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ABSTRACT
In the last twenty years, airpower has becone a
decisive force in its own right beginning with Desert Storm
foll owed by Operation Allied Force and nost recently
Operation Enduring Freedom Two primary | essons were | earned
fromthese three conflicts concerning airpower. First,
ai rpower cannot win wars by itself; it needs the synergistic
effects of ground forces. Second, US Special Operating
Forces (SOF) on the ground early dramatically increases the
effectiveness of initial air operations. If these | essons
are indeed true and can be applied in future conflicts, how
can operational commanders make airpower nore effective than
current constructs? This paper seeks to denonstrate that
ai rpower can beconme nore effective when SOF or ot her
conventional reconnai ssance forces are placed under the
control of the Joint Forces Air Conponent Commander (JFACC)
for initial rapid and decisive airpower operations. Wen the
JFACC enpl oys these reconnai ssance forces, they becone
ground-targeting sensors for airpower. This allows airpower
access to targets not nornmally available to JFACC especially
I f airspace control is contested. Based on current and near
future strategic nobility constraints, it will be shown that
this proposal is very feasible and efficient. Due to the

shortage of SOF, this paper al so advocates using other



reconnai ssance forces within the Departnent of Defense (DOD)
to acconplish target acquisition tasks as well as post-
stri ke battle damage assessnent (BDA). Joint doctrine is
flexi ble enough to allow this proposal w thout a change to
joint doctrine. Finally, this paper encourages the Arny to
| ook at other options to deploy with Air Expeditionary
Forces (AEF) outside the Stryker Brigade Conmbat Team ( SBCT)

force enpl oynment concepts.



You' ve got to be Kidding: Enpowering the JFACC with Sel ected
Ground Reconnai ssance Forces

I nt roducti on

On March 04, 2002, an Arny Ranger platoon fought for their
lives on top of a 10,000 foot nmountain peak in Eastern Afghanistan
while attenpting to rescue a Navy SEAL Team When the Ranger
pl at oon attenpted an insertion utilizing an Arny speci al
operations aircraft, the aircraft was ambushed and crashed on
| andi ng. Throughout the day, the Rangers fought off Al Qaeda
el ements with the help of Air Force F-15Es directed by USAF Conbat
Controllers (CCT) on the ground with the Rangers. Meanwhil e,
approximately five mles above, a Navy P-3 circled, surveying the
desperate firefight below. On board were another Arny Ranger and
a Navy SEAL who assisted in providing force protection information
to the enbattl ed Ranger platoon | eader below. Additionally, a
Marine officer assigned to the special operation forces (SOF)
joint operations center (JOC), calmy and effectively controll ed
the crowded radi o nets coordinating close air support throughout
the mission.' Unfortunately, seven Americans died on Takur Ghar
that day.? This number woul d have been substantially nore if it
was not for the synergistic effects of a joint team who brought
their individual strengths and specialties to the battle. It was
indeed a truly joint operation throughout, although one m ght | ook
beyond the readily apparent. First, SOF on the ground were

sensors for airpower. Next, airpower in this operation becanme nore



effective with SOF on the ground directing fires. Finally, the

| and forces conmponent commander did not direct this operation.
Remar kably, the Ranger m ssion was directed by an Air Force

bri gadi er general who conmanded a unit overseei ng speci al
operations.® This is one exanple of a new and unusual

rel ationship that occurred in Afghanistan.® Perhaps this m ssion,
and others like it, foreshadows changes that may occur in joint
operations at the operational |evel of war.

I n Af ghani stan, SOF al ong with airpower delivered an
unexpected and crushing defeat to Taliban and Al Qaeda forces
whil e capturing the inmagination of the President, Secretary of
Def ense and the entire nation. General Tomrmy Franks, the CENTCOM
Commander, told Congress that Operation Enduring Freedom (COEF) was
“far and away the greatest application of precision munitions in
the history of our country.”® A Department of Defense (DOD)
briefing titled, “Transformng the Mlitary,” stated that “US
Speci al Forces on the ground early dramatically increase the
effectiveness of the air canpaign.”® Wthout a doubt, SOF in
Af ghani stan were in fact sensors for airpower and their precision
gui ded munitions. This paper proposes that the best place for SOF
sensors in the near future is subordinate to the joint forces air
conponent conmmander (JFACC) until ground forces are prepared to
conduct deci sive operations. Integrating SOF into the JFACC
organi zation allows a stream ined conmand and control structure

that will lead to increased effectiveness, responsiveness, and
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deconfliction of fires during initial airpower operations. This

paper will denonstrate that this proposal will work within the
constructs of current joint and special operations doctrine. It
w |l also show that other reconnai ssance forces could be used in

lieu of SOF just as effectively by the conbatant conmander to
assi st airpower in striking theater-strategic and operational
targets. U timately, the proposals offered in this paper wll
gi ve the operational commander greater flexibility in enploying a
true joint air-ground construct during the “seize initiative”
phase of a joint canpaign.’
The New National Security Strategy

