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Foreword

Air University is proud to have joined the Air Staff and the
International Security Studies Program of the Fletcher School of Law
and Diplomacy at Tufts University in sponsoring the April 1991
conference on aerospace challenges and missions that produced this
collection of essays. Written by a distinguished group of specialists
from academia, the military, government, business, and the media,
these essays examine American national security policy and Air Force
issues from a variety of perspectives. Aside from their remarkable
perceptiveness, the contributions of the authors are especially timely
because they address the pivotal role of air power in the war with
Irag. The essays leave no doubt that the employment of both
established and innovative methods of air combat in that crisis has
important implications for the global-security environment of the
future. In that sense, this book provides a foundation for evaluating
the complex policy challenges that we face in the 1990s and into the

next century. ﬁ#/% /

CHARLES G. BOYD
Lieutenant General, USAF
Commander

Air University
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Preface

The United States has recently emerged victorious from a war
fought in the Persian Gulf against an opponent seasoned by eight long
years of war with Iran and armed with heavy armored and
mechanized divisions, as well as high-performance aircraft and
ballistic missiles. The results of the engagement of US air and ground
forces were unmatched in American military annals—the complete
defeat of the enemy’s forces, first through a devastating air campaign
and then through a brilliant “Cannae-style” envelopment. In the
aftermath of this victory, it is incumbent upon the US military
services to undertake a sober reading of the diverse issues and
implications that arose from the Gulf war and to bring these to bear in
planning for the international security environment of the 1990s and
beyond. This volume is an effort to do so with respect to the US Air
Force. It is the product of a major conference on the role of air power
and the Air Force in future American defense policy. The conference
was the first major reassessment, in an open forum, of the role of air
power following the Persian Gulf war.

When the International Security Studies Program (ISSP) of the
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, decided to
hold a conference on “The United States Air Force: Aerospace
Challenges and Missions in the 1990s,” we of course had no idea that
the dates of the conference would fall at the end of the largest
engagement of American military power since the Vietham War. The
symposium was to be part of a series that the ISSP has designed to
assess the future of American national security through the prism of
each military service. The first conference had as its topic “US
Defense Policy in an Era of Constrained Resources,” and the 1990,
program focused on challenges and missions for the US Army. The
next two programs will assess future doctrines, missions, and force
structures of the US Marine Corps and the US Navy in American
defense policy.

This volume has as its goal a broad examination of the spectrum of
issues and choices facing the Air Force in the 1990s and beyond.



Several of the contributors present diverse and thoughtful insights
into the major lessons from the air campaign in Operation Desert
Storm. The book is divided into six parts. Part I focuses on the
emerging international security environment and the new strategic
factors that are acting to reshape Air Force strategies and missions.
Part II assesses the future role of air power as an element of US power
projection. Part III examines two strategic principles—deterrence and
compellence—and applies them to current and future air power roles
and missions. Part I'V highlights the need for and the ways to design a
new aerospace force structure in this changing strategic environment.
Part V identifies those domestic and arms control factors that will
influence the force structure and missions of the Air Force in the
years ahead. Part VI presents the defense industry’s view of
acquisition priorities and strategies for the future Air Force. Each
section is preceded by a policy-focused introduction which highlights
and integrates the key points and major recommendations of each of
the contributors to the volume.

The book is intended for a broad spectrum of foreign- and
defense-policy professionals, including civilian government officials;
military officers in command and staff positions; members of
Congress and their staff assistants; public-policy analysts and
researchers at major think tanks; academics engaged in the study and
teaching of international security; the media; and lay readers with a
particular interest in national security issues.

Given the major role of the US Air Force in Operation Desert
Storm and the decisive impact of air power on the outcome of the
Gulf war, what formerly may have been a debatable question is now
generally accepted—air power will be a formidable and essential tool
in the future international security policy of the United States. The
importance of this volume lies in its ability to cogently outline those
new doctrinal, strategic, organizational, and structural challenges and
missions facing the Air Force in this decade and beyond, and to
provide thoughtful recommendations for addressing these and related
policy issues.

The experience in the Gulf conflict comes at a time when the
United States is faced with a rapidly evolving international



environment. The policies and strategies tailored for the Soviet Union
during the cold war era, in several respects, have become less
compelling as the Soviet military threat to Western Europe has
subsided, and as Soviet policy in the third world has abandoned its
expansionist logic. As the Gulf conflict made apparent, the restraints
placed upon third-world powers by the superpower rivalry have been
erased, leaving few deterrent structures in the way of aggressors like
Iraq’s Saddam Hussein. The strategic environment, as Secretary of
the Air Force Donald B. Rice has stated, “is not going to be free of
conflict, and . . . there will be future challenges to American vital
interests through military means.”

The contributors to this book have concluded that the US Air
Force, indeed all the US military services, must prepare for an
international security arena of vastly different dimensions from that
which they faced during the cold war. The likely complexion of the
future international environment will feature, according to one writer
in this book, an “increasing number of actors in possession of the
means for conducting military operations at the higher end of the
[conflict] spectrum.” Such potential aggressors “will have available
the means to launch strategic strikes that previously were possessed
by the United States and the Soviet Union.” The prospect of radical,
unstable states possessing the ability to strike with ballistic missiles
and other advanced weapons is daunting, yet the Air Force must
accept the danger as inevitable and plan for these as well as a host of
other challenges. Hopefully, this volume will contribute to the debate
over how it can do so.

As mentioned above, this book reflects the proceedings of a
conference held 3-4 April 1991 on the US Air Force in the 1990s.
That event was the nineteenth in a series of annual conferences of the
International Security Studies Program. In organizing the conference
and this volume, we received the support of a number of
organizations within the US Air Force. Of particular importance were
the conference cosponsors. Air University and the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans and Operations, Headquarters US Air
Force. We would like to extend our deep gratitude to Lt Gen Charles
G. Boyd, commander of Air University, and to Lt Gen Michael A.
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Nelson, deputy chief of staff, Plans and Operations, Headquarters US
Air Force, for all their support and advice. We would also like to
express our appreciation for the support given by Secretary of the Air
Force Donald B. Rice and Air Force Chief of Staff Gen Merrill A.
McPeak.

We are most grateful to individuals within the US Air Force,
without whose assistance this conference and volume would not have
come about. In particular, Lt Col Frank Kistler, Brig Gen Jacques
Klein, Maj Fred Ruggiero, Col Rod Payne, and Lt Col Ed Mann were
indispensable in a number of ways. At Air University Press, Dr
Elizabeth Bradley, director, and Dr Marvin Bassett, project editor,
assisted in the publishing preparation of the conference papers.

We would also like to extend our gratitude to the support staff at
the International Security Studies Program for their outstanding work
with the conference and volume. Freda Kilgallen, ISSP administrator,
did an outstanding job handling all conference arrangements and
making sure the meeting ran on time and with no bottlenecks. Sam
Blake, ISSP research and program associate, played an instrumental
role in the editing and preparation of the manuscript for publication.
Roberta Breen, staff assistant, likewise made an important
contribution to the overall success of the program. Each year the ISSP
has the good fortune of having the assistance of a US Air Force
research associate. This year’s officer, Lt Col Gary Gunther, like
those who preceded him, actively contributed to the success of the
conference and to other ISSP programmatic activities. We wish to
thank both Colonel Gunther for his outstanding efforts and the US Air
Force for having made his participation possible.
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PART 1

Strategic Factors Reshaping
Strategies and Missions






Introduction

The recent events in the Persian Gulf have demonstrated that the
post—cold war world is not going to be free of conflict and war, as
several specialists suggested prior to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait.
Unfortunately, there will be future challenges to American vital
interests in various regions of the world through military means. The
use of medium-range Scud-B missiles against Israel by the Iraqis, the
large and (at one time) formidable ground forces of the Iraqi army,
and the brutal occupation of Kuwait have likewise left the indelible
impression that the international arena will become increasingly
perilous as other states acquire similar—or more sophisticated—
weaponry. The five writers in this section outline the dimensions of
this future international security environment and suggest measures
that can best prepare the United States—and the US Air Force in
particular—to meet the challenges posed by aggressors in the years
ahead.

Secretary of the Air Force Donald B. Rice points out in his paper
that Operation Desert Storm “answered questions about America’s
relative military strength and the use of the military as an instrument
of national power.” Citing Lech Walesa, who proclaimed, “The world
is awaiting your signal. It is watching you,” Secretary Rice notes that
the use of military force, with international sanction and a worldwide
coalition, sent an unambiguous message to future aggressors that the
US would respond to threats to its vital interests.

Although Secretary Rice sees little chance of the future security
environment involving the US in a global war, he points to a Rand
Corporation study which identified 35 conflicts of varying intensity
that were raging at the time of Desert Storm. He foresees that most
military operations will entail “quick action, few casualties, and the
use of national and coalition strengths.” The importance of air power
will be paramount, as witnessed in the air campaign of Desert Storm.

Secretary Rice emphasizes the decisive part played by air power in
the effort to break the back of the Iraqi military machine by
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destroying its strategic nodes; blinding its command, control, and
communications; and shattering the morale of Baghdad’s ground
forces. That the air campaign was so crucial to success suggests to
Secretary Rice that we must exploit revolutionary concepts of air
power to give the US Air Force a decisive edge over any potential
adversary. Such concepts and attributes would include the ability to
see through clouds; to wage advanced electronic warfare to disrupt
enemy command, control, communications, and intelligence; to
quickly deploy forces; to field improved antiballistic missiles; and to
develop enhanced bomb-damage assessment capabilities. Force-
modernization programs should also be carried through to conclusion,
including the B-2 stealth bomber, the F-22 advanced tactical fighter,
and the C-17 airlifter.

In his paper, Dr Edward N. Luttwak observes that “the sharply
diminished plausibility of Soviet aggression” around the world calls
for a defense strategy that abandons the past reliance on “fixed
garrisons based on heavy ground forces with air, naval, and
strategic-nuclear complements” and ushers in an era that requires the
US military to plan for “contingencies that could materialize as
threats in unpredictable locations.” Dr Luttwak sees the importance of
“globally deployable air and naval forces, as well as of expeditionary
ground forces” to meet future challenges similar to those presented by
Iraq. In a brilliant analysis of the air campaign element of Operation
Desert Storm, Dr Luttwak argues that, unlike the mixed performance
of air power during the strategic bombing campaigns of World War
I, the allied experience in Iraq was proof that air power can be
strategically decisive.

