UNCLASSIFIED

Strategic Deterrence JOC V0.3 Comment Resolution Matrix

	ORG/

REVIEWER
	Page #
	Para #
	Line #
	Class
	Critical Comments
	A/R/P

	AF/XOXS

Maj Davis

DSN 227-9525

Stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	13
	
	15-23
	
	Critical
Recommendation:  Please explain your assertion that that a “strategic deterrence posture that relies solely on the threat of retaliation artificially constrains the range of available deterrent options.”  
Rationale:  Deterrence is based on the threat of imposing costs to maintain the status quo.  While defense is related to deterrence they are fundamentally different.  Specifically, defense begins where deterrence has failed (See Snyder. Glenn H, Deterrence and Defense, Princeton University Press, 1961).  While the ability to defend does affect the enemy’s decision calculus, the cost side of the equation is essential to deterrence.
Sponsor Comment:  Assertion is now further explained in relevant text as requested by reviewer.  SD JOC contends that deterrence by benefit denial (concept first postulated by Snyder) is a valid form of deterrence that must be integrated with the other “ways” of cost imposition and inducing adversary restraint.
	A

	AF/XOXS

Maj Davis

DSN 227-9525

Stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	14
	
	38-44
	
	Critical
Recommendation:  Delete “Barring a sudden and dramatic change in the Russian political system, no potential adversary will have the capability to threaten U.S. national survival.”  
Rationale:  Correctness.  The Russian political system affects the will, not the capability to threaten U.S. National survival.  In addition, it is possible that China will acquire the capability to threaten U.S. national survival in the stated timeframe.

Sponsor Comment:  Agree that Russian capability is independent of their political intent.
	A

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	4
	-
	15
	U
	Critical:  Purpose states, “Traditional concepts of deterrence will not work against a terrorist…”  But proceeds to describe effects and capabilities without depicting how the capabilities will be used together in a course or sequence of actions and tasks to achieve them.  In the process, the concept itself becomes illusive, especially in showing how it deters various categories of state and non-state actors adequately.  Military Challenge also includes deterring non-state actors, but the concept does not succinctly address a mechanism for doing so.  The “Ways” section is focused on outcomes or effects to be achieved (Deny benefits, impose costs, induce restraint).  There is a diffusion of the picture of how future operations are conducted (the concept) into the examples used in the “Methods to achieve deterrence (Ways)” section, “Necessary capabilities and attributes (means)” section and the “Illustrative Example” section.  

Recommendation:  Reorganize the document according to the terms of reference.  Separate effects to be achieved from the description of how to achieve them.  Separate the description of the actions and tasks from the capabilities section.  Write a new section which elaborates how the effects are achieved through a sequence of actions or tasks.  Ensure the capabilities are justified by the actions and tasks required to achieve the effects.

Rationale:  Clarity.  Adherence to the terms of reference.  Justifies the capabilities.  If you never describe how actions link together to create effects, you will never justify developing the capabilities.  Hits the military problem head-on in a traceable fashion.  Supports experimentation and capability analysis.  Separating the concept out of the capabilities section will enable the capabilities to be grouped by Joint Functional Concept, as in the other JOCs.  This will facilitate building a common framework of capabilities across the JOCs which enables capability-based assessment.
Sponsor Comment: Document is organized based on result of substantial DART feedback.  Additionally, the mechanisms (“ways”) that are used to deter non-state actors are the same for state actors.  Specific implementation, however, will be scenario-dependent.  Sponsor argued that this was the first attempt at an iterative process.  Document currently does articulate full range of capabilities, but recognizes need for increased detail in future.  Next step is to expand discussion of state/non-state/near-peer/etc. adversaries in next review.  Conference agreed document is on the right path. 
	R

	AF/XOXS

Maj Davis

DSN 227-9525

Stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	12
	
	31
	U
	Critical
Recommendation:  Change “Some irrational actors may not be influenced by deterrence efforts and will…” to Some actors may not be deterred and will…”

Rationale:  Correctness.  Deterrence is unlikely to work with irrational actors and will not always work on rational actors.  Revised wording acknowledges that deterrence may fail against rational actors.