One year after the world-changi ng event of Septenber 11,
2001, President George W Bush published a new National Security
Strategy (NSS) for the United States. In this inmportant docunent,
the President directs the United States mlitary specifically to
“continue to transformour mlitary forces to ensure our ability
to conduct rapid and precise operations to achi eve decisive

» 8

resul ts. Secretary of Defense Donald Runmsfeld and his O fice of

Transformati on headed by Adm ral Cenbrowski (Retired) have nmade it
their responsibility to carry out the President's initiative. 1In
testimony to Congress, Secretary Runsfeld stated:

We nmust have the capability to | ocate, track and attack--
both nobile and fixed targets-- any where, any tinme, at al
ranges, and under all weather conditions, 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, 365 days a year... It also requires devel opnent
of new capabilities for |ong-range precision strike—including
unmanned capabilities—as well as the ability to insert Speci al



Operations Forces into denied areas and allow themto network
with our | ong-range precision-strike assets.

To achieve this, we nust devel op new data |inks for
connecting ground forces with air support; new | ong-range
precision strike capabilities; new, |ong-range, deep
penetrating weapons that can reach our adversaries in the caves
and hardened bunkers where they hide; and special munitions for
under ground attack.?

This statenment had profound effects for the United States Air
Force and Anerica's SOF. It has already manifested itself at

| east in one way through the Defense Secretary's plans to give the
U. S. Special Operations Conmand (USSOCOM) seven billion dollars to
buy aircraft and increase personnel by 4000. '

Adm ral Cenbrowski's O fice of Transformation is fully
conmtted to the Secretary of Defense’s vision. |In an interview,
the former Naval War Col |l ege President made an eye-opening
statenment: “In reality, what has happened is that a new air-ground
system has cone into existence, where you no longer talk in terns
of one being supported and the other supporting. That would be
i ke asking if the lungs are in support of the heart or if the
heart is in the support of the lungs. |It's a single system”?'
This statenent chall enges current authoritative joint and service
doctrine that uses the ternms supported and supporting to describe

12 In

rel ationshi ps of command, coordination, and operations.
essence, the maxim zing of the SOF mi ssion of speci al
reconnai ssance in conjunction with airpower’s ability to conduct

| ong-range precision strike with various platforms would

accomplish the President's goal of “rapid and precise operations



to achieve decisive results.”' Admiral Cenbrowski's statement
suggests that to speak in terns of supported and supporting
rel ati onships at the joint operational |evel of war is irrelevant
in this new century.
The Stryker Brigades and Strategic Mbility

Joint Vision 2020 envisions “[a] joint force capabl e of
dom nant maneuver wi || possess unmatched speed and agility in
positioning and repositioning tailored forces fromw dely
di spersed |l ocations to achieve operational objectives quickly and

deci sively.”*

Unfortunately, DOD cannot yet conduct dom nant
maneuver with unmatched speed due to strategic nmobility
limtations. The Arny wants to deploy one Stryker Brigade Conbat
Team ( SBCT) anywhere in the world in 96 hours, a combat division
in 120 hours and five divisions in 30 days. Concurrently, the Air
Force plans to deploy an Air Expeditionary Force (AEF) into combat
wi thin 48 hours and five AEFs within 15 days. |If the Air Force
uses a |large portion of its nobility assets to nove AEFs over seas,
t hen how does the Arny expect to get a SBCT into theater in 96
hours? Furthernmore, noving a SBCT would require around the cl ock
C-17 (four C-17s an hour) operations for nearly four days.'®
Overall, this is an unrealistic goal. A Rand study concl udes that
it would probably take two weeks to get a SBCT to theater. The
two week figure is not only a matter of nmobility, but also of the

destination airfield infrastructure to include maxi mum aircraft on

the ground (MOG . ' Unfortunately, the strategic depl oyment
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goal s of the Arny maybe entirely m splaced since nost security
chal | enges have devel oped historically over nonths and years
all owing for pre-positioning of equipnment and fl exible deterrent
options that reduce the need for conventional rapid deploynent
from CONUS. May be the Arny would be better served if it took a
more realistic view of deploying a SBCT in two weeks while
integrating SOF and other selected forces with airpower
bef orehand. One option is to assign selected SOF and ot her
reconnai ssance units trained in target acquisition and battle
damage assessnent (BDA) to deploy with crisis response AEFs to
conduct operations in conjunction with airpower to achieve
operational and strategic objectives quickly and effectively.
Once in theater, these reconnai ssance forces woul d operate under
the JFACC for nmore efficient conmand and control to conduct
initial “seize initiative” operations in conjunction with airpower
provi ded by the AEF.'® This synergy of airpower and ground
reconnai ssance forces will give the operational conmander tine to
fix or even defeat the eneny, before joint Iand forces arrive.
Enpowering the JFACC

