

service. Although it was reissued twice, in 1964 and 1971, the publication was 

withdrawn and entirely substituted by NATO tactical air power doctrine.
114

 However, 'it 

was still used as a 'C' promotion exam (from flight lieutenant to squadron leader) 

primer as late as 1977.'
115

 In the long run, the failure of doctrine to fulfil a political 

function 'contributed to the RAF's anti-intellectualism in the subsequent decades, 
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characterised by a wide-spread reluctance within the Service to formulate grand 

concepts on paper.'
116

 

Doctrinal Vacuum in the 1970-1990s 

The next stage of the RAF history was characterised by a complete absence of 

the national single-service doctrine and prevalence of NATO tactical doctrine. In terms 

of the NATO strategy of 'Flexible Response', the RAF had become 'a low-level tactical 

air force tailored for high intensity operations in Europe against Warsaw Pact 

forces.'
117

 In this context, concentration of the service on allied objectives might have 

been influenced by the reality of the Cold War and existence of the block of adversaries 

and subsequent interconnected Allied system of defence. However, it can also be 

explained by the decline of inter-service struggle after the RAF‟s failure to win the 

nuclear role. In this context, the argument was about the provision of a carrier-based 

role in joint operations.
118

 Accordingly, the RAF's concentration on NATO doctrine 

looked like another attempt to keep its independent status and to limit inter-service 

rivalry.  

The whole doctrinal experience until 1971 did not only leave the service without 

a framework document, but also resulted in anti-intellectualism and complete 

redundancy of creative and strategic thinking on air power.
119

 The general impression 

was that, although the service existed, it was practically mute about itself and only 

functioned in the Allied environment, and this was procedures-oriented. In order for the 

service to get a second life, it required stimulation of intellectual thinking on air power. 

The starting point was 1977, when the position of the Director for Defence Studies 

(DDS) for the RAF was established by CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Neil Cameron. The 

role of this position was 'to be responsible for reviving and maintaining an interest in 

the study of present and future uses of air power in its various military applications.'
120

 

The first DDS was then Group Captain Tony Mason. His contribution to the subject was 

the following: 

'My personal contribution, at the time, was in the stimulation of thinking on air  
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power in the new era. I did not exclude strategic bombing but supported synergy  

in air power use. Another contribution is the introduction of the definition of air  

power which is used nowadays, and was used in the recent doctrines: 'Air power  

is the ability to project military force by or from a platform in the third  

dimension above the surface of the earth.’
121

 

Tony Mason's activity was far-reaching and stimulated cooperation between the 

military and academic community, which developed into the first symposium on air 

power titled Air Power in the next generation, taking place in April 1977, at the 

University of Southampton.
122

 This was a step towards merging practice with scholarly 

creativity, with further introduction of masters courses for serving officers in order to 

boost intellectualism within the service and therefore to contribute to its modification 

according to the new global tendencies in air power development. Another important 

aspect was that the RAF began to think on air power in a wider, global perspective, with 

further incorporation of external experiences into the national discourse, based on the 

analysis of past and future challenges: 

'This is generally speaking a symposium about the future, and about air power  

and its part in the future. If we want to look at the future, we can learn much  

from the past, and in the history of air power the one constant has been – 

paradoxically - that of change.'
123

 

The importance of this activity is that, irrespective of a general absence of 

doctrine as a conceptual framework, the service did not cease to exist and its ability to 

adapt to the post-Cold War environment was preserved. On the other hand, another 

tendency within the service was the development of two approaches to problem-

resolution: intellectual and tactics-oriented, which would become another obstacle on 

the way of doctrine's return into RAF practice in 1990s.  

In the context of the doctrinal vacuum outlined above, it is not surprising that the 

revival of the doctrinal discourse in the British Armed Forces did not start from the 

RAF. The fundamental changes in doctrinal practice started with the Army and 

Bagnall‟s Reform. The Army doctrine written closest to the end of the Cold War was 
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Design for Military Operations – The British Military Doctrine,
124

 in 1989. It was 

characterised by the orientation of NATO‟s Central Front and Cold War discourse. The 

spirit of innovation and change in the post-Cold War reformation of the Army is 

associated with the name of Sir Nigel Thomas Bagnall, who argued for the necessity of 

changing the existing at that time culture of two armies within the British Army and the 

necessity of reforming the Army according to the new changes in strategic environment. 

Already in 1989, Bagnall argued that one of the means of providing importance and 

complementing nuclear deterrence was „the conventional capability to make it 

credible.‟
125

 Bagnall suggested reforming the Central region practice that allowed each 

division to conduct its own battle. He aimed at expanding of the coordination of actions 

far beyond the divisional level towards stimulation of corps‟ battle. Thus, he envisioned 

the renewal of the necessity for the operational and more manoeuvrable aspect of 

warfare.
126

 Bagnall realised the necessity of intellectual and conceptual approach to the 

implementation of his ideas into reformation of the Army that is why he created an 

informal group of co-thinkers who supported his vision of the Army reforms. They 

became known as the „Ginger Group.‟  

The importance of Bagnall in the history of the Army and British doctrine, in 

general, is that he also revived the interest and emphasised the role of doctrine in the 

reformation process of the Armed Forces. In this regard, he was convinced that one of 

the ways of understanding the best ways of the contemporary development of the 

Armed Forces was through the study of military history and analysis of the lessons of 

warfare. Although it was admitted that „history could be a double-edged instrument for 

doctrine development as the line between its use and misuse was thin,’
127

it was also 

acknowledged that systematic analysis of the past was the key to reforming the 

contemporary performance of the Army.  Thus, the contribution of Bagnall reform to 

the history of the British doctrine is that he brought back its credibility in the military 

practice and emphasised its crucial functionality in the Armed Forces adaptation to the 

new strategic post-Cold War environment.   
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At the same time, in the 1980s, the Royal Navy continued its formal mission 

with NATO in the context of the potential global war, the ten years of the Armilla Patrol 

in the Gulf suggested slightly different realities. Markus Mader argues that the 

conceptual debate within the Royal Navy shifted from the nature and duration of the 

NATO mission towards evaluation of the results of expeditionary operations.
128

 The 

regionalisation of the Navy operations triggered the question regarding the balancing of 

the maritime force that could and was expected to cover the entire spectrum of 

capabilities. Regarding the use of force the types of tasks the Navy would have to 

perform, they would require „flexibility and versatility, as the spectrum of tasks ranged 

from ‘show of force’ and embargo enforcement to fully-fledged warfighting.’
129

 In this 

regard, Mader argues that the Royal Navy had envisioned the type of operations which 

would be required in the first post-Cold War environment, meaning the shift from sea 

control towards maritime power projection particularly functional in the cases of 

stability projection and crisis intervention.
130

 Thus, the importance of the naval 

discourse to the studied field is that it demonstrates that the influence of conceptual 

thinking on the services performance can be functional without doctrine. However, in 

the post-Cold War environment where doctrine gained its place in the national Armed 

Forces adaptation process, thanks to Bagnall, a service without a formal conceptual 

framework could find itself in a disadvantageous position in contrast to the other two 

services. Mader argues that the late publication of the high-level doctrine by the Royal 

Navy in the post-Cold War period was conditioned by the inner on-going changes 

within the service which seemed not to require the formal acknowledgment of these 

changes. However, „confronted with inter-service rivalry, the Royal Navy gradually 

acknowledged the need for a written statement of its role in the new strategic 

environment.‟
131

 

The New Chapter in the History of RAF Doctrine 

In the end of the 1980s − beginning of the 1990s, the service, without a 

conceptual framework for the national air power, was losing its self-sufficiency, 

particularly when American allies began to question their concepts in the light of the 

                                                           
128

 Mäder, In Pursuit of Conceptual Excellence, 161. 
129

 Ibid.. 
130

 Mäder, In Pursuit of Conceptual Excellence, 162. 
131

 Mäder, In Pursuit,154. 



   

 
 

102 
 

post-Vietnam experience.
132

 Although the attitude to doctrine remained generally quite 

hostile, RAF practitioners did not stop thinking about the concept of air power, its use 

and future. Although at the time, there was no formal single-service doctrine publication 

at use, 'there was some published writing available on the subject which provided 

guidance for those prepared to look.'
133

 The RAF magazine Air Clues was a forum for 

practitioners to discuss various ideas, share experiences and best practice. However, 

there was no official, systemised framework document to direct the service's 

development and facilitate it in the future of British Defence.  

 Under the conditions of the prevailing procedure-oriented approach in RAF 

practice, it is not surprising that the initiative to revive service doctrine came from a 

group of intellectuals. The next DDS, Group Captain Andrew Vallance, argued that the 

main rationale for his interest in RAF doctrine was due to the inquiries of American 

colleagues: 

'At that time, US doctrine was well-established, and American colleagues  

became interested in the British experience. That is why Chris Bowie initiated a  

research to find out what is meant by RAF doctrine. The finding was quite  

surprising for him – ‘we simply do not have one’.  Chris wondered how we  

structure our forces if we have no doctrine. Personally, I became interested in  

the topic and convinced RAF Chief to send me to Cambridge, where I explored  

the development of RAF doctrine in Post-World Wars period.'
134

 

The result of his study in Cambridge was a MPhil thesis on The Evolution of Air 

Power Doctrine 1957-1987,
135

 the main emphasis of which was an exploration of 

doctrinal experience within the service in order to 'chart the way ahead for doctrinal 

evolution.'
136

 In the article which followed in Air Clues in May 1988, Andrew Vallance 

argued that a single-service framework document had become essential in the 

environment of centralisation and merging of all colours into purple, meaning proto-

jointery, which was on the way. In 1984, with Heseltine‟s reorganisation of the Ministry 

of Defence, which 'aimed to eliminate the effects of inter-Service rivalry over the 
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allocation of defence resources,'
137

 and the introduction of a 'vertical perspective' into 

concept studies, one of the main obstacles was 'the trend towards ever greater role 

specialisation, when combined with the lack of a unifying central doctrine, meant that 

many civilians, politicians, and even military men tended increasingly to consider each 

role in isolation.'
138

 In order to make the vertical approach more productive, the RAF 

needed to express itself clearly and 'as a whole' from the horizontal perspective and a 

single-service doctrine could fulfil this role. In other words, in the process of proto-

jointery development and reorganisation of MOD, the framework document could 

explain air power's role to decision-makers and thus secure a more exact division of 

duties and avoidance of duplication. However, it also suggests that the service had to re-

establish its originality/authenticity in an age of reform. Thus, the necessity of doctrine 

was conditioned by changes in the internal environment rather than a new operational 

experience or factors in the wider external environment.  

As well as bringing attention to doctrine in the professional realm, Andrew 

Vallance showed that thinking on air power also existed informally.  He compiled 

relevant essays and published them as Air Power: Collected Essays on Doctrine in 

January 1990.
139

 This collection was an anthology of experts' opinions on various 

practices of air power use. It aimed at stimulating thinking in the Air Force. Andrew 

Vallance called it 'a doctrinal balloon: punch it and see where it will fly.'
140

  Later, this 

semi-official publication became the essence of the first edition of AP 3000,
141

 

published in 1991. 

The main rationale for publication was not only the lack of a single-service 

doctrine; the service needed a guide to change efficiently according to new tendencies 

in air power development. In this context, Andrew Vallance argued: 

'the new doctrine had to go away from strategic bombing; in Europe, its role  

was in air superiority. Therefore, the Air Force was going for a dominant role of  

the contemporary scale – air strategy and command of the Air.'
142
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The RAF had been without a distinct conceptual framework for a considerable 

period of time. The new doctrine was not only meant to summarise the relevant best 

practice of the past and how they could be applied in the new environment. It also had 

to explain what the service was at that time, and where it belonged in terms of British 

Defence and global security in the evolving strategic environment. Unlike contemporary 

doctrines, the 1
st
 edition of AP 3000 was not future-looking, but a reflection of 

contemporary problems, although it excluded lessons of the Gulf War, mainly due to the 

time it was published. Andrew Vallance argued that the driving force behind the first 

edition was a need to understand where the RAF was located post-Cold War: 

'The 1
st
 edition was looking at where we are now, in 1990s, the end of Cold War,  

experience of the Gulf War. It was waging of war on a grander scale, which still  

proved Cold War direction. There were 3 main types of air campaigns outlined  

in the first edition: Close Air Support (CAS), strategic effect and anti-surface.'
143

 

The characteristic feature of the new doctrine was that, unlike its predecessors, it 

was primarily aimed at practitioners and not just at decision-makers or a wider 

audience. In this regard, attention was paid to understanding and respect for doctrine per 

se, as a means of air power description and teaching to the service's junior officers and 

stimulation of more creative thinking. This tendency was well-presented in the foreword 

by then CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Peter Harding: 

'This manual does lay down a rigid set of rules; rather, it identifies guiding  

principles which can be used to ensure that air power is employed to best effect  

in national and multi-national defence. It has three aims. First, to foster a more  

cohesive approach to air power education within the Service; second, to be the  

foundation of our contribution to the formulation of joint-service doctrine, and 

 alliance doctrine with NATO or other allies; and, finally to enhance the  

understanding of air power within our sister-Services, the Civil Service,  

Parliament and the general public. This is the document for all branches of the  

Service and is as relevant to the administrator and the engineer as it is to the  

pilot. I expect all officers, irrespective of their branch, to familiarize themselves  

with its contents.'
144
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The tone of the address was aimed at persuading the audience that doctrine is 

relevant to all personnel of the service. Thus, it tried to overcome the environment of 

doctrine rejection and misperception, which had formed after 30 years of absence and a 

long-term history of its misuse. The very fact that CAS wrote a foreword to the doctrine 

gave it official recognition and authoritative status, which was quite an achievement at 

that time.
145

  

The necessity of doctrine and its infiltration into service practice was reflected in 

the text of the doctrine. Apart from chapters devoted to operational considerations of air 

power use, two separate chapters and one appendix were devoted to military doctrine 

per se.
146

 They concentrated on the definition and role of doctrine, levels of doctrine, 

which are traditional for contemporary publications, doctrine application and also 

doctrine preparation processes. The whole doctrinal discourse of the text can be 

summarised in a couple of paragraphs: 

'Doctrine is in essence "that which is taught". It is in accumulation of knowledge  

which is gained primarily from the study and analysis of experience. As such it  

reflects what works best...The function of military doctrine is not to detail a set  

of rules but to provide direction as an aid to understanding. The importance to  

an armed force of this was put by Major-General Fuller as follows: '"what to  

think" supplies us with the bricks and mortar, "how to think" with the  

craftsmanship'. It is that craftsmanship which formal military doctrine seeks to 

 develop.'
147

 

This was the crucial element, which all previous doctrines lacked – the 

orientation and ability to convince serving personnel that the document was written for 

them and that it is useful for their education and subsequent preparation for every-day 

practice as part of this service and the British Armed Forces, in general. That is the main 

reason why we can start the countdown of fully-formed and functional RAF doctrine 

with AP 3000, 1
st
 edition. Apart from various ways of showing the relevance of doctrine 

for personnel and its further application, this publication also assessed how doctrine 

should be prepared and when it fails to be relevant. In this regard, the most important 

connection was traced between doctrine and operational experience. Operational 

experience should serve as a source of knowledge for doctrine and also as means of its 
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validation and further modification, which is reflected in the doctrine preparation cycle 

shown below.  

 

 Figure 3 − Doctrine Preparation Cycle
148

 

Overall, it can be concluded that the first post-Cold War doctrine paved the way 

for a new chapter in RAF history, where doctrine was part of its modification and 

experience assessment. Although it can be argued that the publication of the first 

doctrine would have been more systematic and practice-oriented if it had waited for 

analysis of the Gulf War experiences, it was published in due time in order to 

understand the relevance of doctrine per se for the service and incorporated it into RAF 

practice. Although it can be argued that the doctrine was still Cold War-oriented and 

thus could not be progressive in its nature,
149

 it was the starting point of the service's 

conceptualisation in the post-Cold War era. 

 In this regard, explanation of where the service is at a particular point of time is 

a good start for its thinking on where it wants to go and how to evolve. Therefore, the 

main aim of the first post-Cold War RAF doctrine was to become the starting point of 

the service's self-realisation in the new strategic era. It was still too early to speak about 

its future, since the lessons of the new post-Cold War operation had not yet been 

analysed. Thus, although the first doctrine publication in 30 years was a significant step 

forward, the main driving force for service change and realization of the role of doctrine 

in service's preparation for the new wars was the experience of the Gulf War. 
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AP 3000, 2
nd

 edition, 1993 

Just as Bagnall's reform was a crucial for Army doctrines, so was the Gulf War 

for the new RAF doctrine. Accordingly, the 2
nd

 edition of AP 3000
150

 summarised the 

service's experience in the Gulf War and outlined the potential framework of the use of 

air power in the post-Cold War era. Whilst the Gulf War showed a crucial necessity for 

technological and tactical improvement,
151

 it also had an impact on the conceptual 

justification of air power and its facilitation into the new strategic environment.  

Although the traditional function of air power − strategic bombing − was revived in the 

War, it had gained a new conceptualisation in terms of a connection between precision 

potential and political objectives. Air power had not only proved useful in support of the 

land forces, but it had also shown its main advantages in terms of reach and speed in a 

limited time, which could not be achieved by any other service.
152

 It had also re-

established the necessity and importance of air superiority under the conditions of a new 

conflict like the Gulf War.
153

 Another lesson of the Gulf War was the efficiency of 

inter-service cooperation, particularly Air/Land warfare.
154

 Finally, the experience of 

the Gulf War argued for the importance of technology in the new age of warfare.
155

 All 

these aspects can be traced in the 2
nd

 edition of AP 3000. 

First of all, despite of the prevalence of the Cold War orientation of the military, 

the international response to the Iraqi threat was viewed as quite sufficient and rapid and 

as one which could not be provided by any other service.
156

 At that time, the 

deployment of F3 squadrons 48-hour after the British Government had committed itself 

to the conflict was viewed not only as the political confirmation of the  'special 

relationship' but also as reflecting the potential of air power to provide such means for 

decision-making.
157

 Although the advantages of air power had remained the same over a 

                                                           
150

Royal Air Force Air Power Doctrine (AP 3000). 2
nd

 Edition. Prepared under the direction of 

the Chief of the Air Staff (London: HMSO, 1993).  
151

Richard H. Shultz and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff eds., The Future of Air Power in the Aftermath of 

the Gulf War (Alabama: Air University Press, 1992), 10. 
152

Mäder, In Pursuit of Conceptual Excellence,117. 
153

 E.N. Luttwak "Victory through air power" Commentary vol.92, iss.2 (August 1991): 29. 
154

 Thomas A., Keaney "The linkage of air and ground power in the future of conflict" 

International Security, vol. 22, no. 2 (Fall 1997): 148. 
155

 David, Callahan "Air power comes of age" Technology Review, vol.97, iss.6 

(August/September 1994): 65. 
156

 Deptula David and Charles Link, "Modern Warfare: Desert Strom, Operation Iraqi Freedom 

and Operation Freedom" Air Power History, vol. 54, no.4 (Winter 2007): 39. 
157

William Head, "The Battle for Ra's Al-Khafji and the Effects of Air Power January 29-

February 1 Part 1, 1991" Air Power History, vol. 60, no. 1 (Spring 2013): 5.  



   

 
 

108 
 

few decades, the emphasis on speed and reach was aimed at the incorporation of air 

power and the service back to the national discourse of its defence functionality instead 

of the NATO one. In other words, the War and its subsequent analysis in terms of air 

power use argued for the importance of air power as the 'means of first use' for the 

decision-makers.
158

 In this context, doctrine summarised the campaign in terms of air 

offensive in the following manner: 

'During the Gulf War of 1991, Coalition Strategic Air offensive operations  

achieved major results. The attack disrupted Iraq's nuclear research and  

production capabilities and severely damaged its chemical and biological  

warfare facilities. Half of Iraq's oil-refining capacity was destroyed, the national  

electricity grid was ‘broken', transport feeder routes to Kuwait cut by half and  

communications were severely disrupted. Baghdad was short of food and  

without electricity and mains water.'
159

 

This passage from the doctrine demonstrates in a very delicate and precise 

manner how strategically efficient the air offensive was considered to be and how many 

political objectives it could achieve if applied at the strategic level. As the following 

decades showed, the use of air power in distant regional conflicts would be able to 

confirm national participation, influence and support to regional allies. In other words, 

deployment of air power and land forces are two entirely different matters from 

financial, human resources and politic-strategic perspectives. On the other hand, 

although British response to the conflict was rapid, the immediate deployment was 

subject to logistics and situational characteristics. The speed of deployment was partly 

due to the on-going training of two F3 squadrons on Cyprus and their subsequent 

technical readiness was due to the training operation they were involved in.
160

 

Nevertheless, this experience proved high efficiency of air power combining combat 

strength and ability to be deployed in distant battlefields within a relatively short period 

of time.
161
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Secondly, the war had proved the vital necessity of air superiority for any sort of 

campaign. In this context, it was not the concept of air superiority that was new to the 

operation, but rather the general capabilities of air power to provide background support 

to all other operational activities on land. Although the initial plan of the campaign 

envisioned four separately conducted phases, in which the role of air power was in 

clearing the area as much as possible for the large-scale land operation, the merging of 

phases, which resulted in almost simultaneous performance, showed that air power was 

an equal partner in the campaign.
162

 The whole operation embodied the symbiosis of air 

and land warfare conducted simultaneously. These were not simple tasks of destroying 

land targets and letting the army do the 'real job', but a case of joint inter-service 

cooperation at its best. The doctrine addresses this aspect as follows: 

'Strategic air offensive operations can be carried largely independently of other  

air and surface operations, but they tend to be very much more effective, when  

fully integrated into theatre campaigns.'
163

 

Regaining an independent yet joint role in the achievement of strategic 

objectives and subsequent equal status with other services had various implications. 

First of all, it demonstrated an equal functionality between different services, 

irrespective of their natural environment, which was good from the point of cooperation 

and evolution of campaign planning for the future. On the other hand, it had also 

contributed to the overreliance on jointery. Although operational cooperation between 

services and nations proved to be efficient, despite some minor contradictions,
164

 the 

same expectation concerning peacetime cooperation under the conditions of the post-

Cold War transformation was rather a dream than reality.  Thus, contextual judgement 

was essential. Thirdly, the air power concept of strategic bombingwas not only revived 

and modified according to the new strategic discourse, but was finally proved to be 

correct: 

'The precision of the Coalition air attacks was of a completely different order  

from that achieved during previous wars; this enabled Coalition air forces to 

attack successfully a large number of strategic centres of gravity within a single  
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wave, thus achieving strategic paralysis of the enemy.'
165

 

This was because of the correspondence of the available technologies to almost 

century-old concepts. The improved precision of aircraft and application of UAV drones 

and laser sighting contributed to a relatively surgical character of the war.
166

 The 

significance of stealth technology was particularly emphasised within the doctrine:  

'The Gulf War also witnessed the usefulness of stealth technology in strategic air  

offensive operations. Stealthy F-117As flew hundreds of sortie without loss.  

Though comprising only 2.5% of the Coalition force, the F-117s struck 31% of  

the strategic targets and 80% of the targets in Baghdad.'
167

 

Precision gave an opportunity to attack a wider choice of targets and evaluate 

their strategic relevance. In other words, the experience of the Gulf War was the start of 

the concept of 'effects-based targeting', which was to prevail over the strategic discourse 

through 1990s.
168

 The core of the conceptual changes was not in semantics. It was the 

adaptation of the functionality of air power from the large-scale bombing of the Second 

World War to the expeditionary roles of the Twenty-First century. 

Finally, the doctrine was beginning to look forward and adapt to the new global 

security discourse, which included Peace Support Operations (PSO). Although the 

development of PSO doctrine was still far from its completion,
169

 RAF doctrine 

addressed this topic from the perspective of air power. Andrew Vallance argued:  

'In the 2
nd

 edition we started to get involved in PSO. This edition included 5  

categories of air campaigns. In reality, PSO was a variation of surface attack  

operation. This time we had PGMs, which showed that air power was able to  

deliver what it has always promised. PGMs also raised another question – you  

do not need so many combat forces, if you have those [PGMs]. On the other  

hand, the counter-force was the importance of ISTAR, which meant a necessity 

of diversity of combat forces. Thus, Air Power was not just for mass effect but  

for selective targets. Enemy casualties mattered. You could not wage the war by  
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a simple statement ‘they are enemies – will kill them all – we win the war.‟
170

 

Consequently, success in the Gulf War and the revival of doctrine in the service 

resulted in the introduction of a new doctrine development process. From 1994, regular 

air power workshops were conducted between the RAF Staff College and the Centre for 

Defence Studies.
171

 The main aim of these workshops was to reflect on ongoing 

operations to promote the conceptual thinking of the service and in terms of national 

defence.  The main topics of the time were the contribution of air power to peace 

support operations, influenced by NATO‟s Operation Deliberate Force of 1995 in 

Bosnia, the impact of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) on air power etc. The 

next step in encouraging exchange of ideas was the establishment of the service's own 

journal on air power discussions −Air Power Review, in 1998.
172

 Accordingly, doctrine 

became the service's evaluation of operational experience, its introduction into training 

courses and means of the service's self-explanation and manifestation to a wider 

audience, in that very order of priorities.  

The Lessons of History 

Looking through this chapter, one might ask a reasonable question – so what 

does all that mean; what does the history of the RAF teach us and what has it to do with 

doctrine? From all that was mentioned above, the main conclusion would be that history 

is crucial for doctrinal studies. From the technical perspective, history provides doctrine 

with experience on which to learn and train new generations. It gives understanding of 

what was done and from which assumptions contemporary ideas and concepts are 

derived. On the other hand, history provides practical evidence of doctrine application 

and pitfalls of misinterpretation. From the perceptive of doctrine evolution, history 

gives an exceptional perspective to observe, not only the connection between a 

concept's endurance and the service's and air power's evolution, but also to explore the 

reasons behind doctrine writing and the development of doctrine. Thus, knowledge of 

history is a key to unravelling not only the meaning of the contents of a formal doctrine, 

but also its purpose and evolving functionality in terms of the military-political 

dichotomy. It is also a key to understanding doctrinal dilemmas and potential failure –

the human factor (over-reliance on prescribed methods and the lack of creative 
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thinking). Therefore, the following are the lessons learned from the history of the RAF 

doctrine. 

 Doctrine can become a dogma if it is not revised and changed according to the 

development of the strategic environment and technological capabilities. Trenchard's 

experience with doctrine was doomed to failure because doctrine was initially 

associated with the service's independence. Consequently, the rationale was based on 

the idea that the psychological effect of strategic bombing was a cornerstone of air 

power. This concept justified the existence of the service and its potential functionality 

in war. Thus, in order to secure the permanency of the service's status, the supporting 

concept had to remain permanent. Subsequently, the formal doctrine, new editions 

notwithstanding, remained almost the same. Instead of reflecting changing strategic and 

technological realities, doctrine was used to secure the material embodiment of the 

conceptual framework. From a perspective of survival, as a new-born service, the 

constant search for alternative concepts of air power use might have resulted in lack of 

trust and even a potential dissociation between other services. Without a precise 

conceptual framework outlining the unique role of air power, the service would not be 

able to explain the rationale for its independence and the role in British defence to other 

services and government.  

Although, during war, services will do whatever the goal requires and try to 

support each other, in peacetime, rivalry persists. However, the first RAF doctrines 

were written in peacetime, as a preparation for war. The severity of inter-service 

struggle might affect doctrine even more than experience of previous and ongoing 

operations. Since peacetime is a time of preparation for the next war, if time is wasted 

on dividing the defence budgetary cake and not on the development of new approaches 

to the missions conduct and planning of joint operations, then services might find 

themselves unprepared for the next war. Under those circumstances, the cost of wasted 

time might outweigh the privileged position of any service.  From the doctrinal 

perspective, the lesson is that, while exploring the formal doctrine of a particular time, 

the state of inter-service rivalry should not be forgotten. In order to understand the full 

complexity of tasks imposed on a given document, the wider political, defence and 

inter-service situation should be explored. Another lesson to learn is that, although 

doctrine can be associated with a service's independence and self-justification, its main 

purpose as guidance to the Armed Forces should not be substituted by secondary ones. 
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Thus, history shows that in order to understand a given doctrine, exploration of its 

historical framework is essential.  

The importance of inter-service rivalry in the process of doctrine writing is that 

it might confuse the purpose of the doctrine as a guide for military personnel with a 

political document advertising the service to attract more funding. In other words, the 

doctrine might lose its initial purpose and become a means of manipulation. Another 

aspect of inter-service rivalry is that depending on the emphasis placed on British 

defence of a particular time and which service seems to be dominant, the emphasis on 

certain cooperation with that dominant service is outlined in doctrines of two other 

services. Thus, the inter-service rivalry is inevitable and always present in the Armed 

Forces discourse of any country. On the other hand, the factors influencing doctrine 

preparation process should not be reduced to a single element of inter-service rivalry. 

There are many factors that influence the final content of the doctrine. The situational 

configuration of these factors in the dominant context of inter-service rivalry shapes the 

doctrine.  In other words, the atmosphere of inter-service rivalry is a constant factor, 

while the others can vary depending on the historical context. The essential point 

regarding inter-service rivalry is that in a cause-effect relationship, it is not the cause or 

trigger for the RAF position regarding its doctrine and the manner it is written. The 

main motivation in the RAF doctrine preparation and the emphasising of strategic role 

of air power is the desire of the service to preserve its independence.  

In terms of previous lessons, there is another consideration, which should be 

taken into account: when doctrine stops being a guide to military personnel, what does it 

become? The experience of RAF doctrine shows that, when the primary audience of 

military personnel is substituted by the secondary, meaning a wider audience of 

politicians and decision-makers, doctrine functions as a political document.  As a 

political document it expresses a certain purpose which is as short-lived as the political 

situation for which the document was written. Under such conditions, doctrine is 

incapable of securing the endurance of the long-term experience of the service, but 

rather provides material justification of conceptual claims for further financing. 

Doctrine fails to carry any educative role and subsequent relevance for service 

personnel, and therefore it loses any practical relevance and validity. In other words, the 

same document could have been called a report to the government: 'The service's 

justification of its existence and money spending'. It should be emphasised that military 
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institutions do have to report and justify their spending to the government; however, 

RAF doctrinal history shows that doctrine is the wrong document in which to do so. 

Thus, the lesson to be learned here is that doctrine should, first of all, target military 

personnel and be a guide to desired performance. Only as a secondary purpose, should it 

explain the service to a wider audience.  

From the perspective of doctrine evolution, the lesson is that, although doctrine 

should be revised according to changes in the strategic environment, the driving forces 

for reviewing doctrine vary from time to time. The rationale for each doctrinal revision 

is different. The first RAF doctrine was written due to the necessity of a formal 

framework document to reflect the existence of an independent service. Although the 

subsequent editions were not characterised by substantial conceptual changes, the 

revision of AP 1300 after 1945 was prompted by failure of the expected psychological 

effects of strategic bombing and diversity of operational experiences of WWII. In this 

context, the new doctrine was crucial for explaining the previous failures and also to 

provide new guidance in the entirely new environment of the nuclear age. However, 

while the doctrine of 1945 was more apologetic and explanatory in its nature, the 

doctrine of 1957 was a justification of the strategic offensive in the framework of the 

new nuclear strategic environment and necessity to preserve the role of strategic nuclear 

deterrence. In other words, doctrine was again used as a means to political ends and, in 

this case, evolution of the service. Finally, the doctrine of 1991 aimed at the reformation 

of the service due to the new realities of the Post-Cold War era. Starting from AP 3000 

(2
nd

edition), the main reason for writing doctrine became the necessity of absorbing the 

new operational experiences and their introduction into training courses. Overall, it can 

be summarised that doctrine is rewritten when substantial changes in the strategic and 

political environments occur.  

Probably one of the most crucial lessons of RAF doctrinal history, which 

inevitably should be taken into account in this research, is that decades of doctrinal 

dogmatism created the doctrine-hostile environment within the RAF. In this regard, it 

did not only mean that Andrew Vallance had to fight the reluctance of RAF personnel to 

produce and even read doctrine. The service's inner culture, which was formed during 

these decades and which is passed to the new generation, is doctrine-sceptical, at best. 

Therefore, throughout the research it should be kept in mind that there were diverse 

groups within the service that considered doctrine to be another means of bureaucracy 
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and that tactics-oriented thinking is the most functional within the RAF. Thus, the 

struggle between intellectuals and tacticians should not be forgotten. The main 

relevance of this lesson to this research is that this struggle and the service's anti-

intellectualism were reflected in various ways in the studied doctrines and thus showed 

certain tendencies within the service's development. This is particularly the case when 

history can give an answer to the contemporary situation. These lessons will become 

more vivid and relevant when particular examples of contemporary doctrines are 

studied and the first one will be the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000, which is the subject of the 

next two chapters. 
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CHAPTER III: CASE STUDY OF THE 3
RD 

EDITION OF AP 3000 (PART I) 

The 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 was published in 1999. Like the first two editions, 

the main responsibility for the preparation and publication of the air power doctrine was 

with DDS and a group of specialists. This edition of AP 3000 was prepared under the 

supervision of Group Captain Stuart W. Peach (DDS for the RAF), as the principal 

author and editor, and Wing Commodore P.J Greville (SO1 Defence Studies, RAF), as 

an assistant editor.
1
 Various warfare specialists from all three services were involved in 

discussions and doctrinal workshops. Although, for the purpose of this research, 

interviewing participants and authors of the doctrine would have been helpful, 

unfortunately the main participants were not available. Therefore, the following case 

study is remote from events and so is more reliant on analysis of secondary literature to 

provide a basis for a deeper analysis and understanding. In terms of understanding the 

environment that prevailed within the service and subsequent complexities in doctrine 

preparation, various practitioners who were active within the service at that time helped 

to fill the gaps. Interviews with Andrew Vallance, Peter Gray and Chris Finn were of 

particular relevance in this regard.  

Unlike the previous two editions of AP 3000, the structure of the new one was 

different. First of all, the doctrine no longer tried to explain the relevance of doctrine 

per se to either practitioners or a wider audience. Therefore, such chapters as 'Military 

Doctrine', 'Applying the Doctrine', 'The Doctrinal Process' were omitted in the new 

edition. Instead, this edition concentrated on the nature of doctrine, its relevance for the 

service and the historical development of air power doctrine. Consequently, this edition 

included such chapters as 'The Nature of Doctrine' and 'History of British Air Power 

Doctrine'. Another feature of the new edition was that the use of air power was 

embodied not by the five categories of air campaigns envisioned in the 2
nd

 edition, but 

in terms of capabilities. The document was divided into three parts. The first part 

explained the strategic context contained in three chapters: 'The Nature of War and 

Armed Conflict', 'Air Power' and 'The Command and Control of Air Power'. The second 

part referred to air power's core capabilities. This included chapters such as: 

'Information Exploitation', 'Control of the Air', 'Strategic Effect of Air Power', 'Joint 

Force Employment 1: Indirect Air Operations and Direct Air Operations', 'Joint Force 

Employment 2: Combat Support Air Operations', 'Joint Force Employment 3: Force 

Protection', and a chapter on 'Sustainability'. The third part explored the evolution of air 
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power doctrine. Particular attention was paid to the nature of doctrine, history of British 

air power doctrine, air power definitions and terms and a chapter on further reading.  