Sponsor Comment:  Comment partially accepted--due to other agency comments making some of the proposed wording OBE.  Assumptions rewritten to acknowledge reviewer’s concern regarding potential for strategic deterrence failure.  Concern was that document did not recognize that deterrence could fail, even vs a rational actor.  Sponsor offered to expand language, but maintained the validity of one of the basic assumptions:  “all potential adversaries can be deterred”.  Discussion was about whether/how we properly communicate the deterrent.  All agreed on the right path.
	P

	AF/XOXS

Maj Davis

DSN 227-9525

Stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	27
	
	2
	
	Critical
Recommendation:  Rewrite to show that denial of benefits is not a separate form of deterrence, rather it supports deterrence through cost imposition. 

Rationale:  You cannot deter solely by benefit denial.  Deterrence requires the threat of imposed costs to be successful.  The SD JOC references the concept that the strategic center of gravity is the enemy’s decision calculus.  In this calculus we want to make sure that the costs always outweigh their benefits because when this is the case, the enemy is deterred.  The ability to deny benefits adds to deterrence in that it limits the costs you must be able to impose and still maintain a positive cost to benefit ratio.  Absent the threat of imposed costs, our enemies would find it beneficial to attack unless our ability to deny adversary benefits is perfect.  It is only in this very unlikely situation; where our ability to deny benefits is perfect, that “benefit denial” by itself could, by itself provide deterrence.   Even this unlikely case is suspect in that we are still, in effect, imposing costs in the form of the time, effort, cost, and political impact the enemy will incur in order to attempt the attack.

Sponsor Comment:  The SD JOC contends that benefit denial is one of three “ways” of influencing an adversary’s decision-making calculus, and that these three ways should be implemented in an integrated manner.

SD JOC fundamentally posits that deterrence is not simply a function of making sure that “the costs always outweigh their benefits because when this is the case, the enemy is deterred”.  This view of deterrence does not account for a critically-important potential source of deterrence failure:  the adversary’s perception of what will happen to him if he does not act.  It is possible for deterrence to fail because an adversary sees the course of action we seek to deter as the “least bad” alternative he faces, despite the fact that the benefits of taking the action are outweighed by the costs of taking it.

SD JOC also disagrees with the contention that “absent the threat of imposed costs, our enemies would find it beneficial to attack unless our ability to deny adversary benefits is perfect”.  The adversary may well perceive costs of taking a given action that are not a function of the U.S. imposing them (e.g., damage to their relations with third parties, internal political consequences, etc.).  Thus, it is possible that effective benefit denial could in principle be the only U.S. contribution to successful deterrence.  The SD JOC, however, does not advocate implementing only one of the three “ways” of deterring, but rather the integrated use of all three.

Sponsor’s entering assumptions remain:  there are three ways to deter:  Impose Costs, Deny Benefits, and Induce Adversary Restraint.  USAF argued that language needs to ensure that all three work together.  CENTCON was concerned that cost-benefit approach is insufficient…needs “benevolence”.  Sponsor to rework verbiage under “inducing restraint”, graphically to link three “ways” together and discuss necessity of cost.  Army cautioned not to move too far into behavior management.  Sponsor responded that DOS was initially concerned that DOD concept needed to comport with all elements of national power.  Conference accepted this discussion and the offer to rework language.
	A

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	27-51
	-
	All
	U
	Critical: The concept of how the effects of deny benefits, impose costs and induce restraint are achieved is dispersed in the “contributions to…” paragraphs.  There is no “application and integration of military functions” section.  The clearest statement of the complete concept resides in Figure 2 on page 51.

Recommendation:  Reorganize the material as recommended above.  Align the capabilities to the five Joint Functional Concepts.

Rationale:  See above.
Sponsor Comment:  Document was organized based upon exhaustive DART recommendations and feedback.

Resolved.  Sponsor explained that the specifics of the comment were rejected but they were in agreement with the intent.  Greater detail required and all agreed to address in the next evolution of the concept.  
	R

	PACOM

J57

LTC S. Higgins

DSN: 692-2283/268-3567

sally.higgins@northcom.smil.mil
	31
	1
	25-28
	U
	Critical:  The sentence indicates “Unity of Command” is passé in todays battlefield.  

Recommendation:  Reconsider what concept is actually being portrayed or replaced.  For the JFC, there must always exist unity of command to ensure unity of effort is applied to achieve the same end state.

Rationale: Unity of effort has existed in the past to support unity of command.  Agree we have changed “CINC” from combatant commands as there is only one commander in chief.  However, Joint Operations do require “unity of command” which is accomplished through the JFC.  The supporting components respond through “unity of effort.”