A key lesson for the Air Force that Dr Luttwak draws from the air
war against Iraq is that the US strategy of “Instant Thunder,” as
opposed to the gradual escalation of the war in Vietnam, allowed the
US to seize control of the air battlefield overnight and to essentially
blind and incapacitate Iraq’s national command authorities and air
defenses. This in turn permitted the Air Force to carry out a
medium-altitude air campaign at its leisure, with extremely few
losses, supreme accuracy, and little collateral damage.
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Last, Dr Luttwak identifies the following funding priorities for
future US military requirements: (1) sea lift and airlift, (2) Army and
Marine Corps expeditionary forces, (3) carrier-centered naval forces,
and (4) tactical air forces.

Dr Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., agrees with the assessment of
Secretary Rice and Dr Luttwak that the United States will be faced
with an “increas[ing] . . . number of actors in possession of the means
for conducting military operations at the higher end of the conflict
spectrum.” He sees the future security arena involving adversaries
who “will have available the means to launch strategic strikes that
previously were possessed only by the United States and the Soviet
Union.”

In order to deal with these possible threats, Dr Pfaltzgraff argues,
the US will need to have a military capability “that, in all of its
elements, is highly mobile, flexible, firepower intensive, inter-
operable, and survivable under a broad range of combat conditions.”
The US military of the future will have to be capable of fighting on a
wide range of terrains and will rely heavily on air power. The Air
Force of the future will have to be strong in the areas of payload,
range, speed, and penetrability. In addition, space assets will become
increasingly critical to effective military action, as demonstrated by
the successful use of space systems in the Gulf conflict.

Col John A. Warden III, the architect of the Instant Thunder
bombing plan, also provides important insights into what future
conflict will be like for the United States. Like Dr Luttwak, Colonel
Warden emphasizes the revolutionary nature of the air campaign
against Iraq and its implications for war in the near to midterm. In his
words, with the total air superiority of the allied air forces over Iraq
and the attendant ability of the coalition to work its will, “this victory
provides the strategic model for American operations well into the
twenty-first century.”

According to Colonel Warden, “whether a world war takes place in
the first quarter of the next century . . . will depend significantly on
how we conduct our foreign affairs and how well we maintain the
decisive military advantages we now enjoy.” Like Dr Pfaltzgraff, he
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believes that—from the US perspective—our future enemies are
“likely to be small to midsize powers with high-tech weapons
capabilities.” In responding to hostile actions by one of these powers,

air power . . . has a unique ability to get to the combat area with massive
power and to affect enemy operational and strategic centers of gravity. ... Air
operations . . . are very much likely to result in fewer casualties to either side.

Colonel Warden, like Dr Luttwak, emphasizes the potential of air
power in the future, given the winning combination of precision,
stealth, and intelligence in the war with Iraq. But he warns that while
air power may dominate warfare, the realization of that very
dominance will induce frantic efforts on the part of many countries
“to develop defenses or to acquire a similar offensive capability.” It is
therefore incumbent on the Air Force and the other military services
to continue to develop and field forces, for “if we refuse to accept the
Gulf war as a milestone in history, then we risk losing the war of
2014—and that war may be for even higher stakes than the war of
1991.”

In the final selection of Part I, Maj Gen Charles D. Link recognizes
the constraints that complicate the use of military force by a
democratic society. He asserts that the failure to successfully apply
rational principles of conflict is most often “the result of our attempt
to apply principles envisioned largely for implementation by
authoritarian sovereigns to a government of checks and balances,
which functions only on the basis of broad consensus.”

General Link then considers the definition of air power and the
degree to which the Air Force exercises a proprietary right over air
power. He observes that while all three departments of the US
military operate platforms in the aerospace medium, “only the Air
Force looks at air power from the perspective of the department
charged with fully exploiting the entire aerospace medium in the
nation’s security interests.” As such, the Air Force has a preeminent
interest in the application of jointness to ensure that air assets are used
efficiently to prevent “parceling [or] subordination to subtheater
objectives based in two-dimensional operations.”
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In the author’s estimation, air power is the most valuable
commodity of combat because with air superiority “all is
possible—without it, all is at risk.” One of the critical values of air
power is that it can compensate for the inadequacies in land power
and sea power to a greater extent than is true of the reverse. But
effective use of air assets depends on the broader vision of the joint
commander in consultation with the joint force air-component
commander, who must “bring an unsurpassed competence in the
employment of air power across the spectrum of theater missions.”






Air Power in the New Security Environment

Secretary of the Air Force
Donald B. Rice

Operation Desert Storm answered questions about America’s
relative military strength and the use of the military as an instrument
of national power. It focused debates about the conduct of nations in
the new order and about US leadership.

In 1989 Polish leader Lech Walesa told Americans, “The world is
awaiting your signal. It is watching you.”1 Those were prophetic
words. A year later, Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait. Backed by the
coalition, the United States responded. Military force was not the first
choice for resolution. Diplomacy and economic sanctions were—and
are—preferred tools for settling disputes in the new world order.

Witness President George Bush’s frank talks with world leaders,
his choice of trade embargoes before force, and his deference to the
United Nations (UN) to convince Saddam he was playing with fire. In
a recent newspaper column, George Will wrote of the American
presidential legacy: to wield power well but also to set the example of
available power not wielded, and to refuse unwholesome eminence.’
That describes President Bush’s conduct of Operation Desert Shield
and Operation Desert Storm.

As war clouds darkened the desert, the president offered a vision to
divergent people joined in a common purpose: peaceful resolution, if
possible; resolve to act, if not. Remarkable alliances formed to
liberate Kuwait. The Soviets voted with us in the UN and against their
old ally Iraq. Syrian and Egyptian ground troops in Kuwait fought
under Saudi command. And 10 air forces—some of which don’t share
the same alphabet, much less the same language—flew off the same
daily air tasking order.

The aura of cooperation opens doors for better relations in the
Middle East. Despite internal strife, from the debris of war has
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emerged a flicker of hope for lasting security through peaceful
relations.

Security Environment

Geopolitics in other quarters also brings to mind a quote from an
issue of The Economist: “The difficult takes time; the impossible can
happen overnight.” 3 After 40 years of a difficult cold war, almost
overnight the superpower struggle relaxed. The defense of Western
Europe drove US defense strategy and force structure. As the cold
war thaws, new rules of the road apply.

Some people argue that in Eastern Europe Soviet control has been
replaced with the “Sinatra Doctrine”—each country “doing it my
way.” More accurately, these countries are doing it our way—edging
toward market economies, attacking infrastructure problems, cutting
military outlays, and focusing on territorial defense. They are also
groping for firmer ground than their “strategic limbo” after the
demise of the Warsaw Pact.

NATO may change some features too, but its value remains—
political, military, and economic. The outlines of an updated alliance
strategy are already emerging. Across another ocean, Pacific nations
ended the 1980s with the strongest economic growth record of any
region in the world. With more competitors and more opportunities,
nations staking a claim in world trade will have more interests to
protect—interests that will conflict at times.

Though the chance of an Armaggedon-like battle is slim—from a
statistical and historical standpoint—the number of conflicts in the
years ahead could increase. Mike Rich of the Rand Corporation
counted 35 conflicts being fought around the world during the height
of Desert Storm.*

Only a fool would take us on again, but some fools are still out
there—terrorists, drug warlords, guys like Saddam who would choke
the world’s economic lifeline or use weapons of mass destruction. If
we have to engage again, the object will again be quick action, few

10
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casualties, and the use of national and coalition strengths. One of
those strengths is the global reach and power of aerospace forces.

New Era in Warfare

Air power—of the Air Force, Navy, Army, and Marine Corps—has
emerged as a dominant form of military might. The term air
campaign is fixed in the lexicon, and warfare has entered a new era.

In June 1990 the Air Force published a strategic vision called The
Air Force and U.S. National Security: Global Reach—Global Power,
a white paper outlining air power’s contributions to US national
security. We just didn’t expect such an early opportunity to
dramatically demonstrate the ability to reach out and watch a volatile
part of the world with the joint surveillance target attack radar system
(JSTARS), the airborme warning and control system (AWACS), or the
electronic reconnaissance capabilities of RC-135s, to name a few. Air
power also had to reach out and help allies. When Israel needed
Patriot missiles, airlifters delivered the first ones to Tel Aviv 11 hours
after the order.

Air power also reaches out to block aggressors. Saddam checked
his cards when he came up against the first F-15s and ground forces
in the theater. Further, the integrated employment of air power can
reach out to incapacitate. F-14s flew escort for Air Force attack
aircraft, EF-111s jammed for the Navy and Marines, tankers
increased the striking range of joint and allied forces, F-117s flew
strategic bombing missions, and B-52s delivered close support for
frontline troops. One commander orchestrated air assets for one
integrated air war.

This new age also realized the concept of a strategic air campaign.
Air power did exactly what air power visionaries said it could. With
roughly 1 percent of the bombs dropped in 11 years in Vietnam,
allied air assets shut down Iraq’s gasoline production, electricity,
transportation, communications, offensive-weapons production, and
air defenses.

11
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Coalition air forces concentrated power, taking low tolls in civilian
life. Air power divided Iraq from its army in Kuwait. Iraq could not
feed it, talk to it, reinforce it, or withdraw it. The army was
strategically isolated. Iraq remained in this vise until it agreed to the
UN Security Council’s terms.

Strategic air power in previous wars suggested future potential.
What is different now is the recognition by planners that technology
caught up with theory. We can plan a strategic campaign and carry it
out. We can go around and over the enemy, strike critical nodes
precisely, and paralyze him with strategic and tactical assets. We see
his every move and block it.

Potent testament to the effects of air power has come from
battle-hardened Iraqi prisoners of war (POW). One senior officer said
the air campaign shocked them in its length, massing of aircraft,
organization, precision, and total control of the air.