FACTORS OF THE EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT 

The 3
rd 

edition of AP 3000 was separated from its predecessor by five years. 

This period was characterised by the development post-Cold War strategic environment 

and the appearance of new unconventional types of conflict. Accordingly, a new 

doctrine was needed in order to reflect the new operational experience of Bosnia. The 

new doctrine had to reflect these changes, explain the place of air power in the new 

strategic environment, and also secure its validity within the service. In the foreword, 

then CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Richard Johns stated: 

'With the certainties of the Cold War now a fading memory, subsequent conflicts 

 in the Gulf and Balkans have reminded us that the world remains a violent,  

dangerous and unpredictable place. But, as singular certainty for the future, we 

 may rest assured that Air Power, in all or any of its many guises, will continue  

to play a full part in the resolution of crises at any level of conflict. In our  

rapidly changing world, we should not allow doctrine to become dogma. Thus,  

to insure its continuing relevance, doctrine must reflect a process of continuing  

review that examines definitions and concepts, as well as the roles and missions  

of Air Power.'
2
 

The Experience of Previous Operations 

While the experience of the Gulf War argued for the supremacy of conventional 

warfare, the experience of Bosnia argued for the rise of more intricate and less specific 

conflicts; air power had to be conceptualised to cover both. Consequently, the ways of 

its use were to be determined by experiences of two entirely different operations. Air 

Chief Marshal Brian Burridge commented:  

'....just to simplify, the First Gulf War. Then, that was very much about  

preparation of the battlespace. If you think about it, there was some  

considerable period of continuous air bombardment of fielded forces, Iraqi  

fielded forces, before the land forces engaged. And the nature of our ability, at  

the time, and perhaps the engagement from the land warfare point of view meant  

that integration of land and air in a manoeuvrist way was not really an issue.  

Separately, in the Balkans, we were confronted with an enemy who did not  
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necessarily correspond to coercion in the traditional way.'
3
 

The Bosnian conflict showed just how complex operations could be when 

military means were used to attain humanitarian goals. This suggested the need for a 

new operational framework − Peace Support Operations (PSO). Bosnia was a starting 

point for the development of this type of operation and its subsequent conceptualisation 

in Armed Forces' thinking. In this regard, Bosnia showed that there was a fundamental 

friction when pursuing humanitarian objectives, particularly when the military could not 

be entirely effective due to the limitations imposed by humanitarian objectives and 

subsequent restraints on actions. For instance, during Operation Deny Flight, the 

targeting approval process was strict. For a NATO aircraft to hit Serbian artillery 

striking Sarajevo, approval was required from the UN Secretary General; naturally, by 

the time approval was received, the gun was under cover.
4
  

The second miss-step of Operation Deny Flight was an inconsistency between 

actual strikes and the political message being sent to the belligerents. After the first 

strikes of Deny Flight, the UN officials declared that these measures were necessary due 

to the deterioration of the situation, but that it took no sides. Afterwards, in order to 

reduce the risk of UNPROFOR personnel from being taken hostages, the UK and 

France blocked plans for new strikes.
5
 What might be viewed as adequate political and 

diplomatic action under certain circumstances was a counterproductive and disastrous in 

military/tactical terms. Stopping strikes gave the Serbs an opportunity to recover and 

regroup their forces. Although the UN tried to resolve the problem through diplomatic 

means according to international law, the belligerents treated UN observers as hostages, 

chaining them to bunkers and main infrastructure targets like bridges and 

communication towers.
6
   

This relates to another crucial consideration which also restrained the use of air 

power: sensitivity to collateral damage. This resulted in particularly strict and 

prescriptive Rules of Engagement (ROEs) − 'OPLAN 40101's ROE annex, Security 

Council Resolutions, and the general feeling that even small levels of collateral damage 

would undermine political support tightly restricted what NATO air men actually could 
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do,'
7
 not to mention the fact that these ROEs outlined the types of target, that could be 

hit, and subsequent accountability to civil authorities which could interrupt the air 

campaign at any stage of its conduct.
8
 The problem here was not simply in the fact that 

certain targets were omitted, but that 'highly restrictive ROEs, useful for preventing 

unwanted escalation, can also increase the risks to the forces involved in an operation.'
9
 

All in all, the experience of Bosnia was bringing practitioners to the conclusion that the 

conflicts of the post-Cold War strategic environment, particularly characterised by 

peace-support element, would undermine traditional use of military capabilities.
10

 In 

this regard, Tony Mason commented that there were two views of the conflict: 'Those 

who argued that Air Power could bring the Bosnian tragedies to a speedy conclusion 

were opposed by those who were concerned about collateral damage, retaliation 

against civilians and UN forces on the ground, and the apparent lack of suitable targets 

for air attack in a confused patchwork of relatively small military confrontations; nor 

was topography of Bosnia as Air Power friendly as in Iraq.'
11

 

In terms of cooperation among the three services, synchronisation was required. 

In other words, synergy was back on the table of conceptual discussions and planning, 

although the concept itself was not new.
 12

Andrew Lambert stated that 'as a buzz-word 

of the 1980s, ‘synergy’ came to be applied to any interaction deserving approbation; it 

became hackneyed, and any two successful combinations were frequently labelled a 

‘synergy’. However,  the true effect was often one of increasing numbers producing 

increasing results, when, in reality, the extra forces reacted in contrary, or perhaps only 

complementary, ways with one another.'
13

 While Operation Desert Storm showed 'an 

unmistakable operation-level synergy, demonstrated by the ease of the land offensive,'
14

 

the lack of consistent coordination between forces in Bosnia resulted in negative 
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synergetic results.
15

 One of the lessons of Bosnia was that synergy should be used in 

order to prevent UN soldiers or any other land forces being taken as hostages in 

response to air attacks. Depending on the characteristics of the operation, when 

synergistically used, air power could decrease the enemy's power, leaving the land 

forces to tidy up the rest, or it could be used as a means of supporting peacekeeping and 

peace enforcement operations, thus securing its role in the PSO environment.
16

 

Operational Experience in Doctrinal Discourse 

The unconventional nature of Bosnia and its difference from the Gulf War meant 

that existing air power doctrine was not enough to reflect the new strategic reality and 

the role of air power in it. It does not mean that AP 3000 (2
nd

 edition) was wrong, rather 

that it was still more oriented to the experience of the Gulf War and employment of the 

Armed Forces in conventional warfare.
17

 The striking difference between the two 

conflicts shows that doctrine cannot predict development of the strategic environment 

and be fully prepared for it, but also that it should not be entirely devoted to the 

experience of a single operation, even if it is the most recent campaign. Thus, a more 

systematic approach was still required. The new doctrine had to develop a new 

conceptual framework towards the improvement of synergy on the basis of lessons 

learned from two recent campaigns.
18

  

Thus, somehow, the new doctrine had to cooperate with the doctrines of other 

services or, at least, not to contradict their concepts of PSO. It also had to take into 

account the changing nature of the domestic political and public opinion, and be a 

means of preserving support at home.
19

 Consequently, it is not surprising that the new 

edition of AP 3000 was not published right after the Bosnian conflict; there were simply 

too many variables. A detailed analysis of the use of air power in the recent operation 

was required. Therefore, it would not be sufficient just to look into which examples of 

Bosnia were shown in the text of the doctrine; the internal means of reflection on this 
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experience were of particular relevance. In this regard, the post-Cold War development 

of the Army's PSO doctrine had a significant influence on AP 3000 3
rd

 edition.  

PSO doctrine and the RAF 

The first few years after the Cold War were characterised by the argument 

within the Army about which way peacekeeping was meant to go, and whether changes 

were needed, in the first place. The traditional approach was through national 

contributions to the UN framework, with the use of force only for extreme cases of self-

defence. Consequently, the consent of all participating parties was required.
20

 However, 

the reality of Bosnia showed that this was not enough. Post operational analysis 

demonstrated the inconsistency between tradition/dogma and the new reality, which 

stimulated a debate on the new PSO doctrine. The essence of the discussion was in 

making a distinction between peacekeeping, peace support and subsequent peace 

enforcement. The group of traditionalists, together with Colonel Allan Mallinson and 

Lieutenant Colonel Charles Dobbie,
21

 argued that the main distinguishing feature 

between peacekeeping and peace enforcement was absolute consent and that peace 

enforcement equalled warfighting.
22

  

The opposite group of thinkers, represented by John Mackinlay, Richard 

Connaughton and Philip Wilkinson, argued for a more progressive common ground 

between PSO and COIN approaches. Wilkinson, as one of the authors of this doctrine, 

argued that although peace enforcement, just as war-fighting, had no consent, the main 

difference was supposed to be in means and objectives. Peace enforcement was 

supposed to aim at a return of consent and required military force to be applied in the 

most limited way.
23

 On the other hand, war fighting aimed at achieving a particular 

political objective with substantial application of force depending on the situation.  

Regardless of the existing debate, the final variant of Wider Peace Keeping (WPK) was 

influenced and actually written in the context of the traditionalist approach.
24
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Therefore, it is not surprising that such a single-minded approach to doctrine 

writing caused a wave of criticism of the doctrine. The first criticism was the fact that it 

was built on very vague notions like consent, which could be interpreted in various 

ways depending on inter-state or intra-state context.
25

 Secondly, in the way the 

document was written, it was more a plan of action rather than doctrine. In this context, 

Connaughton suggested that instead of broad principles applicable under the conditions 

of any operation, the document reminded him of prescriptions derived exclusively from 

the Bosnia experience.
26

 On the other hand, according to Mallinson, expectations from 

this interim and tactical level doctrine were pushed to the level of an operational one. 

He referred to criticism of Connaughton.
27

 He argued that consent at the tactical and 

operational levels had a different meaning. While, in the field, consent might be lost for 

various reasons it should not be dismissed at the operational level.  

Another important issue discussed by Mallinson was that, irrespective of a 

potential need for a new and wide doctrine on peacekeeping, WPK was not the one and 

the very aim of the document was exclusively tactical, depicting long-existing military 

practices and peacekeeping realities.
28

 In other words, the main negative aspect of the 

document was its situational nature and orientation at the tactical level guidelines rather 

than as advice on generic principles on how to act in PSO regarding various levels of 

consent and escalation. In his book, Markus Mader draws the conclusion that the 

document served a political purpose, rather than as a military guide; 'in short, the 

doctrine had a clear political function serving specific Service interests: the justification 

of its behaviour vis-a-vis Bosnia.'
29

 

It may seem from this that disputes about particular Army doctrine had nothing 

to do with the RAF and subsequent use of air power. However, the connection was 

direct – the lessons of Bosnia applied in the WPK were also applied in judging the 

performance of air power, which was the main power used in the conflict. Therefore, 

the evaluation of the Army in terms of development of the new WPK doctrine was also 

aimed at shaping the future of PSO and subsequent roles air power could play in it. 

Since the debate about consent and the meaning of peace enforcement was quite fierce, 
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the RAF elite had to consider a wide spectrum of air power use in the PSO environment. 

This not only meant that a distinction between air power's roles in peacekeeping, peace-

support and peace enforcement was needed, but the emphasis was meant to be placed on 

air power to be flexible enough to adapt to any changes of the environment, including 

shifts in the Army thinking on the nature of consent and subsequent definition of the 

peace enforcement roles each service might play.  

Andrew Lambert argued that the experience of Bosnia showed that the 

efficiency of air power in peace enforcement can be achieved through improvement of 

synergy.
30

 However, at that same time, Phil Sabin argued that PSOs were not meant to 

be treated as an entirely new phenomenon and that since they were 'shaped by complex 

and dynamic interaction of the strategies of the intervening states and the local 

combatants; in this, PSOs are analogous to limited wars.'
31

 The subsequent conclusion 

of this statement was that since certain analogies can be applied to PSOs, they should be 

used as 'doctrinal considerations of PSOs proceeds, rather than treating PSOs as an 

entirely distinct form of activity in which the only way of improving our understanding 

is through hard school of trial and error in the operations themselves.'
32

 This 

conclusion had a couple of further theoretical implications. First of all, if PSO was not 

entirely new and a certain analogy with limited wars could be made, then air power 

could be applied accordingly, without having to reinvent the wheel. Secondly, it meant 

that air power had a substantial background from colonial experience in dealing with 

limited wars and insurgencies, which was another step towards a middle ground 

between peacekeeping and counterinsurgency. Finally, this suggestion also offered the 

fact that air power can, in its own way, go about PSO without waiting for the Army 

doctrine to evolve. This meant the development of theoretical thinking rather than the 

independent role of air power in PSO.  

Even taking PSO doctrine as new guidance for future operations, air power was 

considered to be contributory to all four phases of the PSO environment: preventive 

diplomacy, peacemaking, peacekeeping and peace enforcement. The main benefit of air 

power was in its remoteness from the place of conflict, which meant that it could be 

applied according to the extent of the limited political commitment sought. In this 
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regard, air power could be used as a deterrent means in preventive diplomacy or to 

prepare the way for ground forces.
33

 Its roles could be contributory in coalition activities 

(transportation of humanitarian supplies) or 'intermittent: activated and suspended in 

harmony with diplomatic and other actions or considerations in a peacebuilding 

process.'
34

 In the reconnaissance role in PSOs, air power was considered to have the 

following benefits: air recce was less affected by consent constraints; it identified 

potential belligerents and discriminated them from the civilian population; it contributed 

to UN forces in gaining escalation dominance; and it contributed to identification of 

belligerents' intentions.
35

 Even in respect of transport operations, air power was crucial 

for the movement of supply, equipment, airborne operations of insertion or 

redeployment of combat forces, aero-medical evacuation to insertion and recovery of 

Special Operations Forces (SOF) and combat recovery.
36

 

At the conclusion of this discourse the RAF elite argued that air power had the 

necessary attributes of multi-functionality and flexibility for conventional inter-state 

conflicts and the PSO environment. This multi-facet thinking on air power was also 

ready for the PSO doctrine of 1998, which was written under the direct supervision of 

Phillip Wilkinson. It reflected the first stages in the merging of PSO and COIN doctrine, 

which aimed not at the provision of an absolute consent, but the use of coercion in a 

new way; in order to restore consent and desired outcomes within international 

mandates.
37

 The new doctrine was inspired by the experience of the late stages of 

Bosnia and replacement of UNPROFOR by NATO forces − the Implementation Force 

(IFOR).
38

 Although the new doctrine took a more modern direction, it still caused fierce 

disputes, particularly between Conaughton, who argued for the necessity of a more 

practical operations-driven doctrine, and Wilkinson, who emphasised that 'doctrine 

should not reflect what happened but suggest appropriate responses.'
39
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All in all, the discourse of PSO doctrine demonstrates that due to the uncertainty 

of the Army approach to PSO reflected in WPK; the independent thinking on the role of 

air power in PSOs was justified. Although WPK showed certain tendencies in the way 

the Army was approaching PSOs, it also demonstrated a lack of unanimity about this 

path. Although it is difficult to find out how ideas were exchanged at that time within 

and between services, it is undeniable that the Army's operational doctrines affected all 

services, mainly because they were not writing entirely separate operational doctrines of 

their own. Therefore, in order to fit any framework adopted by the Army, the RAF took 

a more flexible, accepting and diplomatic approach to the matter – incorporating new 

objectives and tasks which corresponded to existing and evolving threats. So, in the 

context of independent and flexible thinking on air power, it could have been expected 

that RAF doctrine, just as in the first two editions, would describe a single-service 

answer to the posed challenges of the strategic environment irrespective of the Army's 

volatile conceptual search. In order to verify the extent to which the PSO environment 

and experiences of Bosnia had influenced and were reflected in the 3
rd

 edition of AP 

3000, the actual references to these elements should be traced through the text of the 

doctrine.  

The PSO reality was outlined already in the first chapter, devoted to the nature 

of war and armed conflict. Different types of PSOs were identified in terms of the new 

types of conflicts in which British Armed Forces might be deployed in the future. The 

main types of operations constituted an entire spectrum of conflict: general war, limited 

conflict, regional conflict, civil war, insurgency and terrorism.
40

 The subsequent 

response to this diversity of conflicts was reflected in the types of operations: 

preventative diplomacy, conflict prevention and defence diplomacy, peace support 

operations, peacekeeping, peace enforcement, post-conflict activity and peace building 

and humanitarian operations.
41

 Further description of each operation follows a regular 

pattern − the explanation of the meaning of a particular type of operation for the conflict 

resolution, where it is on the ladder of conflict escalation and consent; what is the legal 

basis in terms of UN Charter and finally the definition is given from the new edition of 

PSO doctrine Peace Support Operations (JWP 3-50).
42
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This pattern can be traced through an example of peace enforcement. First of all, 

it is shown where it fits in terms of other operations related to peace and security and 

further conflict escalation: 'If a crisis deteriorates further or a humanitarian catastrophe 

develops, the mandate may be changed to authorise the use of force, typically via a UN 

Chapter VII mandatory Security Council Resolution.'
43

 This description also justifies 

the legal basis for the conduct of operation within the UN authorisation through a 

subsequent mandate: 'such use of force is described as peace enforcement and requires 

compliance with a mandate to secure peace and restore international security.'
44

 Due to 

the aforementioned discourse on consent and a gap between peace support operations 

and counter-insurgency, regarding the degree of coercion applied, the doctrine 

emphasises the exact direction it follows in this context: 'peace enforcement operations 

are undertaken to establish and maintain peace when consent may be lost or uncertain; 

peace enforcement operations are, thus, coercive.'
45

  

Because of the emphasis placed on the transitional role of peace enforcement 

before actual warfighting, it could have been concluded that the doctrine was influenced 

by JWP 3-50. However, actual proof of the connection between the two doctrines can be 

found in the description of peace-support operations used in JWP 3-50:  

'Peace Enforcement operations are coercive in nature and undertaken under 

 Chapter VII of the UN Charter when the consent of any of the major parties to  

the conflict is uncertain. They are designed to maintain peace and re-establish  

peace or enforce and the terms specified in the mandate.'
46

  

The importance of such evidence is not simply in the fact that this doctrine 

affected AP 3000 but that it was viewed as an authoritative source for the national 

definition of new types of operations. Accordingly, what we see is not simply RAF 

thinking on the matter of how to use air power in PSOs, but a joint approach to the use 

of air power in a wider spectrum of conflicts in cooperation with other services. In other 

words, we have here the first sketches of 'joint air power doctrine'
47

rather than a single-

service doctrine on air power use.  
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This doctrine demonstrates newly emerging tendencies in the national and 

international environment, which was not simply characterised by PSO requirements, 

but by the joint and combined nature of any future operation. Although a few years 

before the publication of the 3
rd

 edition, the RAF elite's thinking was more single-

service and air power-oriented, the doctrine of 1999 was aimed at joint and inter-service 

cooperation, which was directly derived from JWP 3-50, as an authoritative source for 

description and characterisation of PSO reality. In this context, it can be argued that 

although the experience of previous operations had a substantial impact on shaping the 

thinking on the roles of air power in the new environment, the doctrine was not case-

specific and simply experience-adopting in its intention.  

Changes were adopted and reflected in this doctrine in a different way than the 

first two publications. While the first two were driven by the author's initiative and 

concentrated on practical experience, the 3
rd

 edition was more institutional in its nature. 

It was beginning to pave the way for the RAF to jointery, shaping the adaptation of the 

national Armed Forces to the post-Cold War era. In terms of doctrinal development, it 

can be argued that although the experience of previous operations affected doctrine, 

after the first two editions, the tendency shifted towards institutionalisation and 

systematisation of doctrine in order to fit within the developing joint environment of 

that time. It might be also the reason why the doctrine was not published immediately 

after Bosnia, since the reflection on operational experience within the Army was 

required in order to achieve synergy and further improvement of performance. The 

counter-argument, that it takes more time to prepare text of a doctrine for publication, is 

irrelevant in this case, because this publication took only a couple of months.
48

  

In respect of the forces driving doctrine preparation, operational experience 

showed to be influential, since it reflected substantial changes in the character of post-

Cold War conflicts and the roles of air power in them. The doctrine was not written 

when the conflict ended and did not simply describe successful examples of air power, 

but it reflected inter-service connection both in terms of experience of Bosnia and 

doctrine preparation. It can be argued that the time of publications and analysis of 

operational experience through synergy argued for the impact of another factor in the 

doctrine preparation process − jointery. In this regard, it can be argued that this jointery-
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oriented doctrine preparation process was conditioned by a need for synergy dictated by 

the experience of Bosnia or by the jointery-directed intentions of the authors.  

External Contacts and Foreign Doctrines 

The exchange between allies of concepts and technologies is another factor in 

doctrine development. It should be stated that the exchange of technologies is often 

classified information. Therefore, the details of air power technology exchanges 

between the UK and USA, and its subsequent impact on RAF doctrine remain 

unknown. On the other hand, the exchange of ideas, conceptual frameworks and 

doctrinal experiences could have been expected, at least between the UK and USA. 

Since the UK and USA share a more profound bond in questions of defence and 

security, exchanged intelligence and technologies during the Cold War and continue to 

do so today, it might be expected that they would also have similar approaches to 

developing their military doctrines, but this is not the case. In the cases of all three 

editions, there were no systematic and officially-institutionalised meetings on 

conceptual and doctrinal developments.  

From the beginning of the 1990s, when the doctrine writing process was author-

driven and largely inspired by the personality of Air Vice-Marshal Andrew Vallance, 

there were no official, institutional meetings for the discussions of doctrinal matters on 

senior staff level. From 1977, when the first national symposium on 'Air Power in the 

Next Generation' was conducted, in cooperation with the British University Service 

Education Scheme and RAF Staff College in Bracknell, it initiated a chain of non-

official meetings, presentations and subsequent conferences to stimulate air power 

thinking both at the national and international levels.
49

 When Andrew Vallance was 

working on the first two editions of AP 3000, he stated that the contacts, and subsequent 

assistance from American colleagues and air power specialists, were due to personal 

acquaintance rather than official practice.
50

 At that time, among the primary contacts of 

Andrew Vallance were Dr. Phil Meilinger, who served the American doctrinal centre 

and visited Bracknell with lectures; and John Warden, who was the father of 'parallel 

warfare', 'the system of systems approach' and 'the five circles' model.'
51

  

Although it may be assumed that the exchange of ideas could have contributed 

toward the introduction of American doctrine development procedures into British 
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practice, that was not the case. This was largely because new doctrinal ideas and 

Warden's concepts were even more opposed in the USAF than the introduction of 

doctrine in the RAF, in 1991: 

'While stressing that by the eve of Desert Storm many in the Air Force had come  

to accept the wisdom of the Instant Thunder concept, in August 1990, all too 

many senior officers, having become prisoners during the 1980s of a tactical  

air power 'paradigm', opposed Warden's concept with a 'narrow-minded, anti- 

intellectual, and, at times, mean spirited' group think.''
52

 

Dr Meilinger, who served under Warden's supervision, at the Pentagon, claimed 

he 'was a lone voice, largely ridiculed and ignored; the serious thinking was going on in 

Bracknell/Shrivenham and Canberra.'
53

 Therefore, although in the environment of 

personality-driven doctrine writing, connections with American prominent air power 

specialists did develop, the transition of doctrinal practices from the USA to the UK did 

not occur, mainly because the latter's American counterparts had to fight their own 

battle for creative thinking,
54

 which was well ahead in the RAF.  

Dr Meilinger also argued that, during the first post-Cold War decade, the RAF 

was more receptive to new ideas and their subsequent application. The only 

institutionalised exchange of experience and ideas was through annual visits by the 

Director of Defence Studies to the Pentagon and then down to the School of Advanced 

Air Power Studies
55

 at Air University, Maxwell.
56

  Later, Meilinger stated: 

'I'm not sure it was as formal as it should have been.  The RAF was the active  

courter in that relationship.  Not a surprise to me... The RAF also used to hold  

annual or biannual conferences and historical gatherings in London.  I  

remember being so amazed at one of those when your CAS sat there for two  

days listening to every paper and then got up and gave the summary!  

Astounding.  No chief of my air force would have even attended much less  

played such a key role.'
57
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From this, it can be concluded that, although the exchange of inter-personal 

ideas existed in the 1990s and annual DDS visits continued through the first post-Cold 

War decade, and major conferences took place in London, Cambridge, Washington and 

the Hague,
58

 American doctrinal experience and practice were not transferred into the 

UK, in 1993, or in 1999. 

As part of the collection of data for this research, Jeffrey Hukill, representative 

of the American Le May Centre for Doctrine Development and Education, GS-14 

USAF AETC, was asked whether there was any paper trail of these official meetings or 

workshops on doctrinal matters when AP 3000 (3
rd

 edition) was written and during the 

following decade in general. His response corroborated Andrew Vallance and Phil 

Meilinger: 

'I talked to several people that still work here that were at the USAF Doctrine  

Center when it began in 1997.  The consensus among them was that the  

interaction between the USAF and RAF was sporadic and more focused on 

 information exchange rather than at the collaborative level, working on specific  

doctrine development.  The first two Air Force Doctrine Center Commanders  

(AFDC/CC) had a relationship with their counterparts in the RAF and  

exchanged official visits.  In addition, there were several visits at the Field  

Grade, Action Officer level that covered basic doctrine subjects but again did  

not involve development of specific doctrine documents.'
59

 

Since the RAF, together with DDS, paid attention to the stimulation of creative 

thinking and created a more receptive environment for concept development, then there 

must have been other influential factors affecting the doctrine preparation process rather 

than only the experience of American counterparts. It is worth noting that during this 

period, American thinking was influencing doctrine writers in the UK as well as senior 

RAF staff indirectly. In this context, Peter Gray noted:  

'The interaction with Americans is conducted in the following way: Americans  

write doctrines, teach them, we take common courses or are exposed to teaching  

of application in theatre. The strongest influence on A.P. writers and their  

thinking are visits that happen concerning experience exchange and not just  

about doctrine. These visits are not institutionalised and happen mostly on the  
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levels of staff, they might be US-eyes only courses or any other...'
60

 

Accordingly, it can be concluded that the impact of external contacts on the UK 

doctrine preparation process was rather indirect and was conducted by influencing the 

general intellectual environment and interpreting lessons from previous operations. 

Writers and practitioners involved in doctrinal workshops were exposed to the influence 

of American doctrine through acquaintance within the field or exchange courses. Later, 

Jeffrey Hukill confirmed the words of Peter Gray: 

'All of this is not to say that the US and Great Britain did not influence the  

development of each other’s doctrine.  Through exchange officers at the Air  

Staff, Major Command, Combatant Command and Unit levels, as well as at  

exercises and during real world operations the USAF and RAF became aware of 

 each other’s doctrine.  The use of doctrine either in staff work, during exercises,  

and during actual operations undoubtedly resulted in debate and exchange of  

ideas on how to codify best practice and principles into each country’s  

doctrine.'
61

 

From all that has been discussed above, it can be concluded that, in the doctrine 

preparation process of 1999 and the decade that followed, the exchange of ideas and 

concepts was less direct in its influence on doctrine, mainly because this type of factor 

was less predictable and not easily amenable to practical verification. This complexity is 

conditioned by the sporadic and indirect contacts between the RAF and the USAF, 

during which doctrine was not a primary topic for discussion. Another consideration 

refers to the technical aspect: there is no paper evidence of meetings or workshops 

which demonstrate what was discussed or how it was applied by either side, if at all. 

This again corresponds to the classified nature of various materials of bilateral 

cooperation. On the other hand, the indirect nature of this factor suggests the existence 

of mediators who are more flexible in their contacts. This is the case of academics, 

particularly those who are former professionals.  

Foreign Doctrines 

Regarding the impact of NATO and foreign doctrines, NATO AJP 1-A was 

referenced in the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000: given the long ties with NATO, it is inevitable 

that the British approach to the use of air power in allied operations should follow the 
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principles outlined in NATO doctrine. Accordingly, NATO doctrine affected AP 3000 

through the doctrinal hierarchy, meaning that AJP 1-A was at the top of the doctrinal 

hierarchy and outlined the principles of Allied operations, which the national doctrinal 

hierarchy had to follow or at least not to contradict. Consequently, environmental 

doctrine like AP 3000 incorporated these principles into its discourse. This was well 

demonstrated by the aforementioned referencing of NATO doctrine and also by 

constant emphasising of the Allied context of the roles of air power.  On the other hand, 

unlike nowadays, NATO doctrine was not at the heart of the national doctrinal practice. 

In the first post Cold War decade, NATO doctrine was followed in terms of Allied 

operations, and not as a guide for the preparation of the national Armed Forces for the 

tasks outside the Allied context. Another crucial consideration in terms of the impact of 

NATO doctrine at that time was the fact that it was also in the process of change. This 

was also largely influenced by the experience of Bosnia and the development of the 

Allied doctrine on PSO
62

 and the role of air power in these operations.
63

 Although the 

influence of NATO doctrines on AP 3000 can be traced, the main details of the use of 

air power in Allied operations were embodied in Allied doctrinal publications rather 

than in national environmental doctrine per se.   

The same is the case with the impact of foreign doctrines. Although it can be 

expected that British, American, Australian, Canadian and New Zealand Air Forces 

would want to harmonise their doctrines in order to ease cooperation and allied efforts, 

the practice shows that actual cooperation in doctrinal matters was pretty much absent. 

In this regard, Peter Gray, Tony Mason and Andrew Vallance argued that although the 

doctrines of Australia and New Zealand were and are read, they are not used as models 

or incentives for the doctrinal principles embodied within particular publications.
64

 On 

the other hand, it is not necessary, since there is always NATO allied doctrine which is 

used by member states for subsequent cooperation in allied operations. 

Overall, the point can be made that external factors were influential in the 

doctrine preparation process of 1999. However, the degree to which each factor had 

influence varied. While the experience of previous operations and the wider context of 
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threats and subsequent changes in security structures was more influential and thus 

better reflected in the text of the doctrine, in such elements as external exchange of 

concepts and technologies, the impact of foreign doctrines was minimal. Accordingly, a 

distinction should be made between the ways each element or factor could influence the 

doctrine writing process. It can be argued that the experience of previous operations and 

changes in security threats were more influential and shaping in their very nature since 

they posed the actual challenges the doctrine and the RAF had to deal with. Therefore, 

the external environment had a direct effect on doctrine. On the other hand, the 

conceptual exchange and texts of foreign doctrines had indirect and circumstantial 

impact on the process, which can be explained through the lack of an institutionalised 

framework for doctrine writing. In this regard, concepts or foreign doctrines can 

influence networks or authors, but this again depends on authors' personal contacts and 

the general purpose of a particular publication.   

Domestic Politics 

External influences can be summarised as operational experience in the Balkans 

and PSO strategic realities; domestic political factors can be summarised as the new 

Labour Foreign Policy and subsequent Defence Review of the Armed Forces. The main 

significance of the new government was not only in terms of posing new objectives for 

the Armed Forces but also the way the Armed Forces were to be reformed after the Cold 

War. In terms of foreign policy, the expeditionary approach required well-prepared and 

functional Armed Forces evaluated on quality and technological capacity rather than 

quantity.
65

 In terms of budgetary cuts on defence and reformation of the Armed Forces, 

the previous approach of simply cutting numbers was substituted with a holistic 

equivalent of jointery and cost-efficiency.
66

 

In order to understand the importance of this review and its influence on the 

Armed Forces, the context of the connection between the Treasury and Military sector 

in the first post-Cold War years has to be outlined. Irrespective of the prevalence of 

conflicts in international relations and the new strategic realities, the Treasury and much 

of domestic politics of the period 1990-1996 were driven by the so-called 'peace 
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dividend' and the proto-defence review 'Options for change'.
67

 Following this pattern, it 

was stated that the new environment would require smaller forces.  The militaries called 

it 'options for cuts'.
68

 The main implications of the Treasury-driven approach to Armed 

Forces reformation was fragmentation; subsequently, there was a lack of connection 

between capability and future role in operational performance.
69

 On this topic, 

Lawrence Freedman argued that 'over the 1990s defence spending was cut by over 20 

percent, moving from over 4 per cent of GDP to under 3...with the Gulf soon followed 

by an active role of Bosnia, at the same time as forces being cut, there were soon the 

familiar complaints about over-stretch.'
70

  

The SDR and jointery 

One of the ways in which the SDR suggested the Armed Forces should and 

would be reformed was along 'joint' lines. The main rationale for the introduction of the 

joint approach was in a necessity to improve Armed Forces' capabilities through cost-

efficiency and reduced numbers. The Secretary of State for Defence, George Robertson, 

argued that the joint approach was needed to 'coordinate the activities of the three 

Services more closely, pooling their experience and maximising their punch, while at 

the same time eliminating duplication and waste.'
71

 

Although from strictly financial and political perspectives, the approach was 

sensible and easy to implement; in the context of three independent Services, each with 

its own history, traditions and military ethos, the initiative was challenging. In this 

regard, the SDR suggested: 

'While single-Service skills and ethos will remain the essential foundation of all 

 our military capability, most future operations will be conducted by joint forces  

composed of fighting units from individual Services. These will be under joint  

(tri-Service) command and control, drawing on joint intelligence capabilities  

and with joint logistics. We must therefore also build the joint approach into our  

doctrine and our preparation and training for operations.'
72
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This paragraph is incredibly important for this research because it outlines where 

a particular doctrine fits within the defence environment, identifying its functionality in 

the joint services environment. References to the joint approach within the AP 3000 3
rd

 

edition will be considered later, but this paragraph will illustrate the general direction 

and contents of doctrine. Particularly when the issue of Allied cooperation was 

mentioned, there was a clear distinction made between Allied and Joint Command and 

Control. The exact chain of subordination of C2 of Joint Forces was described and was 

regarded as particularly important for the RAF and air power environment.
73

 

Although the approach was maintained through the entire SDR paper, it also had 

its specific focal points and envisioned practical implications. First of all, the then 

existing Joint Rapid Deployment Forces were to be modernised in order to improve 

their capability and functionality in diverse operations, and renamed Joint Rapid 

Reaction Forces.
74

 Subsequent changes in strategic transport, joint helicopter command, 

logistic enhancements and medical support were envisioned. Further, bilateral projects 

between the services were initiated. The RAF and the RN were to cooperate in terms of 

Joint Force 2000, which aimed at using both RN Sea Harrier FA2 and RAF Harrier 

GR7 aircraft as a combined force capable of operating from land or carriers.
75

Although 

the paper outlined the actual projects and suggested ways of cooperation between 

services, and acquisition of new systems and platforms for the improvement and 

modernisation of each service, the most critical issue was the introduction of common 

training schemes and jointery in doctrinal principles.  