Currently, the JFACC has the capability to effectively
conmand and control these forces through the joint air operations
center (JAOC). The JACC has direct access to robust comrmand,
control, communications, conputers, intelligence, surveill ance,
and reconnai ssance (C41SR) assets which include unmatched

satellite bandw dth not found within other services deployable
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forces. O her highlighted assets include high-resolution inagery,
| ong-range unmanned aerial vehicles, and a host of reliable
conmuni cations suites. There are also two powerful adjunct

organi zations that are available to JFACC to assist in utilizing
SOF aircraft and targeting. The first organization is the Speci al
Operations Liaison element (SOLE), assigned to the conbatant
commanders joint forces special operations conmmand (JFSOCC). '
Thi s standi ng organi zati on was created specifically to provide
advi ce and help integrate and coordi nate special operation
aircraft with the JFACC. Since the SOLE's mssion is primarily
l'iaison, the JFSOCC may have issue with assigning SOF to the
JFACC. To alleviate this concern, it will be necessary to conbine
a special operations command and control element (SOCCE) with the
SOLE. This will result in a functional joint SOF command and
control element within the JFACC. Current joint doctrine reflects
that SOCCEs are usually attached to |and or maritime conponent
headquarters when Army SOF are working in conjunction with
conventional forces. Therefore, a mnor change in joint doctrine
is required to reflect that SOCCE s can work with air conponent
headquarters as well. The other organization that is a powerful
aid to the success of airpower is the Joint Warfare Anal ysis
Center (JWAC). This organization made up of nultidiscipline

anal ysts, engineers, and scientists whose primary mssion is to
perform materi al -based systens anal ysis focused on generating and

assessi ng physical and system c effects against strategic and
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operational targets.? This center is a critical component while
conducting effects-based operations. Enploying SOF and
reconnai ssance units as sensors before conventional forces arrive
in theater increases the synergistic effects of airpower. |ndeed,
a creation of a powerful gestalt is exactly what the JFACC is
trying to acconplish as denonstrated in figure 1-1.
Joint Doctrine Flexibility

Even though current joint doctrine reflects that SOF
operations are normally directed by the theater special operations
command (SOC), it also states that the conbatant commander nmay
al so exerci se COCOM of SOF through ot her subordinate commanders.®
This means it is doctrinal and feasible to allow the JFACC to
control ground special reconnai ssance in certain circumnmstances.
At times in Afghanistan, SOF units did not work for the appointed
JFSOCC, but for the conmbatant commander or joint forces |and
conponent conmmander (JFLCC) directly. This was true during
Operati on Anaconda i n Af ghani stan when Conbi ned Joi nt Speci al
Operations Task Force-South (CJSOTF-S) worked directly for the
JFLCC and not the JFSOCC.# Some nmmy argue that Air Force officers
do not have the expertise or skill to command ground troops.
However, this common service centric belief was already shattered
in the introductory paragraph of this paper- not to nention our

Chai rman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is an Air Force O ficer.
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Figure 1: Synergistic Effect of the JFACC®

The Historic Pendul um of Airpower

It seems with the mlitary victories of Desert Storm Allied
Force, and Operation Enduring Freedom that airpower has beconme the
greatest contributor to winning wars. It has Gulio Douhet's
vi sion of airpower as the decisive service finally becom ng
reality, or does airpower still need sone type ground force to
reach its full potential?

Many airpower advocates felt that Desert Storm was the
conflict where airpower’s potential cane to fruition. Even the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell cane to
recogni ze its potential power during the opening phases of the war
when he decl ared that “air power has been the decisive armso far,

and I will expect it will be the decisive armthroughout the end



of the canpaign, even if ground and anphi bious forces are added to
the equation.”? Desert Stormwas the first conflict where the
JFACC controlled nost of the aircraft in theater. The power of
the JFACC was reinforced when General Horner said that “there were
no Arny targets, no Air Force targets, and no Marine targets, just

"2 |In fact, it was the first time that

Commander -in-chi ef targets.
fixed-wing aircraft accounted for at |east 61 percent of all
destroyed tanks, and nobst of which had been taken out before
ground operations commenced.? Airpower had finally becone a
deciding force and not necessarily a supporting one. The Arny had
difficulty accepting this notion since it had been the senior
service for the past 200 years. The problem for the Arnmy was not
t he outstandi ng performance of airpower, but the Army’s ability to
control it.? Desert Storm showcased this struggle as it
illustrated the conflict between the Arnmy's doctrine of “Air-Land
Battle” (ALB) and NATO s “Fol | ow-on Forces Attack” (FOFA)

doctrine. While not nutually exclusive doctrines, they did create
friction in whether the focus of air operations was the corps
fight (ALB), or the theater commander's theater wide air
interdiction mssions (FOFA).?® As a result of the Desert Storm
experience, the focus of JFACC operations seens nost consistent
with the doctrine of FOFA. However, other experiences and

t echnol ogy have caused it to mature even further.