Air power had an almost mystical effect on some Iraqi soldiers.
They were in the middle of the desert in a country they didn’t want to
be in and had no bearings. They thought heroic words or deeds could
win the war.

All of a sudden, someone knows where they are, and they can’t
fight back. One officer referred to the A-10 as “the silent gun because
it flew so high and quiet that you assumed it was not going to do
anything to you. Then suddenly equipment would begin exploding all
around you and you realized it was him.”

Some POWs said the most terrifying aircraft were B-52s, whose
effects heightened psychological warfare. We would drop leaflets
saying that B-52s would be by the next day and it would be a good
idea to surrender. The Iraqis learned that these leaflets had what
Henry Kissinger, former secretary of state, would call “the added
advantage of being true.”

Desertion rates skyrocketed, far surpassing the number of Iraqi
troops killed in action and wounded. Air attacks also caused shortages
of food and water. Many Iraqis chose to leave the battlefield rather
than be killed by something they were powerless to defend against.

12
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One officer, asked why his army collapsed, simply said, “The
airplanes.”

Holding the Edge

So where do we go from here? In the near term, we will refine
systems—build planes stealthier and bombs more precise—to retain
global reach and power. Downstream, we will need revolutionary
capabilities such as

e the ability to see through clouds and guide bombs through;

e advanced electronic warfare to disrupt enemy command,
control, communications, and intelligence;

¢ deployability advances for when, as Federal Express would say,
“You absolutely, positively have to get there overnight”;

e improved ability to destroy enemy missiles on the ground or
intercept them while they are still over enemy territory; and

e high-confidence, effects-oriented, near-real time bomb damage
assessment.

We won’t fight the same war in 20 years. Other militaries are
working now on the ability to defend against the tactics and weapons
of Desert Storm. We need to forge ahead too.

There is one capability that no one can ever approach: our people.
Their ingenuity solved desert combat challenges in real time. They
figured out how to use imaging-infrared Maverick missiles on A-10s
to identify tanks at night. The A-10 is a low-altitude daytime fighter
designed around its gun. The crews turned it into a high-altitude
nighttime tank-plinker.

Our people also discovered how to find Iraqi tanks buried in sand.
In daylight, the camouflage was very good. At night, tank metal
cooled at a pace slower than that of the sand and could be picked up
on F-111 infrared scopes. So, F-111 crews became tank stalkers in
addition to performing their normal deep-interdiction missions.

Our people were experts with precision bombs. Several times a
two-ship formation of F-15Es with 16 bombs destroyed 16 tanks. The
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crews also used keen judgment under tough conditions about whether
or not to drop.

The talents of our planners and warriors remind me of when Gen
George Marshall was asked during World War II if he had a secret
weapon. He said, “Yes—the best kids in the world.”” They still are.

Aerospace Nation

The brainpower of the aerospace industry also deserves high credit.
The development of stealth is an example. Its value is an overarching
lesson of the air war. No other country is likely to catch up in this
area—unless we give away our lead. No one else can manufacture
stealth or defend against it. Holding the edge will take a healthy
aerospace industry.

The US aerospace industry is a national asset. It is America’s
leading net exporter of manufactured goods. The aerospace trade
surplus offsets the trade deficit and helps keep the nation competitive
in defense, travel, and technology.

However, a downturn in defense has taken effect, and reductions
lie ahead. The Defense Department’s budget saw a real decline of
11.3 percent from FY 1990 to FY 1991. It will shrink an average of 3
percent a year in real terms for each of the next five years. At that
point, the Air Force will have only about one-half the purchasing
power in the procurement accounts that it had in fiscal year 1985.

Fiscal realities demand solid strategic planning for the defense
research and development and procurement portfolio. These include
investing in high-payoff technologies, using types of contracts
commensurate with the risk involved, and paying close attention to
industry trends. Aerospace stocks, bond ratings, and Wall Street
issues are not just industry issues. They are national issues. This is an
aerospace nation.

This is not to say that national defense should be determined by the
analyst on Wall Street. Rather, it recognizes that sound defense
requires a sound defense industry that is globally competitive and
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fiscally responsible. Our actions in the Defense Department affect that
condition.

Priority Programs

The challenge ahead for both industry and the Air Force is to stay
fit in lean times. Top-quality people come first, along with readiness,
training, and equipment as priorities for the 1990s. In the investment
accounts, we cannot afford to cut further the modernization programs
for our three major systems. The B-2, F-22, and C-17 are essential for
very different mission areas.

Every program has three phases: “It will never work”; “It will cost
too much”; and “I thought it was a good idea all along.” Most of the
systems heralded as brilliant performers in the Gulf were stuck in the
“it will cost too much” phase five, 10, or 20 years ago. We are still
there with the B-2. The fact of the matter, however, is that in a world
where flexibility, range, and payload are at a premium, the B-2 is
right for the times.

With this next generation of stealth, we will buy about 10 times the
ton miles of munitions per dollar with the B-2 as we get with the
F-117. This is one measure of the value of a plane that combines
stealthier operations than an F-117 with the payload range of a B-52
or B-1B. The B-2’s mission is deterrence—of all conflicts. Wouldn’t
a future Saddam think twice about inciting a war if 75 B-2s were
revving on the tarmac only hours away?

Across the board, our focus has to stay on qualitative improve-
ments if we are to outrange, outrun, outgun, and outclass the next bad
actor on the world stage.

Conclusion

Operation Desert Storm proved that the aerospace lead which
America built over the last half century-——and especially over the last
decade—lets us approach crises on our terms. Whether it’s smart
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bombs from an F-117, ship-launched Tomahawk cruise missiles, or
space-based support, air power affords the speed, range, flexibility,
and precision to do the job fast and get home.

Remaining a preeminent aerospace nation will help us prevail in
future wars. Better yet, as a wise general said, it could afford a level
of deterrence to bypass conflict altogether.6
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Air Power in US Military Strategy

Dr Edward N. Luttwak

Once the cold war was militarized following the outbreak of the
Korean War in 1950, US military strategy rapidly acquired the basic
form it was to retain for decades, even as its nuclear content first
waxed and then waned. Its key elements were (1) fixed ground/
tactical-air garrisons in Western Europe and Northeast Asia that were
never so weak as to be mere “trip wires” but never so strong as to be
sufficient for a high-confidence, forward defense; (2) the upkeep of
varying reinforcement capabilities for these garrisons; (3) superior
(mostly vastly superior) naval strength to secure the sea-lanes across
the Atlantic and Pacific, primarily against submarine interdiction; (4)
the complement of strategic-nuclear capabilities, for which the
deterrence of direct nuclear attack against the United States itself was
always a lesser-included case of a more ambitious ‘“extended
deterrence”; and (5) the upkeep of varying expeditionary capabilities,
including those narrowly specialized for so-called low-intensity
conflict.

After decades of continuity, the retreat of the Soviet Union from
central Europe and the sharply diminished plausibility of Soviet
aggression in Northeast Asia have fundamentally altered the key
determinants of US military strategy, mandating equally basic
changes in defense policy which have only just started. Fixed
garrisons based on heavy ground forces with air, naval, and
strategic-nuclear complements were appropriate to cope with
geographically fixed threats. They are not appropriate to cope with
contingencies that could materialize as threats in unpredictable
locations.

To be sure, Soviet strategic-nuclear capabilities remain as
formidable as ever; beyond that, there are still residual Soviet
“theater” capabilities in various directions, in addition to a variety of
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new dangers (as opposed to willful threats). Some of those dangers
are associated with the possibility of a reversion to a centralizing
dictatorship, while others are associated with the opposite tendency
towards disintegration on national lines. Yet even before 2 August
1990, it was perfectly clear that in a post—cold war context, the salient
dangers to US interests as commonly defined were likely to arise
within the North African—West Asian “zone of conflict” centered on
the Levant and the Persian Gulf, and not because of Soviet initiatives.

It follows that the relative importance of globally deployable air
and naval forces, as well as of expeditionary ground forces, must
necessarily increase, obviously at the expense of the heavy ground
forces and short-range tactical air power associated with the former
garrison element in US strategy. It remains only for US defense
policy to acknowledge the change and reallocate resources
accordingly, notably from heavy ground forces to other capabilities
and from shorter-range to longer-range air power.

What was not at all clear until now, however, was whether the
forces that were globally deployable could in fact cope with the
sometimes very heavily armed opponents likely to be encountered in
the North African-West Asian regions. That light ground forces could
do little offensively against large armored/mechanized forces of even
minimal competence (and not much defensively in open, trafficable
terrain) was understood and accepted. That US naval forces could
secure the sea lines of communications and blockade opponents was
also taken for granted (though the relevance of blockade as an
instrument of war obviously depends on the nature of the opponent).
What was strongly debated, however, was the crucial question of how
much could be expected from air power—a debate that became
downright furious after the August 1990 decision to deploy US forces
to confront [raq.*

*The remarks that follow often reflect insights gained from others, notably Col John Warden and
Lt Col Frank Kistler, both of the USAF Air Staff as of this writing.
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Air Power in the 1991 Gulf War