Regarding joint training, it was stated not simply that action was required, but 

also that it was going to be conducted along lines similar to the RN/RAF Harrier 

initiative and Army/RAF 'training for ground based air defence.'
76

 What is even more 

crucial was that the Chief of Joint Operations was given additional responsibilities and 

subsequent authority to intercede in terms of joint training and exercises. The further 

detailing of these enhanced duties was outlined in the paragraph 174 of the SDR: 

'The responsibilities of the Chief of Joint Operations will be enhanced. The post  

will have increased authority for enhancing the training and preparedness of the 

 Joint Rapid Reaction Forces and will have a greater voice in stating joint  
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warfare requirements. Budgetary authority and responsibility will also be  

increased and the post will become a Top Level Budget holder in its own  

right.'
77

 

The next step was securing of common principles of warfighting within the three 

services. The decision to put all three services with distinctive military ethos to a 

common conceptual ground was quite rational from the perspective of political 

considerations. On the other hand, from the military perspective, the idea was 

challenging. That is why the Joint Defence Centre (JDC), which aimed at spreading and 

institutionalisation of 'a truly Joint Service vision,'
78

 was established. Further, it was 

stated: 

'We will therefore be creating a Joint Defence Centre as a focus of this work. In  

particular, it will be responsible for the development of defence doctrine,  

providing the joint framework for more specific single Service doctrine. We  

intend this to become an international centre of excellence and we see one of its  

main roles as leading Britain's contribution to the development of military  

doctrine for peace operations.'
79

 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the SDR argued for the development of 

jointery as a way for Armed Forces reformation, but what does it tell us about the 

implications for the Armed Forces in general and the RAF in particular? First of all, 

unlike the previous proto-defence review of the Conservative government, 'Options for 

Change', the SDR was constructive and systematic in its approach to specific changes 

and their role in general British foreign policy and overall strategic environment 

requirements.
80

 Secondly, the Labour Government was not simply making political 

statements on defence matters; it was serious about reorganising the Armed Forces and 

doing that through jointery. This was demonstrated in the authority of the Chief of Joint 

Operations, the introduction of the Joint Defence Centre, and immediate projects for 

services cooperation. Thirdly, whether the services liked it or not, they had to take the 

new initiative into account and adapt to those changes. Fourthly, although defence 
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policy was not in New Labour's Manifesto,
81

 the SDR prepared under the Labour 

Government took into account the complexity of inter-service cooperation.  

The general tone suggested that although the government supported the Armed 

Forces and their qualitative adaptation to the new environment, there was no alternative 

for services' development except through jointery with an emphasis on inter-service 

cooperation across all levels. This can again be demonstrated by how quickly and 

exactly the approach was incorporated into the SDR and how immediate practical steps 

of its implementation were developed. For the Armed Forces, this meant that, in order 

to survive under new conditions, secure subsequent financing and relatively low level of 

budgetary and personnel cuts, jointery was the answer. This does not mean that the 

initiative was counter-productive in its nature or did not reflect the national and external 

strategic realities, but, in terms of an inter-service discourse, when justifying a certain 

purchase or sustainability of a certain platform, incorporating its importance into a joint 

context would carry extra weight.  

The same was the case with military manuals and doctrines. The national 

doctrine hierarchy was evolving: the publication of a joint doctrine by the JDC would 

require single-service doctrines to correspond with and to incorporate the joint 

principles within the single-service doctrines. Although this might seem quite 

prescriptive and probably a bit too early in the institutional culture, where doctrine was 

just beginning to gain its place, it was up to each service to determine the extent to 

which joint doctrine principles would be incorporated into single-service doctrine and 

other manuals.  

The implications of the SDR for RAF doctrine 

 The influence of the SDR on the RAF was not only in terms of its envisioned 

projects and prescribed cooperation with other services; it was not also simply in 

acquiring new technologies and their application to air power. The organisational 

changes the SDR triggered influenced every aspect of the service's existence – from 

teaching and training of new cadets in the joint framework, to the very process of 

doctrine preparation and its writing.  

In the prelude to the SDR, in 1997, three independent Staff Colleges merged into 

a Joint Services Command and Staff College, in order to provide joint teaching and 
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preparation of personnel. In this regard, the Academy's staff was preoccupied with the 

development of a new teaching programme and curriculum suitable for all three 

services. According to the main librarian of the Academy, the main implication was that 

library and academic staff lost the close connection to and involvement in preparation of 

materials for the new doctrine.
82

 During the preparation of the first two editions of AP 

3000, librarians and academic staff were involved in data collection and case studies, 

and preparation for further evaluation by the author Andrew Vallance and DDS 

(although, in the case of the first publication, he was both the author and DDS). The 

main data collected referred to practical information on air power's use in the past; and 

case studies, which would demonstrate the applicability of the proposed theories.
83

 

However, after 1997, the connection between DDS and academic staff was weakening, 

mainly because the position of DDS was not incorporated into the structure of academic 

personnel and thus favoured a greater degree of independence. Therefore, it can be 

argued that after the SDR, doctrine preparation was becoming more formalised, limiting 

the number of external participants. On the other hand, the initiative of doctrine 

preparation and writing still remained in the hands of DDS, which again demonstrated 

the service's independence in decision-making regarding doctrinal matters.  

On the other hand, the SDR and jointery had another impact on the service, 

undermined the service's integrity. As the history of the RAF demonstrates, the service 

has always had to fight for its independence, which inevitably affected the individual 

self-consciousness of airmen – the necessity to be different from the other services 

induced a constant self-doubt, examination and even under-estimation. As Dr Phillip 

Meilinger states, 'Airmen in my country, and anecdotally in yours, Australia, etc., tend 

to be self conscious and have an inferiority complex that is richly undeserved.  We are 

reluctant to extol our virtues, which are many, and tend to defer to the senior 

services.'
84

 Under the conditions of the SDR and constant military cuts, this self-

consciousness and necessity for self-justification, in contrast to the other two services, 

resulted in the appearance of a new tendency within the service − a division of career 

paths. The traditional career would be entirely single-service and its representatives 

would insist on the independent status of the service (not to be confused with the 

independent role of air power in operations, which is an entirely different discourse). 
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The second career path, inspired by the SDR, was joint. This fact was revealed in one of 

the interviews:  

'Now, at this point, you need to realise that there are two distinct paths in  

career-making: a single-service and a joint one. If one follows joint path,  

inevitably he finds himself working closely with the Army 'to be on the side of the  

Army.'
85

 

The significance of this statement was not only in the actual emphasis on career 

differences and realisation that the SDR and subsequent jointery were, in fact, Army-

oriented.  The significance was that from now on, it was the Army to which the RAF 

had to look in order to promote jointery further and thus play by the Army's rules. The 

tendency toward Army-orientation might seem quite extraordinary in the context of 

previous operations and general tendencies of limited interference in complex conflicts 

of the PSO environment which air power had provided in Bosnia. In other words, 

neither the Gulf War nor Bosnia were particulalry Army-driven in their nature; 

synergetic in the case of the Gulf − yes, but not land-forces-driven. According to Peter 

Gray, the main rationale for the Army prevalence was due to the following 

considerations: 

'In 1997, in preparation of SDR, thinking was not threat-based, range of  

scenarios, studies were assessed. A number of scenarios on different scales were  

run through computer war games, evaluated a number of forces needed to  

conduct this or that task. The Army dominated, because it was able to say 'we  

need three  times this in order to achieve that, because our doctrine said so'. So,  

they used doctrine to its full effect. The RAF could not say the same. That is  

where the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 came from.'
86

 

In other words, it can also be assumed that, in order to remain in the game, the 

RAF had to follow the rules the SDR had introduced and institutionalised: 

'This process of 1997-98 was embodied in establishment of Joint Doctrine  

Centre which is today known as DCDC. The idea was that all doctrines to be  

joint. Whether AP 3000 was a joint is another question. The 3
rd 

edition was  

heavily supporting the army. This was anomalous for RAF doctrine.'
87
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Prima facie there is nothing wrong with organisational change if oriented to 

produce greater ends; however, in the context of RAF strategic culture, any shift from 

the RAF-centred environmental doctrine towards the Army-oriented one could endanger 

the very purpose and understanding of the doctrine itself, potentially returning the RAF 

to a state of doctrine ignorance. Therefore, any controversy about which direction 

doctrine was meant to go could have undermined the role of doctrine and simply 

retuned it to the point when it just was not read. It is also quite interesting the extent to 

which the change of direction in the 3
rd

 edition had to do with ten years of doctrinal 

silence before the publication of the 4
th

 edition in 2009. In any case, these ideas will be 

discussed in detail when the 4
th

 edition is analysed in the next chapter. Now is the time 

to track actual references to jointery and cooperation with the Army in the text of the 

doctrine. 

Textual analysis of jointery and Army context in AP 3000(1999) 

The immediate evidence of the SDR and the direction toward jointery in the 

doctrine is emphasised in its introduction, where the main aim of the document is in 

adjustment to the contemporary military context. In other words, doctrine had to 

correspond to the existing strategic environment, which was SDR-led: 

'The purpose of this document is to offer guidance to those involved with the  

application of air power in a military context. This context is shaped by the  

contemporary strategic environment, described in the UK 1998 Strategic  

Defence Review (SDR). The SDR signposts the direction for UK security policy  

towards expeditionary operations with the central strategic themes of flexibility  

and mobility for the UK armed forces. SDR has offered a focus for British  

Defence Policy and for the development of joint doctrine.'
88

 

This first paragraph of the introduction summarises the drive to jointery and the 

need to fit the RAF into the joint environment and cooperation with other services. 

Later, this theme is incorporated into how air power is described and applied. In order to 

understand the extent to which this theme was incorporated, and thus to evaluate its 

influence on perception of air power, thinking and application, the actual examples in 

the document should be traced.  

The most revolutionary step was a discussion of the joint context in the chapter 

devoted to the theory of air power. In the joint context, the main argument was that air 

                                                           
88

 AP 3000 (1999), Introduction. 



   

 
 

141 
 

power was no longer focused exclusively on air forces (the statement which would be 

quite unacceptable for many); air power was a matter of joint and combined business. It 

was argued that 'air warfare is now just as much a part of land and maritime warfare as 

it is a separate discipline.'
89

 What we see here is an attempt to merge three distinct 

environments of the conduct of warfare into a single, joint one, and air power was 

meant to combine capabilities of all three. This idea was further justified through the 

following: 'The provision of air power: 

 Is inherently joint, combined and multinational in nature. 

 Encompasses forces drawn from all three Services. 

 Is concerned with the effective exploitation of air power assets. 

 Is supported by national civilian and commercial resources.  

 Is influenced by, and in turn influences, the land, sea and space 

environments.'
90

 

From this description, the interconnectivity of three environments and three 

services is placed as a foundation for air power's provision and use. This emphasis is 

entirely different from the previous one, paying attention to the distinctiveness of the 

environment in which air power was used and viewing it in terms of the Air Force and 

wider military purposes.
91

  

When considering implementation of jointery, specific attention was paid to 

cooperation with ground forces. Although it could have been expected that an equal 

amount of attention and space within the document would be paid to both sister 

services, the ground forces were particularly emphasised. Overall, tri-service 

cooperation was meant to take place in terms of the manoeuvrist approach, which aimed 

at shaping the theatre of operations, attacking the enemy's cohesion and protection of 

the cohesion of the force.
92

 It was outlined that the application of air power is inherently 

manoeuvrist, and it could be applied alone with the support of other forces or 'in support 

of joint manoeuvre.'
93

 Furthermore, 'with careful, joint, planning the speed and 

precision provided by fixed and rotary-wing air systems can be linked with surface 
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manoeuvre and indirect fire, increasing the available combat power which might be 

applied to an enemy's weak point.'
94

 

The description of the manoeuvrist approach in terms of the three services 

shows that, unlike before, the independent role of air power was not emphasised; 

although, in terms of the manoeuvrist approach, it could have been appropriate. Instead, 

obvious commitments to jointery and ground forces' cooperation were outlined. When 

referring to the utility of air power, particular emphasis was placed on the direct and 

indirect roles air power could play in Joint Force Employment,
95

 which was not simply 

a substitution for the terms of 'decisive' and 'supportive' or 'secondary'. In the cases of 

both direct and indirect contribution, the role was complementary and supportive. 

Indirect air operations were envisioned for preparation of the battle space for further 

actions of the surface forces, while direct air operations 'can prove decisive in 

concentrating force and allowing manoeuvre from the air to complement rotary-air and 

surface force manoeuvre.'
96

  

The very definition of direct operations and emphasis on 'can prove decisive' 

may seem hesitant and self-doubting of the very potential of air power's decisiveness. 

The reluctance to be more supportive of the decisiveness of air power in direct air 

operations and an emphasis on its supportive role for ground forces manoeuvre can be 

explained in a few ways. First of all, the authors might have tried to diminish air 

power's role in order to come out of the shadow of the historical strategic bombing ethos 

and thus to make air power look more modern. Alternatively, it can be viewed as 

another step towards an Army-led approach of Armed Forces reformation. The latter 

argument is quite relevant because in any instance of direct or indirect operation, the 

role of air power was to support the ground forces in their manoeuvre with only one 

difference; the degree of air power's involvement and the close proximity of interaction 

between forces. The best examples are interdiction operations and close air support.  

It has already been mentioned that a distinction was made between Joint and 

allied commands, but AP 3000 went even further with an explanation of the decision-

making cycle involving the Joint Targeting Coordination Board (JTCB), its approval of 

the Joint Integrated Prioritised Target List (JIPTL), Joint Estimate with further 

assignment of air power through Joint Force Air Component Commander (JFACC) air 
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operation planning.
97

 In this regard, the main guidance for further actions was Joint 

Warfare Publication (JWP) 0-10 together with the RAF Air Operations Manual and AJP 

1-(A): NATO Allied Joint Operations doctrine. It is not only the description of the joint 

decision-making process and the subsequent steps in its implementation which show the 

developing emphasis of jointery within future operations and role of air power in it, but 

also the fact that the work of JDC was already incorporated, thus showing the 

connection to the national doctrinal process and a clear hierarchy of doctrinal 

development.  

The roles of air power 

Another way to evaluate to what extent the doctrine was joint and Army-

oriented is to look into which roles of air power were ascribed in the text and how. The 

second part of the doctrine is devoted to the roles of air power. The positioning of roles 

had a particular purpose. The first two roles were information exploitation and control 

of the air. The chapter on information concentrated on the use of air power to acquire 

data and intelligence to provide support to planning, targeting and information for 

ground forces etc.
98

 The aim here was not simply to decsribe the information collecting 

role of air power or its contribution to the preparation of operation, but rather to 

emphasise the central role of air power in data collection and timeliness of its 

distribution:  

'Information helps to determine potential lines of operations, decisive or critical  

points and centres of gravity at military strategic and operational level, all  

related to the desired end-states or objective. Air power platforms and systems  

play a vital role in gathering data and information; thus, the timely exploitation  

of information is a key core capability of air power.'
99

 

The chapter on the control of air power aimed at explaining 'the necessity of 

control of the air across the spectrum of conflict.'
100

 Control of the air was summarised 

in one sentence with further inter-service commitments in this way: 'friendly control of 

the air aims to restrict an opponent's ability to use air power against friendly forces.'
101

 

Consequently, this role was adjusted into the joint and allied environment. Further 
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emphasis on the vital function of this role across the entire spectrum of conflict 

suggested the impact of the SDR and general strategic realities. However, it also 

demonstrated a vital need to promote air power in that new environment. In this regard, 

the control of the air was described through the need to preserve balance between 

offence and defence. Further, Offensive Counter-Air Operations (OCA) were explained 

in detail, covering the following potential roles: airfield attack, suppression of enemy's 

air defences (SEAD), fighter sweep, escort and Command and Control Warfare 

(C2W).
102

 Although attention was paid to the offensive role of counter-air operations, 

the main commitment outlined was in joint actions: 

'Surface land or maritime forces can also make an important contribution to 

 control of the air operations, particularly in defence suppression and airfield  

attack roles...OCA operations may, therefore, be joint or combined operations.  

Thus, to ensure maximum effectiveness in OCA operations, the relevant  

capabilities of other component should always be considered.'
103

 

The next role, which it can be assumed was the most difficult to outline in terms 

of the jointery-oriented doctrine, covered the strategic effects of air power. It was 

difficult to incorporate this role, owing to its association with the RAF's historically 

championed independent role, and promotion of this role could be counter-productive in 

the new joint environment.
104

 However, it could not be ignored. The authors of the 

doctrine found another solution − they applied the same approach as to air power in 

general – adjustment of the strategic function of air power into joint discourse:  

'The ability of air power to reach, disrupt or, possibly, destroy an opponent's 

 strategic or operational centre of gravity suggests that air power is inherently  

capable of military action with strategic effect. That effect may be created  

through independent, distinct action or through joint and multinational activity  

operating in cadence with other forces.'
105

  

It was further explained that 'air operations for strategic effect are not limited to 

bombing or solely the domain of attack aircraft; all combat aircraft and associated 

weapon systems are capable of action for strategic effect.'
106

 Subsequently, planning of 
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the strategic effects of air power in joint campaign was mentioned. The general concept 

of centres of gravity was outlined together with specific means and the importance of 

timing for achievement of the end-state. It was also suggested that air power might be 

used together with two other forces, 'although aimed at the strategic centre of gravity, 

in support of the overall aim, may be mounted distinct from the joint campaign or from 

outside the theatre boundary; it is this distinction which sets air operations for strategic 

effect apart from other roles and missions.'
107

 The importance of this emphasis is that it 

incorporates both the allied nature of this role and also its distinctiveness from other 

roles of air power. In other words, it is a diplomatic attempt to placate both protagonists 

of jointery even in such matter as strategic effect of air power and protagonists of the 

RAF-oriented approach to air power. This example also shows that, at that time, it was 

difficult to 'sell' the strategic function of air power to the Army-oriented decision-

makers. On the other hand, it cannot be stated that this edition of doctrine did not try to 

do just that. It went to great lengths to detail the objectives of strategic effect, target 

selection and their correlation with political restraints and objectives. Importantly, it 

avoided grandiose claims for air power's capability but instead emphasised careful 

target choice to meet special objectives.
108

 Later, when levels of operations for strategic 

effect were outlined, meaning concurrent (parallel actions with other forces), 

simultaneous (coordination with ground forces manoeuvre) and autonomous operations, 

directly dependent on aerospace; it was still emphasised that they 'may be distinct from 

theatre level operations but in support of the strategic aim or end-state.'
109

 Even in 

obviously autonomous air operation, the doctrine had to reemphasise the RAF's 

commitment to operational jointery, something which would have been quite obvious 

before and would never have been restated in the previous two editions of AP 3000. On 

the plus side, the importance of PGMs congruent to their level of success in Bosnia was 

outlined with further argument for the availability and potential of what was known then 

as unmanned combat air vehicle (UCAV). Reading between the lines, this aspect can be 

restated as follows: the air force is committed to the new trend of jointery and 

subsequent cost-efficiency, but for its better performance new technologies would not 

harm. 
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This conclusion was particularly relevant to the next three chapters, which were 

devoted to joint force deployment, paying attention to direct and indirect operations, 

combat support air operations and force protection.  These chapters detailed air 

operations conduct in the joint environment. However, the particular feature of the 

indirect air operations was a distinction between land/air synergy and air/maritime 

operations.
110

 Previously, the main emphasis of jointery was placed upon the ground 

forces. In those chapters, the synergy between services, and the importance of air power 

for jointery was reemphasised once again through practical examples which 

demonstrated potential cooperation between the Armed Forces. In this context, it was 

restated that 'the very essence of air power is the inherent ability of air power platforms 

and weapon systems to switch rapidly from one mission subset to another.'
111

 The 

general impression given from this constant repetition of air power's multi-functionality 

across the entire spectrum of conflict looks like an attempt to show where air power fits 

within the new strategic and domestic environments, in order to deflect potential or 

expected criticism of the RAF for being inflexible and reluctant to embrace cost-

efficient reform of the Armed Forces. Thus, it was more of a pre-emptive measure.  

Since here the focus is on textual analysis, there are a few more aspects 

regarding the text worth considering. Although the first two editions of AP 3000 

outlined that the service had to change and adapt to the new realities, governmental 

initiation of crucial changes started the SDR process, only in 1998. Therefore, the new 

doctrine was meant to explain the new path and promote the service's role in the 

implementation of jointery. However, there was also another purpose of the doctrine − 

to defend the service and air power in the face of the new financial cuts and a 

restructuring of the service along joint lines. Unlike any other capability, air power is 

directly dependent on accurate and cutting edge technologies. This doctrine, like any 

other, had to explain and secure understanding of this importance with political 

decision-makers.  

The importance of technology for air power was emphasised in two ways. It was 

explained directly through the use of advanced technologies in particular operations and 

the benefits of UAVs. On the other hand, the role of technology was also demonstrated 

in an indirect manner through the use of visual stimuli. In this regard, readers‟ attention 
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was stimulated not only by examples of usefulness of technology for air power but also 

its visual embodiment which appeals to a more systematic realisation of these 

technologies and their connection to specific roles of air power. Thus, the systematic 

perception of the unity between air power and its technological embodiment was 

achieved by incorporation of various pictures of the advanced aircrafts and their 

association with particular roles of air power. The photo of Tornado GR4A was 

associated with armed reconnaissance,
112

 Tornado GR1 with Air Launched Anti-

Radiation Missile (ALARM) as an embodiment of the suppression of enemy air 

defences,
113

 Harrier GR7 with CAS
114

 and even the long-awaited Eurofighter
115

 were 

used as examples of multi-role aircraft.
116

 There is a total of 42 photos used in the 

doctrine. 28 depicted contemporary aircraft associated with a particular role. Two 

pictures showed the same Eurofighter: the first picture immediately after the contents, 

which suggested the advanced technological dimension of the service. Eight pictures 

demonstrated historical examples of aircraft, and the other six depicted personnel and 

support facilities. This analysis of illustrations is aimed to demonstrate one of the trends 

in air power thinking and formal representation, meaning the importance of technology 

for the RAF, particularly Eurofighter, which was the newest and most advanced at the 

time of doctrine publication. Among other illustrations, there were also six charts 

explaining air operations directive (the planning process of assignment of air power),
117

 

the British doctrine hierarchy
118

 and campaign planning tools for air operations with 

strategic effect.
119

  

Another aspect of the document is that although some practical examples of air 

power use or proof of theory were generally based on best practice or historical 

illustrations, the most commonly used contexts were those of the Gulf War and Bosnia. 

Accordingly, it can be argued that the document did not simply explain new theories 

and new context with reference to previous best practice, but actually incorporated both 

best practice and new experiences into the contemporary strategic context with further 

lessons and guiding principles for air power to adapt to the new challenges and develop 
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responses accordingly. Thus, it can be argued that the document was a balance between 

old and new; however, the degree to which it was revolutionary and analytical of 

previous operations in contrast to the best practice is another matter worth of studying. 

Overall, it can be concluded that unlike previous experiences of doctrine writing, 

which were mainly based on a reflection of the new experiences gained in ongoing and 

previous operations, the new edition of AP 3000 was largely influenced and 

subsequently driven by the internal political changes driven through the SDR process. 

In this regard, it can be also argued that while the previous two editions emphasised a 

single-service approach to air power, the 3
rd

 edition was inspired by the joint context. 

Another way to look at this transformation is in financial terms. Under the conditions of 

constant budgetary cuts, the only way to secure a certain stability of financing and 

preservation of the service was in the adoption of the Army-led joint approach. By no 

means does it mean that this decision was incorrect or did not fit into the existing 

strategic, political or financial reality, but rather, that it was different from the existing 

organisational culture within the service.  

Although there were always protagonists of the synergetic approach, it was 

never supported and applied at this level before. Irrespective of its timely publication 

and subsequent provision of guidance for the service's adaptation to changes, the 

doctrine had to overcome the reluctance of the service to adopt and follow what was an 

Army-led approach. In this regard, the existence of two different career paths within the 

service is the best example of such a dichotomy. This argument once again 

demonstrates the importance of domestic politics in the doctrine preparation process.  In 

other words, with the introduction of jointery at national level, the process of 

institutionalisation of doctrine writing started, under the conditions when no single-

service or environmental doctrine could deviate or contradict joint doctrine and further 

publications of the JDC.  

 The analysis suggests that domestic politics and inter-service relations were the 

crucial driving forces for doctrine writing, while the external environment and the 

experience of previous operations were the context or background for the internal 

changes. The cause-effect relation, in this case, is particularly essential. It may be 

argued that without changes in the external environment (the operational experience in 

the use of air power and the necessity for jointery), no crucial changes in the internal 

environment (the institutionalisation of jointery and expeditionary warfare) would be 
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possible. In fact, the internal environment offers responses to the threats and challenges 

posed by the external environment. The internal responses often gain the form of White 

Papers or Defence Reviews and subsequent new defence policy objectives, and each 

doctrine should correspond to them.  In terms of this chapter, it can be concluded that, 

after 1998, the impact of the external strategic environment on the doctrine writing is 

more indirect than before. This impact is filtered through the systematic changes in 

domestic politics and inter-service relations. Based on this conclusion, it may be 

assumed that with each factor closer to the actual process of doctrine writing, the degree 

of factor‟s influence should increase. The further analysis of academic and writer‟s roles 

in doctrine preparation is aimed at verification of this assumption. 
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CHAPTER IV: CASE STUDY OF THE 3
RD 

EDITION OF AP 3000 (PART II) 

Networks (Academics) 

While the first two factors influencing the preparation of doctrine were specific 

and easily traceable through the text, the next two are more difficult to pin down. This 

chapter addresses the role of academics and writers in the doctrine preparation process 

of 1999. Oliver Daddow argued that authors of doctrine are inevitably in touch with the 

wider world and are influenced by changes and the new tendencies in thinking on 

warfare, strategy and conflict. Consequently, academics can influence doctrine in two 

ways – directly through editing and revising doctrinal texts or 'informally in writing 

about conflict and strategy.'
1
 On the other hand, academics also unite external and 

internal factors through their analytical thinking of the time. In other words, academics 

process the existing data and transform into knowledge which can be applied or verified 

with the adoption of best practice. Since this factor is quite difficult to trace, interviews 

and actual academic writing on the subject were the best sources for this exploration.  

The dichotomy of attitudes towards academics within the RAF 

During the interviews, not a single negative comment on academics involvement 

in the doctrine preparation was made. On the contrary, the active involvement of 

academics was viewed as of benefit for the development of the RAF and the future of 

air power.
2
 Therefore, the main benefit of academic research on military topics is that 

academics are devoted to their specific area of interest and are likely to deepen their 

knowledge and gather information in detail both within a single discipline and through 

the interdisciplinary approach. Andrew Vallance commented on this matter:   

'There was always a more objective approach of academics, rather than of pilots  

who had backed their own unit. Academics are more objective, because they are  

thorough in gathering evidences. In 1990s, the weakness of the RAF was the  

lack of academics in its training machine. Nobody in the Staff College could be  

called proper academics, in a sense of their activity. You are appointed for a  

certain position, then you move to another one... rather like ‘ships in the night’. 

On the other hand, academics are permanent; they bring continuity to their  

research and the topic they study.'
3
 

Subsequently, the potential efficiency of the cooperation between militaries and 

academics is in the verification of developed concepts, and processing of the existing 
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totality of analytical materials accumulated by academics in the field of strategic and 

warfare studies. Hence, the role of academics can be extended from an ordinary analysis 

of previous experiences and their potential improvement, to a more systematic role in 

the evaluation of a cause-effect connection between the efficiency of military actions in 

the achievement of posed objectives and the impact on socio-political processes at 

home. It is not accidental that in the last twenty years we see increased role of 

academics in various decision-making processes. How active that involvement is and 

how eager instituions are to take into account their conclusions is another matter. After 

the end of the Cold War, military actions and their implications became more accessible 

by the wider public through media, with further increase of the accountability of the 

Armed Forces to the public at home.
4
 These days, the best way to lose war is to lose it at 

home
5
. The best example of this is the reluctance of the British public to get involved in 

the conflict in Syria.
6
 Therefore, the role of academics can be in the adjustment of 

military objectives into a context and with a discourse understandable to a wider 

audience. Academics tend to be a link between militaries and civilians in mutual 

understanding of each other's motives.  

Placing this statement into the doctrinal discourse, it can be assumed that the 

involvement of academics contributes to the clarity of doctrines for a wider audience. 

This also includes political decision-makers, various branches of government and other 

potential stakeholders. Therefore, the doctrine might become more fashionable and 

understandable by the general public. It should not be forgotten that the main function 

of doctrine is to guide the Armed Forces. Yet, it would not hurt if it was written in a 

public-friendly manner and was driven by intellectual considerations.  

With all the benefits of the academic involvement in the doctrine preparation, 

there are also certain difficulties, particularly 'getting over the prejudices against them 

among militaries.'
7
 In this context, another feature of RAF culture is a struggle between 

tactics-oriented and intellectual approaches. In this regard, the constant evaluation of a 

particular doctrine is conducted by protagonists of each group and criticised 
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accordingly. The main challenge for the RAF since the 1970s was to return 

intellectualism into every-day practice and strategic thinking on air power. In this 

context, the role of DDS, as the main supporter of intellectuals, was in stimulation of 

cooperation between academics and practitioners on both strategic and global thinking 

on air power. The emphasis was placed not only on the then potential but also thinking 

beyond the technological capabilities of that time.
8
 Thus, a more developmental and 

insightful approach was adopted.  The opposite group argued for a more holistic 

approach to presentation, thinking, teaching and application of air power. In this regard, 

the entire air power discourse was meant to be tactics-oriented and look into what air 

power could practically achieve at that time. So, this approach is oriented towards today 

and now. It argues for simplicity in air power thinking.
9
  

In terms of the doctrinal discourse, this dichotomy was of particular relevance 

because depending on who was responsible for its preparation and to which group he 

belonged, the doctrine had a different shape. If the doctrine was more practice-oriented, 

the size of the document tended to be shorter, the language simpler and oriented to the 

military audience alone. On the other hand, intellectual doctrine aimed to achieve the 

same objectives as practice-oriented doctrine, but with the adjustment of military 

doctrine into wider strategic and creative thinking on air power, or, as in the case of the 

3
rd

 edition of AP 3000, into the context of jointery.  

The organisational, tactics-oriented culture originated in the historical danger 

and subsequent bravery in flying aircraft. That is why, until recently, those who did not 

fly were unlikely to go further than two stars.
10

 Such an unspoken rule affected pilots' 

self-perception and positioning towards the rest of the service, other services and the 

wider public. Therefore, it is not surprising that intellectualism was and still is quite 

opposed by strict practitioners. As Andrew Vallance has outlined earlier, pilots were 

likely to back their own units, while academics looked on the matter from analytical and 

objective perspectives. Therefore, certain clashes were unavoidable in justification of 

opposite or slightly different opinions.  
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The academic context of AP 3000 (1999) 

Taking into account all the above mentioned, cooperation with academics in 

doctrine preparation could be active and direct. However, the reality was slightly 

different. The first way in which academics could influence RAF doctrine was the SDR 

itself. In this context, prominent specialists in strategic and conflict studies were 

consulted concerning their professional expertise on the subject matter. One of those 

academics was Lawrence Freedman.
11

 Although this shows the participation of 

academics in the general process of Armed Forces' reformation, their role was 

consultative, with no guarantee of further implementation. Another feature of the 

process was that academics were not involved in discussions and shaping of initial 

drafts of the SDR. Therefore, their contribution was limited and consultative as a second 

opinion or a fresh view on the topic discussed. On this subject, Peter Gray concluded: 

'As a part of network, most of achievements were done on interpersonal  

relations. The academic impact on the SDR was that the senior academics were  

consulted. On the other hand, there is a difficulty in providing a sensible degree  

of influence... Quite a cynical reality - a simple ticking of boxes.'
12

 

Irrespective of this indirect influence of the prominent strategic thinkers on RAF 

doctrine, academics were involved in the doctrine preparation process in a less official 

way. As was stated before, academics were contacted on an inter-personal level. 

However, there was also the institutionalised and continuous way of cooperation 

between air power specialists and academics − Air Power Workshops. Air Chief 

Marshal Sir Michael Graydon who was CAS in 1992-1997, in the foreword to a 

monograph on air power thinking, wrote: 

'Two years ago[meaning 1994] I established an Air Power Workshop, bringing 

 together a team of Air Force Officers and senior academics to analyse the  

dynamics at work in Air Operations, not only in traditional conflicts, but also in  

highly topical area of Peace Support Operations. This book is the result of their  

deliberations.'
13
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While the proceedings of these workshops were not available for the public, the 

outcome of these discussions was the publication of anthologies on air power.  The 

main aim of these publications was the stimulation of systematic and professional 

thinking on air power in terms of the post-Cold War environment. In this case study, 

two anthologies are of particular relevance. The first one was The Dynamics of Air 

Power
14

 edited by Group Captain Andrew Lambert and Arthur C. Williamson. The 

second was Perspectives on Air Power: Air Power in Its Wider Context
15

 edited by the 

author of the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 Stuart Peach.  

Each of these publications reflected specifics of air power thinking of its time. 

The first publication reflected the already mentioned need to re-emphasise the roles of 

air power in the environment of both conventional and unconventional warfare. In this 

regard, both academics and practitioners had to look into which lessons previous 

campaigns taught the RAF on air power potential and its future. The first part of the 

book addressed the 'Evolving Theory' of air power. Consequently, attention was paid to 

the clarification of features of air power as a key to its understanding and adaptation to 

new challenges;
16

 evaluation of counter-air contest in terms of political and strategic 

implications;
17

 practical considerations of synergy through the experience of previous 

operations;
18

 contemporary evaluation of air power efficiency in terms of coercion
19

 and 

the correlation of air power, changing socio-political reality and the image of militaries 

and warfare in society.
20

  

Therefore, this discourse demonstrates conceptual changes and ways of thinking 

on air power. These essays reflected on what the RAF elite and academics specialised in 

the field thought about changes of air power functions in the post-Cold War era. The 

importance of these published essays is that they are physical evidence demonstrating 

cooperation between academics and RAF professionals towards systematic and 
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interdisciplinary thinking and evaluation air power functionality in a new strategic 

environment. In other words, academics suggested a conceptual framework of 

evaluation, while military practitioners assessed it against their experience and available 

resources. This symbiosis and that it was a military initiative in the form of Air Power 

Workshops argues for a greater orientation towards the military sector rather than 

academia. Again, this suggests a more profound involvement of academics in strategic, 

intellectual thinking on air power and their active part in an evaluation of lessons 

learned from previous operations. 

This was further reflected in the second part of the book, which was devoted to 

the evaluation of air power in terms of PSO conflicts. Accordingly, previous concepts 

suggested by academics were determined by the experience of Bosnia and new 

characteristics of PSO. Starting with the strategic perspective of new operations,
21

 the 

role of air power in them,
22

 more practical considerations followed. For instance, 

attention was paid to support requirements,
23

 reconnaissance and surveillance task,
24

 air 

transport,
25

 the counter-air mission,
26

 air power and force in PSO.
27

 Consequently, both 

academics and professionals aimed not only at simple recognition of lessons learned in 

the last campaign but at incorporation of these lessons into the future application of air 

power. In this regard, a military doctrine aims at the same − to adopt the lessons of past 

in order to fight the battles of today and tomorrow.  