Even though Operation Allied Force was a victory, it was a

pyrrhic one. Airpower was used exclusively wi thout a supporting
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ground maneuver force. It was in this war where our national

| eadership realized airpower still needed ground forces. The
press described Allied Force as “a one-di nensi onal war of
attrition, consisting of aerial attacks of nmounting intensity on
sel ected targets of value throughout Serbia and on Serbian forces
in and around Kosovo proved to be wholly inadequate.”? Although
Al lied Force confirmed airpower advocates belief that ground
forces do not necessarily need to be commtted early in the
conflict, it also reinforced the general feeling that “airpower
often cannot performto its potential w thout a credible ground

conponent in the canpaign strategy.”*

Thi s thinking was
reinforced by Admral Leighton Smth, conmander of NATO forces
during Allied Force, when he remarked that the Kosovo canpai gn
shoul d be renmenbered as “possibly the worst way we enpl oyed our
mlitary forces in history.”® The CFACC found it very difficult
to locate noving targets as well as discrimnating between real
targets from decoys.® When the former Allied Force CFACC,

Li eutenant General (LTG M chael Short (Retired) was asked about
the desirability of having SOF and reconnai ssance forces on ground
i n Kosovo, he responded that they would have provided a nuch
greater degree of success against the Serbians. Reflecting on how
he could not find the Serbs with airpower al one, General Short
added: “SOF forces would have found targets for airpower and we

coul d have been much nore effective.”?3
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Maki ng ai rpower nore effective by nmeans of SOF targeting on
t he ground was certainly the case in Afghanistan, “Dom nance in
the air soon translated into dom nance on the ground, as Speci al
Forces worked with Northern Alliance troops to pinpoint and
destroy Taliban areas of resistance.”® But it was not only air
and ground dom nance i n Afghanistan, there was information
dom nance as well. SOF on the ground inproved the Conmbined Air
Operation’s Center’s (CAOC) situational awareness, and thereby the
JFACC s ability to track the imediate tactical requirement of the
liai son officers operating within the Northern Alliance Forces.*®
Aim points of energing targets such as Taliban troop
concentrations, vehicles, and strong points devel oped by the CAOC
were identified by SOF on the ground who then doubl e checked the
CAOC s target coordinates.® This coordination became standard
operating procedure between the SOF on the ground and the JFACC
t hrough the CAOC. Enduring Freedom was a resoundi ng success when
it came to joint war fighting during all phases of the canpaign.
This view is supported by the Arny Vice Chief of Staff, General
Keane: “Those popul ation centers toppled as the result of a
conbi ned arns team US airpower and a conbination of speci al

forces and Afghan troops.”?*

Its time to codify the | essons
| earned from Enduring Freedom so our nation will not have to
revisit an operation like Allied Force ever again. It seens that

after all our experiences of the past two decades, we are

returning to a doctrine during World War Il that rings just as
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powerful and true now as it did then: “Land power and air power
are co-equal and interdependent forces; neither is an auxiliary of
t he other.”3®
The Stunbling Bl ock of Service Culture
The Air Force has realized the power of SOF for a long tine.
The JFACC Prinmer, a 1994 publication, described how SOF and their
target acquisition capabilities could contribute to airpower:
SOF can work in a synergistic attack role with
conventional air. SOF can designate targets visually,
el ectronically, and optically. SOF can also | ocate perishable
target that can be noved, disassenbled and fortified. SOF
can positively identify these targets and then designate them
for conventional air to destroy.®
In addition, retired Air Force LTG Michael Short, believes that having SOF and sdected reconnai ssance
under JFACC control to find targets for arpower would streamline the (targeting) process and redly place
pressure on enemy ground forces without having conventiona forcesin the fidd.* Unfortunatdly, LTG Short
aso identified service centric concerns for surviva asthe primary friction point in assgning SOF and sdected
reconnaissance forces to the JFACC.* Service culture has hamstrung many advancesin the past. Infadt, it
was the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 that legdly mandated “jointness’ into statute. 1t was also Congress
who mandated DOD to create USSOCOM. Therefore, it is predictable that service chiefs may resst a
proposal of integrating SOF and arpower even more. Some current and former leaders are fighting hard

againg myopic service views that restrict obvious beneficid change. Retired Marine Corps Generd Anthony

Zinni addressed service bias in a speech to the Air Force Association: “We can no longer afford joint force

commanders or those in ajoint force that think narrowly or think in terms of the uniform they bring in there.”*

Generd Zinni went on to place service prgudice in Smple terms and perspective. He seesthe joint force

commander as a carpenter with alarge tool belt with many different tools. When the carpenter sees ajob that
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needs to be done, he tries and selects the best tool or tools to get the job done. The carpenter certainly does
not want to pound a nail with pliers or take out a screw with ahammer. Some jobs require one tool and other
jobs require a combination of tools* One would hope that this common sense approach would prevail over
inter-service rivary. Even Generd Keane, the Army Vice Chief of Staff and the Army Chief of Staff
designate, bdievesin common sense solutions and “out of the box thinking.”