After years of bombing, much of Berlin was in ruins by January
1945, but Joseph Goebbels could still broadcast nationwide; Hitler
could still freely send out orders and receive reports from all fronts by
radio and teleprinter; the German army could still supply and move its
forces by rail; the Luftwaffe could still sometimes challenge Allied
bombers with its new jets; and Berlin’s population at large still had
electricity, telephone service, water, and adequate supplies of all basic
necessities. After less than 48 hours of bombing in January 1991,
Baghdad was still largely intact—as it remained throughout the war
(Cable News Network showed some of the 50-odd destroyed
buildings again and again)—but Saddam Hussein could no longer
broadcast on television or nationwide AM radio; all major
government, military, and party headquarters were wrecked; both
civil and military telecommunications were totally silenced; Iraqi air
defenses were largely incapacitated; and in Baghdad the population at
large was deprived of electricity, telephone service, and piped water.
During the next few weeks, the Iraqi army was cut off from food,
fuel, and ammunition resupply by the destruction of rail and road
bridges; more and more Iraqi tanks, artillery pieces, aircraft in and out
of shelters, and naval vessels were destroyed by direct hits from
guided weapons; and any forces that moved out of their dug-in
positions were quickly detected and attacked, so that the Iraqi army in
and around Kuwait was almost entirely immobilized. The six years of
bombing during the Second World War killed many Germans and
ruined many German towns and cities without defeating Nazi
Germany. A few weeks of bombing hardly damaged Iraqi towns and
cities but totally paralyzed Iraq’s military power, so that the final
ground offensive of Operation Desert Storm was not offensive at all
but an almost unopposed advance. Heavily protected American M1
tanks got through unscathed, but so did lightly armored troop carriers,
the jeeps of the French foreign legion, and even the rented cars of
adventurous journalists. Air power had finally done it.
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It is obvious that the bombing of Iraq was qualitatively different
from that seen in all previous wars. It was certainly not the sheer
tonnage of bombs that did it. Contrary to the impression left by the
triumphalist briefings with their daily “total sortie” counts of 2,000
and more—which conflated transport, refuelling, defensive patrol,
reconnaissance, and escort flights with the minority of actual strike
sorties (appendix A)—the total bomb tonnage dropped in Desert
Storm (under 80,000 tons) was by no means huge: in March 1945
alone, the American and British air forces dropped 134,000 tons of
bombs on Germany. Actually, the qualitative difference was even
greater, for it was the 17,109 precision weapons (especially the 9,297
laser-guided bombs) employed by US forces and the few more
delivered by the allied air forces that made all the difference, rather
than the plain “iron” bombs that accounted for some 90 percent of the
tonnage dropped on Iraq and Kuwait (appendix B). The latter were
not much more effective than the bombs of previous wars.

The outcome of the air campaign against Iraq was more unexpected
than it should have been. Seventy years of overpromising by air
power advocates had left a deep residue of distrust in Washington’s
military culture. Because air power was thought to have failed in
Indochina in some very general sense and because it was not deemed
to have been “decisive” in either the Korean War or the Second
World War, many people believed that its role against Iraq would also
be “indecisive”—with some of them expecting outright failure, as that
term was variously defined. These negative expectations overlooked
the profound implications of both the permanently situational
character of air power and of its novel capabilities. In fairness, the air
power advocates of the past also slighted the supremely situational
character of air power in making claims for it independently of the
context.

In regard to conflict intensity, the attack of targets from the air has
always been much more effective in high-intensity conflicts, when the
destruction of high-value/high-contrast targets seriously weakens the
enemy, rather than in low-intensity conflicts, when there are only
low-value, low-contrast targets in most cases. In regard to the
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geographic setting, the attack of targets from the air has always been
much more efficient in the arid Middle East with its (often) clear skies
than in temperate zones with their frequent mists, fogs, and clouds, or
in tropical zones with their recurrent blinding rains and abundant
natural cover.

When one reviews the debate that began in August 1990, it is
remarkable to note how widespread was the tendency to apply
negative assessments of the value of the air power straightforwardly
drawn from the (mostly) low-intensity and decidedly tropical setting
of Indochina to the high-intensity/arid-zone setting of the projected
war with Irag. What made the transposition so remarkable was that in
the Middle East, air power has always been much more successful
than elsewhere. As early as 1916, the German air squadron that
supported the Ottomans had a decisive effect, and then in turn British
Field Marshal Edmund H. H. Allenby’s airmen were decisive (along
with the cavalry!) in the Palestine campaign. Later, air power was
clearly decisive in both the North African campaigns from 1941 to
1943 and the Arab-Israeli wars from 1956 onwards. The parallel
failure to recognize the full implications of the new capabilities of the
US Air Force—a failure shared even by many advocates of air
power—is far more understandable because a number of rather subtle
considerations were involved whose interaction remains far from
obvious, even in the wake of the Iraq air war.

Now is the time to recall that in the 1920s when the first
theoreticians of air power issued their promises of what bombardment
could achieve, they implicittly—and legitimately—assumed a high
degree of precision in finding, identifying, and attacking targets.
Giulio Douhet navigated to his targets from 1915 onwards by
following the course of known roads, railway lines, and rivers. Such
visual terrain following was of course very much weather-limited, but
when practicable at all, it virtually guaranteed that one target location
would not easily be mistaken for another. No doubt, it never occurred
to Douhet that in” subsequent decades more elaborate means of
navigation would be used, which could provide no such assurance of
bombing the right target. Likewise, Douhet dropped his bombs at
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speeds of less than 100 miles per hour and at very low altitudes—a
perilous means of delivery even in those days, but also inherently
very accurate. No doubt, it never occurred to Douhet that in
subsequent decades fighters would chase bombers to much higher
speeds and higher altitudes that would preclude the precision that he
took for granted. Finally, Douhet could see well enough if he had hit
the target, if the bomb had exploded, and if there were any immediate
signs that damage had actually been inflicted—a far cry from the
hopeful presumptions of most of those airmen who bombed after him
in decades to come.

One may, therefore, say that from 17 January 1991, the F-15Es,
F-111s, and F-117s that were accurately navigated over their intended
targets to drop laser-guided glide bombs within three feet of the aim
points, with the concurrent filming of the attack sequence, finally
recovered the lost qualities of air power that Douhet, Gen William
(“Billy”) Mitchell, Air Marshal Hugh Montague Trenchard, and the
other theorists of the 1920s had taken for granted. That is why the
promise of “victory through air power” was finally redeemed in the
Iraq air war, after a 70-year detour through competitively increasing
speeds, tentative acquisition, and often gross imprecision in delivery.

It would obviously be grossly premature to attempt any sort of
overall assessment of the Iraq/Kuwait air war and of its complex
implications for US military strategy as a whole. Nevertheless, some
preliminary observations are in order.

The Political, Strategic, and Geographic Contexts

First, the international context was decisive, not merely in a broad
diplomatic sense but also specifically in regard to the air war.
Because Iraq was diplomatically isolated before it was attacked, the
bombardment was unchallenged by any third-party intervention.
Otherwise, the very success of the bombing could have evoked
adversarial reactions by those countries newly motivated by that
success to diminish the scope of the American victory. In the past, we
might have witnessed a Soviet airlift of the latest and best air defense
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equipment, possibly complete with crews. Regardless of the technical
effectiveness of such help, the airlift itself could have inhibited the air
attack.

Second, one must not overlook the situational limits of air power in
celebrating its signal achievement in Iraq. The value of bombard-
ment depends on the strategic value of the targets it can actually
destroy. The less conventional a war, the fewer the stable and easily
identifiable targets of high value. Against elusive guerillas who
present no stable targets of any value at all, bombardment remains of
little use, even if it is perfectly accurate. In lesser degree, the
geographic setting is also significant. In spite of the extreme accuracy
of the latest blind navigation techniques, even in the Iraq air war, bad
weather with dense clouds and low ceilings was sufficient to
drastically restrict air operations for days at a time. Against moving
targets that had to be spotted with the naked eye to be attacked at
all-—most famously the mobile Scud launchers—the effect of bad
weather was very direct. At a time when the felt urgency of striking at
Scud launchers was at its height, on D+13 (30 January) only three
sorties were flown to look for Scuds. On D+14 only one sortie could
be flown, rising to a mere nine on D+15, and none at all on D+16.
Even against targets of known location, bad weather seriously
impeded the air attack—partly because the most accurate precision
bombs must still be guided down visually and partly because the
effect of prior sorties could not be photographed to establish if further
attack was warranted.

As it happens, the reduced pace of air operations caused by bad
weather that was most unusual for the region merely delayed and did
not change the outcome, because the Iraqis were unable or unwilling
to take advantage of the respite to carry out ground attacks of their
own. Against a more aggressive enemy, however, the consequences
could have been severe. Obviously, this factor must be taken into
ACCOount in applying any lessons of the war to other possible wars that
might unfold in less favorable geographic settings, against more
active opponents.
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Strategy in Prewar Planning

As regards the use of air power in war, all of the strategy lies in the
selection and prioritization of the targets. Much more than the mere
technicalities of targeting is involved. Even in a most uneven
encounter, the planners of a bombing campaign must contend with
scarcity—they cannot attack all possible targets immediately and
concurrently. Some targets, notably those associated with defense
suppression, automatically warrant the highest priority. Others,
notably urban areas as such, may easily be dismissed as near useless
or even counterproductive. It is between these extremes that planners
must select what to bomb and in what sequence, according to their
best estimate of the especial vulnerabilities of the enemy and
especially of the enemy’s strategy. The latter in turn can be deduced
(not determined) only from a serious, multidisciplinary analysis of (1)
the country, (2) its political leadership and current goals in the
conflict (subject to constant reassessment, as below), (3) the peculiar
strengths and weaknesses of its armed forces, and (4) the presumed
military modus operandi down to the tactical level. The aim is to
construct an “anatomical chart” that identifies the key nodes of the
enemy as an operating system. From that total array of more
significant potential targets, planners can then derive a priority list on
the basis of standard urgency and physical vulnerability criteria to
formulate the initial bombing plan.

In that regard, it is now necessary to rediscover and revive the lost
art of vulnerability analysis. Now that bombs can be guided down the
air shafts of aircraft bunkers and onto a specific segment of a large
bridge, the expertise of structural engineers and a host of other such
specialists has become correspondingly important in planning an air
campaign. A pontoon bridge that loses one of its middle segments is
soon repaired, but if cut from its moorings to float downstream, it will
have to be entirely replaced. Likewise, different types of buildings in
Baghdad called for radically different forms of attack (critics of
modern architecture will be reinforced in their beliefs by the extreme
vulnerability of the most modern high-rise buildings). This sort of
engineering-in-reverse was highly developed by the end of the
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Second World War, but it became a lost art with the advent of nuclear
weapons, when strategic bombing was equated with wholesale
destruction.

Much of the success of the air campaign against Iraq was in fact
due to the quality of the original “Instant Thunder” Air Force plan
that was broadly accepted by Gen Norman Schwarzkopf and Gen
Colin Powell on 10 and 11 August 1990. The plan’s very name
alluded to the rejection of Vietnam-era gradualism. Instead of
attacking peripheral targets, mostly of modest importance—as in
President Lyndon Johnson’s “Rolling Thunder” bombing campaign
of 1965-68—Instant Thunder called for the concentrated precision
bombing of the most important sites in Baghdad from the very start of
the war.