Although it can be argued that no direct connection between this cooperation 

and doctrine preparation can be traced, in fact, from the doctrinal perspective, this 

accumulation of knowledge and the analysis of the use of air power in previous 

operations actually mattered and were taken into account. There was a direct connection 
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between academics involved in these workshops and the doctrine preparation process of 

1999. It was DDS who was responsible for both collection of knowledge on global and 

contemporary use of air power and preparation of doctrines. In fact, each workshop 

involved senior RAF specialists, and was often attended both by CAS and DDS. The 

later would often be an editor of a final publication of a workshop. Overall, the fact that 

introductions to these workshops were addressed by CAS, published by an authoritative 

institution and disseminated in the Staff Libraries, suggests the importance of this 

material.  

Air power sceptics may argue that the fact that dissemination of this book was 

encouraged, did not mean that it was read and had the intended impact on air power 

thinking, stimulation of intellectuality within the service and doctrine. In fact, that might 

be so. However, the most important contribution of this book and Air Power Workshops 

is that the future author of the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 was involved in them, edited the 

next publication and therefore was exposed to the intellectual discourse on the subject 

matter of that time. In the foreword to the second publication, a new CAS summarised 

the relation between two publications as follows: 

'The result [air power workshop] was 'The Dynamics of Air Power' first  

published in 1996, as a volume which broke a new ground in our thinking. This 

 companion volume sets the foundation for describing air power within the  

wider context of contemporary warfare - conflicts that now embrace the  

development of new concepts involving matters such as space, coalition warfare  

and legal issues.'
28

 

The second publication is wider in its perspectives on air power. It was the result 

of various workshops held in the Centre for Defence Studies in London, during 1997. 

Like the military environment of that time, the new book paid attention to the increasing 

political role of the use of air power. The first part 'Political Context' evaluated new 

threats and challenges in the globalised and inter-dependant post-Cold War world, the 

relation between civil and military institutions and their impact on air power, coalition 

operations, the correlation between air power and international air law. The second part 

examined the technological context which corresponded to the prevailing RMA debate 

of that time: the meaning of technologies for air power, the implications of the 

information and space age and the air logistics of air operations. The third part referred 
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to the military context and covered such topics as air power in joint warfare, coercion, 

the contemporary relevance of strategic bombing, and the challenges of military power. 

Overall, the main aim of this volume was to stimulate thinking on air power in terms of 

a more complex reality − the multiple use of air power not only through the entire 

spectrum of conflict but also in the joint and allied environment. In the general 

introduction to this volume, Stuart Peach wrote: 

'Now we see air and space power in all their manifestations being employed  

with great utility around the spectrum of conflict. In addition to its independent  

application for strategic impact or effect, air and space power can be decisive in  

support and the key enabler for any joint or combined intervention campaign or 

 expeditionary operation. '
29

 

In this regard, Stuart Peach re-emphasised the national strategic discourse of that 

time, but also proclaimed his own approach to air power. It is not a coincidence that the 

volume he edited is titled Wider Perspectives On Air Power. As DDS, he aimed at 

stimulation of more systematic and creative thinking on air power, which could 

contribute to diversity of its application in the joint and allied environment. This volume 

suggests a couple of ideas in terms of the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000. First, Stuart Peach was 

not only exposed to the academic and professional thinking on air power at that time; he 

actually stimulated it as DDS. He took an active part in its dissemination, which was the 

reason for his editing of the analysed volume. Secondly, the jointery-oriented discourse 

of air power reflected in doctrine was central to Stuart Peach's professional statements 

and subsequent thinking on air power. Thirdly, his personal position on the air power 

dichotomy was definitely towards intellectualism and systematisation of thinking on air 

power at that time. Finally, Stuart Peach's work with academics and professionals of the 

time, suggests his knowledge of the place of air power in general defence discourse of 

that time, which again suggests that directly or indirectly, academic knowledge on the 

subject matter was known to Stuart Peach and inevitably was embodied in the doctrine 

he had written. In fact, he was already working on the doctrine modernisation at that 

time and mentioned it a few times in the introduction, mainly referring to the necessity 

of its modification. He stated, 'And yet, theories and doctrines for air power remain 

largely in Cold War stasis.'
30
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The 3
rd

 edition was influenced by academics and had intellectual inclinations in 

the narration. Academic features can be traced through the entire document. First of all, 

the narration of the doctrine is very sophisticated and systematic in the explanation of a 

wider context of air power use and prevailing tendencies in strategy. This is particularly 

vivid in the first part devoted to the strategic context. Unlike the first two editions, the 

explanation of strategic environment is extensive and includes different perspectives of 

the same issue. Therefore, instead of bullet points, one would find lengthy book-style 

paragraphs aimed at the explanation of the subject in a systematic and multi-

dimensional way. Like academic works, this doctrine applied an inclusive approach 

instead of a simplistic one. For instance, the description of the dimensions of armed 

conflict took one and a half pages, tracing changes in armed conflict from the Cold War 

to the later years, emphasising the changing nature of the conflict in Bosnia.
31

 The 

academic theme was not only in the number of details and systematic intention but in 

the use of a sophisticated language. For instance: 

'... a conflict which is regarded as a war of national survival by one participant,  

maybe viewed as an opportunistic border dispute by another. Level of interest in  

a conflict can vary from the extreme case where the very survival of the state is  

clearly threatened, to a situation where the interest at stake only marginally  

justifies the use of force.'
32

 

This paragraph demonstrates the existing academic thinking on the subject at 

that time. Unlike tactics-oriented doctrines, which use exact statements, without 

generalisation or explanation of the situational nature of actions and conflicts, an 

intellectual doctrine aims at reflecting the complexity of issues discussed. Another 

feature of the paragraph is that the language is academically sophisticated rather than 

military simplified. For instance, such terms as 'opportunistic' and 'marginal' are not 

terms of every-day military use.  

Another exclusively academic feature of the 3
rd

 edition was the inclusion of a 

separate chapter on further reading, which was entirely unconventional for a military 

doctrine. However, it is an ordinary practice for teaching manuals and textbooks. 

Looking at the selection of items for further reading, the general impression was once 

again that it was aimed at development of systematic understanding of air power 
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through history. Therefore, instead of suggesting other doctrines, the list included 

academic books exploring the development of British and American air power through 

history.  

So, what can be concluded about the role of academics in doctrine preparation 

process of AP 3000, 3
rd

 edition? First, the cooperation between academics and 

professionals took place before the doctrine was prepared. Secondly, two published 

volumes of air power and defence workshops suggest that thinking on air power was 

systematic and corresponded to doctrinal discourse, meaning the adjustment of air 

power into the new strategic environment. Thirdly, with the introduction of jointery as 

the way of Armed Forces' reformation, the shift from learning the lessons of previous 

operations to the systematic and multi-dimensional adjustment of air power into the 

joint and allied defence environment took place. Fourthly, the fact that the first volume 

was the result of air power workshops and the second of defence workshops suggests 

the shift of emphasis in administrative and technical terms. It can be also assumed, yet 

not proved, that Stuart Peach was one of the inspirers of a more systematic and joint 

approach of discussion and final publication of the second volume. On the other hand, 

Stuart Peach was exposed to the up-to-date thinking on air power due to his position as 

DDS. In this case, day-to-day interactions, cooperation in workshops, conferences and 

meetings could have served as long-term consultations, shaping his overview. Finally, 

the impact of academic and professional discourse on the doctrine was present, but it 

was indirect. Based on logical cause-effect chain, it can be concluded that Stuart Peach 

was aware of existing thinking on air power, as he was DDS and it was his job to 

stimulate strategic thinking on air power.  He was a supporter of the intellectual 

approach to air power; academics contributed to his wide overview on air power which 

was reflected in the doctrine he had prepared. On the other hand, there is also another 

consideration which should be taken into account − inter-personal relations.  

Informal connections remain the dominant way of academics' involvement in the 

doctrine preparation process, which again remained the same since the time of the first 

two editions of AP 3000.
33

 There are two reasons why academics are involved on the 

basis of personal connections. According to Andrew Vallance, 'Academics are mostly 

interested in ground forces, very few in history of Air power, and it is a non-stream to 
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specialise in air power.'
34

 Therefore, those few who are actually specialised are already 

known and in touch with the prominent military actors through conferences, various 

presentations, publications in journals and interviews. The narrow circle of air power 

specialists and general narrow off-stream interest in air power make academics more 

well-known among air power people. Thus, contacts are more personal and direct in 

their nature. In fact, the main contributors to the two volumes on air power thinking 

discussed above were mostly the same few academics, including Dr Philip Towle, Dr 

Phillip Sabin, Professor Michael Clarke, Dr K.A. Kyriakides and A.C. Williamson (a 

PhD candidate at that time).  

Secondly, the traditional distinction between military personnel and academics 

is becoming vague. Many retired practitioners, who combine both practice with creative 

thinking and did not oppose intellectualism, after retirement, tend to get involved in 

academic activities. Although not all of them might be eager to teach courses, they tend 

to cooperate with various research centres and stay active in the promotion of air power 

and stimulation of more systematic and creative thinking on air power. The degree of 

involvement of those individuals, whose status technically is academic, is higher than 

that of those who are of no military background or from a different service. Although 

they might not have the same degree of influence in decision-making and revising 

doctrines as those who are still in the service, they are directly involved in discussions 

and workshops. The best examples are Tony Mason and Peter Gray.  

Doctrine Authors and Personalities 

If RAF culture was doctrine-friendly and viewed it as a core element of the 

adoption of the operational lessons and stimulation of thinking, then the role of 

authorship and personalities behind each publication would be functional rather than 

determinant in doctrine preparation, publication and subsequent implementation. The 

experience of the first three editions of AP 3000, irrespective of the difference in their 

emphases and purposes, was largely author-driven. This corresponded to the need of re-

introduction of doctrine into RAF practice and attraction of attention to it. In order to 

realise the challenges of writing RAF doctrine and having it published, the doctrine 

writing experience of the first two doctrines is of particular relevance.  
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The authorship of the first two editions 

As already mentioned, the re-introduction of doctrine into the service was due to 

the efforts of Andrew Vallance. There were a few challenges in preparation of the first 

two editions of AP 3000. First, there was the need to convince the RAF that doctrine 

was needed. As Andrew Vallance recollects, different levels within the RAF had 

different opinions and their own prejudices against doctrine: 'Air crew did not support 

the idea. Senior officers argued: ‘I do not need it because I became Air Marshal without 

it’. Middle-rank officers were the most perceptive.'
35

On the other hand, in order for the 

doctrine to be accepted and read, it was crucial to get one signature under it: 'When the 

Chief of Air Staff made a foreword to the publication, it meant that doctrine was 

recognised.'
36

 In the case of the first edition, the CAS was Air Chief Marshal Sir Peter 

Harding. The second was Air Chief Marshal Sir Michael Graydon. In terms of their 

attention to doctrine and its target audience, the main distinction between two editions 

and subsequent foreword by each CAS was in the widening of the target audience.
37

 

While the first foreword addressed mainly officers within the RAF,
38

 the second edition 

aimed at all ranks and branches of the RAF.
39

 In terms of doctrine, the role of CAS was 

to provide it with an authoritative nature and official recognition. The widening of 

doctrine audience within the service and its continuous recognition by CAS suggest a 

few considerations. First, the very publication and the subsequent form of the doctrine 

largely depended on the personality and approach to air power adopted by an acting 

CAS and its consistency with doctrinal authors. In the case of the first two editions, it 

was Andrew Vallance. Secondly, the widening of the audience within the RAF argued 

for the recognition of doctrinal applicability and the beginning of gradual change of 

doctrine writing from author – to institution-driven approach, which is even more 

evident in the case of environmental doctrines written in the joint environment.  

The second challenge for both editions was the incorporation of doctrine into 

training courses, which was quite complex due to the prevailing anti-doctrinal culture 

within the service. In regard to cadet training, two aspects were essential: 'for them to be 
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prepared to listen, and then to use and apply it.'
40

 On the other hand, cadets were not 

the most opposed to the idea of doctrine per se, since their perception was yet to be 

shaped by the anti-doctrinal organisational culture. Unfortunately, 'the cultural problem 

of accepting the doctrine was deteriorating the higher you get.'
41

Andrew Vallance's 

devotion to the project was influenced not only by the prescribed position and duties but 

rather by a personal belief that the introduction of doctrine was good for the RAF. This 

explains why the initial doctrine preparation process was personality-driven. In this 

regard, it meant that Andrew Vallance, as the author and inspirer of the 1
st 

edition of AP 

3000, was the one to decide who to involve in that process, with whom to discuss 

theoretical matters of warfare,
42

 and what was actually going into the final draft.  

For instance, Andrew Vallance involved Christopher Hobson, the chief librarian 

at the Defence Academy, and his team in the collection of data for case studies.
43

 He 

was not the only author and any feedback was welcomed from within the service: 'Some 

of the chapters were written by the Director of Staff. So I edited them and send it for 

consultation. Surprisingly, very little comments were received, little intellectual 

argument'.
44

Again, this situation demonstrates both personnel's reluctance to deal with 

the doctrine and the importance of Andrew Vallance's personality in its creation and 

further promotion within the service and the Staff College. The name of Andrew 

Vallance was so tightly connected with the first edition of RAF doctrine, that then DDS 

Martin van der Veen, invited him to work on the second edition, while he was still 

appointed to NATO.
45

  

The authorship experience of the first two editions of AP 3000 is given for a 

reason. The reason is to show that the very existence of AP 3000 is due to personal 

beliefs of the people who initiated the process and who actually wrote the doctrine. In 

terms of the doctrinal analysis, this experience argues that, in order to understand the 

conceptual and purposeful discourse of a certain doctrinal publication, it is essential to 

look into who CAS and DDS were at that time and how they interacted. From the 

personalities' perspective, it is relevant to look into personal backgrounds of people who 

wrote doctrine and who actually made it happen in the service. 
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The authorship of the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 

In the doctrine preparation process of the 3
rd

 edition, the main role was played 

by the Air Chief Marshal Sir Richard Johns. The exploration of the inside environment 

of doctrine preparation was covered in the article by Chris Finn. It was based on the 

personal correspondence with acting professionals of that time. As it was mentioned 

before, the new edition of AP 3000 could have been expected in 1996, as the doctrinal 

reflection of the air power lessons in Bosnia and PSO environment. According to Air 

Commodore Steve Abbott, the intended edition was meant to be 'evolutionary, not 

revolutionary.'
46

 At that time, the main obstacle of the doctrine publication was the 

initial scepticism of CAS − Richard Johns. The rapid changes in the national defence, 

the introduction of jointery and subsequent doctrinal hierarchy changed CAS's position 

on doctrine.
47

 Richard Johns became convinced: 

'that the final document needed to be endorsed by the other services, to  

recognise their contribution to the generation of national air power.  

Consequently, Edition 3 was the first to carry a joint imprimatur and was  

launched publicly at the RUSI by CAS and senior representatives of the RN and  

Army.'
48

 

Furthermore, Chris Finn noted that the main rationale for CAS's change of mind 

was also conditioned by his personal experience as the Director of Operations during 

the Gulf War, when he realised that the RAF's focus on tactical perspective and fixation 

with the Central Region were not efficient.
49

 In this regard, CAS did not want doctrine 

to become dogma but rather to be a means of boosting changes which were already on 

the way. Consequently, he was actively involved in the drafting process.
50

 

While the doctrine preparation process required formal initialisation and 

authorisation, which was provided by Richard Johns, its consistency depended on the 

correspondence of its author to its inspirer. Then, Group Captain, and now Air Chief 

Marshal, Sir Stuart Peach perfectly fitted into the role.  Being commissioned to the RAF 

in 1977, the first couple of decades of his career were characterised by practice-oriented 

experiences of photographic reconnaissance flights in Canberra, followed by three tours 
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on Tornado GR1 both in the UK and abroad. In these tours, he was qualified as 

weapons and electronic warfare instructor. In 1994-1996, he was a commander of IX 

Squadron (Bomber) at RAF Bruggen, in Germany.
51

 The next stage of his career, which 

brought him to the doctrine authorship, started with an MPhil at Cambridge, received in 

1996, followed by appointment as DDS in 1997. 

There were several reasons why Stuart Peach fitted well into writing the doctrine 

under Richard Johns' supervision. First, he combined experience as a pilot with an 

academic approach to air power gained in Cambridge and as a part of his duties as DDS. 

The position of DDS inevitably required a creative, systematic and global view on air 

power and cooperation with academics. Secondly, from the beginning of the 

introduction of jointery into the national defence discourse, Stuart Peach had 

demonstrated his support of jointery and its benefits for the service. Apart from the 

general jointery and Army-friendly discourse of the 3
rd

 edition, this orientation was 

demonstrated in already mentioned introduction to Perspectives on Air Power.
52

 

The unanimity in conceptual approach between CAS and DDS was essential for 

reaching other services and making the doctrine jointery-friendly. According to Chris 

Finn, in order to test practitioners' attitude to the ideas introduced in the 3
rd 

edition of 

AP 3000, the core themes were explained in the introductory article of the first 

publication of Air Power Review.
53

 However, the shift of emphasis from three air 

campaigns to air capabilities was not welcomed by all: 

'with attempts being made by some factions within the Air War Centre and the 

 dying members of the RAF College to kill off AP3000 through the drafting of an  

'Air Operations' chapter for the UK Operations Document. This was seen off by  

an alliance of CASD, ACAS, the Air Staff and the staff of the new Joint Services  

Command and Staff College, along with three head of defence studies.'
54

 

The situation described above is of a particular relevance for this thesis. It does 

not only reflects the role of individuals in securing official and systematic adoption of a 

certain theme within the RAF and in regard to other services, it also demonstrates new 

tendencies in the doctrine preparation in terms of jointery. Consequently, the difference 
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in approaches between the preservation of doctrinal self-sufficiency and the 

correspondence to developing joint practices in accordance with the SDR was 

inevitable. In terms of the role of authors, the new tendency was towards decrease of 

their individual role and further representation of collective thoughts. This was the case 

of the joint nature of the 3
rd 

edition of AP 3000. 

Overall, the experience of the first two editions reflected a personality-driven 

approach to doctrine preparation and to an extent its survivability both in the service 

and inter-service culture. On the other hand, the 3
rd

 edition was entirely different. With 

the introduction of jointery and its subsequent embodiment in organisational and 

structural changes, the process of institutionalisation of doctrines began to take place. 

This would inevitably affect environmental and single-service doctrines. This was 

particularly evident with the establishment of JDC and the introduction of doctrinal 

hierarchy. It meant that a doctrine was no longer simply a means of services' self-

justification and explanation to each other and a wider public. The lower level doctrines 

had to correspond with and contain the general principles of joint publications. 

Consequently, the doctrine preparation process became more political in terms of inter-

services' relation and could affect the implementation the newly established concept of 

jointery.  

In terms of the approach to doctrine preparation, the shift was from 'the initiative 

from within' to 'authorisation from above'. It can be concluded that 'in the first two 

editions authorship was important, now the author responds for collective ideas.'
55

 In 

its turn, this meant a higher degree of subordination and control over the content. 

However, it may be argued that the increased attention to doctrine as a means of 

implementing the RAF's way of cooperating with the other two services in the joint 

environment resulted in the decline in flexibility of doctrine. From the long-term 

perspective, it can be argued that these were the first steps in the institutionalisation of 

jointery and the synchronisation of doctrinal approaches across all three services. 

Consequently, this initial attempt to place the environmental doctrine prepared by a 

single service into the doctrinal/conceptual framework of two other services was the 

first stage of the contemporary doctrinal cycle. According to it every 5-year revision of 

all national doctrines is related to the Defence Review and changes in defence policy. 
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This process is the final stage of jointery institutionalisation. It will be discussed in 

detail in the next two case studies.  

Looking at the matter from the RAF's cultural perspective and career divisions, 

the shift in doctrine preparation also contributed to this. In other words, in the post-Cold 

War era of the RAF's doctrine practice, two entirely different approaches were 

developed and embodied in the first three editions of AP 3000. Andrew Vallance 

emphasised this difference as follows:  

'AP3000 of 1999 was taken in the wrong direction. It was too influenced by 

ground forces. It was not a step forward. There are two possible approaches to writing 

an environmental doctrine at the strategic level. The first is to define the characteristics 

of the different environments in which mankind wages war (e.g. air, land or sea) and 

then elaborate on how those basic characteristics define what types of operations that 

are possible and practicable (and those that are not) within that environment. Once 

each of the environmental doctrines are established on a firm and realistic foundation, 

that then leads onto to the formulation of joint doctrine in which campaigns and 

operations in the component environments are brought together to define how best each 

type of warfare is integrated with the others to give the best strategic effect in any given 

set of circumstances.  

The second option is to start with a ‘joined up’ doctrine setting out what is seen 

as the ideal approach to campaign planning and then try to dictate how operations in 

each environment should contribute to achieve that. I always favoured the first of these 

approaches as the most realistic, sensible and practical. I found that the second of these 

approaches tended to create formulaic approaches which could be unsound and started 

from the proposition that operations/campaigns in one of the 3 environments would 

always be the principal, and that operations in the other 2 would be obliged to conform 

and contribute as best they may, but not necessarily be used in the way that would 

maximise their own advantages. I felt that the 3
rd

 edition essentially was based on that 

approach and was over-influenced by a land force doctrine which at that time was 

being written by a very eloquent and persuasive individual, but who I felt had an 

imperfect understanding of air power.'
56

 In this regard, Stuart Peach was meant.  

The aforementioned explanation is more than exhaustive and it provides the 

context for the understanding of the environment in which the 3
rd

 edition was written 
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and also why it was revolutionary. It also explains why the 3
rd 

edition was not well-

received within the service and could not achieve its goals. Although the specifics of 

inter-service dynamics are an interesting topic for exploration, it is not the aim of this 

research.  Therefore, no further in-depth exploration of opposing groups within the RAF 

will be conducted.  

The main conclusion concerning the role of writers in doctrine preparation is 

that while previously authors could directly contribute and affect the text of doctrine, 

starting with the 3
rd

 edition and further, the degree of authors‟ impact and personal 

contribution declines and they become tools for embodying common, systemised 

content, which fits well into the prevailing doctrinal, joint network.  

Conclusion 

Overall, it can be concluded that the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 was a continuation 

of the RAF post-Cold War doctrinal evolution. While the previous two editions were 

oriented towards the present, the new edition was the first air power doctrine of the 

decade to look into the future of the service and its reformation according to the posed 

objectives conditioned by the external and internal environments. It was evolutionary 

because it could look forward, not because the first two editions analysed where the 

service was at that time and how the lessons of the Gulf influenced air power; it was 

intellectual and targeted a wider audience, because of the public attention to the military 

affairs and the increase of stakeholders in the military sphere. This doctrine entirely 

corresponded to its time and could not have been written in this form any earlier. Due to 

the rapid changes and the number of factors influencing doctrine preparation process, it 

was still the historical document of its time. Although it reflected the institutional 

flavour of that time, it also demonstrated the strengthening of inter-service cooperation 

embodiment in joint approach of the publication. In terms of the factors outlined by 

Oliver Daddow, each aspect had different situational intensity of influence on the 

doctrine preparation process of 1999.  

First, in terms of the external environment, the 3
rd

 edition was influenced by the 

lessons of the Gulf War and developing PSO realities after Bosnia. In this regard, the 

doctrine did not only reflect the experiences of both types of operations and the 

consequent degree of air power use, but also addressed the allied and joint environment 

of future operations. One of the reasons why operational experience was so well-

balanced and incorporated in detail was due to its reflection through Army PSO 
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doctrine. In this case, the connection between external and internal factors took place. 

However, the primary aim was the reflection on operational experience and Army PSO 

doctrine was a means to this end.  

Other elements of the external environment had a different degree of influence. 

NATO doctrine was not yet directly influencial on AP 3000, and could influence the 

document only through the allied publications in the doctrinal hierarchy. Foreign 

doctrines of other Allied nations had little influence if any, mainly due to the difference 

in their strategic cultures. The exchange of ideas and technologies with American allies 

had an indirect influence on practitioners through common training, joint courses and in 

allied operations. Interpersonal contacts and visits of DDS to Maxwell were still taking 

place and could indirectly shape certain ideas on air power and doctrine; however, they 

were not the forces shaping the form and contents of the doctrine. Therefore, although 

not all elements of the external environment were equally important, the most crucial 

one was operational experience. It can be concluded that external factors were a driving 

force for the new publication of AP 3000; however, the shape the new edition gained 

was dictated by the internal environment.  

Secondly, in terms of the internal environment, the new edition was directly 

influenced by the process of jointery and subsequent arrangements of Armed Forces' 

reformation. Thus, the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 incorporated the lessons of previous 

operations into national joint discourse. The path of jointery required a closer 

cooperation with two other services, particularly with the Army, and that was exactly 

what doctrine demonstrated. The significance of internal factor is that the new edition of 

AP 3000 was published only when the jointery process was initiated, which meant that 

the service had to adapt to the entirely new national reality. The introduction of jointery 

also meant that the Armed Forces had a direction to adapt and evolve in their post-Cold 

War recovery. Doctrine was the guide to that adaptation. Thus, the internal factor was 

the driving force for the shape and the time of doctrine's publication. The influence of 

this factor was direct. 

Thirdly, in terms of networks, the influence of academics was substantial, 

although indirect. The main reason why the document was highly intellectual and 

complex was due to the close cooperation between DDS Stuart Peach and academic 

network of the time. Although academics were not directly involved in doctrine writing 

and drafting of the document, they provided substantial knowledge and analytical 
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materials on changes in the strategic environment of that time. This was achieved 

through Air Power Workshops and focus groups on security and defence studies 

conducted a few years prior to the publication of the 3
rd

 edition. The application of the 

intellectual approach reflected the importance of a wider audience for the service's 

positioning in the national defence. Although it was assumed that with each level closer 

to doctrine writing, the influence would be more direct, that was not the case for 

academics. It was indirect and was reflected in doctrine to a large extent because of 

Stuart Peach's favourable attitude to intellectualism and a wider academic discourse on 

air power use. 

Fourthly, the influence of the author was direct and decisive to an extent. 

Although Stuart Peach was responsible for the new edition and made it academic and 

Army-friendly, his judgements had to correspond to the overview of his superior, 

meaning CAS. Since both CAS and DDS were actively involved in the doctrine 

preparation process and had similar perception of the final outlook of the doctrine, the 

author's contribution was not substantially limited. However, if he wanted to go a 

different way than CAS, then it would be simply impossible, because doctrine was 

becoming more of an institutional document than an individual perspective on air power 

use. Therefore, the influence of the author was not vital. However, in contrast to the first 

two editions, the freedom of action was diminishing, because doctrine was becoming a 

recognised phenomenon of the every-day military practice.  

The increased attention to doctrine per se and in the joint discourse in particular, 

resulted in the differentiation of approaches to writing environmental doctrine at the 

strategic level and the role of authors in it. In the case of the first two editions, the 

process was author-driven and the tendency was to write environmental doctrines within 

the relevant services and only then to think about synergy and integration towards 

strategic effects. The 3
rd 

edition was characterised by the beginning of jointery and the 

indoctrination of a more institutionalised approach to doctrine preparation. Gradually, 

the authors were beginning to be responsible for collective ideas rather than for their 

own. This was not entirely the case of the 3
rd

 edition, but the process was on the way. In 

terms of the approach of writing environmental doctrine, it was a hierarchical 'joined-up' 

way. This meant that joint doctrine would dictate subordinate doctrines in each 

environment as to what strategic effects they had to achieve. Practically, the 

contemporary hierarchy of doctrinal documents was introduced.  
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Finally, in terms of the institutionalisation of jointery, the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000 

demonstrated that the RAF had realised the joint nature of the three services and that it 

was the way of adaptation. This was demonstrated once again through the application of 

the 'joined-up' approach to writing of environmental doctrine. The initial stage of the 

development of jointery was demonstrated in horizontal cooperation between different 

services. This was demonstrated by the example of PSO doctrine used for evaluation of 

the lessons of Bosnia. The use of PSO doctrine in the strategic air power doctrine was 

also a template of joint thinking on future operations and cooperation between the Army 

and the RAF. It was an important message stating that the RAF was taking jointery-

oriented direction. Only a year after the SDR, the service managed to produce jointery-

friendly environmental doctrine. The next two editions of air power doctrine will 

demonstrate that this orientation was a far-reaching one. 
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 CHAPTER V: CASE STUDY OF THE 4
TH 

EDITION OF AP 3000 

During the first post-Cold War decade, RAF doctrine was characterised by three 

editions of environmental doctrine, which reflected the complexity of the strategic 

environment and its rapid change. Furthermore, the second decade was not lacking in 

events and factors reshaping the post-Cold War strategic environment. In terms of the 

international environment, Kosovo, 9/11, subsequent operations in Afghanistan and 

Iraq, the global economic crisis and change of various foreign governments took place 

over this time. Strictly in military terms, jointery was strengthening its position in the 

reformation of the Armed Forces and in ongoing operations. Its institutionalisation was 

reflected in active work on the production of the conceptual framework for tri-service 

cooperation, which was achieved through joint publications of the Joint Doctrine and 

Concepts Centre (JDCC). Consequently, it could have been expected that new editions 

of air power doctrine would reflect this change. However, the RAF continued to operate 

without a new edition of its environmental doctrine until 2009, a decade after the 

publication of the previous edition. This chapter explains why there was no new 

doctrine for 10 years and the influential factors which drove the preparation of AP 3000, 

4
th

 edition, 2009.  

The 4
th

 edition of AP 3000 British Air and Space Power Doctrine
1
was initiated 

by the then CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Stephen Dalton and prepared by the then DDS 

Air Commodore Alistair Byford. In the foreword to the 4
th

 edition, Dalton outlined the 

conceptual framework necessary for the use of air and space power in the new 

operational environment.
2
 The main distinctive feature of this edition was that it no 

longer concentrated exclusively on air power but also included another environment – 

space. Throughout, the air and space environments are addressed indivisibly.  The 

consequent conceptualisation of air and space power runs from chapter to chapter. The 

structure is simple, consisting of four chapters contained in a 67-page document. This 

was a significant simplification in contrast to the previous edition. Chapter 1, 'The 

Nature of Air and Space Power,' explains the new definitions of air power and space 

power, the unique aspects of space power, the key enablers of both and the unique 

perspective of airmen. Chapter 2, 'Air Power in the Contemporary Operating 

Environment,' looked into the current knowledge of air power's use across the entire 

spectrum of conflict and in the context of joint actions. Chapter 3, 'The Four 
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Fundamental Air and Space Roles' were analysed: control of the air and space, air 

mobility, intelligence and situational awareness and attack, and their connection with 

joint action. Chapter 4, 'Air and Space Command and Control' looked into the Network 

Enabled Capability (NEC) in terms of its incorporation into mission command, and 

existing air command and control in the contemporary operating environment.   

The Context – the absence of doctrine 

The absence of doctrine in the second decade after the publication of three 

editions in the first decade, not to mention the breakthrough of the 3
rd

 edition, was 

surprising. Although the core conceptual doctrine was not republished until 2009, a 

collection of Air Power Publications was replenished with AP 3002: Air and Space 

Warfare
3
 and AP 3003: A Brief History of the Royal Air Force.

4
 AP3002 looked into the 

tactical details of the use of air power and answered the question 'how' it should be 

used, while AP 3000 was meant to give answers to 'what' and 'why' questions.
5
 AP 3003 

was written as a summary of RAF history for cadet courses at RAF College Cranwell, 

which was reflected in the foreword by the CAS of the time Air Chief Marshal Sir Jock 

Stirrup: 

'This book is aimed primarily at those who have recently joined or are joining  

the Service, but we are distributing it to every serving member of the RAF and to  

the Cadet and Reserve organizations, including the University Air Squadrons. It  

is crucial that we all share a common understanding of our Service's history.'
6
 

The diversification of the RAF's air power publications and their direct 

connection to AP 3000, as an umbrella document, affecting lower level doctrines, 

argues not only for a return of doctrine into RAF practice but also for a more profound 

attention to its functionality. However, the renewed attention to doctrine and the 

increase in AP publications does not fit well with the absence of a new edition of an 

environmental doctrine as a framework document for the subordinate AP publications. 

This inconsistency was explained by Wing Commander Chris Finn, who was DDS from 

June 2002 till December 2004 and was involved in the doctrinal process of the time. In 

fact, the need for a new edition of AP 3000 was one of the first tasks Chris Finn set 

                                                           
3
Air and Space Warfare (AP 3002) 2

nd
 Edition. Prepared under the direction of Air Warfare 

Centre Commandant. (RAF Waddington: Air Warfare Centre, 2006). 
4
A Brief History of the Royal Air Force (AP 3003), (London: HMSO, 2005). 

5
 AP 3002, foreword, iv-v.  

6
 AP 3003, foreword, i.  
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about during his time as DDS. The main rationale for the new edition was not the 

Kosovo campaign, or 9/11, or intervention into Afghanistan. The rationale was more 

functional. He argued that the previous doctrine was not well-understood and therefore 

was not taken into consideration within the service because of the following:  

'AP 3000, 3
rd

 edition was getting long in the tooth and it clearly needed  

rewriting. My feeling about that version was that Stuart have tried to put a lot of  

academic argument into it and it did not actually have a great utility for the  

Royal Air Force because of the way Stuart Peach had written it.'
7
 

In his article on the subject, Chris Finn was even more specific on why this 

edition of the doctrine was not accepted by the service. It was suggested that the 

language of the manoeuvrist approach was more Army-oriented and was of very little 

practical or guiding relevance for airmen.
8
 In this regard, the initial attempt to make air 

power doctrine Army-friendly and therefore to introduce jointery into the service 

proved to be counter-productive due to the very form and discourse of the doctrine. 

From the point of view of a practitioner, the doctrine looked too long, thus time 

consuming; too academic, thus required extra reading; too Army (actually jointery)-

oriented, thus written for the Army to understand the RAF and air power. Therefore, the 

brilliant idea embodied in the 3
rd

 edition faced the cruel reality of practical 

consideration a few years afterwards.  

What the new DDS aimed to do was to address the issue in a more systematic 

way. He wanted to make two versions of doctrine, a detailed one and a thin one. The 

main pupose of the thin version was to be used by the cadets in the RAF College in 

Cranwell.
9
 In terms of this plan, four publications were envisioned: a revised 4

th
 edition 

of AP 3000; AP 3001: Air Power Essentials, AP 3002: Air Operations, and AP 3003. 

The then CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Jock Stirrup agreed all four documents. While 

DDS was working on the framework document the Air Warfare Centre aimed at 

preparation of operational manual AP 3002, which they prepared and later revised into 

the 2
nd

 edition in 2006. 

 In terms of AP 3003, Peter Herbertson was asked to write a comprehensive 

summary of RAF history for cadets at Cranwell. By no means, was it meant to be a 
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174 
 

critical history, because such a work would be too long.
10

 Additionally, the document 

did not have any references, since its main purpose was to inform newcomers and 

cadets rather than to make an academic contribution to RAF analytical history.  