There should be no difference, once we get our heads screwed on right, in terms of integrating our
capability. Weve got this nagging fear that somehow, if we turn over our organization to somebody in
another uniform, that that organization is going to suffer as aresult of that. And | just fundamentaly
disagree with that.*

With this joint outlook by afuture service chief, one can hope for awindfdl of postive change for the Army as

it finds ways to integrate closer with dl the services to include airpower.
Usi ng Sensors O her than Combat Control Teans and Army Speci al
For ces

There is a specialty within the Air Force that has great
i nfluence on ground sensors and precision strike. These are the
USAF combat control teans (CCT) who are trained and certified to
performthe term nal attack control function within the SOF
community. They are assigned to USSOCOM t hrough the US Air Force
Speci al Operations Command (AFSOC). Assigned to AFSOC speci al
tactics squadrons (STS), these CCT airnmen called in 80 to 85
percent of the air strikes while assigned to US Arny Speci al
Forces Detachments in Afghanistan.* As stated in the introduction
par agraph of this paper, it was CCT airnmen who called in the air
strikes for the Rangers trapped on Robert's Ridge in Afghanistan.

Wt hout them there certainly would have been nore casualties.
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I nterestingly enough, the CCT view the other nmenbers of the joint
SOF team as security and ground maneuver experts.* This is the
reason why CCT will not usually be inserted unilaterally into
theater. The Air Force airpower sensors need the Arny for
protection and ground tactical experti se.

US Arny Special Forces, the primary force used to conduct
speci al reconnai ssance (SR), are in high demand and limted in
nunbers just |like the CCT. Cross trained and bi-Ilingual, Arny
Speci al Forces are tasked with other m ssions such as
unconventional warfare (UW, foreign internal defense (FID) and
direct action (DA). Sonme believe that SOF in general and
specifically Special Forces Detachnments are slowly being worn down
with the gl obal war on terrorismand not to mention the |oom ng
crisis in lraq and North Korea.* This shortage of Special Forces
troops begs the question whether conventional reconnai ssance
forces can conduct special reconnai ssance? Looking at the
di fference between conventional reconnai ssance and SR definitions,
one will find that SR includes the tasks of target acquisition,
area assessnment, and post-strike reconnai ssance. These tasks are
well within the capabilities of other DOD forces. These forces,
if allowed, could greatly supplenment Special Forces and their
m ssion of SR to ensure that the operational commander has enough
sensors to place under the JFACC s control to nmke airpower nore
effective. The Marine Corps has force reconnai ssance conpanies,

air and naval gunfire liaison conpanies (ANGLICO s), and speci al
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pur pose marine air-ground task forces (SPMAGTAF s) who are able to
conduct special reconnai ssance and target acquisition m ssions.
In the Arny, there are seven |ong-range surveillance (LRS) units
that have the capability to conduct SR as well. As this paper
| ooks cl oser at these organizations, one will see the suitability
and feasibility of integrating these organizations into the JFACC
for greater flexibility during the “seize initiative” phase of the
canpai gn.

The Marines Corps recognized relatively quickly that USSOCOM
IS experiencing a shortage in SOF units who can conduct speci al
reconnai ssance and specifically the sub-tasks of target
acqui sition and post-strike reconnai ssance. As a result, the
Marine Corps is currently integrating a new 75 man “proof of
concept” detachment into USSOCOM This detachnent will consi st
primarily of force reconnai ssance marines who will conduct SR and
DA mi ssions for conmbatant commanders.*® Additionally, the Marine
Corps realized they made a m stake deactivating nost of their
ANGLI COs during the post Cold War drawdown. The Corps i s now
reactivating two of these conpanies in order to capitalize on the
rebirth of air-ground cooperation denonstrated in Afghanistan by
SOF and ai rpower.* Sone of these ANGLI CO marines wll be
integrated into the SOCOM det achnment nentioned above. These two
organi zations are just the beginning for the Marine Corps. In
1997, the Marine Corps conducted an experinent called Hunter

Warrior. The experinent had three objectives, two of which are

16



germane to this paper. The first objective covered tactical
operations on a dispersed and nonconti guous battlefield. How
smal | units perform against a nunmerically superior force on a
battlefield that has no boundaries was a key conponent to this

obj ective. The second objective consisted of enhancing fire
support and inproving targeting. The Marines deened it necessary
to denonstrate that they could dom nate the broad, dispersed
battlefield of the future with effective and efficient use of all
indirect fires to include close air support. In order to conduct
the Hunter Warrior experinent, the Marines assenbl ed a SPMAGTAF of
about 2,000 marines and enployed themin a |arge-scale, force-on-
force field exercise that lasted for 12 days. The SPMAGTAF

m ssion was to | ocate inportant eneny targets (large
concentrations of troops and equi pnent) and engage themw th | ong-
range, precision fires in order to shape the battlefield for the