Sponsor Comment:  Purpose of this section is not to dilute opportunities for unity of command where feasible; this paragraph simply acknowledges the complexity of the current and future environment and suggests an area for further experimentation and development.  The strategic deterrence efforts outlined in this JOC may often require coordinated actions by multiple combatant commanders, forces not assigned to combatant commands, and/or Combat Support Agencies (CSAs).  The SECDEF is the first individual in the chain of command with authority over all these organizations.  Because it would be unwieldy for him to directly orchestrate all day-to-day DoD strategic deterrence efforts, actions taken by joint force commanders will require collaboration and emphasize unity of effort more often in the future to achieve success.  Similarly, the President is the first individual with the requisite authority to achieve national strategic unity of effort—subsequently the SD JOC is scoped to cover the military contributions to strategic deterrence and only touches on the other instruments of national power.

Resolved with comment originator prior to conference.  Issue turns on “seams” of traditional C2.  OSD offered assistance with language.  Discussion of policy assistance, as well. 
	R

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	60-62
	-
	all
	U
	Critical:  This section provides the clearest picture of future operations against non-state actors, but it is buried in an appendix.

Recommendation:  Develop a similar illustrative example for state actors.  Merge the actions and tasks into a new “application and integration of military functions” section as described above.

Rationale:  See above.

Sponsor Comment:  Illustrative example currently covers both state and non-state actors, but has been reworked for better clarity.  Also, additional discussion on non-state actors added to “Ways” section (pg. 23-24). 

Resolved with comment originator; illustrative example only.
	P

	ACC/XPS

Maj Bryan Moon

DSN: 574-3298

Bryan.moon@langley.af.mil
	62
	-
	9
	U
	Critical: There is no proposed action to directly deter Adversary X from pursuing other grievous courses of action.   

Recommendation: Add actions to directly deter terrorist actors and incorporate “the ability to” take this action into your Force application capabilities.  Include the following action:  Employ intrusive, persistent real-time ISR/strike capabilities to find, fix, track, target and hold at risk Adversary X key leadership, strategic resources, symbols of power or means of control of their adherents to increase costs and induce restraint.  

Rationale: We have a capability requirement that is understated.  Expands on the idea of denying sanctuary.

Sponsor Comment:  Example has been reworked to incorporate additional detail; however, it is meant to be an illustrative example of SD JOC actions, not an exhaustive list.

Resolved.  Comment sought more exhaustive list.  Conference agreed that was not appropriate here.  Language tobe reworked for the illustration.
	P

	AF/XOXS

Maj Davis

DSN 227-9525

Stephenl.davis@pentagon.af.mil
	Gen
	
	
	
	Critical
Recommendation:  Rewrite to show that mitigating costs supports deterrence through cost imposition. 

Rationale: As with benefit denial, you cannot deter solely by mitigating costs of inaction.  Deterrence requires the threat of imposed costs to be successful.  The SD JOC references the concept that the strategic center of gravity is the enemy’s decision calculus.  In this calculus we want to make sure that the costs of acting always outweigh the benefits of acting and the costs of inaction.  The ability to mitigate the costs of not acting adds to deterrence because it limits the costs you must be able to impose and still maintain a positive cost to benefit ratio.  This is supported by SD JOC verbiage on page 21, line 21 that discusses the concept of cost mitigation and states the enemy will suffer a worse outcome (imposed costs) than had they opted not to take the action.  

Sponsor Comment:  The SD JOC contends that inducing restraint is one of three “ways” of influencing an adversary’s decision-making calculus, and that these three ways should be implemented in an integrated manner.  

Deterrence does not merely require the threat of U.S. imposed costs for success.  Deterrence could in principle succeed if the U.S. convinces a decision-maker he will not incur the costs he fears (as a result of his restraint).  The costs he fears (incurred from taking the action we seek to deter) could result from other than U.S. action (internal political opposition, 3rd party action, etc.).

Wordsmithing to be worked off-line by USAF re: imposing adversary restraint. 
	R

	OPNAV N51

LCDR Wender

DSN: 223-2763


	Gen
	
	
	
	Critical:  
Recommendation:  See separate proposed wording.

Rationale:  Original rationale is classified.

Sponsor Comment:

Resolved within document.  Concerns over proper presentation/discussion of nuclear forces. 
	P


UNCLASSIFIED