Nevertheless, there are numerous books of references stored in the Cranwell library 

reflecting the tremendous work undertaken.
11

 This can be explained by the fact that it 

was entirely a single-service initiative conditioned by practical necessity for cadets to 

share knowledge of RAF history and not only Squadron history. This publication was 

produced in close cooperation with the Air Historical Branch (AHB). Although there 

were numerous contributors, and writers, Chris Finn wrote a few chapters, while Mary 

Hutson from the AHB did all of the editing. The next stage was sending it for 

verification and intelligence clearance to the head of the AHB Sebastian Cox.  

Consequently, two documents out of four were published, yet the new doctrine 

was not one of them. According to Chris Finn, there were two reasons why this was the 

case. The first reason was that the operations in Afghanistan were not over yet and 

Operation Iraqi Freedom had begun. In this context, Chris Finn stated: 

'The AP 3000 did not happen because of the Afghan conflict. The Assistant Chief 

 Air Staff of that time David Walker basically felt that there was no point of  

rewriting our doctrine until we'd go over the lessons of Afghanistan, plus of  

course the lessons of the second Gulf War. So, that basically took it out of my  

timeframe.'
12

 

Accordingly, the decision to stop the doctrine preparation process was rational, 

since it would have been too time and resource consuming to write a new edition after 

each operation, especially when the gap between them was just a couple of years. 

Strictly from the practical perspective, if the doctrine preparation process started right 

after the end of Kosovo campaign, taking the time of average 18 months for its 

preparation, it might have been disseminated by the beginning of the war in 

Afghanistan; however, its relevance for the new operation would have been 

questionable because, first of all, it would not be well incorporated into existing 

practice. Secondly, because the use of air power in Afghanistan was different, except for 

a holistic consideration of evaluating lessons of ongoing operations, the beginning of 
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the new war had also more practical effect on the potential of doctrine preparation, 

having the people to do it, including Chris Finn:  

'At an early stage of drafting in 2003, Operation Iraqi Freedom intervened  

and the process was put on hold, both to enable the doctrinal lessons of the  

conflict to be identified and because many of the key players in the process were  

personally involved in the conflict.'
13

  

The second reason was the ongoing institutionalisation of jointery and the 

division of responsibilities between single services and joint institutions. The main issue 

was with the Joint Doctrine and Concepts Centre (JDCC). With the expansion of 

jointery into various aspects of tri-service practice, the number of joint publications 

increased. However, each service still wrote its own doctrine, which corresponded to the 

joint discourse, yet was under a single-service authorship. In order to provide 

consistency in tri-service doctrinal publications, their drafts were reviewed by the other 

services and the JDCC. On the other hand, JDCC took a more centralised position and 

argued for the necessity of joint authorship. Chris Finn called it a 'discussion of who 

owns a single environmental doctrine.'
14

 The main argument of tri-service practitioners 

was that in order for the doctrine to reflect specifics of the service, concentrate 

operational lessons particular to it, and therefore to be accepted within the service, it 

should be written by practitioners of that service under the authority of the head of the 

service. On this subject, Alexander Alderson, the specialist in British COIN doctrine, 

noted: 

'Any army needs soldiers with relevant and recent experience to write its  

doctrine and develop the concepts which should drive future tactics,  

organisation and equipment.'
15

 

In this context, there was developed a clash between two approaches to the 

preparation of environmental doctrine, outlined earlier by Andrew Vallance. The issue 

was not resolved in the time of Chris Finn. The joint authorship of environmental 

doctrines of the three services was introduced with the creation of the Development 

Concept and Doctrine Centre (DCDC) in April 2006. Although this process influenced 
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the doctrine preparation practices of the two other services, it still did not affect the 4
th

 

edition of AP 3000, which was still written under a single-service authorship.  

Irrespective of all these reasons Chris Finn produced a draft of AP 3000. This 

was influenced by practical cooperation between the services in the operational 

environment of Iraq, which stimulated further doctrinal considerations. As a means of 

examining effects-based warfare 'with the aim of exploring what was becoming a 

common doctrinal language, despite having no basis in explanation or common 

understanding,'
16

 the three Heads of Defence Studies organised a joint conference. Its 

additional aim was to analyse the recent operational lessons: 

'Additionally, the conference was held to capture the air power lessons of  

Operation Iraqi Freedom in May 2004, including the CAS (Air Chief  

Marshal Jock Stirrup), General 'Buzz' Moseley USAF (JFACC), Air Chief  

Marshall Brian Burridge (UK National Contingent Commander) and Air  

Marshal Glen Torpy (UK Air Component Commander). This established the  

facts of the air war and also addressed themes such as technology, legality and  

ethics and their doctrinal implications.'
17

 

Consequently, this conference provided a practical and conceptual basis for the 

preparation of a new edition and also some considerations of how to place it in joint and 

tri-service discourse. Although Chris Finn's draft was never published, its distinctive 

feature was that 'it went through the review process of tri-service environment.'
18

 This 

fact meant that actual practical jointery cooperation and consultation between three 

services, despite their differences, was taking place. It also meant that, practically, a 

new edition of AP 3000 was possible in 2005. However, that was not the case. Since it 

was impossible to interview the next DDS Group Captain Neville Parton, the reason 

why the new edition was not published in his time remained unclear. One of the reasons 

might be the change of campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan from coercive to peace-

building and stabilisation.
19

 Consequently, the evaluation of lessons and their adaptation 

in doctrinal document would require at least the end of these campaigns or the 

realisation of the main trends in air power functionality. On the hand, another reason 
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could be internal; with the establishment of DCDC and the struggle for ownership over 

environmental doctrine, it would seem wise for the service not to publish anything if it 

was not going to be recognised by joint institutions and incorporated into training 

courses.  

Consequently, the aforementioned discourse explains why a new edition of 

doctrine was not issued in the first five years and it also describes the existing 

tendencies in the doctrine preparation process. First of all, the publication of RAF 

doctrine depended on cooperation between CAS and DDS. Any inconsistency between 

their approaches or views on doctrine could result in its simple non-existence. Secondly, 

the diversity of doctrinal publications reflected the differences in target audience each 

publication aimed to reach. Thirdly, at that time, practically, environmental doctrine 

was still in the realm of single-service responsibilities. Consequently, in terms of any 

synchronisation of doctrinal changes within the tri-service environment, any decisions 

on a new publication depended largely on single-service considerations and were not 

conditional on the other services' doctrinal revisions. Therefore, changes in doctrine in 

one service did not trigger subsequent changes in another one, because there was no 

system to trigger them. Finally, in terms of the institutionalization of jointery, the 

process was painstaking and reflected the diversity of approaches from different 

stakeholders. Nevertheless, although JDCC did not succeed in achieving control over 

environmental doctrines, in practice, tri-service/joint cooperation in reviewing each 

others' doctrines took place. It does not mean that the process of tri-service reviewing 

was smooth, but the fact that it was taking place and attention was paid to the necessity 

of common doctrinal language in practical matters like effects-based warfare meant that 

jointery was actually progressing horizontally, while centralised and vertical jointery 

was still struggling. 

Lessons of Previous Operations 

The Kosovo campaign was the first post-Cold War NATO campaign conducted 

on its own without UN authority. The air power contribution to Operation Allied Force 

was in 48 fixed wing aircraft, 'of these, twenty-eight were strike aircraft (Tornado GR1s 

and Harrier GR7s), seven were air defence (Sea Harrier FA2 flown off HMS Invincible) 
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and thirteen were support aircraft (air-to-air refuelling tankers, E3D early warning 

aircraft and one Nimrod); in addition some eighteen helicopters were deployed...'
20

  

This campaign had many lessons to teach. The Kosovo conflict showed that 

unlike the Gulf War, 'it was widely and mistakenly believed that coercive air attacks 

would quickly succeed.' 
21

 Another issue of the time was the difficulty in preservation of 

the legitimacy of coercion and other military actions in the volatile environment of 

ethno-culturally fragmented country.
22

 In this regard, the main problem for air power 

was not simply in reaching targets, but in getting target-by-target clearance.  Both in 

American and British cases, approval for each target had to be obtained from political 

decision-makers in Washington and London, which added an extra pressure on the 

application of air power in politically sensitive environment.
23

  Another lesson was the 

crucial role of intelligence for the actual efficiency of air power. In this regard, target 

identification was shown to be crucial for the efficiency of air power and its primary 

role of reaching targets. Participants in the campaign, Brian Burridge and Wesley Clark, 

argued that the campaign was missing an effects-based approach by its very nature. 

General Clark commented on the insufficiency of destroying infrastructure in places 

which were not relevant to the War itself.
24

 Later on, this misstep would result in the 

complexity of the post-conflict recovery of the country.
25

 Brian Burridge stated: 

'We flew a phenomenal number of sorties, at a significant cost in monetary  

terms, and yet we actually eradicated only four artillery pieces. And one of the 

 main problems was that the strategy would be the target set, and the target set  

would be the strategy. So there was no attempt to understand how to generate an  

effects-based campaign.'
26

 

The core of the problem was not in an incorrect choice of targets or a 

concentration on their achievement irrespective of long-term consequences. It also was 

not in strict ROEs, which aimed at the limitation of civilian casualties, but resulted in 
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the repetition of sorties towards the same target, while the characteristics and relevance 

of the target had changed. A further problem was a lack of understanding between 

political decision-makers who were driven by effects of the war on the international 

community, and consequent reluctance to deploy land forces; and military thinking in 

terms of tactics:  reaching targets. Both parties needed to think more systematically in 

terms of the exit strategy and subsequent implications after achieving the end state: the 

withdrawal of Serbian forces from Kosovo.  

Consequently, political assessment of the RAF performance was far from 

satisfactory: 

'The number of munitions dropped by UK air craft per strike sortie was  

significantly lower than the NATO average. The RAF flew 9.6% of NATO strike  

sorties, but dropped only 4.2% of the munitions.'
27

 

Except for the strict ROE, this inconsistency between sorties and targets were 

also due to bad weather and technological inability of laser-guided Paveway I and 

Paveway II munitions to strike small and mobile targets.
28

 

Overall, the lessons of Kosovo for air power included the following 

considerations. First of all, the campaign demonstrated that NATO as a defensive 

alliance had no experience in planning humanitarian interventions,
29

 resulting in the 

'lack of contingency plans for coercive actions.'
30

 Secondly, although overall assessment 

of the use of air power in this campaign is often 'adjudged as a success,'
31

 it was less 

effective than in the Gulf War. Features characterising air power in the previous 

campaign: high tempo and continuity of attacks, were diminished by the complexity of 

the political situation.
32

 Consequently, merging strategic, operational and tactical level 

targets under the same ROE and approval in London and Washington resulted in a 

decline in the timeliness and efficiency of sorties. Other problems included flaws in the 

suppression of enemy air defences (SEAD); difficulty in finding and engaging enemy 

light infantry; civilian casualties,
33

 and need for logistics integration, particularly of a 
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multinational component.
34

 Thirdly, a new conceptual approach to the use of air power 

together with political, diplomatic and other means was required.  Finally, the operation 

demonstrated some tactical and technological concerns in the RAF performance: 

'The campaign exposed RAF deficiencies in all-weather PGM's; battle damage  

assessment, secure communications; the ability to find, target, and engage  

mobile forces; and the ability to deploy units from main operating bases.  

Despite sustained resource constraints, all would be addressed before the next  

major commitment in 2003.'
35

 

Unlike in Kosovo, RAF involvement in Afghanistan was supportive rather 

than decisive. During the first stage, it was mainly limited by provision of refuelling, 

surveillance and reconnaissance. RAF Tristars and VC-10s were deployed from the 

Brize Norton base in Oxfordshire, mainly due to its compatibility with the refuelling 

system of the US Navy and Marine Corps.
36

 The Airborne Early Warning (AEW) E3-D 

Sentry and the Nimrod R1 provided surveillance while the Canberra PR9 conducted 

reconnaissance flights.
37

 Further on, by January 2002, C17 and C130 Hercules were 

responsible for strategic and tactical air lift while Hercules and Chinook helicopters 

were used in support of Special Forces.
38

 During the third stage of International 

Security Assistance Force (ISAF), starting in July 2006, the RAF conducted the same 

roles but in support of the new government and ongoing process of reconstruction and 

stabilisation of the country.
39

  

Although the campaign became very unpopular due to its protracted character in 

securing stabilisation and peace building,
40

 and death of a Nimrod crew due to 

technological failure,
41

 air power was demonstrated to be capable of performing a 

supportive role. On the other hand, one of the issues requiring improvement was the 

suggestion of the need to improve air and land cooperation because 'in Afghanistan we 
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were finding that we were using close air support for strategic effect and in high 

manoeuvre, high tempo warfare, the relationship between air and land is now much, 

much more important'
42

 which was further demonstrated in Iraq. 

The main lessons for air power were in demonstrating efficiency, especially in 

the supportive roles it could provide. In the later years, before the publication of AP 

3000, multi-tasking in the provision of ISTAR roles and striking capabilities was 

required on a day-to-day basis.
43

 What was crucial, in all these supportive roles, was the 

realisation of the increased necessity of information and improved technological 

capabilities. In this regard, Brian Burridge, who at the early stage of Afghanistan war 

was NATO CAOC Commander and commanded CAOC 9, commented: 

'Back to Afghanistan, November 2001, the nature of technology was fast, giving  

us better ISR capability; it was fast giving us greater precision, and it was fast  

giving us the ability to fuse our intelligence and surveillance data and the way in  

which we could run a CAOC (Combined Air Operation Centre) became much  

more efficient. In other words, you could build a higher tempo in the  

CAOC...and I was very lucky with type of people and equipment I had in my  

CAOC. We reckoned that we had a human limit of about thousand lines of air  

tasking order, we reckoned we could manage a thousand lines...'
44

 

Consequently, the supportive role of ISTAR was becoming more vital for major 

strikes and their subsequent accuracy. In terms of the doctrinal discourse on the primary 

and secondary roles of air power, this would mean the obscuring of this distinction, 

because what could be considered as a secondary supportive role was actually vital for 

the provision of the so-called primary role of strategic effect. This was one of the 

reasons why air power capabilities were exchanged for air power roles in the 4
th

 edition 

of AP 3000.
45

  

For the RAF, the Second Gulf War was different from Kosovo and 

Afghanistan. It was characterised by the first full-bodied air-land integration and close 

air support together with increase in precision of PGM's and operational tempo. The 

overall deployment of assets included 46,000 personnel, 19 warships, 14 Royal Fleet 
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Auxiliary vessels, 15,000 vehicles, 115 fixed-wing aircraft and nearly 100 helicopters.'
46

 

The British side was represented by Brian Burridge and Glen Torpy. Apart from a rapid 

and complete integration with US Forces, the key feature of the operation was a faster 

speed and tempo in comparison to previous operations: 

'Given the nature of the plan, which was designed to overwhelm the command  

and control of the Iraqi regime through high tempo and high manoeuvre,  

decision-making on targeting needed to move from what had been 'sedate' to  

'fast and furious.'
47

 

Associated with the  high tempo, another feature of air-land integration was a 

shift from linear to parallel warfare, meaning that instead of conducting an air 

campaign, preparing the way for ground forces to proceed on the second stage (linear), 

both air and land forces were attacking simultaneously (parallel warfare).
48

 

Consequently, the complexity of the target-set and the available time for its reach would 

determine whether it was approved on the spot or in London. Although strategic targets 

were mainly approved in London, targets of operational, tactical levels and rapidly 

mobile targets were approved on the spot.
49

 Benjamin Lambeth wrote: 

'Air Chief Marshal Burridge later summed up his role in this respect succinctly:  

if a target was to be attacked with a British platform, either he or someone in the  

British contingent to whom he had delegated authority had to approve it.'
50

 

A more relaxed targeting clearance can be easily connected to the second feature 

of the campaign – improved efficiency of PGMS and their precision. It was recognised 

that the shift 'in the nature of the munitions delivered'
51

 was towards PGMs instead of 

old-fashioned bombing. 679 out of 803 PGMs were dropped, an 85 per cent rate in 

contrast to 10 per cent in the First Gulf War.
52

  The main contribution of the RAF was 

in the introduction of the Storm Shadow into operation, long before its anticipated entry 
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date, which was provided through the Urgent Operational Requirements (UOR) 

scheme.
53

 Its place in the operational arsenal was outlined as follows: 

'Indeed, apart from the B-2 stealth bomber armed with GBU-37 hard-structure  

munitions, Storm Shadow provided General Moseley with the only significant  

deep-penetration target attack capability available to CENTAF.  In all, 27 Storm 

 Shadow munitions were fired throughout the campaign, mostly during the first  

few days against especially hardened enemy command and control facilities.'
54

 

Another technological aspect of the campaign was the performance of UAVs. 

The RAF also extensively used the UAV Phoenix, which was used in 138 sorties. In 

terms of lessons, the active use of UAVs in Afghanistan and Iraq suggested a new era 

for air power, indicating that, finally, with new technologies, air power could achieve 

what it always promised − surgical performance. On the other hand, it also triggered a 

long-term argument about the costs of these technologies, which would be even more 

important during a policy of austerity.   

One of the most crucial lessons of the campaign was the necessity of increased 

cooperation with the land forces, particularly in terms of Close Air Support operations. 

Air Vice Marshal Glen Torpy stated: 

'There is no doubt that we need to do more air-land integration. It is something  

that we knew about at least 18 months before we started this operation, and it  

was work that we had in hand: improving the procedure; looking at our  

equipment...'
55

 

Consequently, in terms of jointery transformation in the national Armed Forces, 

it is unarguable that the experience of Iraq and aforementioned statements of the key 

figures of the campaign would stimulate further development of jointery among the 

three services and air and land integration in particular. This was further reflected in the 

addition of the new chapter to the SDR and in the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000. 

The reflection of operational experience in text 

The influence of operational experience can be traced in two ways. First, it can 

be seen in the changes operational experience triggers in the strategic environment. 

Consequently, air power has to adapt to the new trends in strategic and operational 

environments with consideration of all three services. In this way, incorporating 
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experience is more systematic and usually reflects overall tendencies in the national 

defence system and strategic discourse. On the other hand, the second way to trace 

operational experience is to demonstrate, using examples from previous operations, how 

air power was used and what it is capable of in the new strategic debate.  Thus, the 

second way is more single-service in its nature.  

In terms of a reflection of all three campaigns, the new doctrine demonstrated 

equal attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, referring to each case nine times. In contrast, 

Kosovo was mentioned only once, in the introduction, as recognition that this conflict 

actually took place.
56

 The omission of this campaign can be explained by the lessons of 

Kosovo for the service and their subsequent evaluation. It was also influenced by the 

fact that the contemporary strategic environment was more substantially shaped by the 

last two campaigns, which had demonstrated the diversity of air power's roles by 'full 

spectrum capability.'
57

 

 The operational experience of Iraq and Afghanistan affected the entire tone of 

the new doctrine which argued for increased integration among all three services. 

Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrated the diversity of roles air power could play 

throughout the entire spectrum of conflict. In a sense, the general impact of operational 

experience was a practical demonstration of the improvement of jointery and air-land 

integration under the new technological and strategic realities. As AP 3000 4
th

 edition 

stated: 

'other developments meriting consideration since the publication of AP 3000 

 Edition 3 include the renewed emphasis on air-land integration, the  

consequences of the fruition of joint theory and practice anticipated by the SDR,  

and the impact of Network Enabled Capability (NEC) on air command and  

control processes.'
58

 

Operational experience notwithstanding, it is clear that NEC, which reflected the 

new stage of ISTAR development and information-driven approach to the Armed 

Forces integration and cooperation, was a vital additional issue. The essence of NEC is 

in integration of the Armed Forces into 'network of networks'
59

 through coherent 
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implementation of new technologies, information processing software, and training of 

personnel. British Defence Doctrine, suggests the following benefits of this initiative:  

'Network Enabled Capabilities have particular utility, conferring decisive  

advantage through the timely provision and exploitation of information and  

intelligence allowing effective decision-making and the agile synchronization of  

activity.'
60

 

The inclusion of the concept of NEC in this edition demonstrates a few 

considerations. Although this concept had been introduced before Iraq and Afghanistan, 

operational experience and the need for air-land integration re-emphasised its 

importance for the Armed Forces. So this is an example of how operational experience 

can affect the whole national system of defence and not just a single service. Since this 

concept would influence all three services; inevitably, it was going to be imposed 

through joint mechanisms; in this case, through joint doctrine. Consequently, for the 

RAF to adapt to the re-emphasised trend in national strategic discourse, the concept had 

to be reflected in environmental doctrine. Accordingly, the incorporation of the NEC 

concept from higher to lower doctrine demonstrates the functioning of doctrinal 

hierarchy introduced by jointery. Comparing the reflection of operational experience in 

the 3
rd

 and 4
th

 editions, a few features can be outlined. Although the 3
rd

 edition also 

reflected general trends in the strategic environment, it used the same level Army 

doctrine as its source and not joint doctrine. This was the case for horizontal jointery. 

However, the 4
th

 edition demonstrates vertical jointery imposed through hierarchical 

subordination between different levels of doctrinal documents. Since JDP 0-01 

recognised the existence of NEC, its subsequent reflection in the 4
th 

edition of AP 3000 

(environmental doctrine) showed its subordination.  Once again, this suggests a new 

stage in the institutionalisation of jointery. 

Concerning the second way of reflecting operational experience in doctrinal text, 

examples often were used in order to show a certain aspect of air power use. 

Afghanistan was referred to in order to demonstrate the flexibility of air power using the 

example of Harrier aircraft, which in May 2007, conducted an attack, then provided 

surveillance support for the land forces and ended with demonstrating presence in 

support of the land patrol.
61

 Air attacks in 2008, when 'limited target sets within a well-
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controlled battlespace'
62

 had a profound effect on the local population, were cited in 

order to demonstrate the nature of hybrid and irregular warfare. Other examples 

referring to Afghanistan included the air drop and transportation tasks of Hercules 

aircraft in terms of precision air drop
63

 and force multiplication,
64

 an argument in favour 

of 'the discrete insertion of small patrols in low-density battlespace;'
65

 and use of close 

air support in routine checks for Improvised Explosive Device (IED) activity.
66

  

References to Iraq outlined the long-term period of no-fly zone enforcement 

following the First Gulf War: 'the successful policing of the no-fly zones over Iraq on a 

twenty-four hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week basis for an eleven-year period from 1992 

to 2003 demonstrates that the impermanence of air power is relative.'
67

 Also discussed 

was securing freedom of air and surface manoeuvre through the control of the air above 

Iraq,
68

 and the  flexibility of air sensors and their adaptation to irregular warfare, 

including, for example, the use of fast jet thermal imaging system in finding insurgents 

hiding in reed beds.
69

 Iraq was quoted in detail when referring to precision in 

Conventional Counter-Surface Force Operations; improvement in precision, it was 

argued, made precision air attack the primarily means in force-on-force attacks.
70

 

Furthermore, the Iraq experience suggested complexity in the use of air power: 

'flexing high-value the United States Marine Corps (USMC) assets to service  

higher priority tasks elsewhere in theatre was very difficult, and the perception  

that organic capabilities were always available to the Marines sometimes  

inhibited a reciprocal flow of air support when it was urgently required.'
71

 

Notwithstanding the experience of Iraq and Afghanistan, the new doctrine 

addressed one of the most substantial changes in air power of the time – the introduction 

of UAVs and their efficiency in both campaigns. In this regard, UAVs are mentioned 

four times. First of all, it was argued they increased ubiquity, covering a wider 
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geographical area than surface systems could do.
72

 Secondly, to refute the argument that 

air power lacked permanence or endurance, it was claimed, that UAVs provided the 

extension of range and endurance: 'through space-based assets and high endurance 

UAVs, air and space power may now provide an unblinking eye.'
73

 Finally, UAV's were 

stated to be used not only for kinetic purposes but also non-kinetic, as it was argued 

they provided psychological effect by their mere presence.
74

 Therefore, UAVs were 

shown as a potent element of air power across the entire spectrum of conflict. On the 

other hand, the UAV discourse also reflected the core dependence of air power on 

technological development and its availability, as in the case of Storm Shadow.
75

 

Overall, it can be concluded that previous operations had a substantial impact on 

air power doctrine. While the 3
rd 

edition paid attention to the role of air power in peace-

support operations, the 4
th

 edition stressed the place of air power in counterinsurgencies. 

However, in both cases, the emphasis was placed on the functionality of air power 

across entire spectrum of conflict and its inherently joint nature. Both editions reflected 

operational experience both at strategic and single-service levels. However, the 3
rd

 

edition paid more attention to the explanation of strategic reality, which would be more 

suitable for joint rather than single-service environmental doctrine. With the 

introduction of strict doctrinal hierarchy, the 4
th 

edition sporadically referred to the main 

trends emphasised in joint doctrinal publications, stressing practical operational lessons 

relevant for air and space environments.  Consequently, the main difference between the 

two editions was in their different ways of evaluating operational experience. The 3
rd

 

edition concentrated on the explanation of general strategic discourse while the 4
th

 

edition was more practice-oriented, paying more attention to the lessons particular for 

air power.   

The Internal Environment 

General defence policy discourse 

The second post-Cold War decade can be characterised as turbulent and 

changeable in all aspects, and political life was no exception. Although the political 

dimension with all layers of its complexity could have been analysed here in depth in 
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order to trace how it affected doctrinal development, it would require a thesis of its own. 

Accordingly, in this thesis attention is paid only to political reflection on the Iraq and 

Afghanistan campaigns, how they shaped the national approach to fighting new wars 

and its reflection in the studied doctrine.  

The path of defence policy transition over the decade started from the 

introduction of a new Chapter to the SDR.
76

 It reflected the national response to the 

terrorist threat and thinking on the counterinsurgency means of fighting what became 

the Long War on Terror.  The relevance of this paper for the doctrine of 2009 is that, 

first of all, it recognised the lessons of Afghanistan and suggested a systematic way of 

fighting new wars. It also reaffirmed the expeditionary nature of future operations. It 

was also the paper that re-emphasised the vital importance of the concept of Network-

Centric Capability (NCC) for the military discourse: 

'Network-Centric Capability encompasses the elements required to deliver  

controlled and precise military effect rapidly and realisably. At its heart are  

three elements: sensors (to gather information); a network (to fuse,  

communicate and exploit the information); and strike assets to deliver military  

effect. The key is the ability to collect, fuse and disseminate accurate, timely, and  

relevant information with much greater rapidity (sometimes in a matter of only  

minutes, or even in "real time") to help to provide a common understanding  

among commanders at all levels.'
77

 

This document also raised the question of the practical implementation of tri-

service cooperation at that stage in terms of jointery as a precondition for the 

achievement of Network-Centric Capability. Consequently, a profound review of 

jointery could have been expected right after but for Iraq.  

The next wave of defence and political papers was again conditioned by lessons 

of the previous campaign, in this case Iraq. Both MOD and the Foreign Office argued 

that ongoing campaigns and future operations would be combined.
78

 The asymmetric 
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nature of counterinsurgency was becoming more dominant in the assessment of future 

requirements of the Armed Forces: 

'We must be more prepared for 'asymmetric' attacks (those avoiding direct  

conventional conflict with our military forces) by both state and non-state  

actors, including the employment of WMD delivered through a variety of  

means.'
79

 

Although Delivering Security in a Changing World mentioned jointery only in 

terms of the conclusion of the SDR 1998, it re-affirmed the crucial role of NCC in 

fighting counterinsurgencies effectively and as a stimulating factor for the inter-service 

integration in order to fight the entire spectrum of conflicts.
80

  While the official defence 

papers looked into evaluating the lessons for defence policy and their relevance for 

future wars, the political sector was more interested in the core reasons behind some 

issues of previous operations and subsequent implications for national policy. In this 

regard, the issue of jointery was raised once again right after Iraq. The House of 

Commons Defence Committee stated: 

'The future challenge of close air support, demonstrated by Afghanistan and  

repeated in Iraq, is how to supply timely and precise air support to small  

numbers of friendly forces in non-linear engagements, not how to destroy large  

enemy divisions such as Saddam's Republican Guards. It is a problem that does  

not appear to have been resolved by MOD. Given Repeated References to  

"jointery" in official policy documents we are surprised that the operational  

practice of air-land integration has been so slow to change. We recommend  

that MOD addresses this question with much greater urgency than has been  

displayed to date.'
81

 

The significance of Afghanistan and Iraq, in this and the previous reports is in 

triggering attention to the practical implementation and institutionalisation of jointery. 

No matter how unflattering and inward-looking the recommendations of the HCDC may 

seem, they still emphasised the existing gap between conceptualisation of jointery 

which was conducted by JDCC and its implementation by services and its operational 

application in the battlespace. Consequently, it stimulated even more profound 
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conceptualisation of jointery implementation which was embodied in the 

Comprehensive Approach: 

'commonly understood principles and collaborative processes that enhance the  

likelihood of favourable and enduring outcomes within a particular  

situation.'
82

 

Its origin was in Joint Discussion Note 4/05 published in January 2006 by the 

JDCC. The main rationale for it was in combining capabilities to fit into the entire 

spectrum of potential conflicts, which required inter-departmental and inter-service 

cooperation across various levels. The argument behind this approach was simple − 

provision of a cost-efficient way for the Armed Forces and civil institutions 

reorganisation in the synchronised and cohesive environment:  

'Post-operational analysis of situations and crises at home and abroad has  

demonstrated the value and effectiveness of a joined-up and cross-discipline  

approach if lasting and desirable outcomes are to be identified and achieved.'
83

 

For the military forces, the introduction of this approach required profound 

changes in how they cooperated with other governmental institutions and JDCC was to 

become the key coordinator of cross-Governmental and inter-agency dialogue and 

subsequent cooperation.
84

 The development of integration and cooperative tendencies 

among other agencies and the strengthening of JDCC resulted in a new wave of 

jointery, deepening its institutionalisation. At that time, acceptance of this approach by 

Whitehall and its subsequent dominance in the upcoming Defence Review resulted in 

the renewal of jointery in a new institution of the DCDC in 2006, and its subsequent 

resolution of environmental doctrine ownership in favour of joint authorship, which 

would influence all services, yet leaving the RAF until the last.  

The description offered above of the national defence policy discourse suggests 

the following considerations. The line between external and internal factors influencing 

doctrine was becoming more obscure. Operational experience was not only embodied in 

the doctrine through specific lessons relevant for air power but also through its 

reflection in the national approach to reformation of the Armed Forces. In this regard, 
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the experiences of Iraq and Afghanistan raised attention to adaptability of the Armed 

Forces to the realities of COIN and asymmetric warfare. Consequently, the need for a 

more synchronised cooperation between services brought back attention to NEC and 

jointery, triggering governmental attention to these matters and the consequent 

intensification of jointery.  

Comparing the correlation between external and internal influences for the 3
rd

 

and 4
th 

editions, it can be stated that, in case of the 3
rd 

edition, reformation of the Armed 

Forces through jointery was conditioned by internal political reasons of cost-efficiency 

and transition from the Cold War legacy. In that case, operational experience was 

relevant in order to describe which roles air power could play in joint discourse. Thus, 

external and internal factors were relatively separated. In the case of the 4
th

 edition, the 

correlation between two became more entwined. Analysis of operational experience 

triggered consequent national evaluation of the Armed Forces in terms of their 

performance and ability to cooperate.  

Comparing the two editions in terms of the institutionalisation of jointery, the 

shift from horizontal to vertical cooperation took place. The 3
rd 

edition, influenced by 

the SDR and PSO, addressed their impact on air power through referencing the SDR 

report and PSO doctrine, demonstrating the horizontal level of doctrinal jointery. On the 

other hand, the 4
th

 edition reflects the vertical level embodied in the doctrinal hierarchy. 

The general strategic trends and new concepts relevant for all three services would be 

introduced in joint doctrine publications, and only referenced and briefly mentioned in 

the environmental doctrine prepared by a single-service team. In order for jointery to be 

fully synchronised between the services, it had to obtain control over environmental 

doctrines. Consequently, it may be argued that this was the last attempt of the service to 

show that it could write joint environmental doctrine under its own, RAF authorship.  

Single-service joint environmental doctrine? 

The aim of this section is to demonstrate the extent to which the 4
th 

edition was 

joint or single-service in its nature, and therefore the extent to which joint tendencies 

had influenced it.  In the foreword to the 4
th

 edition, CAS Air Chief Marshal Sir Stephen 

Dalton outlined the joint/single dichotomy of this edition: 

'While the RAF is the prime custodian of the United Kingdom's air and space  

power capability and takes the conceptual lead in its delivery, AP 3000's title -  

British Air and Space Doctrine – reflects the inherently joint nature of air and  
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space operations and the contribution of the other components.'
85

 

In the context of internal political discourse, it can be argued that this edition 

practically aimed to demonstrate the wider military audience that the RAF, irrespective 

of its independent tendencies, was capable of delivering a joint environmental doctrine 

under single-service authorship. It can be argued that this was the last attempt by the 

service to keep its single-service authorship of environmental doctrine. This was further 

demonstrated on distinguishing of two main aims and subsequent types of target 

audience in terms of the Comprehensive approach: 

'AP 3000 therefore has two aims: to provide authoritative directions on the  

employment of air and space power to airmen; and to explain as clearly as  

possible its utility to sailors, soldiers and all of the other actors who, as part of  

the Comprehensive Approach to ordering crises, influence, or are influenced by,  

the use of air and space power.'
86

 

A particular feature of this edition, and characteristic for any other doctrinal 

document of the last decade, was a paragraph outlining doctrinal hierarchy and the place 

of a presented document in it. First of all, this introduction helps in understanding the 

correlation between different levels of the doctrinal hierarchy and therefore to trace the 

influence of main themes and trends at different levels from joint, strategic and 

operational to environmental and tactical. Secondly, a clear hierarchy provides an 

understanding of what doctrine of each level is about and what information can be 

found and where. Reference was also made to the previous edition being 'generic to 

defence rather than being specific to the air and space domains...so AP 3000 Edition 4 

has been précised to distil the essence of air and space power into a concise and 

digestive format, with the aim of complementing joint doctrine rather than replicating 

it.'
87

 

The importance of these comparisons is in actual commitment to the existing 

joint doctrinal hierarchy of the time and subordination of the single-service 

environmental doctrine to it. The joint tone was demonstrated, not only in the 

introduction, but also through the whole document. In this regard, the most crucial 

commitment was in emphasising the joint nature of air power. First of all, this was 

demonstrated through the shift of emphasis in the definition of air power from means to 
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ends. Consequently, the new definition of air and space power was 'the ability to project 

power from the air and space to influence the behaviour of people or the course of 

events,'
88

 whereas, the previous definition reflected technological and means-oriented 

approach to air power: 

'The ability to project military force in air or space by or from a platform or  

missile operating above the surface of the surface of the earth. Air platforms are  

defined as any aircraft, helicopter or unmanned aerial vehicle.'
89

 

This change of emphasis is crucial, since instead of the technological nature of 

air power and the necessity to appropriate cutting-age technological platforms, the 

emphasis was on the functionality and orientation towards final results. In terms of 

function, it was easier to connect air power to the two other services and the joint 

environment, driving through common objectives to final ends. It can be stated that a 

more strategy-oriented definition was applied. 