i ntroduction of heavier, followon forces. This was acconplished
with marine squads organi zed into |ong-range contact patrols
(LRCPs). Once the squads reported a significant eneny target, the
SPMAGTAF air component commander (ACC) provided CAS and airborne
coordination of air and ground fire support assets. Essentially,
the Marines hoped that the massing of effects on the objective
vice the massing of forces could be achieved through precision
weapons and conbining the effects of fires.* The results of the
12-day experinent were inmpressive. Qut of the 28 squads placed on

the battlefield, only one was detected and attacked by the OPFOR.
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The squads did this while carrying 100-pound packs and remai ni ng
on the battlefield for three to five days at a tinme. This
experiment proved that small units with stealth tactics can
survive on a dispersed noncontiguous battlefield and act
i ndependently.* The Marine Corps clearly denpbnstrate that they
are forward thinkers that provide even nore options for the
oper ati onal conmmander.

The Arny al so has workable alternatives for the use of SOF
The | ong-range surveillance (LRS) units of the United States Arny
are not SOF, but their doctrine, tactics, equipnent, and
techniques are simlar to SOF. In fact, LRS units conduct
surveil |l ance, reconnai ssance, target acquisition, and battle
danage assessnent at the tactical level of war in front of
battal i on reconnai ssance teans but behind SOF teans at the
tactical and operational level. These units are |ocated at
sel ected corps and at airborne, light, and air-assault infantry
divisions. The LRS units found at a corps consi st of eighteen
surveill ance teans of six soldiers each, while the division |eve
LRS units have six surveillance teams with six sol diers apiece.
Sone of the LRS teans are mlitary free fall qualified and all are
static parachute qualified. |If one totals all the active duty LRS
teans avail able for use by the operational commander and JFACC, it
equal s 66 reconnai ssance teanms. The Army should seriously

consi der reactivating sone of the 136 LRS units it has inactivated
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since 1992, and integrate theminto AEFs for deploynment and use by
t he operational commander through the JFACC. °?
Concl usi on

Real i zing that CCT and Arny Special Forces detachnents are in
short supply and high demand, US Arny LRS, and USMC SPMAGTAFs
structured to conduct operations simlar to or such as the
experiment Hunter Warrior can nake up the shortage of CCT
personnel and US Arnmy Special Forces Detachnents as a result of
the global war on terrorism It seens that at | east USSOCOM i s
receptive to assistance in this area as proven by the Marine Corps
“proof of concept” organization now assigned to the command.
Unfortunately, the Arny lacks this dynamc flexibility. The Arny
limts itself by insisting that the ground force commander nust
control every Arny asset on the battlefield. |If this type of
t hi nki ng continues, the Air Force, through AFSOC, may just train
their own ground troops to provide security and ground tacti cal
expertise for their conmbat control teanms. This is certainly an
option but does not rely on the inherent strengths each service
brings to joint operations. Although the conclusions of this
paper are focused on SOF and ot her reconnai ssance forces, the
conventional U. S. Arny interimforces are considering integrating
closer with airpower. 1In fact, a DOD official raised the
possibility of an Arnmy Stryker Brigade Conmbat Team being |inked or
associated with an Air Force Expeditionary Force (AEF).* [|f the

Air Force accepts this notion of a Stryker Brigade as part of it
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crisis AEF, then a true joint air-ground teamw || actually exist.
This begs the question: WIIl the JFACC in theater eventually have
the ability to control an AEF Stryker Brigade in conjunction with
speci al reconnai ssance and airpower in order to conduct operations
to seize the initiative? |Is this idea so far-fetched? As far
back as 1991, Air Force Lieutenant Col onel Price Bi ngham suggested

that ground forces could be used to “fix” the eneny while airpower
destroyed the enemy as well as sever its |ines of communication. >
From a phil osophi cal standpoint, the Arny should have no reason
to protest the notion of fixing grounds forces while precision and
| aser-gui ded nunitions destroy nost of the eneny on the
battlefield. At least this was the case during the large scale
Army “Prairie Warrior” conputer exercises that occurred in 1995
and 1996. These exercises showed that a division size force
called the Mobile Strike Force (MSF) equi pped with advance
aviation and artillery could utterly destroy an enemny armny corps
with various types of precision and smart nunitions. |In fact,
this MSF was able to fire 28,000 precision subnmunitions in an
hour. After 80% of the eneny forces were destroyed by Arny
artillery and aviation, infantry and arnmor forces were left to nop
up the remaining 20% of the eneny.® Although the MSF was never
devel oped primarily due to resource constraints for |arge scale
producti on of very expensive precision weapon delivery platforns,