In broad outline, the plan amounted to a self-sufficient air offensive
in three phases. The first and shortest was intended to win air
superiority over the whole of Iraq and Kuwait by the systematic
attack of the main Iraqi radar and air defense command centers, the
runways of the civil and military airfields where Iraqi military aircraft
were already dispersed, and some of the major antiaircraft missile
batteries. In addition to these typical “defense suppression” targets,
the first phase also included the most urgent strategic targets. Notable
among these were the major military and regime headquarters with
their communications, mostly in Baghdad, and the fixed launchers
and known storage sites of Iraqi Scud missiles and biological and
chemical weapons. The latter were targeted to diminish the then
much-feared threat of chemical-missile attacks against Israeli and
Saudi cities, as well as US ports of entry.

The second phase was to focus the air attack against Iraq’s entire
logistic infrastructure, starting with ammunition dumps, oil refineries,
petroleum-product tank farms, and the major depots for weapons of
all kinds. Success in attacking those “military support” targets would
henceforth limit Iraqi military units to the fuel and ammunition they
already held in their forward areas—enough for only 72 hours or so
of intense operations. The larger effort of this second phase, however,
was to be the bombing of weapon assembly lines, factories, and repair
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workshops, as well as the laboratories and plants where nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons were being developed or actually
produced. In addition, Iraq’s civil infrastructure was also to be
incapacitated by precision attacks on electrical power plants, radio
and television stations, telephone exchanges, water-treatment plants,
and so forth.

The third phase, starting on the second week of the air offensive,
was to focus on Iraq’s main strength—its ground forces. It called for
air strikes against the rail and road bridges between Baghdad and
Kuwait, the area bombing of Republican Guard and other selected
Iraqi ground forces, and precision attacks against naval vessels and
Iraqgi aircraft in and out of their shelters, among other such high-value
targets. As far as detailed targeting was concerned, Instant Thunder
was prepared with the help of whatever experts could be found, but
something resembling a “vulnerability encyclopaedia” would have
served the planners much better.

In any event, by the time the war began, there were more US and
allied aircraft in hand than had originally been anticipated, so the
three phases were greatly compressed. Still, Instant Thunder was to
remain the essence of the war plan that was actually carried out.

Strategy in the Conduct of War

As soon as the bombing actually starts, the enemy’s operating
system will begin to change as he seeks to circumvent the effects of
the bombing he has already absorbed and of the subsequent bombing
that he anticipates. Hence, precisely to the degree that the anatomical
chart was accurate and the bombing is effective, the results of the
prewar analysis are undone. This creates the possibility that if the
initial bombing plan is followed mechanically and without change,
the bombing will diminish in effectiveness. Against that, the feedback
from combat results and bomb damage assessment also begins, and so
does the more general observation of the enemy’s actual modus
operandi, which may diverge in ways large or small from prewar
presumptions.
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There is no alternative other than continuously reappraising the
anatomical chart and reformulating target priority lists with changes
large or small, so as to ensure that the destruction of the chosen
targets continues to serve the overall strategic purpose at hand.

Institutional Factors

Because the effectiveness of the air attack thus depends on the
continuous reassessment of the anatomical chart, it follows that any
delay between the bombing and the flow of damage assessment
feedback caused by institutional arrangements exacts a proportionate
penalty. If the feedback is also deformed by the imposition of
irrelevant criteria that do not correspond to the purposes of the air
attack (e.g., by requiring destruction when shutdown is sufficient), the
penalty is yet greater. There are indications that the greatest weakness
revealed by the Iraq air war was precisely in the feedback process as a
whole—from the collection of evidence to the dissemination of
analyzed results. Actually, the institutional requirements for the
optimal use of offensive air power are much more demanding. In bare
outline, they are summarized in appendix C.

Three Operational Lessons

The advent of systematic defense suppression as well as stealth in
the Iraq air war did more than minimize aircraft losses. They also
allowed the reconquest of the middle altitudes, which are most
suitable for a deliberate process of target acquisition, accurate attack,
and the observation of immediate damage effects. The very
low-altitude/high-speed penetration and bombing tactics developed
over the years—especially by the Royal Air Force (RAF)—to
circumvent Soviet missile air defenses were, of course, quite unsuited
to the conditions of the Iraq war, where surface-to-air missile
defenses were weak while antiaircraft artillery was abundant. But in
all circumstances, those tactics turn the aircraft into a blind and
unresponsive missile which cannot usefully employ the most reliable
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and most economical of current precision weapons—Ilaser-guided
glide bombs. Flashing over their targets, the RAF Tornados scattered
their area munitions to good or ill effect and exited again without
collecting any damage feedback data. Likewise, very high-altitude
flight is incompatible with the effective use of economical precision
weapons, allowing only area bombing in most cases.

A second discovery of the Iraq air war was that “all bombing
nowadays is [should be] precision bombing,” in the words of Col
John Warden, the architect of Instant Thunder. Assuming that both
the prewar planning and the ongoing war planning do allow the
bombing of key systemic nodes and not merely enemy structures and
forces en masse, nonprecision bombing remains valid only against a
narrow range of targets in a narrow range of circumstances. In other
words, general-purpose unguided bombs have become specialized
weapons, while the various precision weapons have become the
standard weapons of air bombardment. It was the generalization of
bombing with three-feet median inaccuracies (versus the 30 feet of
past best efforts and the 3,000 feet of most World War II “strategic”
bombing) that resulted in the transformation of air power manifest in
the Iraq air war.

A third discovery of the Iraq air war was that insofar as stealth
diminishes vulnerability to detection and interception, it is
wonderfully economical. Certainly, in expeditionary scenarios the
superior economy of stealth persists, even if each aircraft is much
more costly than a nonstealth counterpart. The reason is simple
enough: under current standard operating procedures, nonstealth
bombing aircraft are now escorted by fighters flying top cover, by
dedicated aircraft armed with antiradiation missiles, and by active
jamming aircraft, as well as tankers for all of these aircraft. Hence,
only a fraction of the aircraft that go into action carry any ordnance.
During the Iraq air war, the use of as many as eight or 10 aircraft to
deliver a total of four or six bombs was rather common. Inevitably,
the economy of air power is degraded as the allocation of aircraft for
self-protection rather than the positive strategic purpose increases.
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It is obvious that striving to avoid any combat losses whatsoever
can overshoot the culminating point of strategic utility. Of course, the
degree to which combat losses should in fact be minimized at the
expense of such self-imposed ‘“virtual attrition” depends on the
specifics of the situation. Losses tolerable in a great life-and-death
struggle of the nation would not have been acceptable in an
expeditionary setting such as the Iraq air war.

In any case, stealth can eliminate this type of virtual attrition
altogether. Insofar as X targets can be attacked by Y stealth aircraft or
by three times Y nonstealth aircraft, the life-cycle cost of stealth and
nonstealth aircraft should be compared accordingly to the very great
advantage of the former.

Technical Lesson

The importance of feedback in maintaining the validity of target
selection stage by stage increases correspondingly the value of
bombing modes that allow at least partial immediate feedback
(identifying the attacked target, hitting the same, witnessing the
primary explosion, and viewing the primary and secondary effects).
Likewise, the value of bombing modes that reduce such feedback to
target acquisition (e.g., most air-to-surface missiles)—even more, of
modes that deny feedback altogether (e.g., air-launched cruise
missiles, sea-launched cruise missiles)—is correspondingly degraded.
In addition, the sea-launched cruise missiles employed in the Iraq war
had much larger median inaccuracies than the best of the air-launched
weapons—and the difference was quite often decisive.

Conclusion: The Role of
Air Power in US Strategy

In the aftermath of Desert Storm, many commentators chose to
insist that the role of all four services was (equally?) essential in
achieving victory. Insofar as Desert Shield is accepted as a valid
precedent, it follows that the US would again require several months
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and very elaborate preexisting basing facilities to deploy sufficient
force to fight a medium power such as Iraq. Hence, US strategy
should now take advantage of the diminishing costs of the US
garrison forces in NATO countries in order to keep up as much as
possible or even increase funding for (1) airlift and sea lift, (2) Army
and Marine Corps expeditionary forces, (3) carrier-centered naval
forces, and (4) tactical air forces.

But there is another reading of the evidence, based on the actual
operational content of Desert Storm rather than the preparations made
under Desert Shield. The latter assembled a “balanced” five-service
array of forces (including the Coast Guard), but the former was in fact
an air war that might have ended with Iraq’s surrender in a few more
weeks, but which was concluded by a ground advance that turned out
to be almost administrative in character. It is evident that the air
power used in Desert Storm was already mostly in place, while the
Desert Shield deployment was still months away from completion.

On that basis, the alternative to a general-purpose increase in
airlift/sea lift would be to assign a higher priority to globally
applicable air capabilities. The latter would consist of an evolving
combination of present-day tactical aircraft with rapidly deployable
base-infrastructure modules, and future aircraft with much longer
combat ranges (i.e., B-2s with suitable nonnuclear ordnance, operable
from a small number of well-equipped bases from which they could
reach all points of interest). Because of the situational character of air
power, the exact budget priority to be assigned to globally applicable
air capabilities depends on the estimated nature and geographic
locations of potential conflict situations. At present, for example, a
very high priority would seem to be justified by the centrality of the
North African-West Asian “zone of conflict” in virtually all
forecasts.
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Appendix A

Sorties Flown in Operation Desert Storm
17 January-27 February 1991
(Numbers approximate and rounded off)

Total
Type of Mission Allies USAF Other US Codlition
AP 4,600 24,000 11,900 40,500
ocAP 1,400 4,500 600 6,500
CAS® 0 1,500 1,500 3,000
Total strike sortiesd 6,000 30,000 14,000 50,000
Aerial refuelling 1,500 10,000 1,500 13,000
DCAS i 4,100 3,200 2,700 10,000
SEAD' 0 2,800 1,200 4,000
Tactical airlift 4,300 14,000 0 18,300
Other® 1,100 6,000 7,900 15,000
Total nonstrike sorties 11,000 36,000 13,300 60,300
Approximate grand total of all Desert Storm sorties 110,300

Sources: Department of the Air Force, Air Force Performance in Desert Storm (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, April 1991), and author’s collation of published data.