As regards air and space power's characterisation, the new doctrine has re-

emphasised the same attributes as the 3
rd

 edition: joint, combined and multinational in 

nature; encompasses forces from all three services; uses existing air and space power 

assets effectively; incorporates civilian and commercial resources; and has a reciprocal 

relationship with land and maritime environments.
90

 

The airman's perspective was described as inherently joint due to the necessity 

to think in terms of an entire theatre or Joint Operations Area (JOA) rather than in terms 

of individual geographical Areas of Operations (AOO).
91

  It was argued that in the 

'expeditionary and influence-based approach to future operations'
92

 the inherent joint-

mindedness of airmen would ease cooperation between different agencies, 

governmental institutions, and NGOs in the context of the Comprehensive Approach. 

Once again, the RAF, as the custodian of the air and space environments, emphasised 

the importance of the air mindedness. The intention was to engage airmen who would 

understand and appreciate air power in order to use it to its full capacity and 

efficiency.
93

 In effect, it was still an attempt at a self-serving doctrine, placing the RAF 
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as the only guardian of the air and space environments and its practical ability to create 

joint environmental doctrine.  

The aforementioned HCDC criticism on the practical implementation of jointery 

was also addressed in the doctrine. Some suggestions of improvement of air and land 

integration were made. It was outlined that in the multinational and inter-component 

environment, integral planning was required. It was suggested this could be achieved 

through joint design of the campaign from the outset, 'rather than air operations being 

added to a plan that has already been developed.'
94

 This was to be achieved through 

incorporation of liaison officers into all three-service headquarters. The need for a more 

profound mutual sympathy and understanding of each environment was also addressed.  

The core chapters of the doctrine devoted to Air Power in the New 

Contemporary Environment and The Four Fundamental Air and Space Roles, paid 

attention to jointery in more detail. It argued that in the contemporary battlespace, 

which is parallel rather than linear,
95

 the full potential of air power largely depends on 

improvement of friendly-force tracking techniques.
96

  Although the potential of air 

power in the new environment was shown and its main limitations outlined, this 

argument was a step back from the uniqueness and multi-tasking of air power to its role 

of supporting the Land component at the tactical level. Although air power would 

provide ISTAR, it was concluded that 'close combat is likely to remain primarily the 

domain of the soldier.'
97

  

This duality in explaining the contemporary operational environment does not 

simply state the necessity of jointery, but it is emphasised by recognising of the 

dominant role of the Army, and the supportive role of air power. The reality of air-land 

integration dominated such recognition; however, from the point of air power 

environmental doctrine, such recognition of the Army's supremacy was also political 

and jointery-oriented. It was based on the assumption that jointery at that time meant the 

dominance of the Army. Another feature of the document is that it argued in favour of 

jointery and deeper tri-service integration in contrast to independent air power, arguing 

that 'while highly responsive, is fixed and relatively inflexible.'
98

 It was also stated that 
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the key to tri-service integration is not in purchasing new joint platforms, but in mutual 

understanding.
99

 This entire discourse is reminiscent of the argument for the 

preservation of the service and prevention of its dissolution between two other services 

in the later SDSR process.
100

 This narration is also particularly interesting in terms of 

the technological choices made by the RAF under the SDSR.
101

 

The air power core capabilities from the 3
rd 

edition were replaced by four air 

power roles, which brought us back to the initial roles outlined in the post-World Wars' 

doctrines. Although all four roles were described in terms of air power-orientation, the 

main emphasis was once again on joint and inter-service cooperation and subsequent 

practical considerations. The most crucial sign of a cooperative approach to air power 

was by excluding of a strategic role of air power. It can be argued that the exclusion of 

what historically was the core of RAF independence can be viewed as a sacrifice to 

jointery. It is also another argument in favour of the service's ability to write 

environmental doctrine of the joint discourse. On the other hand, each of the roles can 

be performed at the strategic level.
102

 

It was argued that control of the air was a precondition and facilitating tool for 

securing freedom of manoeuvre in all three environments. Control of outer space was 

argued to be entirely joint and 'counter-space operations are conducted by the entire 

joint force, across all three levels of warfare'
103

 through space situation awareness, 

defensive counter-space (DCS) operations, offensive counter-space (OCS) 

operations.
104

 Air mobility and air lift were explained in terms of their use in a wider 

global discourse of political objectives, from transportation of military and civilian 

personnel and materials to provision of support of the local population in disaster relief 

or other humanitarian operations.
105

 

The main emphasis in the third role of intelligence and situational awareness 

was on timeliness of the relevant intelligence, which can be achieved only through 

increased integration. The challenge of air and space capabilities is not in collection of 

the relevant and multi-dimensional data in order to develop awareness, but to develop 
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situational understanding based on situational awareness.
106

 In order to achieve this, 

integration and synchronisation of efforts are needed: 

'Effective surveillance demands both broad context and detailed information.  

Better understanding of situations and higher responsiveness are achieved when  

the two are balanced: too much time spent on context can lead to a late focus on  

necessary detail. While air (and to a lesser extent space) capabilities may  

provide a measure of both, all sources must be closely integrated − and the  

direction, collection, processing and dissemination of products balances − to  

permit situational understanding to be developed from situational awareness.'
107

 

In terms of the offensive role of air power, it was argued that in the environment 

of vague and overlapping levels of warfare, air power is flexible and adapts to 

requirements of each level which was shown in Afghanistan: 'the successful use of air 

power as a coercive instrument operating seamlessly across the strategic-operational-

tactical continuum has permitted a lower ground footprint to be adopted in conflicts 

such as Afghanistan since 2003, reducing friendly casualties and imposing a relentless 

pressure on adversaries.'
108

 Subsequently, it was argued that air power serves as force 

multiplier decreasing the number of troops required on deployment, thereby mitigating 

casualties or the political implications of the larger deployments.
109

 

In terms of this role, the importance of air power in irregular warfare was argued 

to be in the use of precision weaponry and complementary capabilities. In terms of 

jointery, attention was paid to three environments in terms of attack delivery.
110

 A 

particular feature of attack delivery was also the recognition of the fourth environment, 

which was not space but information. Among information operations, electronic 

warfare, influence operations and computer-network operations were distinguished.
111

  

To emphasise the joint discourse of the doctrine and contemporary air power, the last 

section of Chapter Three addressed the four fundamental air and space power roles in 

the context of joint actions. In such a way the entire chapter was summarised and its 

joint, integrating purpose was shown.  
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Overall, it can be concluded that the internal factors influencing joint structural 

changes and the development of new procedures in recognition of the external strategic 

environment into the national military discourse had a significant influence on the 4
th

 

edition of AP 3000. First of all, the general lessons and conceptual implications of 

previous operations were adopted in the doctrine not through the actual policy-making 

documents, but through the developed doctrinal hierarchy. On the other hand, awareness 

of general defence trends and their political context was present in doctrine in terms of 

references to NEC, the Comprehensive Approach and a new chapter of the SDR. 

Secondly, the new doctrine was largely influenced by the competition for ownership 

over environmental doctrine, and this edition was an attempt to show that the RAF 

could write joint environmental doctrine under single-service authorship. Thirdly, in 

fact, the RAF wrote a joint environmental doctrine, which was demonstrated not only in 

its title but also in the entire discourse of the document. Fourthly, unlike the previous 

edition, this doctrine aimed at demonstrating jointery at its most practical aspect, both in 

terms of known experience from previous operations and new ways of cooperation and 

integration for future operations. Consequently, this leads to the conclusion that the 

main reason for the previous edition's generic nature was that it reflected a proto-stage 

of jointery development, while the later edition was more practical, due to the 

implementation of jointery and of challenges it posed through the complexities of air-

land integration. In terms of forces driving the preparation of this publication, both the 

reflection of operational experience and new joint realities were of equal relevance. A 

particular feature of this process is that with further development of jointery, the line 

between factors is beginning to disappear, resulting in operational experience being 

digested by the joint environment and only then being transferred into environmental 

doctrine. In other words, a more institutionalised approach was coming into practice, 

and it was not within a single service but from a centralised joint centre of DCDC.  

The Role of Academics 

As might have been expected, the constant involvement of the Armed Forces in 

diverse overseas campaigns triggered academic and specialist thinking on the meaning 

and roles of air power in these new types of conflicts. As in the previous decade, Air 

Power Workshops continued to take place under the supervision of CAS and DDS. The 

result of the next workshop was the publication of the Air Power 21: Challenges for the 
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New Century.
112

 It was edited by the then DDS Group Captain Peter Gray. From the 

very title, the aim of the volume and preceding workshop is clear – to examine the 

experience of the first decade for air power after 1991and look at how it might develop 

in the coming century. In this regard, attention was paid to the political limits of air 

power in military intervention, with reference to the Balkan experiences; the flexibility 

of air power as first choice option; air power in the RMA discourse; air strategy of 

recent operations from the perspective of the underdog and implications for the air 

power utility. Other aspects covered in this volume include: European aspects of air 

power; dilemmas in commanding and controlling of air power; air power in 

expeditionary warfare, and thoughts on changes of its conceptual framework. An article 

by Brigadier Mungo Melvin looked into the historical aspect of the land/air interface,
113

 

'which at this time was a neglected area.'
114

 However, as the experience of Iraq 

demonstrated, it was the most likely future of air power, yet the least predictable. 

The next Air Power workshop volume was British Air Power
115

 also edited by 

Peter Gray. It concentrated on the functionality of air power in terms of Afghanistan 

emphasising the necessity of an effects-based approach to operation planning: 

'inter alia, addressed evolving views on effects-based warfare, particularly with  

regards to strategic effect of air power and the challenges of the age of  

transformation.'
116

 

The continuation of these workshops and their multi-dimensional thinking on air 

power showed the endurance of cooperation between academics and professionals on 

the wider intellectual discourse of the application of air power. More informal academic 

discussion of the relevant topics was taking place on the pages of an academic, peer-

reviewed journal, Air Power Review. Having chaired its editorial board for three years, 

Peter Gray argued that it served as means of stimulating wider thinking on air power 

and reflection of some-time unorthodox views on the subject. It usually publishes staff 

college papers, essays and views of practitioners. It can be summarised as 'recycling of 
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thinking, exchange of ideas of enthusiasts.'
117

 Although this publication is more 

academic than Air Power Workshop publications, it still demonstrates the continued 

cooperation between academics and professionals and also the presence of a more 

creative thinking on air power which could be used in doctrine preparation.  

Another source of academics' and practitioners' cooperation is the Royal United 

Services Institute (RUSI). It is conducted through various publications, discussion 

groups, and official talks by senior practitioners from all three services and overseas 

allies.  For instance, RUSI conducts Annual Chief of the Defence Staff Lectures, 

providing an opportunity for wider academic and professional audience to communicate 

with the three Chiefs. The Chief of the Air Staff's Air Power Conference is of particular 

relevance, since it collects practitioners and academics from around the world and gives 

an opportunity to exchange the most recent practical and analytical materials on trends 

of air power use in the changing world.  

Consequently, it can be argued that cooperation between academics and 

practitioners continued through the second decade, developing analytical materials of 

various views and degrees of creativity. It could have been assumed that in the 

environment of such diverse cooperation and broader interest, academics would be 

actively involved in the preparation of the doctrine of 2009. However, they were not 

involved at all. According to the author of the 4
th

 edition, academics were not involved 

in the process.
118

 In a certain sense, this feature of doctrine development should be 

contextualised in terms of the previous edition, which was viewed by the RAF as too 

academic and intellectual. Consequently, one of the other considerations might have 

been that the new edition excluded academics from its preparation process, in order to 

make the doctrine more clear and digestible for air practitioners. On the other hand, 

another consideration might have been the situational nature of this edition and 

subsequent restraints in time, which did not allow enough time for discussion groups to 

take place. In any case, the role of academics in the preparation of the 4
th

 edition of AP 

3000 was very limited.  

The Role of Authors 

Air Commodore Alistair Byford became DDS after Neville Parton and Mike 

Hart. His career with the RAF started when he was a university cadet at St Catharine's 
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College Cambridge. During the First Gulf War, he was qualified as Tornado Strike 

pilot, resulting in 4000 fast jet flying hours. Later, he commanded No31 Squadron at 

RAF Marham and No. 904 Expeditionary Air Wing at Kandahar.
119

 In terms of staff 

tours, he had duties within the NATO and European Policy Group. In terms of 

educational perspective, he took Higher Command and Staff Course at the Joint 

Services Command and Staff College, Shrivenham. There he was awarded the British 

Aerospace and Sir Michael Howard trophies. At present, he is Director Advanced 

Command and Staff Course and Assistant Commandant (Air).  

Looking into Al Byford's background, it becomes clear that if anyone could 

write a clear and comprehensible doctrine both for airmen and Army, that would be 

him. He argued that the main rationale for the new edition of AP 3000 was in the 

numerous changes taking place over the decade. The main changes outlined by him 

included that fact that the country was in the middle of counterinsurgency both in Iraq 

and Afghanistan, which demanded a concept for air and land integration. The concept of 

effects-based approach was no longer popular. The new doctrine also had to reflect 

changes in the national doctrinal process, particularly to reflect the themes of the new 

edition of the joint doctrine. Additional pressure was from the upcoming SDSR and 

elections. In terms of internal considerations, a new edition was needed, which would 

be more comprehensible for the Army, since the previous edition was not understood 

even by all airmen.
120

 Therefore, the new edition was timely.  

The impetus to write the new edition originated with CAS, who stated that a new 

edition was needed and that DDS was to look into its preparation. In this regard, Alistair 

Byford argued that the timeframe for its preparation was quite restrained and additional 

assistance was limited. It was written in a month and was not submitted for internal 

consultation and consideration due to the lack of staff at that time.
121

  

Alistair Byford stated that he explained air power in terms of four roles in order 

to place it into joint campaigning. The four roles corresponded to the historical roles of 

air power reflected in the early doctrines of the AP 1300 series (particularly the 2
nd 

edition of AP 1300). Concerning history, he said that irrespective of its relevance for the 

understanding air power, it was not the place to elaborate on it. AP 3003 was the right 
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book for studying history of the service.
122

 However, the 3
rd

 edition paid also attention 

to the history of RAF doctrine, which was excluded from the 4
th

 edition and was never 

looked into in the official history of the service. In the rapidly changing national 

doctrinal environment, knowledge of the historical stages of doctrine development 

might have been over-burdening. Comparing the 3
rd

 and 4
th

 editions, Al Byford outlined 

that the 3
rd

 edition was 'a great book but very comprehensive,'
123

 and, in terms of the 

air-land integration and mutual understanding as its preconditions, clarity and simplicity 

were the main requirements.  

Taking into account the author's perspective on doctrine preparation and its 

conditionality, it can be concluded that the final version of the document was once again 

largely influenced by operational experience and its embodiment in jointery. The 

necessity of making doctrine clear and understandable to the Army was a reflection of 

an ongoing process of language development and harmonisation of terms in the joint 

discourse. The ongoing emphasis on the necessity of mutual understanding as a key to 

collaboration and subsequent integration suggests that, despite of joint efforts and new 

stages of jointery institutionalisation, the three services could not eradicate a century-

long history of inter-service rivalry, especially in the context of the approaching SDSR.  

In terms of the authors' general role in doctrine preparation process, it can be 

argued that, from one perspective, it was becoming less flexible in the joint 

environment. In this regard, although the doctrine was initiated by CAS, DDS was the 

one to be responsible for it; he still had to think in advance what review boards from the 

two other services would accept and what they would challenge in the light of their 

backgrounds. Accordingly, the challenge of writing a single-service environmental 

doctrine incorporating jointery was actually in having it approved and published. In 

other words, the main challenge for the service producing environmental doctrine of a 

joint discourse was to write what was required by the service, yet have it approved in 

the joint reviewing. On the other hand, joint authorship provided an opportunity for a 

more smooth amending process, while restricting content.
124

 This dichotomy would be 

emphasised in the doctrine preparation process of JDP 0-30. The experience of the 4
th

 

edition still does not demonstrate a complete institutionalisation of authors in the 

doctrine preparation process. Probably, it is due to the fact that Al Byford was the only 
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person responsible for its preparation in a restricted timeframe and with constraints on 

staff availability.  

Conclusion 

Overall, the following conclusion can be drawn. 

The absence of new doctrine for a decade was dictated by practical 

considerations and institutionalisation of jointery and consequent ownership of 

environmental doctrines. Although a new edition would have been possible already in 

2005, it can be assumed that the ongoing campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan could have 

undermined operational lessons learned in 2003, producing a negative influence on the 

service and its framework document – doctrine.  

Consequently, in terms of those factors influencing the doctrine preparation 

process it can be argued that operational experience, although it stimulated thinking 

about and studying the lessons of the previous/ongoing operations, was not the major 

driving force of doctrine preparation of the 4
th

 edition. Although the lessons of both 

Afghanistan and Iraq had been processed by 2005 both on single-service and joint 

levels, their inclusion in the RAF framework document was conditioned by the 

favourable internal environment rather than reflection on the new operational 

experience. It can be concluded that the new edition was largely influenced by the most 

recent operations in Iraq and Afghanistan rather than by Kosovo, the mentioning of 

which was scarce. This fact may have a couple of explanations. First of all, the entire 

Kosovo campaign aroused controversy as to its political and military value. Therefore, 

for political reasons, it was sensible to avoid controversy in a document which was 

meant to be written in a simple manner. Second, the last two operations were aimed at 

fighting counterinsurgencies, and the main aim of the new doctrine was to reflect the 

use of air power in COIN environment. Therefore, attention was paid to up-to-date 

experiences of the two most recent operations.  

In terms of the internal environment, it can be concluded that its main impact 

on doctrine was in stimulation of the further stages of Armed Forces reformation based 

on political assessment and digestion of the lessons learned in previous operations. In 

this regard, the experience of Afghanistan and Iraq resulted in further stages of the 

institutionalisation of jointery through the conceptual framework of Network Centric 

Capability and the Comprehensive Approach. The stimulation of attention to jointery in 

the political sphere had direct implications for the doctrine preparation process of all 
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three services, since in order to establish its complete authority and consequent 

synchronisation, JDCC and later on DCDC, had to gain control over environmental 

doctrine. Inevitably, the new edition had to reflect jointery.  

 However, it also had to incorporate environmental doctrine into joint discourse 

rather than jointery into environmental doctrine. Thus, the approach still corresponded 

to the bottom–up principle of the first two editions of AP 3000. On the other hand, the 

4
th

 edition demonstrated that environmental doctrine can be joint, although written by a 

single service. It can be concluded that the last edition of AP 3000 was aimed to 

demonstrate that even under single-service authorship, the environmental doctrine still 

can be joint in its very core. Thus, it can be concluded that the timing and therefore a 

driving force of doctrine preparation in this instance was the centralisation of jointery 

and the struggle for ownership of environmental doctrine, as a means of promoting a 

single service and its preferred concepts. This was partly driven by the approaching 

SDSR, where self-promotion could be crucial for the service's survival.  

 In terms of the academic contribution, it was limited, not because of any 

reluctance to include academic opinion or because the new edition was planned to be 

simpler than the previous one. The situational nature, restricted time and the number of 

staff availabile to produce doctrine meant that doctrinal workshops and discussion 

groups could not be conducted. The limited role of academics in this instance was 

determined by circumstance rather than an inter-service tendency to limit academic 

involvement in the process.  

 The role of authors in the 4
th

 edition was once again significant. Although it 

could have been expected to be more restrained with the development of jointery, the 

fact that authorship was still single-service meant a greater freedom of action.  Greater 

autonomous decision-making by the author once again influenced the nature of the 4
th

 

edition and its functionality, in terms of ownership of environmental doctrine, time 

restraints, and limited members of staff involved. Inevitably, as with the previous 

edition, the new edition encompassed the opinions of DDS and CAS.  However, as 

jointery became institutionalised, requiring the support of the other services, the authors 

had to be thoughtful of which content would go through such review and which might 

be negotiable. However, ownership of environmental doctrine still provided the RAF 

and its authors with greater freedom than joint authorship.    
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Although the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000 could have been published in 2005, it would 

not have included the Comprehensive Approach, which was by then the salient point of 

joint doctrinal thinking Consequently, there was no single driving force behind the 

publication of the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000, but a complexity of external, national and 

inter-service considerations. While operational experience provided the lessons to be 

adopted in the doctrine, national political absorption of these lessons and general 

operational trends in terms of the global strategic environment provided the form and 

direction in the way it should be performed. This absorption is conducted through the 

process of jointery, which is different in each stage of its institutionalisation. In its turn, 

the degree of jointery progress defines the degree of freedom in reflection of single-

service experience or intentions of doctrine in its wider functionality.   

Finally, when comparing the influences behind the preparation of the 3
rd 

and 4
th

 

editions, it can be concluded that in both cases, operational experience, although crucial 

for realisation of air power use, was not an immediate reason for the revision of 

doctrine. Unlike the first two editions, the 3
rd

 and 4
th

 were created for the joint 

environment, which required a certain degree of synchronisation with other processes 

within the Armed Forces. Consequently, the changes in the internal environment were 

becoming more influential and defining in doctrine developing of the last two editions. 

While the 3
rd

 edition aimed at explanation of jointery per se, the 4
th

 edition aimed at 

demonstrating that the RAF could create joint environmental doctrine before the SDSR. 

While the 3
rd

 edition reflected prescriptions of the SDR, the 4
th

 was preparing for it, 

sending a message to the SDSR review board.  

Accordingly, doctrine development became tightly connected with the defence 

review cycle and the reform of the Armed Forces. From the systematic perspective, it 

meant that, in order to secure tri-service integration, and harmonisation of their 

doctrines under a joint umbrella, the doctrine development process was not only meant 

to be centrally initiated but also connected to the crucial revision of the Armed Forces 

direction of development – the SDSR. The question was no longer about how well a 

single service could write a joint environmental doctrine, but about how to establish a 

unified national joint system, which could simultaneously reflect and adapt to any 

changes in the external strategic environment. The final stage of the institutionalisation 

of jointery and its functionality in Allied cooperation will be reflected in the case study 

of joint environmental doctrine JDP 0-30, which is addressed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER VI: CASE STUDY OF JDP 0-30 

The next edition of air and space doctrine JDP 0-30 'UK Air and Space 

Doctrine'
1
was published in July 2013. Unlike all previous editions, this one was the 

result of tri-service efforts under the joint umbrella of DCDC. One of the authors and 

contributors to its preparation was the author of the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000, Alistair 

Byford. In terms of timeliness, the doctrine was issued after another essential 

operational experience in Libya, the global economic crisis and the Strategic Defence 

and Security Review. It also reflects changes in the conceptualisation of jointery and the 

development of a new doctrine preparation cycle. In fact, it introduces a new chapter in 

RAF doctrinal history.  

 Like the previous edition of AP 3000, this doctrine explains both air and space 

power but in a different way. While the previous doctrine traced the roles and 

functionality of air and space power as a unity, the new edition makes a distinction 

between the two, emphasising the difference in scale and distinctive attributes of each. 

Therefore, the document is divided into two parts, reflecting the specifics of each 

environment separately. Each part consists of four chapters explaining the nature, 

character, delivery and application of each form of power. A two-page conclusion is 

given in the end, followed by a Lexicon and Terms and Definitions. Subsequently, in 

contrast to the previous edition, the overall size of the document is twice as big, 

resulting in 130 pages. Just as the previous edition the main emphasis was placed on 

clarity and simplicity both in the structure of chapters and language. It may also seem 

that the language is even simpler than in the previous edition. Each chapter had key 

points, summaries, and different colour boxes outlining 'cross-cutting concepts and 

themes.'
2
 

 In terms of the conceptual perspective, it was outlined that the replacing of AP 

3000 with JDP 0-30 was 'a part of the migration from single Service to joint theory and 

practice.'
3
 It was also stated that the previous edition was largely influenced by the 

counterinsurgency campaigning and subsequent air-land integration as an enabler of the 

Comprehensive Approach. This doctrine follows the same approach but shifts the 

emphasis from campaigning to contingent operations: 

'By definition, contingencies are difficult to predict or anticipate, so JDP 0-30  

                                                           
1
UK Air and Space Doctrine (Joint Doctrine Publication 0-30). Prepared under the direction of 

the Joint Forces Commander and Chiefs of Staff (Shrivenham: DCDC, July 2013).  
2
 JDP 0-30, vii. 

3
 JDP 0-30,v. 
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considers UK air and space power within a broader spectrum of conflict, where  

a cross-domain and integrated approach is more effective than bi-lateral air- 

land or air-sea cooperation.'
4
 

In this regard, changes include conflict prevention, homeland defence, the 

projection of influence and power; the return of air power strategic effects in all its 

roles; the significance of partnerships; the shift from decentralised to centralised 

approach to command and control and subsequent adaptive execution; and greater 

attention to space power in the national system of defence.
5
 

This publication also reflects new tendencies in doctrinal hierarchy, which were 

not mentioned in the previous edition. In this context, the main difference was not even 

in the variety of joint notes, which were mostly related to Unmanned Aircraft Systems, 

or other capstone doctrines at the operational/strategic level. It was in the attention to 

predicting the future of air power. In this regard, the Joint Concept Note 3/12, Future of 

Air and Space Operating Concept
6
 was mentioned. The essence of this document is in 

explanation of 'the future of UK's air and space capabilities and takes the core doctrinal 

tenets of JDP 0-30 and projects them out to 2035.'
7
 In this context, the doctrine explains 

the tenets in the doctrinal hierarchy. Another curious feature of doctrinal links is that 

apart from quite common relation to the equivalent NATO doctrine Allied Joint 

Publication – 3.3 Air and Space Operations,
8
 the relation to another nation's doctrine 

was outlined: 

'US Joint Publication 3-14, Space Operations describes the doctrine of our  

primarily source of space capability, while DCDC's The UK Military Primer  

contains additional details.'
9
  

The entire shift from single-service to joint authorship of environmental doctrine 

after a long history of single-service organisational culture would inevitably result in a 

biased perception of a new doctrinal document. The correlation between the single-

                                                           
4
 JDP 0-30,vi. 

5
 Ibid..  

6
Future of Air and Space Operating Concept (Joint Concept Note 3/12). Prepared under the 

direction of the Joint Force Commander and Chiefs of Staff (Shrivenham: DCDC, September  

2012). 
7
 JDP 0-30, vii.  

8
Allied Joint Doctrine forAir and Space Operations (AJP - 3.3 (A)) Promulgated by the Director 

of NATO Standardization Agency (Brussels: NATO Standardization Agency, November 2009). 
9
JDP 0-30, viii. 
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service bias and joint realities was addressed in the foreword to JDP 0-30 by the Chief 

of the Air Staff:  

'A joint approach to operations is almost always essential, using well-honed  

single-Service capabilities in approaching every scenario with an intuitive joint  

mindset. As airmen, we must develop a deep understanding of the environment  

in which we operate, and play that air-minded expertise back into joint,  

multinational and inter-agency discussions, from a knowledge and expertise  

point of view, but without undue single-Service bias.'
10

 

The importance of this foreword is crucial to the validity of the publication in 

the eyes of the RAF personnel, since it is authorised and supported by CAS, and 

suggests a holistic approach in the single-service/joint dichotomy. On the other hand, 

the name of CAS who wrote the foreword, was not mentioned in the document and the 

photo that traditionally preceded the foreword was not there. The curious feature of this 

discourse is the fact that the date of this doctrine's publication corresponded with the 

change of CAS. The previous CAS, Air Chief Marshal Stephen Dalton, was succeeded 

by Air Chief Marshal Sir Andrew Pulford, who took office on 24
th

 July 2013. The 

doctrine was published on the MOD website on 17
th

 July 2013, preceding the new CAS. 

Consequently, due to the long term of doctrine preparation and publication before the 

actual work of the new CAS, it may be assumed that the foreword was still prepared by 

Stephen Dalton and the absence of his name under it was because a new CAS was to be 

appointed.  

The External Environment/Operational experience of Libya 

One can try to see into the future and hope to apply experience and reform 

capabilities according to objectives. It could be expected that the next operational 

involvement would occur before all capabilities were reformed as planned. The Libyan 

war was such a case for the British Armed Forces, mainly since it was immediately after 

the results of the long-awaited SDSR were announced and during its implementation. 

While the internal implications of the Libyan war will be addressed in the section 

devoted to internal factors, this section addresses exclusively military considerations.  

The Libyan civil war was another challenge for the Allied Forces in terms of 

conducting another military intervention after the negative experience of Iraq and 

Afghanistan. In this case, the main concern was the avoidance of a full-bodied military 
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presence on the ground, which characterised the two previous campaigns. In other 

words, 'the question of how to pressurise Gaddafi from power without having to commit 

NATO ground troops into the conflict became the major talking point'.
11

 In this regard, 

the preference was given to the other two services and consequent types of military 

power. The British participation in US-planned Operation Odyssey Dawn, which aimed 

at the provision of a no-fly zone to support anti-Gaddafi forces, went into the history of 

the British Armed Forces as Operation Ellamy. According to a MOD estimate in 

November 2011: 

'At its peak, some 2,300 British servicemen and women were deployed on  

Operation ELLAMY. We deployed 32 aircraft including 16 Tornado GR4s, six  

Typhoons, five attack helicopters, refuelling tankers and specialist surveillance 

 aircraft and helicopters. Over the course of operation we also deployed eight  

warships and attack submarines.'
12

 

During the Libyan war, air power was used in all four roles envisioned by the 

previous doctrine. In the early stage the main tasks included cooperation with the Navy 

in the evacuation of UK citizens from the conflict zone, and reconnaissance. Over a 

couple of days, over 800 UK citizens and over 1,000 citizens of 50 other countries were 

evacuated.
13

 For this role, helicopters, Hercules aircraft and HMS Cumberland were 

used. In the long run, the projection of air power in Libya was intended to achieve three 

objectives: the suppression of the Libyan air defence system, the provision of ISTAR 

and consequent protection of the ISTAR platform: 

'These were to provide airborne command and control of the missions entering  

Libyan air space, and deliver near-real-time intelligence to enable fleeting  

targets to be attacked.'
14

  

In technological terms, the RAF Typhoons which flew their first combat 

missions
15

 were initially intended for air-to-air combat in the support of no-fly zone 

task. They were further modified for the ground attack tasks which Typhoons performed 
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 Dave Sloggett, The RAF's Air War in Libya: New Conflicts in the Era of Austerity (Barnsley: 

Pen and Sword, 2012), xvii. 
12

HCDC, Operations in Libya, Ninth Report of Session 2010-12. Volume1. Report together 

with formal minutes (London: HMSO, February 2012), para 96. 
13

HCDC, Operations in Libya, para 102. 
14

 Sloggett, The RAF's Air War in Libya,74. 
15

 "RAF Typhoons patrol Libyan no-fly zone" last modified March 22 , 2011, 
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together with Tornadoes.
16

 The ISTAR data for target detection was provided by a 

Sentinel platform. The Allied fire power was complemented with Storm Shadow and 

Brimstone air-launched missiles.
17

  

The main targets were the pro-Gaddafi command and control sites. However, 

with the escalation of the conflict and the transferring of warfighting from the rural to 

urban area, the main concern in targeting and strikes became the factor of collateral 

damage and civilian casualties.
18

 Although the consideration of non-combatant 

casualties is a part of the risk-assessment of any target, in the Libyan war, it was 

extremely sensitive since the main rationale for the intervention was the prevention of 

civilian casualties.
19

 Consequently, the attention to civilian casualties by the media and 

the public was extremely intense, and tactical actions could easily have tremendous 

strategic implications for the legitimacy of campaign and its subsequent success.
20

 In 

this context, the process of target approval was stricter than in Iraq and 'many potential 

targets were rejected because of the risk of civilian casualties.'
21

  However, the high 

level of precision was generally acknowledged.  

Overall, UK Air Forces had flown around 3,000 sorties, 2,000 of which were 

strikes; of all NATO sorties as of 23 October 2011, an estimated 26,281 sorties and 

9,646 strike sorties, the UK contribution is estimated at 11 per cent of the total and 20 

per cent of strike sorties.
22

 The performance of Brimstone missiles was particularly 

emphasised in terms of the certain type of targets, particularly command and control 

centres and ammunition sites.
23

 They were demonstrated to be efficient against mobile 

targets like Main Battle Tanks (MBT): 

'On the 5
th

 April, as the reporting commences by the RAF, twelve targets were  

engaged and destroyed in a single day in Misrata. The attacks carried out  

throughout April saw close to twenty MBT destroyed by the RAF, and NATO 
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 claiming twenty-eight MBT destroyed in Misrata alone, close to half of the  

sixty-four MBT destroyed in the month.'
24

 

One of the greatest paradoxes of Operation Ellamy is actually not in the 

remarkably impressive performance of the service under conditions of austerity but the 

fact that some of the prescriptions of the SDSR were not immediate, which provided 

extra capability and consequent efficiency of the RAF's performance. Of course, this 

relates to the case of Sentinel and Nimrod, which were demonstrated to be crucial in the 

provision of ISTAR in Libya. The deployed Nimrod R1 signals intelligence aircraft was 

meant to have been decommissioned in 2011,
25

 yet was extended in service for Libya. 

Sentinel was meant to have been decommissioned once its role in Afghanistan ended.
26

 

Paradoxically, precisely these two aircraft provided the essential role − the provision of 

intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR). Sir Stephen Dalton, CAS at that 

time, assessed Sentinel's performance as follows: 

'It [Sentinel] was fundamental. We were able to link up and securely pass  

information from the Sentinel aircraft providing the ground-mapping capability 

 through the AWACS in E3 aeroplanes, through secure satellite comms, through  

data links to the Typhoon and form Typhoon to Tornado and onwards. All that  

was done...The technical capability is there, and it has proven itself to be  

combat-ready and combat-capable.'
27

 

Operational lessons and their reflection in doctrine 

So what did Libya change in the air power discourse, what lessons can be 

derived and how were they reflected in the doctrine? First, once again air power 

demonstrated to be capable of achieving objectives both on its own and in cooperation 

with other services. Consequently, the return of the argument that air power is the tool 

of 'the first choice' was quite sound and could be used to support the RAF in the next 

SDR. The predominant and also successful use of air power in the Libyan war also 

demonstrated that it is not only capable of conducting supportive roles, but also remains 

a key player in the provision of strategic effect directly, which was the case of air 
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strikes.
28

 In this context, although the previous doctrine outlined four roles of air power, 

their strategic context was omitted, and Libya demonstrated that it was premature to 

look at air power exclusively in terms of synergy and supportive roles. 