the Arny did | earn that precision weapons were essential to future

victories on the battlefield. From an operational conmander’s
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perspective, it does not matter whether a PGMis delivered by an
artillery piece or an aircraft as long as it destroys the right
target. The joint force conmander is essentially |ooking for the
qui ckest and nost precise effects. Presently and in the
foreseeabl e future, airpower has the preponderance of smart
munitions and the platforns to deliver them This one point al one
shoul d be proof that airpower should be the supported armin sone
i nstances. Perhaps service culture and bias has finally subsided
enough now at the beginning of the 21° Century to where the ground
force, the historical and traditional ruler of the battlefield,
will give up its position of assuned superiority in order to be
part of an effective conbination or another tool in the tool box.
Wth | eaders |i ke Runsfeld, Cenbrowski, Meyers, and Keane, there
is a distinct possibility of this happening. Wether voluntarily
or involuntarily, the ground component commander nust realize that
he will not always be the supported conmmander, especially in the
“seize initiative” phase of a canpaign. |If the ground force
commander can accept the notion of being the supporting commander
at tinmes, then he can focus on ways and neans to best support the
JFACC when it is the supported command. This could nmean making an
Apache or ATACM battalion TACON to the JFACC for counterl and
operations. This may al so nean assigning counter-battery radars
and Army SI G NT assets to the JFACC to assist in the air
interdiction battle. And as this paper proposes, it could nean

the JFSOCC or the JFLCC attaches SOF and conventi onal
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reconnai ssance units to the JFACC under TACON, OPCON, or as
assigned forces to make air power nore efficient and effective.
One thing is for certain, the Arny will always be needed. There
is no threat of this historical institution of being marginalized.
I f anything, placing SOF and reconnai ssance forces under control
of the JFACC will enpower the Arny. It will place Arny el enents
truly on the tip of the joint spear along with the first air
strikes by an AEF against integrated air defense systens (I|ADS),
and even weapons of mass destruction (WVD) targets. Additionally,
early ground reconnai ssance forces will be able to provide
i nval uabl e intelligence to followon joint ground forces as they
flow into theater. Once the JFLCC takes control of the
battl efield, SOF and ot her reconnai ssance forces would then task
organi ze under the command and control of the JFLCC or JSOTF
conmander. At that tinme, they would continue to provide their
i nval uabl e contributions to the operational commander and the

joint fight.

GLOSSARY?

Air expeditionary force. AEF. (DOD) Deployed US Air Force wings, groups, and squadrons committed to a
joint operation.

L All joint definitions are approved and contained in Joint Publication 1-02, "DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms’ as amended through 14 August 2002. <http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict/index.html>
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Battle damage assessment. BDA. (DOD) Thetimely and accurate estimate of damage resulting from the
application of military force, ether lethd or non-lethd, againgt a predetermined objective. Baitle
damage assessment can be applied to the employment of al types of wegpon systems (air, ground,
nava, and specia forces wegpon systems) throughout the range of military operations. Baitle damage
assessment is primarily an intelligence respongibility with required inputs and coordination from the
operators. Battle damage assessment is composed of physica damage assessment, functiona damage
assessment, and target system assessment.

Command and control. C2. (DOD) The exercise of authority and direction by aproperly  designated
commander over assigned and atached forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Command and
control functions are performed through an arrangement of personnd, equipment, communications,
facilities, and procedures employed by a commander in planning, directing, coordinating, and
controlling forces and operations in the accomplishment of the mission.

Command, control, communications, and computer systems. C4 systems. (DOD) Integrated systems of
doctrine, procedures, organizationa structures, personnd, equipment, facilities, and communications
designed to support acommander's exercise of command and control across the range of military
operations.

Direct action. DA. (DOD) Short-duration strikes and other small-scale offensive actions by specid operations
forces or specid operations-capable units to seize, destroy, capture, recover, or inflict damage on
designated personnd or materiel. In the conduct of these operations, Specia operations forces or
specia operations-capable units may employ raid, ambush, or direct assault tactics, emplace mines
and other munitions; conduct standoff attacks by fire from air, ground, or maritime platforms; provide
termina guidance for precision-guided munitions, conduct independent sabotage; and conduct anti-
ship operations.

Foreign internd defense. FID. (DOD) Participation by civilian and military agencies of a government in any of
the action programs taken by another government to free and protect its society from subversion,
lawlessness, and insurgency.

Joint air operations center. JAOC. (DOD) A jointly staffed facility established for planning, directing, and
executing joint air operations in support of the joint force commander's operation or campaign
objectives.

Joint force air component commander JFACC. (DOD) The commander within a unified command,
subordinate unified command, or joint task force responsible to the establishing commander for
making recommendations on the proper employment of assigned, attached, and/or made available for
tasking air forces; planning and coordinating air operations; or accomplishing such operationd missons
as may be assigned. Thejoint force air component commander is given the authority necessary to
accomplish missions and tasks assigned by the establishing commander.

Joint force land component commander. JFLCC. (DOD) The commander within a unified command,
subordinate unified command, or joint task force responsible to the establishing commander for
making recommendations on the proper employment of assigned, attached, and/or made available for
tasking land forces; planning and coordinating land operations; or accomplishing such operationa
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missions as may be assgned. Thejoint force land component commander is given the authority
necessary to accomplish missons and tasks assgned by the establishing commander.