“Air interdiction—in this case a conflation of both strategic (against Iraqi
installations) and operational (against Iraqi air, ground, and naval forces)
bombing, including battlefield interdiction (against Iraqi forces behind the front).

bOffensive counterair (i.e., attacks against Iraqi air force bases and related
facilities).

“Close air support (i.e., attacks against Iraqi ground forces at the front).

de, o . S .

Strike as here defined includes all aircraft that penetrated hostile airspace in the
course of ground-attack missions, with or without ground-attack ordnance of
their own.

“Defensive counterair (i.e., air defense patrols and intercepts).

31



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

tSuppression of enemy air defenses (i.e., attacks against Iraqi antiaircraft
missiles, guns, and related radar and other facilities).

£Airborne early warning, airborne electronic surveillance, electronic warfare,
and other.
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Appendix B

Aerial Ordnance Used in Operation Desert Storm
17 January-27 February 1991

Part [
US Forces (Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps)

Air-to-ground missiles
AGM-65 Maverick variants

-65B (TV guidance) 1,703

-65D (imaging infrared) 3,536

-65G (imaging infrared) 187

-65E (laser) 41 (used by Marine Corps aircraft)
AGM-84E/supersonic low altitude

missile (SLAM/Harpoon) 7 (500 Ib, used by Navy aircraft)

AGM-62 (Walleye) 131 (2,000 Ib, used by Navy aircraft)
Total air-to-ground missiles 5,605
Total estimated warhead weight 1,416 tons
Guided bombs
GBU-10 (2,000 Ib) 2,263
GBU-15* (2,000 1b) 71
GBU-24 (2,000 1b) 284 (used by F-117s and F-15Es)
GBU-10/1-2,000 403
GBU-24/1-2,000 877
GBU-12 (500 Ib) 4,542 (used by F-111Fs against tanks)
GBU-16 (1,000 Ib) 208
GBU-27 (2,000 Ib) 718 (used by F-117s against hard targets)
GBU-28 (4,000 Ib) 2
Total guided bombs 9,368
Total estimated weight 5,852 tons

*Electro—optical, all others laser-homing.
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Radiation-homing missiles (for SEAD, see appendix A)

AGM-45 (Shrike)
AGM-88 (high-speed antiradiation
missile—HARM)

Total antiradiation missiles
Total estimated warhead weight

Total number of all air-launched guided weapons

Total estimated warhead/bomb weight
of all air-launched guided weapons

Tomahawk sea-launched cruise missiles
RGM-109C
RGM-109D
RGM-109B.

Total number launched
Total warhead weight, at 1,000 Ib each

Unguided bombs
Mk 82 (500 Ib)
Mk 83 (1,000 1b)
Mk 84 (2,000 Ib)
Mk 117 (750 1b)
UK (1,000 Ib)

Mk 20 (500 Ib)
CBU-78 (1,000 Ib)
CBU-89 (710 Ib)
CBU-52/58/71 (800 1b)
CBU-87 (950 Ib)

Total Mk 20 and cluster types
Total number of unguided bombs
Total weight of unguided bombs

Number of bombs delivered in bulk
by B-52s

Weight of bombs delivered in bulk
by B-52s

Summary totals
Total aerial tonnage delivered by US forces
Weight of guided weapons of all types
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1,804

1,835
133 tons

16,808

7,401 tons

264 (1,000-1b warhead)
27 (bomblets)
10

301
142 tons

64,698
10,125
11,179
34,808
288
27,735 (Rockeye, multiple)
215 (cluster type)
1,107 (cluster type)
17,029 (cluster type)
10,815 (cluster type)

56,901
177,999
64,996 tons

72,000+

25,700 tons

72,539 tons
7,543 tons (10.4%)
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Total number of aerial weapons used
by US forces 195,108
Total number of guided weapons 17,109 (8.8%)

Part 11
Estimate of Aerial Tonnage Delivered by Non-US Forces

In the absence of other data, the calculation that follows generously assumes that
the average non-US “strike” sortie tonnage was the same as the US average
minus that of the B-52s.

Total air-ground ordnance delivered by US aircraft,

excluding Tomahawk cruise missiles (142 tons) 72,397 tons
Less 25,700 tons delivered by B-52s 46,697 tons
Number of US “strike” plus SEAD sorties, minus

1,624 B-52 sorties 46,376
Ordnance delivered per (non B-52) “strike”/SEAD sortie 1.007 tons
Total number of non-US “strike” sorties 6,000
Estimated aerial ordnance delivered by non-US forces 6,042 tons

Estimated Grand Total of Aerial Ordnance Delivered in Desert Storm

US (including cruise missiles) 72,539 tons
Estimated non-US 6,042 tons
Grand Total 78,581 tons

Sources: Department of the Air Force, Air Force Performance in Desert Storm (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, April 1991), and author’s collation of published data.
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Appendix C

Organizing for Success: Five Preconditions

Precondition 1. Recognition of the priority of target selection
requires more or less the inversion of ordinary air force hierarchies. If
the organization is commanded by sortie maximizers, effective
bombing is unlikely. Targeting generals must outrank administrative
generals, training generals, and flight generals. If targeting is treated
as an afterthought, left to institutionally marginal figures, bombing is
unlikely to succeed. Target selection must be carried out concurrently
at all levels, but starting with the strategic. It is useless to be
technically, tactically, and operationally successful in bombing the
wrong targets, and it may even be counterproductive.

Precondition 2. Bombing without a backflow of data on the
bombing’s immediate and broader results may be a purposeless
scattering of ordnance or, at best, blind “theory bombing” (e.g., the
groundless World War II British hypothesis that “dehousing” equals
progress towards victory). The essential complement of effective
bombing is the systematic collection, analysis, and dissemination of
data on both its immediate and cumulative effects, specifically to
determine whether

e the targets attacked have in fact been damaged,;

e subsequent targets can continue to be damaged, given that
damage will evoke a defensive reaction; and

e the damage achieved is actually and cumulatively damaging the
enemy’s war effort.
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In practice, effective bombing thus depends on the effectiveness of
the information backflows, namely

e the technical and tactical backflows to assess the damage
achieved, which inherently also determines if extant enemy defenses
are being overcome;

e the operational-level backflows to identify adversary reactions
currently under way because of prior bombing and to provide
guidelines for preparations designed to counter them in turn; and

e the strategic backflows to determine if the bombing—
howsoever effective at the technical, tactical, and operational levels—
is actually achieving the strategic objective.

Precondition 3. The dynamic assessment (over time) of the
workings of the backflow loops is necessary in order to guard against
“theory” feedbacking, which is only one notch above theory
bombing. That is an especial danger because

e Strategically important results will often be cumulative, easily
inducing the belief that the bombing is successful because progress is
being made in a process (e.g., urban areas are being destroyed). But
the progress might be illusory if the nexus between the process and
victory is itself illusory.

e Success in a process that is related to victory will cause the
enemy to try to evade, if not outmaneuver, that process (e.g., bombing
of ball-bearing production induces the importation of ball bearings,
retroactively falsifying a theory perfectly valid ex ante). In other
words, backflow loops correct blind bombing, while dynamic
assessment of the backflow loops corrects for “drift” caused by
delusive accumulation or enemy reactions to cumulative effects in
fact being achieved.

e While enemy reactions at the technical (e.g., electronic
countermeasures) and tactical (e.g., new fighter tactics) or operational
(c.g., day/night redeployment) levels are in general easily identified
because of their direct impact on combat operations, enemy reactions
at the strategic level can be very elusive. These include the avoidance
of bombing effects by dispersal and their circumvention by
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substitution. One complication is that substitution can be masked by
the upkeep of facilities no longer valued. For example, the Allies
continued to bomb heavily the large, fixed V-1 launch sites in the Pas
de Calais when the Germans had long since switched to light, mobile
launchers (the bombing of fixed Scud launchers during the Iraq air
war is an exact analogy; there is no evidence that any Scud was
launched from any of them).

® Modality changes (e.g., when supplies for heavy forces are
interdicted, the enemy may still attack with light forces under certain
conditions, as the Chinese did in the Korean War after Operation
Strangle).

* Reconstitution (the enemy that can build weapon factories can
reconstitute his production capacity after these factories are
damaged—not the case for Iraq in the Gulf war).

Precondition 4. Air Force responsiveness is necessary (i.e., an
institutional willingness to accept plan changes and to bomb usefully
rather than maximally). Air forces naturally fall into a “sortie
production” rhythm. Hence, they tend to resist plan changes that
interfere with sortie generation (as most will).

Precondition 5. Military-wide responsiveness is also necessary. If
bombing is dynamically effective, will other services allow it to
continue till victory?
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The United States as an Aerospace Power
in the Emerging Security Environment

Dr Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr.

For more than two generations, the United States has relied largely
on strategic air power in its various forms as the basis for deterrence
and for the actual conduct of military operations in the event of
deterrence failure. In the bipolar setting of the several decades since
World War 11, the requirements for strategic deterrence have been met
with spectacular success. That this has been the case represents a
tribute to the strategic concepts and force structures that have guided
the United States as a superpower with goals encompassing both the
deterrence of attack against its own national territory and the
extension of security guarantees to allies. The ability of the United
States to deter strategic warfare in consonance with the principal tenet
of deterrence logic resided in the capacity both to inflict unacceptable
levels of devastation on its adversary the Soviet Union and to
minimize the ability of the Soviet Union to execute a crippling strike
against the United States. Such an achievement on the part of a
strategic nuclear force structure, however formidable its requirements
and however questionable its prospects at the time, was the outcome
of policies consistently pursued by successive administrations since
the dawn of the nuclear age.