Secondly, this war demonstrated that air power is not an abstract term and its 

achievements depend heavily on the unity of human potential and available 

technologies. The main emphasis is on the available technologies. In this context, the 

operation showed a high degree of the flexibility of air power in terms of targets 

reached both in rural and urban areas. It also demonstrated high precision even under 

the conditions of restraining ROEs. Consequently, irrespective of the austerity, the 

technological core of air power should correspond to the strategic objectives and future 

operations; thus, the need for a wider variety of UAVs was mentioned.
29

 The 

technological consistency and timeliness crucial for contingent operations are 

considered to be dominant in the future.
30

 

Thirdly, Libya demonstrated another feature of contemporary warfare −'a war 

amongst the people.'
31

 This feature had already become evident in Vietnam, Malaya, 

Bosnia and Kosovo, in Afghanistan and Iraq. In Libya, this issue was raised once again 

because air forces were responsible for this campaign practically on their own. On the 

other hand, functionality of air power and the number of tasks it could accomplish was 

restrained by the necessity of avoiding civilian casualties. The situation was even more 

complex since the operation in Libya aimed at the protection of civilians in urban 

areas.
32

 Fourthly, Libya also showed that contemporary warfare was no longer only 

about physical manoeuvre and its coercive effects on the adversary, it was also about 

what Dave Sloggett calls 'cognitive manoeuvre.'
33

 In this context, he argues that one of 

the reasons why Gaddaffi supporters resisted for so long was due to the use of media 
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broadcasting in support of his regime.
34

 In terms of the use of air power, this lesson has 

two implications. First, in order to remain efficient in contemporary war, air power 

should consider its secondary effects in terms of population in the battlespace. Once 

again, the psychological effect of air power had to be taken into account. However, this 

time it was no longer about the suppression of morale of the adversary's population but 

about the support of civilians and the legitimacy of actions. Consequently, another 

implication is in securing and keeping domestic and international support. 

Finally, irrespective of the successful performance of UAVs and the conduct of 

strategic attack, synergy between different air power roles was demonstrated to be vital. 

Without ISTAR provided by Sentinel and Nimrod, the accuracy of target choice and 

consequent precision would be undermined by inaccurate intelligence. Once again 

technology was demonstrated to be vital to the performance of all of these roles and 

their further synergy.     

Since Libya was mainly an air war campaign and had a different emphasis on 

the use of air power than previous operations, doctrine had to reflect it. The most 

substantial change in the air power doctrinal discourse of the time was the return of 

strategic effect in JDP 0-30.  In this regard, although the four roles were preserved from 

the previous edition, strategic attack was outlined in terms of Role 3 Attack (Coerce).
35

 

Therefore, strategic attack was mentioned, but it was not given a separate role as in the 

first three editions of AP 3000; it was discussed in terms of two other types of targeting: 

counter-surface force operations and information activities. Page-long attention to 

strategic attack included its definition and an example of Israeli Operation Babylon 

1981: 

'We aim strategic attack operations at our adversaries’ fundamental  

capabilities to wage war. We may conduct strategic attack operations  

independently, or as part of a joint campaign. Targets are set deep inside our  

adversaries' structures or organisations. They may include (but are not limited  

to) centres of gravity (such as leadership and command elements) critical war  

production resources or key supporting infrastructure... Strategic describes the  

effect we expect to create, not the location or range to the target, or type of  
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weapon system/delivery platform we intend to use.'
36

 

This suggests that although Libya demonstrated the independent performance of 

air power and the important role of strategic attack, it was not considered to outweigh 

all other roles of air power. Thus, it can be concluded that the inclusion of strategic 

attack was a step towards a systematic evaluation of the functionality of air power rather 

than an attempt to demonstrate its sovereign status in contemporary warfare. One of the 

important aspects of this description is that it tries to clear the audience's perception of 

air power strategic attack from its historical discourse and consequent misperception of 

the dogmatic nature of its utility. This feature can be another demonstration of jointery 

at work and joint authorship, since it is aimed at a tri-service audience, particularly the 

Army, which would be tempted to perceive air power strategic effect as the dogma of 

strategic bombing.  

Furthermore, the experience of Libya and all the campaigns of the last two 

decades were embodied in the description of targeting. The success of air attack was 

argued to depend on reach, penetration of enemy defences, precision and matching 

effects correctly for targeting.
37

 In this regard, the emphasis was placed on the political 

will to use force and consequent necessity to use both kinetic and non-kinetic air power 

capabilities. This consideration was based on the previous experiences of air attacks 

which would achieve military/tactical purposes but have negative political or strategic 

implications: 

'Traditional targeting processes are not appropriate for a full spectrum of  

effects. This is because we are unlikely to delegate decision-making authority  

below the strategic level where there is the potential to create unforeseen or  

unwanted consequences. For example, degrading a power grid through a non- 

lethal attack may disable an air-defence system but it could also shut down a  

city's hospitals unless we can accurately predict and contain the effects we  

create.'
38

  

Apart from the strictness of ROE in the previous operation, this emphasis also 

argued for the need of winning wars at home and in the international arena, as well as in 

the battlespace. In such a way, the doctrine also reflected the need of 'cognitive 

manoeuvre' and consideration of the aftermath of tactical successes.  
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In terms of national and international public support, the doctrine addressed it in 

terms of legality and legitimacy. In this regard, it was suggested that to avoid the 

misperception of air power as 'a disproportionately violent, detached and indiscriminate 

form of force,'
39

 the force had to be more pro-active in the explanation of what was 

done, how and why. This should be achieved through 'establishing, managing and 

archiving a comprehensive audit trail to record out actions and decisions so that we 

can prove our activities are legal.'
40

 Although this approach to assessing performance 

might seem quite rational from the point of lawyers, from the perspective of 

practitioners, it will be quite a challenge. On the other hand, the paper trail of 

achievements could be a useful evidence/argument in the next defence review.  

Another feature of this edition, which is derived from all previous operations, is 

the addition of centralised execution in air command and control. In this regard, it was 

stated that although the traditional approach of centralised control and decentralised 

execution remained predominant in the RAF practice,
41

 centralised execution was 

desired or required in certain circumstances. 'These include: 

 small-scale missions, where the stakes are particularly high or where the 

highest-value assets are in play; 

 if the participation of unfamiliar, or less-capable, coalition partners makes 

it inappropriate (or unwise) to decentralise execution authority; and  

 if a lower-level decision-maker may not fully appreciate the link between 

tactical actions and strategic effects.'
42

 

Consequently, the new approach to execution is adaptive, meaning that 

centralised or decentralised execution is chosen depending on the situational 

requirements of a particular task. It can be argued that this change is conditioned by the 

experience of all previous operations, where lines between levels of warfare became too 

vague and actions on the tactical level have implications at the strategic.
43

 Furthermore, 
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this is also due to the significance of civilian casualties in contemporary warfare and 

preservation of legitimacy of actions.
44

 

The important feature of the section on the legal aspect was that it also addressed 

moral and ethical issues concerning UAVs and remotely-piloted air systems. In this 

context, the main argument was that the use of new technologies in maximizing 

warfighting capability was not anything new, nor was the argument about fair and 

unfair means. It was also stated that UAVs do not lower the threshold for conflict 

because they still require political authorisation, just as conventional means do. 

Furthermore, the morality of autonomous or robotic systems was argued to be 

controlled either by 'human oversight over all weapon-release decisions'
45

 or algorithms 

which determined their actions according to the imposed ROEs. Finally, the argument 

that control over UAVs was detached from reality was once again refuted through strict 

ROEs and the previous observation of targets by conventional manned aircraft prior to 

the strike.
46

  

This justification of UAVs was largely conditioned by the existing diversity of 

arguments in terms of the relevance of UAVs and their role in shaping contemporary 

warfare.
47

 On the one hand, addressing this topic in doctrine suggests that the official 

military refutation of negative discussion was required. Consequently, in an attempt to 

reach a wider audience, this justification outlined that the performance and relevance of 

UAVs should be determined by military capabilities and warfighting rather than simple 

public discussion. The justification of UAVs was a part of a more profound theme 

reflected in this doctrine – an even further step away from non-precision weaponry 

towards cutting-edge technologies and precision: 'Although non-precision weapons are 

legally permissible and can create precise effects, perceptions are important. And we 

must, therefore, use them very carefully to avoid undermining our legitimacy.'
48

 In the 
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light of this discourse, the justification of UAVs for a wider audience seems to be even 

more rational.  

Consequently, the successful performance of Storm Shadow and Brimstone in 

Libya
49

 demonstrated not only the importance of technologies in contemporary warfare 

and in air power performance but also its vital need under the conditions of austerity 

and means of power projection in terms of quality and precision rather than quantity and 

duration. Examples of this emphasis can be traced through the entire document. For 

instance, the main strengths of air power were waged in terms of quality and multi-

tasking. The speed and reach characteristics of air power are to 'concentrate air effects 

in time and space, delivering overwhelming force when and where it is required. 

Precision technology means we may create psychological shock by concentrating 

effects without necessity using large numbers or aircraft.'
50

 In terms of operational 

experience, this holistic approach to technologies argues for the increased efficiency of 

PGMs over the last two decades and their consequent success in the last operation. 

However, this approach to technology is also largely conditioned by the internal factor 

of the SDSR and the policy of austerity, which argues for the increased multi-tasking 

and complementarity of existing military capabilities.
51

 

Although the crucial role of cutting-edge technologies for air power was 

mentioned in all air power doctrines, the last publication has placed a different 

emphasis. In this regard, air power‟s high technological costs could be outweighed by 

its potential multi-functional application.
52

 In this regard, the next paragraph 

summarises two decades of air power operational experience and suggests its future 

implementation: 

'Air power is cost-effective, despite the high price of military aircraft and the  

sophisticated technology they use, because it multiplies effects. In some  

operational circumstances, this means we may avoid the need to commit surface  

forces altogether. Alternatively, we may create influence with economy of effort  

by using air capabilities to enhance the potency of other environmental  
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capabilities.'
53

 

In this regard, air power can play a decisive role in counter-land operations in 

conventional warfare or supportive and potential enhancing in irregular warfare, where 

attention is paid to 'people-centred security and stabilisation operations.'
54

 Regarding 

the supporting roles of air power, particularly non-lethal and non-kinetic aspect, the 

doctrine paid due attention to ISR. Once again this can be an argument for the reflection 

of operational experience in the document or the recognition of information age reality, 

which again is verified through operational experience and day-to-day security 

monitoring.
55

 However, unlike the experience of Libya, which argued for the need for 

and availability of technologies, doctrine concentrated on the explanation of the 

relevance of ISR for the situational awareness. Consequently, the ISR discourse 

corresponded to the second role of air power − to inform. As in the previous edition, the 

emphasis was placed on the need of informational awareness as a precondition for 

campaign planning and evaluation of its effects. In terms of the five targeting functions 

'find, fix, finish, exploit and analyse,'
56

 the Cold War narrative concentrated on fix and 

finish; the new adopted approach 'switched to find and analyse to promote 

understanding.'
57

 A particular feature of this understanding is that it is aimed at 

preparation of an interdisciplinary and systematic profile, including such terrains as 

human, cultural and social.  

In terms of practical improvement of ISR, this edition followed the previous one 

in terms of NEC development. Although the language used was more general and less 

concept-oriented, it explained the same idea. The emphasis was placed upon the 

integration of 'cross-component capabilities into networked combat system to counter 

the more complex or sophisticated threats that we may face in contingent operations.'
58

 

From one perspective, this is the argument in favour of networking to improve the 

timeliness and accuracy of collected intelligence in the extremely versatile environment 

of contingency. From another perspective, this complementarity of capabilities 

corresponds to the conclusion of the SDSR and the consequent considerations of 
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austerity − the ability to deploy small yet sophisticated and multi-functional military 

force in the shortest time in any place in the world. Once again, technologies and UAVs 

are the assets according to this rationale.  

From all the above, it can be concluded that the operational experience of Libya 

was reflected in doctrine and thus influenced its preparation. In terms of the exemplary 

value of the recent experience, it was combined with diverse examples through the 

entire history of air power. Libya was used as a comparison to Kosovo in terms of 

lessons of air-led campaigns.
59

 Then, it was mentioned as projecting power in Operation 

Odyssey Dawn,
60

 the coercive role of air power,
61

 sustaining expeditionary air 

operations,
62

 the cross-domain interoperability in Operation Unified Protector
63

 and 

offensive counter-space operations.
64

 These examples once again suggest the relevance 

of the Libyan operational experience for the future of air power use and consequent 

impact on the recent edition of air power doctrine. However, it should be outlined that 

doctrine uses diverse operational examples of air power use over the last four decades. 

In its turn, this feature suggests not only the relevance of operational experience for air 

power and doctrine, but also the importance of history for both.  

Internal Factors 

From the experience of the two previous editions of air power doctrine, it can be 

argued that Defence Reviews have a crucial impact on the Armed Forces and 

consequently on their self-perception and explanation for the internal and external 

audiences.  While the 3
rd

 edition introduced jointery into air power discourse as the 

reflection of the SDR of 1998, the 4
th 

edition was explaining further development of 

jointery at institutional-conceptual level in preparation to the new SDSR 2010; JDP 0-

30 reflected the conclusion of SDSR and consequent changes for the service and the 

doctrine preparation process. The main impact of the new defence review was not in the 

introduction of a new core conceptual framework of the Armed Forces' reformation but 

in the placement of limitations and budgetary restraints for the Armed Forces to act 

accordingly. In this regard, the impact can be considered indirect, but this author would 

argue that it is sequential and hierarchical, affecting each level of defence hierarchy in a 
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different way. First, this section addresses the general implications of the SDSR on the 

RAF. Then, the role of the SDSR in stimulation of jointery in doctrine preparation 

process, which influenced JDP 0-30, will be discussed.   

The SDSR 2010 

The new defence review was a document of its time and reflected situational 

factors effecting its preparation and motivation. One of the features was the protracted 

commitments of the UK in Afghanistan.
65

 It is not surprising that the main theme of the 

review was cost-efficiency posed against unchanged defence objectives.
66

 

Consequently, the emphasis shifted from a mass approach to a qualitative one. The 

essence of the Armed Forces' restructuring was in the development of high-quality, 

rigorously prioritised, balanced, efficient, well-supported, flexible and adaptable, 

expeditionary and connected capabilities.
67

 Since the numerical approach was not an 

option for the achievement of these characteristics, the combination of multi-

functionality and technological superiority was chosen.  

Consequently, the number of Armed Forces personnel was to be reduced. By 

2015, the RAF personnel were to be reduced by around 5,000 to about 33,000, aiming at 

31,500 by 2020.
68

 However, compensation was intended in the modernisation of 

equipment. In this regard, future capabilities were meant to include a fast jet fleet of 

Typhoon and new Joint Strike Fighter aircraft, which were chosen once again because 

of their multi-tasking potential. They are argued to be 'able to operate in the future 

high-threat airspace while providing air defence, precision ground attack and combat 

ISTAR capabilities.'
69

 The Harrier fleet was to be removed from the service, while the 

Tornado fleet was reduced. In terms of strategic and tactical airlift fleet, the previous 

TriStar and VC10 were to be substituted with C-17, A400M Airbus A330. As was 

already mentioned, Sentinel and Nimrod were to be substituted by 'the E3D Sentry 

AWACS to provide airborne command, control and surveillance. Rivet Joint signals 

intelligence aircraft to provide global independent strategic intelligence gathering, and 
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a range of unmanned air systems to complement our strategic ISTAR assets and reduce 

the risk to our forces of operating over hostile territory.'
70

 

The assessment of the SDSR in professional and academic literature is quite 

diverse and is not, in fact, the topic of this research.
71

 The main relevance of the SDSR 

for this research is the changes it triggered and their reflection in JDP 0-30. First, the 

conclusion of the review argued for the technology-based concentration of functionality 

in the joint, integrated environment. Although technology was always important for 

warfare, in this review its relevance was explained in terms of the vital need for 

sustainable capabilities rather than a traditional modernisation. This tendency was 

further reflected in the MOD White Paper 'National Security Through Technology: 

Technology, Equipment, and Support for UK Defence and Security', February 2012.
72

 

The focus of the entire document is on how the MOD is planning to achieve 2020 

targets through the open procurement principle
73

 and value-for-money approach.
74

  

Consequently, the concentration of both the SDSR and the MOD paper on the 

financial rather than conceptual aspect of defence suggests an inevitable atmosphere of 

economy and merging of functions. Accordingly, the emphasis on cooperation rather 

than independent actions was to be expected. This need of cooperation and synergy was 

reflected in the internal integration of the Armed Forces through jointery and in the 

external cooperation with the Alliance. Although there is nothing new in these two 

tendencies, their economy-driven motivation is manifested. In terms of these 

considerations, the shift from costly campaigning towards a cost-effective and mobile 

contingency seems more rational, especially if it reflects the same tendency within 
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NATO.
75

 Although it may seem that the two ways of cost-efficient integration within 

the Armed Forces and external cooperation with NATO are separate initiatives. It is not 

the case, and the internal integration of the Armed Forces is a precondition for further 

intensification of cooperation with NATO. This connection is demonstrated in terms of 

the new doctrine preparation cycle and the institutionalisation of jointery described 

onwards.  

The Institutionalisation of Jointery 

Unlike the previous doctrine, by the time of the new edition, DCDC had become 

responsible for the production of operational and strategic doctrines.
76

 In other words, 

they produce capstone joint doctrine publications, a variety of subordinate joint 

publications, joint concepts and notes. They also became responsible for the preparation 

of environmental doctrines in consultations with the specialists from the three 

services.
77

 The ownership of environmental doctrines, no matter how controversial it is 

from the single-service perspective, gave DCDC an opportunity to institutionalise 

vertical jointery and the consequent reformation of doctrine preparation processes.  

Consequently, no doctrine at the operational, strategic and environmental levels 

could be changed without profound changes in the national defence policy, joint 

doctrine, allied doctrine or strategic trends developed by DCDC. Accordingly, the entire 

process of doctrine preparation became centralised and hierarchical − changes at the 

upper level doctrines would trigger consequent changes at the lower-level doctrines, 

introducing interdependence and complementarity. Consequently, unlike the previous 

two decades, doctrine initiation was no longer in the hands of service enthusiasts or 

CAS. Furthermore, the situational requirements, strict doctrinal hierarchy and the 

centralised authorisation of changes envisioned a more mechanical and institutionalised 

approach to doctrine preparation.  

Although previous doctrines were personalities-driven and thus reflected the 

impact of personal background or overview on air power and its functionality, the new 

approach argues for the collective thinking and instrumentalism of the doctrine 

preparation team rather than an individual contribution.
78

 The new approach has a 
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number of benefits. First, a strict prescription of what should be at each level of doctrine 

eliminates the potential of duplication and overstretching of its boundaries and 

functions. In terms of rational progression, ideally each level lower should detail the 

ideas and themes of the previous level; thus, knowledge is deepened according to the 

requirements of each level. Secondly, the interdependent hierarchy and the centralised 

production of doctrines at the operational and strategic levels contribute to the 

synchronisation of changes. In other words, the reformation of doctrinal network can be 

triggered in accordance with the wave principle, resulting in gradual changes on each 

level below the trigger. In the contemporary strategic environment of rapid changes and 

concentration on unpredictability of contingencies, such synchronisation can be 

beneficial for the rapid adaptation of the Armed Forces to these changes.  

In terms of the systematic approach to data collection, processing and analysis, 

DCDC has enough resources and staff to provide systematic and inter-disciplinary 

analysis of case studies and operational examples relevant to a certain conceptual 

framework. Unlike the previous edition, more people could be involved in the doctrine 

preparation process and more time could be spent on its crystallisation.
79

 Another 

benefit is potentially increased understanding among the three services, which can be 

achieved through joint work on each environmental doctrine and the simplification of 

terminology and concepts. This was the case of air power doctrine simplification for the 

benefits of the Army audience in 1999. In terms of doctrinal hierarchy, it remained 

relatively the same within the levels of warfare, with a slight increase in joint 

publications, which are aimed at detailing of existing doctrines or the reflection of new 

issues not covered in them existing doctrines. 

How does jointery lead to NATO? 

The strengthening of jointery and consequent synchronisation of the doctrine 

preparation process contributes to a smoother and more centralised way for Armed 

Forces' reformation through the means of doctrine. The synchronisation of changes also 

contributes to a faster doctrine preparation process, which on average should be 18 

months. Therefore, in the synchronised doctrinal environment, incorporation of 

complex techniques of inter-Allied cooperation towards integrated and harmonised 

command and control could be achieved through doctrine. In this regard, the SDSR 

commitment to continue cooperation with NATO corresponded to NATO's new 
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Strategic Concept adopted in November 2010 at the Lisbon summit,
80

 which reflected 

the need of cooperation and cost-efficiency of efforts. The need of procedural 

improvement of bilateral and Allied cooperation, which was shown in previous 

operations, argued for a new approach to collaboration. The answer was in jointery as a 

facilitator of adaptation to a more profound cooperation with NATO in terms of a 

conceptual framework and consequent tactical synchronisation. 

In the previous two decades, the supremacy of the Allied joint doctrine was 

recognised and aimed at the provision of 'Allied Armed Forces with a framework of 

guidance for the conduct of operations.'
81

 However, the new approach to national 

doctrines is to keep them as close to the NATO framework as possible. In this regard, 

DCDC published a handbook on the development of joint doctrine, which explained this 

approach for the case of endorsed doctrines as follows: 

'As the contemporary operating environment increases our likelihood to operate  

as part of a NATO-based coalition, doctrine should reflect common practices as  

far as possible. Therefore, it is policy to adopt NATO doctrine as our national  

doctrine except where there is a specific national doctrinal need.'
82

 

Consequently, it was suggested that except for the strategic and operational level 

doctrines, national capstone joint doctrine and keystone publications prepared by the 

DCDC, in preparation of other doctrines the following options were suggested: 

 'adopt a NATO publication as a direct replacement for the JDP equivalent; 

  add green elements to NATO publications to highlight national differences 

in approach; or 

 produce national doctrine only when we are unable to use a NATO 

publication, 

 or if there is no NATO equivalent.'
83

 

In the case of an unendorsed doctrine, it is envisioned for both NATO and the 

UK to make sure their publications are up-to-date and correspond to the 

existing/prevailing strategic environment and specific features of operations. In the 

event of a doctrinal gap or an immediate need to update existing doctrine, DCDC will 

                                                           
80

 NATO, Active Engagement, Modern Defence. Strategic Concept 2010. 
81

Allied Joint Doctrine, (AJP - 01 (D)). Promulgated by the Director of NATO Standardization 

Agency (Brussels: NATO Standardization Agency, December 2010), 1-1. 
82

 DCDC, Developing Joint Doctrine Handbook (2013), 1-4. 
83

 DCDC, Developing Joint Doctrine Handbook (2013),1-4. 



   

 
 

224 
 

produce a Joint Doctrine Note (JDN).
84

 This process can be initiated through the Joint 

Doctrine Steering Committee (JDSC). Consequently, due to the supplementary status of 

JDNs, they also favour greater degree of freedom and functional flexibility rather than 

doctrines. In this regard, it can be used in order to stimulate debates, collect and 

disseminate best practice to cover a gap when joint doctrine needs to be modified for 

operational requirements. JDN can also serve as means to stimulate a new doctrinal 

publication.
85

 

In terms of the doctrinal levels, joint strategic and operational levels were to be 

covered by NATO Standardized Agency (NSA) and DCDC. In this regard, the previous 

leading role of DCDC in the preparation of the Allied Joint Doctrine is now shared with 

NSA.
86

 However, DCDC still own JDP series. Joint (Allied) tactical level was again 

shared by NSA and Joint Force Command Joint Warfare. Tactical (environmental) level 

doctrines were owned by the three services. This division of responsibilities is 

demonstrated in the table below. 

 

 

Table 1 − Division of responsibilities
87

 

In terms of Air Power doctrine, its status was outlined in terms of doctrinal 

subdivision into functional, thematic and environmental. Functional doctrine was aimed 
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at the covering of J1-J9 military branches,
88

 while thematic would place functional 

doctrine into a specific context. On the other hand, environmental doctrine is meant to 

incorporate the other two into the specifics of each environment.
89

 Having outlined this 

cross-level doctrinal typology, the document does not clearly state who would be 

responsible for the preparation of each type and how that would fit into the new doctrine 

preparation cycle. However, knowing that the new edition of air power doctrine was 

written under the joint authorship of DCDC, and is part of the JDP series, consequently, 

it is its responsibility. The question is the extent to which NSA will be further consulted 

when the next edition is published.  

Another crucial feature of the reformation of the doctrinal process was the 

introduction of doctrine writing procedures and strict division of responsibilities and 

deadlines for their achievement. Since the process is multi-component and well-

structured, there is no point in explaining each step. However, the importance of this 

prescription of duties should be outlined. First, the exact division of duties and their 

clarity in the well-staffed environment contributes to timelier and better-organised 

doctrine preparation, especially in times of austerity. Secondly, the centralised 

authorship of all JDP publications within one institution gives an opportunity of in-

depth discussions.  Consequently, numerous discussion groups consisting of academics 

and practitioners can contribute to the intellectualisation and systematisation of the 

process. The clarity of criteria to doctrinal drafts and their consequent relation to NATO 

standardization procedures give an opportunity not only for sufficient understanding of 

Allied practices. These criteria also serve as means for the effective implementation of 

Allied practices in the national discourse. In terms of national and Allied doctrinal 

synchronisation, the newly introduced doctrine preparation procedures are basically 

aimed at the adoption of Allied doctrine writing procedures and techniques, which are 

also characteristic of the American doctrine writing apparatus, which is famous for its 

organisation and strict subordination.
90
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The reflection of the new process in JDP 0-30 

The aforementioned doctrine writing process was embodied in the publication of 

the handbook only in November 2013. This means that indoctrination and 

implementation of the process outlined above is still in progress. For the studied JDP 0-

30, this means that although certain considerations of the process described above were 

taken into account and introduced in its preparation, JDP 0-30 was not yet a full-

blooded result of this process. Various procedural features were yet to be implemented. 

However, this document still has some elements of the institutionalisation of jointery 

and the new doctrine preparation process inspired by it. Consequently, the impact of the 

new process in JDP 0-30 can be traced both in its content and in the procedures of its 

preparation. In terms of the content, the document argues for the new doctrinal 

hierarchy and the emphasis on NATO orientation. In terms of procedural changes, the 

changing roles of the authors and academics would be the answer. 

The reflection of hierarchy  

In the very beginning of the document, the new doctrinal hierarchy and the 

connection to other joint publications were outlined, as discussed in the beginning of 

this chapter. The distinctive feature of this metioning is not in the mere statement of 

where the existing document fits in but at the explanation of the inter-connected nature 

of the new doctrinal environment. In this environment, JDP 0-30 is based on and 

complemented by the JDN3/10, Unmanned Aircraft Systems: Terminology, definition 

and Classification
91

 and JDN2/11, The UK Approach to Unmanned Aircraft Systems.
92

 

In this regard, joint doctrine notes reflect the technological dimension of JDP 0-30, 

demonstrating wide discourse and details which could not be fitted into environmental 

doctrine.  However, the importance of new technologies, the demonstration of the moral 

and ethical arguments together with technological efficiency were reflected in this 

edition. This suggests that the presence of the UAV argument in JDP 0-30 was 

influenced both by operational experience and also by consequent analysis and thinking 

reflected in JDNs. In this regard, it can be argued that operational experience and also 

national political emphasis on the importance of technology in terms of cost-efficiency 

suggest that their analysis was first reflected in the corresponding JDNs and then the 
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distillation of conclusions was reflected in the environmental doctrine.  This statement 

is based on the preceding time of JDNs publication and its correspondence to the new 

doctrinal process.  

Apart from JDNs, JDP 0-30 was also influenced by Joint Concept Note 3/12,
93

 

which looked into trends of air and space power use in the nearest future of 2035. 

Consequently, in terms of the levels of warfare, JDP 0-30 guides the lower-level single-

service doctrine, meaning tactical AP 3002. The feature of this process is that due to the 

difference in authorship status and approaches, certain publications of the AP series 

documents were rewritten. At present, work is being conducted on the new editions of 

AP 3002
94

 and AP 3003.
95

 This shows a need for doctrinal synchronisation within the 

service in order to fit into the joint hierarchy and further Allied system of doctrinal 

publications. 

 NATO orientation 

In terms of NATO orientation, it can be argued that all previous doctrinal 

documents suggested that most likely future operations would be allied and under the 

supervision of NATO. Consequently, it can be argued that there is nothing new in 

outlining the Allied nature of future operations and no doctrinal change would be seen 

in the text. However, although the previous two editions of AP 3000 outlined the Allied 

nature of future operations, they did not state any commitments to the Alliance and its 

consequent primarily role in operations. In this regard, JDP 0-30 re-establishes this 

commitment at the environmental level: 

'We are committed to NATO as the principal framework for UK operations.  

Not only is it our primary guarantor of security, but operations in Libya and  

Afghanistan have demonstrated that it can act as the core of wider partnerships  

outside its traditional areas of interest.'
96

 

The presence of this emphasis in the environmental doctrine reflects not only the 

predominance of NATO in future operations, which is a usual direction, but that the 

new doctrinal process was at work. In this regard, in the previous doctrinal process, 

such commitments would be reflected exclusively in joint publications at the strategic 

and at the operational level, and not in environmental doctrine. Consequently, this 
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demonstrates the joint authorship and its orientation towards the new NATO-led 

discourse of the national doctrinal practice. Further justification of the importance of the 

Alliance was explained in terms of US capabilities in command, control, 

communications, computers and intelligence (C4I), which are far more advanced than 

those of the European allies. However, the new leading roles were suggested: 

'However, states such as the UK and France may have to act as framework  

nations for military operations if the US is not the lead nation. This may include  

the ability to plan, execute and enable an air campaign. Although, we will need  

substantial support from other allies and partners to provide specialised  

capabilities and a viably sized force in many operational circumstances.'
97

 

Once again, this discourse argues for profound cooperation with NATO, yet 

within a potentially different framework nation. Although it is unlikely that such a case 

will occur, if it does, a more profound synchronisation with NATO conceptual/doctrinal 

framework would ease the planning process and consequent timely execution. This 

consideration of the new potential roles in the Allied operations also argues for NATO-

oriented national doctrinal practice. This NATO orientation was further placed into the 

discourse of the UK dependence on the multinational cooperation and cross-government 

integration approach. This once again reflects the impact of the wider political 

framework of the time, meaning the conclusion of the SDSR and the consequent need of 

cooperation and integration for the sake of cost-efficiency: 

'Our dependence on multinational cooperation means we must take every  

opportunity to promote interoperability and engage with as broad a range of  

potential partners as possible.'
98

 

It was argued that although budgetary restraints could be felt, the integration in 

conceptual framework is vital for alliances and partnerships in future operations. 

Consequently, the UK commitment to partnerships and alliances was in continued 

manning of NATO and EU air headquarters posts and 'by developing and 

implementing NATO doctrine and command and control as the basis for 

interoperability.'
99

 In the footnote to this commitment it was detailed as implementation 

of NATO C4I; however, it was essential to emphasise the role of doctrine as means of 

this process implementation in the national practice.  
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Apart from the general conceptual reference, the new NATO orientation was 

emphasised in some structural and formational aspects. In terms of land-based 

deployment, the organisation of force was into expeditionary air groups and 

expeditionary air wings, each under the individual command of a senior UK airman. 

Expeditionary air wings are to replicate command and control structures characteristic 

of 'UK main operating bases in an expeditionary construct.'
100

 However, the main 

guidance was meant to be on NATO orientation: 

'the guiding principle is that our national air command and control structures  

must be interoperable with NATO architecture, processes and doctrine wherever  

possible.'
101

 

Consequently, the main argument was based not on political or conceptual 

justification of the chosen path but rather in terms of practical considerations and 

efficiency in future Allied operations: 

'This is because it is easier to withdraw UK command and control entities from  

a NATO framework for national operations than to force-fit bespoke national  

command and control systems back into a NATO structure for the more likely  

case of alliance operations.'
102

 

The example of the structural considerations of NATO-orientation reflected not 

only the aforementioned doctrinal process in its more crucial and profound 

embodiment, but also an important feature of the previous operational experience of 

Allied campaigns. In this regard, despite the usually quite successful cooperation 

between diverse forces of the Allied nations, one of the main difficulties in terms of 

structure and its consequent doctrinal reflection was command and control differences. 

For instance, one of the outcomes of the Second Gulf War was another discussion of 

different command and control approaches between the UK and US Armed Forces.
103

 In 

this regard, it was argued that the U.S. approach was 'heavily dependent on the 

personalities of the most senior involved principals.'
104

 Since future UK operations were 

unlikely to be outside an Allied framework and consequent cooperation with USA; 

                                                           
100

 JDP 0-30, 3-35. 
101

 Ibid.. 
102

Ibid.. 
103

 Benjamin Lambeth, The Unseen War: Allied Air Power and the Takedown of Saddam 

Hussein (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2013), 183.  
104

Lambeth, The Unseen War,184. 



   

 
 

230 
 

changes in the British approach to command and control were suggested already in 

2003 in terms of the joint context.
105

 

Other references to NATO included mostly practical illustrations from the 

Allied operations, which corresponded to the described tasks and particular features of 

the performance of air power. In this regard, the examples included a range of 

operations from the Gulf War to Libya. Another interesting feature of NATO reflection 

in the document is in the use of footnotes, which were often used to explain a particular 

aspect in terms of NATO discourse. For instance, in terms of ballistic missile defence, a 

NATO 2010 statement on the intention to develop a capability against missile attack 

was outlined.
106

 In this regard, the doctrine states the need of ballistic missile defence 

and how it can be achieved at the national level and outlines the place of this statement 

in the Allied discourse and cause-effect relationship in terms of NATO initiative.  

Another example was when carrier-enabled power projection of littoral 

manoeuvre was explained in terms of joint and allied discourses. In this regard, the 

description of a capability was entirely oriented at the joint context with a consequent 

incorporation of the allied operational environment: 

'Carrier-enabled power projection is an integrated and sustainable joint  

capability, interoperable with NATO that enables the projection of UK Carrier  

Strike and Littoral Manoeuvre power, as well as delivering Humanitarian  

Assistance and Defence Diplomacy. This in turn enables a joint effect across the  

maritime, land and air environments at a time and place of political  

choosing.'
107

 

In this explanation, the complexity and inter-dependence of the new strategic 

environment and its conceptual reflection become clear. Consequently, it reflects all 

mentioned above political and joint changes. First, it demonstrates the profound 

integration of all three services as a precondition of power projection. Secondly, such 

jointery is consistent with the Allied environment. Thirdly, it is multi-tasking and 

flexible because it can be applied in different scenarios and types of operations; 

therefore, it is cost-efficient and can be applied depending on the existing political 
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situation. Finally, it is systematic and corresponds to all the above-mentioned criteria of 

the new strategic and political realities.   