Joint force maritime component commander. JFMCC. (DOD) The commander within a unified command,
subordinate unified command, or joint task force responsible to the establishing commander for
making recommendations on the proper employment of assigned, attached, and/or made available for
tasking maritime forces and assets; planning and coordinating maritime operations; or accomplishing
such operational missions as may be assgned. The joint force maritime component commander is
given the authority necessary to accomplish missons and tasks assgned by the establishing
commander.

Joint force specia operations component commander. JFSOCC. (DOD) The commander within aunified
command, subordinate unified command, or joint task force responsible to the establishing
commander for making recommendations on the proper employment of assigned, attached, and/or
made available for tasking specia operations forces and assets, planning and coordinating specid
operations; or accomplishing such operational missions as may be assigned. The joint force specid
operations component commander is given the authority necessary to accomplish missons and tasks
assigned by the establishing commander.

Joint operations center. JOC. (DOD) A jointly manned facility of ajoint force commander's headquarters
edtablished for planning, monitoring, and guiding the execution of the commander's decisons.

Joint specid operations task force. JISOTF. (DOD) A joint task force composed of specia operations units
from more than one Service, formed to carry out a specific specia operation or prosecute specid
operations in support of atheater campaign or other operations. The joint specia operations task
force may have conventiona non-specid operations units assigned or attached to support the conduct
of specific missons.

Reconnaissance. RECON. (DOD, NATO) A mission undertaken to obtain, by visua observation or other
detection methods, information about the activities and resources of an enemy or potential enemy, or
to secure data concerning the meteorological, hydrographic, or geographic characteristics of a
particular area.

Seaair-land team. SEAL team. (DOD) A nava force specidly organized, trained, and equipped to conduct
Specid operations in maritime, littord, and riverine environments.

Sgndsinteligence. SGINT. (DOD) 1. A category of intelligence comprising ether individudly or in
combination al communications inteligence, eectronic intelligence, and foreign indrumentation sgnas
intelligence, however tranamitted. 2. Intelligence derived from communications, eectronic, and foreign
indrumentation sgnds.

Specia operations command. SOC. (DOD) A subordinate unified or other joint command established by a
joint force commander to plan, coordinate, conduct, and support joint specia operations within the
joint force commander's assigned operational area.
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Special operations forces. SOF. (DOD) Those Active and Reserve Component forces of the Military
Services designated by the Secretary of Defense and specifically organized, trained, and equipped to
conduct and support specia operations.

Specid operations liaison dement. SOLE. (DOD) A specid operations liaison team provided by the joint
force specid operations component commander to the joint force air component commander (if
designated) to coordinate, deconflict, and integrate specid operations air and surface operations with
conventiona air operations.

Specia purpose Marine air-ground task force. SPMAGTF. (DOD) A Marine air-ground task force
organized, trained, and equipped with narrowly focused capabilities. It is designed to accomplish a
specific misson, often of limited scope and duration. It may be any size, but normaly it isardatively
gmadl force-the Sze of a Marine expeditionary unit or smdler.

Specid reconnaissance. SR. (DOD) Reconnaissance and surveillance actions conducted by specid operations
forcesto obtain or verify, by visud observation or other collection methods, information concerning
the capabilities, intentions, and activities of an actud or potential enemy or to secure data concerning
the meteorological, hydrographic, or geographic characteristics of a particular area. It includes target
acquisition, area assessment, and post-strike reconnai ssance.

Tactical control. TACON. (DOD) Command authority over assigned or atached forces or commands, or
military capability or forces made available for tasking, thet is limited to the detailed direction and
control of movements or maneuvers within the operational area necessary to accomplish missons or
tasks assgned. Tacticd control isinherent in operationa control. Tactical control may be delegated to,
and exercised at any level at or below the level of combatant command. When forces are transferred
between combatant commands, the command rel ationship the gaining commander will exercise (and
the losing commander will relinquish) over these forces must be specified by the Secretary of Defense.
Tacticd control provides sufficient authority for controlling and directing the gpplication of force or
tactical use of combat support assets within the assigned mission or task.

Unconventiona warfare. UW. (DOD) A broad spectrum of military and paramilitary operations, normaly of
long duration, predominantly conducted by indigenous or surrogate forces who are organized, trained,
equipped, supported, and directed in varying degrees by an externa source. It includes guerrilla
warfare and other direct offensve, low vishility, covert, or clandestine operations, aswell asthe
indirect activities of subversion, sabotage, intelligence activities, and evasion and escape.

Weapons of mass destruction. WMD. (DOD) Weapons that are capable of a high order of destruction and/or
of being used in such amanner as to destroy large numbers of people. Weapons of mass destruction
can be high explosives or nuclear, biologica, chemica, and radiological weapons, but exclude the
means of trangporting or propelling the weapon where such meansis a separable and divisible part of
the weapon.
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