The security environment for which American air power at the
strategic level was largely configured was essentially bipolar in
structure, although the actual contingencies in which such capabilities
came to be used were conflicts at intensity levels lower than, and
outside, the immediate superpower confrontation. In this international
system of superpower deterrence at the strategic level, the air assets of
the United States were utilized in a broad range of other situations in
which deterrence clearly had broken down. To a large extent, the
condition of strategic deterrence between the United States and the
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Soviet Union contributed to a situation in which lesser powers,
including Soviet proxy states, were prepared to use maximum
military force available to them to achieve political objectives. At the
same time, the United States—for a host of reasons, including the
perceived threat of escalation involving the Soviet Union—was
unwilling to employ the ultimate weapons at its disposal in the
various regional or local conflicts in which it became militarily
engaged. Beneath the stability of strategic deterrence in the bipolar
structure of the generations after World War II, there were numerous
conflicts of varying intensity levels to which American military
power in all but its strategic nuclear dimension was committed.

In this sense, the international security environment has long
displayed numerous features of military power diffusion. The wars in
Korea and Vietnam were fought with the high-intensity capabilities
that were available at the time—excluding, of course, nuclear
weapons. The large number of wars that have shaped the international
security landscape of the past 40 years provides vivid evidence of the
increasing availability of a broad spectrum of military capabilities to
actors in regions characterized by major conflict potential. To a large
extent, the dominant features of the emerging security environment
bear considerable similarity to a familiar past. On a continuing basis,
the United States has found it necessary to project military power into
distant conflict zones in support of vital interests. Such a need, as
demonstrated by Operation Desert Storm, remains a likely prospect in
the 1990s.

What can be projected for the future, however, is the acceleration
of the diffusion of technologies that will increase the number of actors
in possession of the means for conducting military operations at the
higher end of the conflict spectrum. This includes the proliferation of
missiles; advanced aircraft and maritime platforms; and nuclear,
biological, chemical, and conventional warheads. It has been widely
assumed that the world of the early twenty-first century will contain
as many as [5-20 states in possession of all or some of such
capabilities. To the extent that the weapons inventories of an
increasing number of actors contain these types of systems, the
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capacity to wage war at a level previously associated exclusively with
the superpowers will be more widely diffused. A large number of
states will have available the means to launch strategic strikes that
previously were possessed only by the United States and the Soviet
Union.

The unfolding of such a strategic multipolarity is likely to be a
gradual process. Initially, crude delivery systems such as those
possessed by Iraq will be replaced or supplemented by capabilities
that have greater accuracy and extended range. Ultimately,
technologies will give to increasing numbers of actors the ability to
target any point on the earth’s surface from any other site. To the
extent that range and accuracy no longer pose inhibiting factors, the
concept of bipolar strategic deterrence with which we have been
critically concerned for the past two generations will be transformed
in its requirements. As we move toward military multipolarity with
large numbers of actors in possession of increasingly sophisticated
capabilities, the requirements for deterrence will have to be
reconsidered. Indeed, the most important issue for the United States
as an aerospace power will be framed by deterrence needs—together,
of course, with appropriate force structures under conditions of
deterrence failure if American vital interests are at stake.

The security environment for which we must plan deterrence and
war-fighting requirements will have as a defining characteristic an
increasing number of actors capable of acquiring or producing a range
of advanced military capabilities for the conduct of operations at the
higher end of the conflict spectrum. Such states will emerge in most,
if not all, of the regions of the world. To the extent that the process of
such military power diffusion proceeds at an uneven pace, the
potential for destabilization—as we have seen in the Middle
East—will be substantial. It should not automatically be assumed that
the United States will choose to intervene in the fashion of Desert
Storm. Nevertheless, the role that the United States has chosen to
play—especially in the second half of this century, as well as in the
two world wars—has been that of a balancing power. American
policy has been designed to preserve (as in the case of NATO) or to

41



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

restore (as in the war in the Persian Gulf) a regional equilibrium that
was deemed in some broader strategic sense to be of vital importance
to the United States. In a world of larger numbers of actors in
possession of high-intensity capabilities, the international security
environment is likely to feature periodic challenges in what has been
termed a regionalization of conflict. Additional threats to equilibrium,
as in the recent history of the Middle East, will arise. To the extent
that the United States and other actors committed to some form of
world order will seek to preserve or restore the independence of states
within such regions, they will need to develop appropriate concepts of
deterrence based on collaborative frameworks and joint force
structures for the conduct of military operations and peacekeeping.

The diffusion of military power holds numerous important
implications for deterrence, which in turn will shape the role to be
played by the United States as an aerospace nation. First and
foremost, the greater availability of capabilities of increasingly high
intensity places a premium on the ability to deter the outbreak of
conflict in regions in which the United States has vital interests. The
requirements for multipolar deterrence, more complex and onerous
than in the simpler bipolar era, have yet to be fully understood. At a
minimum, they will confer on the United States the need to have
available time-urgent capabilities. Our ability to deter a would-be
aggressor will be determined by the extent to which we are perceived
to be able to inflict unacceptable levels of devastation, as in the
traditional meaning of deterrence. What such a requirement will mean
for ballistic missile capabilities forms an important question that, as
military multipolarity unfolds, will have to be addressed.

Equally important will be the extent to which the United States will
have the means, if deterrence fails, to prevail with air power against
actors with substantial air assets and ground forces. The security
environment in which US military power would be deployed will be
characterized by adversaries at least some of which will be more fully
capable than the United States of deploying substantial ground forces.
Operation Desert Storm occurred at a time when deployable US and
allied ground forces were numerous; those numbers will diminish
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greatly as we move toward the end of the decade. The NATO-Europe
force structure, still intact in 1991, will not be available as a strategic
reserve for high-intensity ground operations. At all levels of our
military structure, to be sure, greater emphasis will be placed on the
qualitative factors of strategic planning and technology. The obvious
need to operate with smaller forces enhances the importance of
deterring the outbreak of war and, once conflict begins, utilizing air
assets to achieve decisive and quick results.

In the emerging security environment, the spectrum of potential
threats is likely to be broadened. While present possessors of
lower-intensity capabilities will be strengthened as a result of
technology diffusion, new actors at the lower end of the spectrum can
be expected to emerge. The United States will face threats ranging
from terrorism practiced by state and nonstate actors to potential
warfare at the nuclear level. Technology will confer upon groups at
all levels the means to make them formidable enemies in armed
conflict. This proliferation of capabilities is taking place in a security
environment containing numerous flash points. They encompass
disputes over resources, including oil and water, as well as deeply
rooted differences based on ethnicity, nationalism, ideology, and
religion. The extent to which such conflicts will engage American
forces remains to be seen. In the absence of a clearly defined Soviet
threat, the United States may be less likely to intervene than when
such states were menaced directly by the Soviet Union or by a Soviet
client state. Yet the reverse proposition, as we saw in Operation
Desert Storm, is also evident, namely that the sharp reduction in the
military threat facing NATO in Europe—together with the ability of
the Bush administration to achieve major power agreement, including
the Soviet Union, in the United Nations Security Council—enhanced
the willingness of the United States to take decisive military action
against Iraq’s aggression.

The extent to which such conditions will prevail in the emerging
security environment cannot be fully determined in advance.
However, it is likely that the requirements for a collective imprimatur
in the form of an international coalition that shares the burden of
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deploying, using, and paying for authorized military operations will
be shaped by the recent Gulf experience. There will be an obvious
preference for operations patterned on Desert Storm, based on
reinforcing levels of international and domestic consensus.
Nevertheless, the United Nations will remain an uncertain reed on
which to base such action, for the interests of the United States and its
allies may diverge sharply from those of a large number of other
members of the international organization. It may even be necessary
to envisage—as in the case of the 1983 Grenada and 1989 Panama
interventions, as well as the air strike in 1986 against Libya—
unilateral US action on a time-urgent basis. Desert Storm unfolded
over a period of several months, during which time it was possible
masterfully to create a broad international coalition of support while
deploying the capabilities required for the conduct of high-intensity
military operations. Therefore, an immediate lesson of the experience
of the United States over the past decade—in post-Vietnam military
power projection—becomes apparent. In preparing for a spectrum of
conflict contingencies, we will find it necessary to consider our
responses in both multilateral and unilateral contexts. The greater the
level of effort that will be required over a lengthening time span, as in
Operation Desert Storm, the more extensive and obvious will be the
need to sustain an international coalition. The more restricted the
operation, both in its time frame and the level of military resources
needed, the more plausible it will be that the United States will be
prepared to act unilaterally. It is amply evident that, in both
categories, air power will form a decisively important element of
military operations.

Although ground forces will remain vitally important elements of
the campaign, as in Grenada, Panama, and the Gulf war, wars on land
cannot be won without air superiority. By the same token, the ability
to destroy an enemy’s military infrastructure, including his advanced
weapons-production facilities and military assets, will be increasingly
important in the emerging world of greater military multipolarity.
The projection of military power into regions of major importance
will depend increasingly on our capacity, at the beginning of war, to

44



EMERGING SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

neutralize or destroy the military assets of a would-be regional
hegemonist such as Saddam Hussein. More likely, however, are
contingencies in which the task facing the United States will be that
of launching limited strikes against specific, discrete targets that will
not necessarily involve a coalition effort in support of interests
deemed vital to the United States. In short, the United States, while
seeking always to act in concert with allies and coalition partners, will
find it necessary to be prepared for contingencies in which vital
interests can be safeguarded only by unilateral action.

In such a global-security setting, it is possible to categorize the
requirements for American power projection with obvious
implications for the United States as an aerospace nation. First, the
highest priority will continue to be attached to the deterrence of war at
all levels—especially nuclear war. Second, it will be essential that the
United States be prepared to intervene in situations, of which Desert
Storm is illustrative, in which major conventional forces are
employed by one or both sides to the dispute. Finally, we will find it
necessary in the emerging security environment to be able to respond
in the form of retaliatory raids—as in Libya in 1986—against
specified targets if, for example, US interests are attacked by terrorist
groups. For each of these categories of contingencies, air power will
form an indispensable element of American capabilities. In light of
the characteristic features of each, the requirement will be apparent
for a military force structure that, in all of its elements, is highly
mobile, flexible, firepower intensive, interoperable, and survivable
under a broad range of combat conditions.