In terms of the general NATO discourse, it was conducted through technical 

referencing to the NATO sources. For instance, NATO Glossary of Terms and 

Definitions
108

 is refered to on a couple of occasions in order to reflect certain 

terminological changes.
109

  Among other quoted documents related to NATO were the 

Alliance's Strategic Concept, Allied Joint Publication (AJP) 3.3 Air and Space 

Operations, NATO's Future Joint Air and Space Power.
110

 Again, in such a technical 

way the national environmental discourse was gradually incorporated into a wider allied 

framework in order 'to develop an effective conceptual framework for joint, 

multinational, intra-governmental and inter-agency air and space operations of the 

future.'
111

 

Simplicity as another feature of the process 

Another feature of the new doctrine preparation process is attention to the 

simplicity and accessibility of doctrinal texts. Although the entire simplicity discourse is 

nothing new for the subject matter, its emphasis in the new doctrinal cycle is of 

particular relevance due to its rationale. In this regard, the simplicity is targeted not only 

at making doctrine more accessible for a wider audience, meaning beyond military 

personnel, but also at making it understandable across services and in accordance with 

NATO terminology. Consequently, the key to mutual understanding is in the use of 

consistent, clear language and mutually-recognised terminology. The doctrinal guidance 

suggests that authors should write at unclassified level, 'keep language simple and 

structure your work logically.'
112

 In this regard, the emphasis was placed on the use of 

plain English, limiting the number of abbreviations through the text and use of 

terminology either in generally accepted terms or in accordance with NATO Glossary of 

Terms: 

'The ultimate source of document for all terminology is the Concise Oxford  

English Dictionary. Where a definition already exists in the dictionary, you  
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should use it without modifying or enhancing it. Before proposing a term, refer  

to AAP-06 and our national supplement to see if the term already exists.'
113

 

The reflection of these prescriptions in the text of JDP 0-30, can be seen on 

various occasions. The commonly used military terms were explained through their 

equivalents in the Oxford dictionary. Accordingly, even the definition of air power was 

given in accordance with the dictionary.
114

 Among other terms defined through the 

dictionary were 'secure', 'coerce', 'synergy' and 'influence'. AAP-06 was advised on such 

terms as the substitution of 'disembarkation' with 'debarkation', definition of 

'surveillance', 'air interdiction', 'close air support', 'collateral damage', 'counter-

insurgency operation', 'deep attack', 'deterrence', 'situational awareness', and 'unmanned 

air(craft) system'. Other definitions were taken from various joint publications as 

advised by the handbook.
115

  

Another distinctive feature of this publication is that it includes a lexicon at the 

end. While the 4
th

 edition lacked a lexicon and the 3
rd

 edition included a list of general 

terms and bibliography, JDP 0-30 reflected the new doctrinal process even in the 

typology of terms and the sources from which they were taken. In this regard, the 

lexicon included used abbreviations, terms and definitions. The latter were subdivided 

into 'terms used for reference in this publication only,'
116

 'new definitions' and 'endorsed 

definitions.'
117

 A particular feature of each definition was that its original source was 

stated in brackets, reflecting the interconnection of diverse joint and allied documents 

and consequent NATO-oriented discourse of the language used.  

The Role of Academics 

One of the relevant precautions in the doctrine writing handbook was against 

using too complicated language and the orientation toward academic rather than 

military discourse.
118

 Accordingly, it could have been expected that in the new 

institutionalised doctrine preparation process, the role of academics would be non-

existent or quite modest as in the case of the previous edition.  However, the situation 

was slightly different. In terms of the doctrine preparation process of JDP 0-30, 

according to Alistair Byford, academics were included in the discussion of drafts and 
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their opinions were 'fairly influential and largely accepted.'
119

 In terms of continuity, 

this statement suggests that the role of academics in the doctrine preparation process 

remained the same throughout the studied period, and that the situational character of 

the 4
th

 edition lacked their contribution due to time constraints and the lack of staff to be 

involved in the preparation process. In the joint environment of DCDC, the provision of 

staff for doctrine preparation and drafting is not an issue. Consequently, involvement of 

academics is more easily arranged on a centralised basis.  

Given the outlined role of academics, their suggestions were largely accepted, 

albeit not all of them. One of the longest academic discussions referred to the roles of 

air power, particularly to control of the air and air supremacy. Practitioners argued for 

the inclusion of control of the air, while academics stated the necessity of air 

superiority. According to Alistair Byford, the main rationale for the exclusion of the 

latter was that it was not relevant and 'the Taliban had no air power that could affect 

us.'
120

 Consequently, as the text shows, air superiority was omitted. One of the 

academics taking part in the discussion, Dr. Christina Goulter, confirmed that although 

not all academic suggestions were accepted; for example,  air superiority did not make it 

to the final document, 'there was a sufficiently respected attitude to academics.'
121

 

So, how does academic involvement fit into the new process? Just as before, the 

role of academics is advisory rather than decisive. This is natural, since military 

doctrine is an official and institutional document and should be prepared by 

practitioners. However, unlike before, academics have less influence on the initial draft. 

Consequently, they contributed through the doctrinal workshops preceding the drafting 

process. In this regard, the initial impact of academics was through a close cooperation 

with DDS, who would then write a draft. This was the case of the first three editions. 

However, now, DDS is no longer responsible for the preparation of environmental 

doctrine,
122

 and like any other senior practitioner is invited to take part in discussion 

groups as an advisory member.
123

 In this context, the factor of critical and systematic 

awareness of air power tendencies embodied in DDS shifted from the primary 

participation in drafting process to the advisory stage of discussion. Although the 
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general pool of opinions and perspectives would still remain the same, this shift once 

again confirms jointery, since the initial draft is prepared by the joint authorship and 

could not be influenced by academics and DDS directly, as for instance, in the case of 

the 3
rd

 edition, when Stuart Peach closely cooperated with academics.  

In terms of the prescribed procedures of the new process, the role of academics 

on the initial stage of doctrine preparation is quite passive. It is in the provision of 

materials for widening the scope of the future draft. In this regard, among other main 

sources of information, project officers are advised to explore 'research papers from 

military education and/or academic institutions.'
124

 Once again, it is up to writers to 

decide what resources they will consult and how thoroughly. In terms of further 

involvement of academics, the handbook suggests working with them in order to 

achieve objectivity and a systematic view on the prepared draft:  

'You should also consider inviting outside organisations to assess your work.  

This will avoid bias as well as making sure that you have considered diverse  

perspectives, consulted the relevant subject matter experts and, therefore, have a  

better informed opinion.'
125

 

Consequently, the very statement of the need of unbiased and well-informed 

systematic opinions on the produced doctrine corresponds to the targets of reaching a 

wider audience and consequently making the document simple and accessible. This 

conditionality of the unbiased nature of doctrine explains why academics are consulted 

together with the representatives of single-service and overseas practitioners: 

'It is worth considering: 

 interviewing all relevant joint and single-Service subject matter experts; 

 enrolling academics and/or study groups at universities or research 

establishments; 

 researching the experiences and lessons of foreign militaries, including 

NATO; and 

 researching historical perspectives.'
126

 

In this regard, it can be concluded that the role of academics is recognised 

although it is not very distinctive from other potential sources of unbiased, systematic 

reflection of changes in the strategic environment. Another feature of this process is that 
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not every academic proficient in his field of doctrine is going to be invited for 

discussions. In this regard, two factors would be relevant. First, the general background 

of an academic with regard to the Armed Forces, serving history or practical relation to 

the services tends to be relevant. In this context, a separate category of academics would 

be the teaching staff of the Defence Academy in Shrivenham. Their perspective is 

probably the most accurate, since apart from the academic and practical knowledge on 

the subject they can also apply their experience of teaching joint staff courses and the 

challenges of teaching doctrine. Secondly, personal contacts still remain a crucial factor 

for an academic‟s involvement.  

The Role of Authors 

The main implication of the shift from single-service to joint authorship was in 

the consequent change in the procedural and decision-making hierarchy of doctrine 

preparation. Consequently, the previous symbiosis of CAS and DDS in doctrine 

preparation was no more.  The joint authorship of environmental doctrine resulted in the 

elimination of DDS from the main decision-makers and writers of the new doctrine. 

Although Alistair Byford was one of the authors of the new joint edition; at that time, he 

was involved in the process mainly because he had a new appointment within DCDC 

and not because he was DDS.
127

 As already mentioned, the current DDS Peter Squires 

was invited for the discussion of the working drafts; however, he was not involved in 

the drafting process.  

DCDC had more than a decade to build well-structured doctrine preparation 

mechanism, where each element has its functional role which is exact and prescriptive 

almost like tactical level doctrine. Consequently, in the new NATO-oriented 

framework, precise functionality and the division of duties are crucial in the 

achievement of national and Allied jointery. The management level of the national 

doctrine development is described in the figure below. 
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Figure 4 − Managing and directing national doctrine development
128

 

The role of the Joint Doctrine and Concept Board (JDCB) is in the provision of 

general and systematic guidance of tendencies in doctrinal and conceptual development. 

In other words, it establishes the general doctrinal-conceptual framework for all 

doctrinal documents. It is chaired by the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff, currently 

Stuart Peach. In this regard, it can be suggested that having experienced the doctrinal 

jointery from single-service and environmental perspectives. Stuart Peach has the most 

systematic and well-founded perception on tendencies and challenges of doctrinal 

harmonisation. While the JDCB outlines the framework in which doctrine should 

develop, the Joint Doctrine Steering Committee (JDSC) provides procedural directions 

for writers on how to write doctrines. The chair is Director Concepts and Doctrine; 

however, the main duties are often delegated to the DCDC's Head of Doctrine, Air and 

Space. Below JDSC are writing teams formed for specific tasks.
129

  

In the distribution of duties, Director Concepts and Doctrine is responsible for 

strategic and joint level publications, the authorisation of publishing and the distribution 

of doctrines. Assistant Head Doctrine, who represents the UK at the Allied Joint 

Operations Doctrine Working Group (AJOD), through Head of Doctrine, Air and Space 

is 'the final judge on all doctrine layout, structure and content matters.'
130

 While project 

managers are responsible for the project in general, project officers make it happen on 

time. Quite often they are the authors of the project. However, in the case when there is 

no specialist in the target field within DCDC, lead agents from an external organisation 
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and contractors can be invited. When the adoption of NATO publication as a national 

doctrine occurs, external project officers can be invited.  

In terms of joint and single-service correlation, 'each service maintains a 

doctrine point of contact (ideally a SO1) within its warfare centre. Their function is to 

coordinate doctrine development within their Service. All single-Service doctrinal 

issues (including comments on draft publications) should be staffed through these 

representatives.'
131

 

The above described structure of the doctrine preparation process corresponds to 

the final stage of jointery institutionalisation, meaning the development of an exact 

procedures and division of duties between structural elements. This gives an 

opportunity to control and modify doctrines within 18 months, which is the target 

timeframe for a doctrine preparation process. Consequently, the instrumentalist 

approach to doctrine preparation and consequent use was applied. From the perspective 

of covering gaps in the constantly changing strategic environment, thus improving the 

Armed Forces' adaptation, such an approach can be considered holistic and purposeful. 

On the other hand, from the point of view of doctrine writing per se, the new approach 

makes doctrine less personalised in terms of service and environmental orientation and 

consequent authors' contribution. In this regard, the transition is away from an author-

driven doctrine to institution-conditioned one. As Peter Gray has suggested, authors 

have begun to be responsible for the common ideas and existing organisational 

perception on the subject matter.
132

 

Alistair Byford is the best person to ask about the changing role of authors in the 

new process. Having written the 4
th 

edition practically on his own and contributed to the 

production of the latest joint one, he has a unique experience in this field. Comparing 

single-service and joint authorship from the writer's perspective, he argued that with the 

4
th

 edition, he had more freedom of writing and shaping the initial draft, while the joint 

environment placed constraints on the writer's freedom.
133

 This means that writers were 

no longer decision-makers on what was in the draft. They also became more dependent 

on the decisions of review boards, discussion groups and workshops. From one 

perspective, it can be viewed as an instrumentalist approach to writers. From another, 

the importance of wider involvement of diverse specialists in order to achieve diversity 
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became obvious. In this regard, the motive of commonality resulted in the attention to 

systematic and interdisciplinary approach to the military tasks. In its turn, voluntarily or 

not, a wider discussion contributes to a more profound exploration and consequent 

knowledge of the studied issue. As Alistair Byford stated, the 4
th

 edition was written in 

haste and with minimum involvement of academics and limited discussions, while the 

preparation process of JDP 0-30 was 'staffed extensively, involving the Army and the 

Navy; lots of workshops and three or four drafts.'
134

 

Consequently, comparing single-service and joint authorship, it can be argued 

that although the joint environment limits the freedom of writers, instead it can 

contribute to profound exploration and understanding of the studied issues in the inter-

service and systematic framework. This is largely conditioned by the availability of 

resources, particularly human resources who can be allocated to a specific doctrinal 

project within an institution which was created for the sake of doctrine preparation. 

Consequently, it is easier not just to get staff involved in doctrine preparation, but also 

to increase their experience and thus to speed up the synchronisation of various 

doctrinal publications and their consequent acceptance within the Armed Forces. 

Christina Goulter concluded that doctrine preparation 'became more rigorous, more 

profoundly thought; they put more capable people, goal thinkers in the front line.'
135

 

In terms of the service's self explanation through environmental doctrine, 

naturally the joint authorship was constraining. Alistair Byford stated that, in the new 

process, the service would lose actual control over environmental doctrine and could not 

promote certain suggestions of technological and financial nature. However, 'you have a 

credibility of a joint doctrine,'
136

 meaning that this doctrine would be recognised by 

other services while a single-service one could be still quite debatable in the inter-

service interpretation. In terms of the stimulation of jointery and inter-service 

understanding, the shift towards joint authorship 'is a good thing, since it compels other 

services to realise that they need this document.'
137

 

Until a certain extent, the functionality of doctrine per se had shifted from 

benefiting any particular service to functioning as means of the Armed Forces' joint 

adaptation to the changes in the internal and external environments. In this regard, the 
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newly introduced five-year cycle of doctrinal changes and its consequent connection to 

the cycle of defence reviews, suggests that doctrine is a military means to send a 

message to political decision-makers. It is envisioned that the Joint Doctrine Publication 

should be revised every five years. Consequently, this would trigger relevant reviews 

and changes in the entire hierarchy of doctrinal publications. A particular feature of the 

cycle is that it is aimed to be in the middle of the SDSR cycle. The reason is for 

doctrines to 'influence policy in the middle of the SDSR cycle'
138

 and thus to provide a 

more up-to-date information on the conceptual framework of the Armed Forces.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has described the most recent stage of doctrine preparation process 

and consequent changes in air power doctrine writing. From all that is mentioned above, 

the following conclusion can be drawn. Irrespective of the previous RAF attempt to 

write single-service joint environmental doctrine embodied in AP 3000 4
th

 edition, it did 

not have the desired outcome, meaning the demonstration of the RAF joint commitment 

and potential preservation of ownership over its environmental doctrine. Therefore, 

ownership over environmental doctrine was transferred to the joint institution of DCDC. 

This was largely conditioned by the need to synchronise all environmental doctrines 

under joint authorship in order to create a national doctrinal system, which could adapt 

to new changes altogether and immediately, rather than when a single service would 

decide to do so. In the global terms of Allied operations, this meant that the national 

conceptual framework and consequent practice could be easily adapted to the new 

trends within NATO. Thus, a better cooperation and performance could be achieved.   

In terms of the influential factors of doctrine preparation, as in the previous two 

editions, most recent operational experience had a profound influence on doctrine 

writing. However, this influence was not the primary force driving the initiation of 

doctrine preparation. In other words, although the lessons of the Libyan conflict were 

processed and reflected in JDP 0-30, it was not operations themselves which triggered 

doctrine preparation. Although it reflected the tendency towards contingency rather than 

COIN operations, the new doctrine reflected not only the lessons of Libya but also 

relevant experiences through the entire history of air power, paying slightly more 

attention to the post-Cold War era. In terms of the role of air power in contemporary 

warfare, it can be argued that Libya demonstrated that air power remained functional 
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both on its own and in cooperation with other services, in that case, with the Royal 

Navy. In this regard, while the second post-Cold War decade was characterised by the 

decline of air power optimism, the beginning of the third decade demonstrated that air 

power remains extremely functional and efficient these days.  

In terms of the internal environment, once again the doctrine preparation 

process was related to a Defence Review. Unlike the first two case studies, the 

implications of the SDSR were not only in the reflection of the new conceptual 

framework or in the preparation to the next Defence Review. The role of the SDSR was 

in emphasising austerity and its implications for the Armed Forces. Inevitably, it meant 

the importance of technological advantage as a means of multi-tasking and efficiency in 

contingent operations rather than the numerous deployments of the Armed Forces. It 

also meant that cooperation in terms of jointery was meant to evolve, which resulted in 

the process of synchronisation of national doctrinal practices in order to harmonise 

changes shaped by the Allied environment.  

Finally, after the SDSR 2010 and the consequent stimulation of jointery, the 

internal and external environments of broader sense outlined by Oliver Daddow 

demonstrate to be less dividable. In other words, with the process of institutionalisation 

of jointery and the introduction of 5-year doctrinal cycle with the NATO doctrine in the 

heart of the national practice, the line between factors of internal and external 

environment becomes even vaguer than it used to be. In this context, doctrine does not 

only become influenced by the general trends of NATO doctrinal discourse or 

procedures of doctrine preparation, but it gains new functionality. This functionality is 

in the accommodation of Allied trends into national military practice. This can be 

achieved in two ways. First, it can be done through a conceptual framework reflected in 

a series of doctrinal publications. Secondly, the exact hierarchical structure and inter-

service subordination in terms of doctrines give an opportunity to make adaptation to 

any changes systematic and fast, like a wave effect. However, although JDP0-30 was 

prepared under a joint authorship and reflected the transition to the new doctrinal cycle 

and NATO-oriented doctrine, it also demonstrated that the new changes are still in the 

process of systematic introduction. They will be tested by the next Defence Review.  

Concerning the role of academics in the new doctrine preparation process, it 

can be concluded that their involvement is highly advised and encouraged. 

Consequently, the role of academics is in the provision of critical thinking on defence 
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and strategy and their advisory role in the evaluation of concepts and new paradigms. 

However, as in the previous editions, academics are not involved in the preparation of 

drafts but in their discussions and analysis. Therefore, the role of academics remains 

advisory and not decisive. Another feature of JDP 0-30 is that although the doctrine 

writing guide briefly mentions the involvement of academics in discussion of drafts, the 

reality demonstrates that conceptual and scholar discussions are essential in the 

preparation of doctrine and that some of their advice is taken into account. In terms of 

the shift from single-service to joint authorship and the centralised production of 

doctrines in DCDC, the involvement of academics becomes easier. This is because the 

Defence Academy is right across the street and the involvement of teaching staff can be 

systematic. The centralised nature of joint authorship also contributes to a long-term 

relationship with academics from around the country. Thus, they can be consulted for 

different doctrinal processes over a long period of time. Consequently, the centralisation 

of jointery can contribute to a profound cooperation with academics, although the 

doctrinal guide does not emphasise it.   

Concerning the authors, the first joint edition demonstrated the final stage of 

transition from a personalities-driven to an institutional approach. In this regard, 

although Alistair Byford, the author of the last single-service air power doctrine, was 

involved in the joint authorship, the degree of freedom he favoured with the previous 

edition had decreased substantially. The fact that there is no longer one author 

responsible for a doctrinal project suggests the need for a higher degree of compromise. 

Placing the process in the joint environment of tri-service review, the authors' personal 

inspirations and the ability to make a creative and constructive contribution became   

limited. Consequently, doctrines become more and more institutional in their nature. 

Unlike the first post-Cold War doctrines, instead of reflecting institutional trends within 

a single service, nowadays, environmental doctrines project joint trends into a single 

service.  

Overall, the new doctrine preparation process suggests a few considerations. 

First of all, unlike before, the national Armed Forces are treated as an inter-dependant 

system, capable of rapid, synchronised changes. These changes can be caused by factors 

of the external environment; however, the response to them is conducted exclusively 

through internal, joint means. Secondly, treated as a joint system, the Armed Forces and 

consequent doctrines are inevitably connected with Defence Reviews. In this context, 
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the functionality of doctrine in the newly introduced doctrinal cycle is in informing of 

the Defence Review board on how the Armed Forces are going about their business, 

emphasising their functionality. In other words, doctrine continues to play a self-

justifying role in SDR cycle; however, unlike before, it plays it at the joint level rather 

than at a single-service and competitive one. Doctrine becomes a means of policy 

direction between SDRs. Thus, the additional functionality in the national defence 

system creates an inclination towards a more crucial role of the internal environment in 

doctrine preparation rather than external factors of operational experience. The final part 

of this thesis integrates all three case studies into a summary of evolution of doctrine in 

the process of the institutionalisation of jointery.  
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CONCLUSION 

From 1999 to 2013, the development of RAF air power doctrine was 

characterised by a change in approach to working environmental doctrine, various 

features of which were influenced by the process of the institutionalisation of jointery. 

The approach that characterised the first two post-Cold War editions was personality-

driven and substituted for an institutional approach. The defining trigger of this change 

was the process of jointery as a centralised process of reforming the national Armed 

Forces. Therefore, at each stage of the institutionalisation of jointery, environmental 

doctrine had a different shape and purpose. In the most recent stage of the development 

of jointery, environmental doctrine has changed its owner from a single service to joint 

authorship.  

The complexity of introduction of doctrine into RAF post-Cold War practice and 

its further use for the institutionalisation of jointery were influenced by the history of 

the RAF. In this regard, Chapter II showed how single-service authorship may 

contribute to the misuse of doctrine for political purposes and its dogmatisation. With 

the establishment of the RAF as an independent service, the main function of the 

doctrine was to embody the service's primary concept − strategic bombing. Although 

various revisions of AP 1300 took place, the concept remained the same. Inevitably this 

contributed to the perception of doctrine, as the vessel of this concept, being dogma and 

the source of narrow-mindedness. Historically, the RAF's misuse of doctrine was 

influenced by political considerations and the need of the service to survive. Although 

to an extent such conceptual self-sufficiency had contributed to a unique role of the 

service in the national system of defence in 1918-1956, it also resulted in complete 

redundancy of RAF doctrine, when it could not secure the strategic nuclear function for 

the RAF.   

Thus, from the 1970s, the RAF existed without a conceptual framework of its 

own and only used NATO tactical-level doctrine. Furthermore, the political use of 

doctrine through RAF history and the dogmatic character of the first doctrines resulted 

in the complete non-perception of doctrine within the service. The main outcome of 

such a history was the development of a distinctive anti-intellectual culture within the 

service. Since doctrine was viewed as dogma and the service's attempts to promote its 

interests, everything written on a strategic level, stimulating creative thinking was 

treated with suspicion and immediate rejection. Therefore, the anti-intellectual 
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atmosphere of the service made the return of doctrine into RAF practice in 1991 painful. 

However, in the conditions of the end of the Cold War, the service needed a precise 

conceptual framework in order to know where it was at that time and how it had to 

change in that uncertain strategic environment. 

RAF doctrinal history has demonstrated one of the most crucial lessons to take 

into account while studying RAF doctrine; it is that the contemporary perception of 

doctrine is influenced by decades of doctrinal dogmatism and created the doctrine-

hostile culture within the RAF. Although Andrew Vallance did not have to fight the 

reluctance of RAF personnel to accept doctrine, the service's inner culture, created 

during the described decades and which is passed to the new generation, is characterised 

as doctrine-sceptical, at best.  Thus, diverse groups within the service considered 

doctrine to be other means of bureaucracy. They were convinced that tactics-oriented 

approach to air power was the most functional for the RAF. The struggle between 

intellectuals and tacticians should not be forgotten in the research of doctrinal 

documents. The main relevance of this lesson to this research is that the struggle 

between different groups within the service was reflected in the texts of the studied 

doctrines. The changes of doctrinal discourse in the context of this inter-service struggle 

demonstrated certain tendencies within the service's dynamics. This is one of the 

occasions when the history of the service can provide an answer or solution of its 

contemporary challenges.  

The doctrinal history of the RAF paved the way to the development of 

personalities-driven approach to doctrine writing in the first two editions of post Cold 

War doctrine. Andrew Vallance's initiative in the first two editions of AP 3000 was 

conditioned by the need of the Armed Forces to adapt. Hence, the first edition explained 

where the service was at the end of the Cold War; the second edition evaluated the 

experience of the Gulf War and lessons for the RAF. These two editions were the basis 

for the development of the RAF doctrinal practice, because they summarised the Cold 

War and the first post-Cold War operational experience. Although it is often argued that 

they were still Cold War-oriented, they paved the way for the post-Cold War doctrines 

looking towards the future and exact ways of reformation of the RAF in the joint 

environment. This historical discourse answers two questions. First, it demonstrates the 

organisational culture concerning the place of doctrine in RAF practice before the 

studied period. Secondly, it shows that the first two doctrines were transitional in their 
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nature, due to the unclear strategic environment of that time.   However, only with the 

centralised initiative of reforming the Armed Forces could crucial changes in the 

process of doctrine writing become possible.  

The introduction of jointery created the necessity of more profound 

commitments to tri-service cooperation demonstrated in Chapters III and IV, which 

were devoted to the case study of AP 3000 3
rd

 edition. At the time of preparation of this 

edition, jointery was on its proto-stage of institutionalisation and could require services 

to establish their commitment to the joint environment. Consequently, the 3
rd

 edition of 

AP 3000 was aimed at the interpretation of the operational experience in terms of joint 

discourse with a consequent commitment to a close cooperation with the Army. In this 

regard, although vertical jointery and exact doctrinal hierarchy were yet to be 

developed, the doctrine outlined the existence of horizontal jointery. Accordingly, PSO 

doctrine was used in order to synchronise the lessons of Bosnia and joint thinking on the 

Armed Forces' functionality in future operations.  This feature of the process of doctrine 

preparation demonstrated the RAF's jointery-oriented position and capability of 

producing jointery-friendly doctrine.  

Consequently, from this edition RAF environmental doctrine was jointery-

oriented rather than personalities-driven like in the first two editions of AP 3000. 

Regarding the correlation between the factors influencing doctrine, the degree of 

influence was demonstrated to be different. In terms of the external environment, the 

operational experience of the Gulf War and PSO realities of Bosnia had a dominant 

impact in rethinking of the roles of air power in a new strategic environment, while 

other factors of the external environment were indirect in their influence. First of all, 

NATO doctrine was in transition as well and it had no direct influence on AP 3000; it 

could only have an indirect impact through the allied publications.  Secondly, the little 

influence of foreign doctrines of Allied nations was shaped by differences in strategic 

cultures. Thirdly, the exchange of ideas and technologies with American counterparts 

was of the indirect nature, conducted through joint courses, common training and in the 

battlespace. The visits of DDS to Maxwell were taking place at that time and could have 

shaped a particular mode of thinking; however, no evidence was found that these visits 

were the forces shaping contents of the 3
rd

 edition of AP 3000. Therefore, although the 

factors of the external environment were triggering the necessity of doctrinal reflection 
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of the new trends, it was the internal environment of jointery that dictated the tone and 

shape of the new edition.  

In the joint discourse of the 3
rd 

edition of AP 3000, the shift from personalities-

driven to the entirely institutional approach was still not finalised. This was 

demonstrated in the roles of academics and authors. The role of academics was 

significant and it had a tremendous impact on the text of doctrine through diverse 

workshops and consequent discussions of drafts, but mainly because of the openness of 

the author of the doctrine to academic audience. In this regard, the influential role of 

academics and reflection of academic discourse in the text and structure of the 3
rd

 

edition demonstrated that personalities still mattered, albeit to a lesser extent than 

before.  

Chapter V demonstrated that the experience of the following campaigns and 

their reflection in the national political discourse only stimulated further stages of the 

institutionalisation of jointery. In the environment of inter-service rivalry and 

established doctrinal hierarchy, the fight for the authorship of environmental doctrine 

became crucial for the further institutionalisation of jointery. In terms of the ownership 

of environmental doctrine, the 4
th

 edition of AP 3000 was aimed at the demonstration 

that the RAF was capable of writing joint environmental doctrine under single-service 

authorship. Accordingly, such an attempt could provide the service with extra leverage 

in the environment of strengthened jointery and its centralisation in DCDC. Regarding 

the factors influencing the process of doctrine preparation, continuous operational 

involvement, protracted and changing character of campaigns resulted in the lack of a 

new edition for almost a decade after the previous one. Although the 4
th

 edition was 

aimed at the analysis of British experience in COIN operations, the document 

practically emphasised the diversity of air power roles in the joint environment of 

COIN.   

However, the significance of operational experience was rather in the 

stimulation of domestic debate on jointery and the Network Centric Capability and the 

Comprehensive Approach. Furthermore, it resulted in the renewal of the discussion on 

air-land integration and the necessity of the synchronisation of environmental doctrines 

under the joint umbrella. Since the aim of the 4
th

 edition was to demonstrate how joint a 

single-service environmental doctrine can be and since it was written after the SDSR, 

the role of academics was limited, and the role of the author was dominant. However, 
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unlike the first two editions of AP 3000, although the doctrine was written by one 

author, his influence was limited by the joint purpose of the edition and the necessity of 

tri-service review. Consequently, the process of doctrine writing was one step closer to 

an entirely institutional approach. Overall, the timing and therefore a driving force of 

doctrine preparation was the centralisation of jointery and the dispute for the ownership 

of environmental doctrine, as a means of single services' promotion of their preferred 

concepts. This was partly conditioned by the approaching SDSR, where an extra means 

of self-explanation could be crucial for the service's survival.  

Chapter VI addressed the last stage of the institutionalisation of jointery. At this 

stage jointery is characterised by the centralisation and strict division of duties and 

responsibilities between the NATO Standardisation Agency, DCDC and the three 

services. The doctrinal hierarchy, interim procedures and the process of doctrine 

preparation were harmonised in relation to the national defence reviews.  Consequently, 

the last studied edition of air power doctrine, JDP 0-30 demonstrated the joint 

authorship of environmental doctrine and the new procedural elements envisioned by 

the new joint doctrine writing process. It also reflected the most recent trends in the 

institutionalisation of jointery and placed NATO in the heart of the national doctrinal 

practice. Accordingly, the doctrine emphasised the increased number of joint 

publications and the place of JDP 0-30 in it. The text also corresponded to the 

requirements of joint publications.  

Concerning NATO discourse, unlike previous editions, this one stated direct 

commitments to NATO practice and its incorporation into the national doctrinal 

practice. In terms of the last stage of the institutionalisation of jointery, doctrine gained 

new functionality. In the new 5-year doctrine cycle, revision of doctrinal documents is 

directly related to the national defence reviews. In this context, doctrine serves as a 

mean of influencing policy. If environmental doctrine was in single-service ownership, 

it would give the services extra power. Therefore, centralised ownership contributes to a 

common direction and consequent influence on policy. However, the extent to which it 

is considered to be mutually beneficial by the three services remains controversial.  

This research also demonstrated that one of the essential contextual factors of 

doctrine development was and remains inter-service rivalry. Although the 

institutionalisation of jointery was aimed at the elimination of this rivalry, the reality of 

the Armed Forces‟ practice remains conditioned by their organisational cultures that 
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were shaped by the historical distinctiveness of each service. For jointery to become a 

part of each service‟s organisational culture, it requires more than formal top-to-bottom 

institutionalisation of the concept and its reflection in doctrinal discourse, the attainable 

results of its practical implementation and efficiency can change single-service oriented 

organisational culture of each service. Until then, the factor of inter-service rivalry 

should be taken into account in the preparation of doctrinal documents.  

Regarding the correlation of factors influencing the process of doctrine 

preparation under joint authorship, once again operational experience was not the 

driving force. Accordingly, although the lessons of Libya were reflected in JDP 0-30, 

the operation itself did not trigger doctrine preparation. Furthermore, although the 

doctrine reflected the tendency towards contingency rather than COIN operations, it 

outlined diverse relevant experiences through the entire history of air power, being more 

detailed about the post-Cold War era. Regarding the role of air power in contemporary 

warfare, Libya demonstrated that air power remained functional both independently and 

in cooperation with other services. In the case of Libya, the RAF closely cooperated 

with the Royal Navy. Therefore, while the second post-Cold War decade was 

characterised by air power pessimism, the beginning of the third decade showed that air 

power is still extremely functional.  

The recent stage of the institutionalisation of jointery and consequent 

institutional approach to environmental doctrine was also demonstrated in the change of 

roles of academics and writers. First of all, as before, the role of academics remains 

advisory and not decisive. They take part in the discussion of drafts and advise in their 

fields of expertise. However, they have less direct impact on the overview of the writers 

of doctrine, because the role of writers has changed. DDS is no longer the primary 

author of air power doctrine; a group of writers is responsible for collective ideas 

representing the joint institution's perspective on environmental doctrine.  Although it 

can be argued that the doctrinal process suggests the instrumentalist approach to 

academic involvement, the centralised joint environment provides a wider range of 

opportunities for academic participation. This was demonstrated in numerous 

discussions taking place in the preparation of JDP 0-30.  

In terms of the aforementioned shift in the approach to writing environmental 

doctrine, the change of the role of writers in the joint environment was a crucial 

finalisation of this change.  Hence, although the 3
rd

 and 4
th

 editions of AP 3000 reflected 
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joint tendencies they still were written by DDS. Although, in both cases, doctrine 

preparation processes were under the scrutiny and authorisation of CAS and still 

reflected certain institutional restraints on content, authorship was personalised, and 

each doctrine reflected the distinctive approach of its author. Only with the transition of 

authorship from the RAF to DCDC, did authorship become truly institutional, joint and 

impersonal. Overall, the development of the RAF air power doctrine in 1999-2013 was 

shaped by the process of the institutionalisation of jointery. Although new campaigns 

were the source of operational lessons, air power doctrine development differed 

according to the stages of institutionalisation of jointery. With each edition, doctrine 

was becoming closer to cooperation with the other two services and joint environment. 

Consequently, the factors outlined by Oliver Daddow began to gain different 

functionality. 

Just as there is no end to the revision of doctrine or ways of its adaptation to the 

changes of the strategic environment, so there is no end to academic research on the 

development of doctrine. In a couple of years, in order to keep up with the recent trends 

this research will have to be expanded with another case study of environmental 

doctrine. Consequently, in a few years after the next SDSR, it would be relevant to 

explore how the defence review might influence the 5-year cycle and which changes 

might be made in the current JDP 0-30. However, before that, at the present stage, the 

research can be expanded horizontally.  In this regard, the role of the same factors can 

be analysed in terms of strictly joint publication and environmental doctrine. The most 

ambitious idea is the comparative analysis of British and American procedures in the 

preparation of environmental doctrine. In any case, the future will show which direction 

will be the most welcomed and fruitful at that time. After all, this thesis is just the 

beginning. 

All the above mentioned justification of the argument of this thesis reaffirms the 

academic and practical originality of the research design. As it was stated in the 

introduction, the thesis has explained how RAF environmental doctrine has changed in 

the most recent timeframe and how it was conditioned by the stages of the 

institutionalisation of jointery. It was explained through a systematic analysis based on 

the modified approach suggested by Oliver Daddow.  

This thesis covered the existing gap in the analytical history of the RAF doctrine 

development. It demonstrates how the service has adapted to the strategic requirements 
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of the post-Cold War era and which role the doctrine played in that adaptation. The 

connection between service‟s organisational culture, jointery, inter-service rivalry and 

perception of a certain doctrine was demonstrated. The main contribution of this thesis 

to the debate on the RAF and doctrine is that it offered systematic analysis of the factors 

influencing doctrine preparation process and the role of jointery in it, which was not 

conducted in this time frame and on such a scale before this thesis. This thesis is also 

relevant for the exploration of inter-service rivalry on the formal level of doctrine 

preparation in the contemporary joint environment, since it outlines the stages of the 

institutionalisation of formal jointery in single-service oriented organisational culture of 

the RAF and the two other services.   
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