Deterrence will remain a central concern of military planners as we
move into a world of additional nuclear powers, as well as possessors
of biological and/or chemical weapons. Simply as a result of the entry
of new actors, the possibility—if not probability—of deterrence
failure will grow. In addition to the US-Soviet strategic nuclear
balance, it will be necessary to base deterrence planning on the
emergence, within an anticipated time frame, of increasing numbers
of other powers having capabilities of varying levels of
sophistication. Under such circumstances, the offense-defense
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deterrence mix will increase in importance. The ability of larger
numbers of actors to strike distant targets will have major
consequences for both the retaliatory and defensive components of
deterrence. A would-be aggressor may be deterred by a combination
of countervailing means, including the virtual certainty that he could
be struck in retaliation as well as the knowledge that his attacking
force could not reach the intended target as a result of defensive
measures. The implications of nuclear, biological, chemical, or even
conventional warheads deployed on delivery vehicles of greater range
and accuracy will be destabilizing, for such capabilities will become
available to actors whose value systems, goals, and interests are
certain to be widely divergent with respect to each other and to the
United States. It is useful, in retrospect, in thinking about such a
future to ponder the problems that would have been created for the
United States—and for its coalition partners outside the Middle
East—if Saddam Hussein had possessed a demonstrable capability to
strike targets in Western Europe or North America. The psychological
dimensions of such a capability would have been enormous for
populations in such target countries. The ability on the part of the
United States to deploy Patriot air defense systems in Israel, Turkey,
and Saudi Arabia—as well as their performance as area defense
systems despite their original mission as a point defense—provided in
itself a major contribution to the cohesiveness and success of the
coalition against Saddam Hussein.

Although the precise configuration of an offense-defense posture
for the United States as an aerospace power in the emerging
multipolar security environment demands extensive analysis, it is
apparent that a combination of active and passive measures—together
with counterair and theater missile defense—will be required. On the
one hand, we will face an air defense environment—a logical
outgrowth of technology diffusion—that is itself more hostile as a
result of the deployment of new-generation air defense systems by
adversaries. Therefore, the requirements for stealth technologies,
together with other means designed to assure that our retaliatory
assets reach intended targets, will intensify. At the same time, on the
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other hand, we will confront the need to provide a defense against
enemy strikes aimed at military targets and civilian populations. It is
apparent that the requirements for such defenses differ substantially
from a capability configured specifically to deter a Soviet attack.
Therefore, the issue is how best to protect vital power-projection
assets—especially forward-deployed forces, including air, ground,
and naval units—as well as civilian targets against the increasingly
lethal, accurate, and extended-range capabilities that will be more
widely available as we move into the next century.

In its essence, deterrence will encompass the necessary means to
prevent nuclear war, as well as combat biological, chemical, and
conventional warheads under conditions of multipolarity. The
conceptual needs of offense/defense will place a premium on
technologies that provide for highly sophisticated reconnaissance and
surveillance systems, including the greater use of space. To an extent
that is unprecedented, the architectural requirements for such
capabilities will make necessary the integration of space and
terrestrial elements of strategy and forces. Such a synergism was
apparent in the utilization of space-based sensors in the targeting of
the Patriot air defense system. Deployment of space-based missile
defense in itself provides abundant evidence of the increasing
requirement to command the heights of space, just as control of the
skies immediately above and around the battlefield is the sine qua non
of military victory. In a geostrategic sense, there is an obvious
indivisibility of the aerospace mission that is already apparent by the
utilization of the exosphere and endoatmospheric environment in both
the offensive and defensive components of deterrence. This condition
can only grow in importance in the emerging security environment.

Ideally, our national security strategy should have as a continuing
objective to provide for deterrence at all levels in a multipolar
security environment. From their advent, we have thought of nuclear
weapons as deterrents, not only against the use of such systems in the
hands of an adversary, but also as a basis for the deterrence of all
armed conflict between their possessors. Thus, the United States and
the Soviet Union have gone to the brink, but not beyond, in their
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strategic military interaction. Instead, nuclear weapons have provided
the defining parameters of a relationship that has been shaped by
other forms of conflict across a range of other capabilities. Whether
armed conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union would
have been avoided in the absence of nuclear deterrence will never be
known. Similarly, we cannot at this point in time be certain that a
more multipolar world, including additional possessors of nuclear
weapons, will be more stable. Indeed, there are portents that point in
the opposite direction as a result of likely differences in the
composition of the risk-gain calculus in a culturally diverse world. In
the logic of multipolarity, we face the prospect of larger numbers of
conflicts if only as a result of a greater diversity of actors having
profoundly important political differences and in possession of more
lethal advanced military capabilities. As the frequency of conflict
grows, it is not necessarily the case that its intensity will diminish,
especially as the lethality of diffused capabilities is magnified. In such
an environment, the objective of our deterrence concept will be to
minimize the frequency and intensity of armed conflict.

In achieving such a goal, we face uncertain prospects, given the
uneven pace at which regional actors will acquire advanced
technologies that will be available for employment—as in the case of
Irag—against less advanced neighbors. Such gaps at the regional
level will enhance the prospects for high-intensity warfare unless such
combat can be deterred by countervailing power that is rapidly and
credibly available to a threatened region and state. The configuration
of deterrence assets for such contingencies will impose major
requirements on air power as an element of regional equilibrium. In
the eventuality that wars break out at the regional level, the task
confronting the United States in cases where vital interests are at
stake will be to terminate such armed conflicts before large-scale
ground forces need to be deployed. In the eventuality, as in Operation
Desert Storm, that major land forces are moved into position, air
power will have the role of destroying the political, military, and
psychological will of the enemy. Taken together, the possession of
the means to operate effectively under such circumstances may serve
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to reinforce deterrence at all levels. The common denominator and
linking feature at each level is provided by air power.

The third set of contingencies, likely to be most frequent, will be
the projection of power in clearly discrete operations designed to
inflict limited damage on an enemy such as a state that sponsors
terrorist activity or threatens a neighbor with capabilities which, if
identified and destroyed, will effectively disarm the aggressor.
However successful we may be in deterring the outbreak of conflict
or its escalation at the higher-intensity level, the frequency of conflict
at the lower end of the spectrum can be expected to increase under
conditions of multipolarity. The numbers of actors will rise
dramatically in a world that contains numerous groups, large and
small, seeking by whatever means is available to alter the balance of
forces to their political, military, or economic advantage. The extent
to which small groups—terrorist organizations—acquire such
high-intensity capabilities as nuclear weapons remains to be seen. In
some cases, nonstate actors will operate on their own. Only if they
can be targeted will deterrence based on retaliation be a potentially
effective instrument of policy for the United States. Nonstate actors,
lacking clearly delineated territorial boundaries, present unique
problems with respect to retaliation. Deterrence has operated within a
security environment in which the opposing parties held at risk assets
deemed vitally important by each other, including territory and
population that could be easily targeted. Such targets are not as
readily identifiable in the case of nonstate actors that do not occupy a
clearly defined territory or whose population may be scattered or
interspersed with that of other units within, for example, existing
states. Nevertheless, the accuracy levels of air power, again so clearly
demonstrated in Operation Desert Storm, will confer on the United
States an unprecedented ability—once targets such as headquarters
and terrorist personnel are identified—to strike decisively and
discretely against them.

Somewhat easier will be the task confronting the United States in
the case of state-sponsored terrorist activity, for which the retaliatory
strike against Libya in 1986 forms a model. In low-intensity
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operations, air power will be utilized in a time frame that will be
based on greater or lesser urgency requirements. In some cases, the
need will be apparent for preemption, as in situations in which a state
is poised to attack a neighboring state (e.g., Iraq against Kuwait).
More likely, however, the United States—as in the recent Gulf
war—will find itself in a reactive mode. Whatever the contingency, it
will be essential to enhance our ability to acquire, transmit, and
analyze intelligence as part of a deterrence and war-fighting strategy.
The accelerating pace of change, both at the strategic and tactical
levels, will place an even higher priority on our ability to monitor and
forecast the actions of our opponents and to transmit directives and
orders to all levels of command.

The emerging security environment will be characterized by a
multiplicity of threats whose dimensions are far more diverse than
anything the United States has faced in its previous history. The
territory of the United States will become vulnerable to attack from a
larger number of weapons possessors and from points anywhere on
the globe. Beyond a continuing Soviet strategic threat, the United
States will eventually find it necessary to take into its security
calculations the ability of a larger number of actors to inflict strikes of
varying levels of destructive potential on its national territory. Such a
situation will coincide with an intensification of economic links and
other relationships between the United States and the external world.
The frontiers of the United States, together with those of other states,
will continue to be made permeable to an unprecedented extent as a
result of advanced technologies providing for instantaneous trans-
mission of information and communication of ideas—as well as the
transfer of goods and services—in addition to military capabilities.

Among the implications of such factors that will reduce the
significance of formal territorial boundaries, especially in
technologically advanced and politically pluralistic societies, will be a
greater blurring of the historic distinction between foreign policy and
domestic politics. Hence, a discussion of the emerging security
environment that does not encompass the nexus between such factors,
within and outside the national unit, would be less than complete. In
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practical terms, we face a situation in which diverse external forces
shape domestic constituencies that, in turn, play a decisively
important role in determining the national security policy
options—including force structures—available to governments. For
the United States, the conduct of military operations in such a security
setting is constrained by numerous public considerations. They
include a relatively low level of tolerance for protracted military
action resulting in high casualty levels, depending of course on the
extent to which vital national interests are perceived to be at stake. In
retrospect, Operation Desert Storm took place in a context in which
US military casualties could be drastically limited by high-tech
weaponry, combined with an effective strategy leading to the rapid
and decisive military defeat of Iraqi forces. Such a combination of
factors and circumstances accords fully with the late-twentieth-
century American strategic culture that is easily projected into the
years leading into the next century. This assessment leads
immediately to the self-evident proposition that no strategy designed
to defend American vital interests in the emerging security
environment will be possible without air power as an indispensable
ingredient. Massive deployments of ground forces will be undertaken
only under exceptional circumstances. Although we must be prepared
for contingencies in which such capabilities—as in the Gulf
war—will be sent into battle, it will be essential that they achieve
their political-military goals quickly with minimal casualties so that
they can be expeditiously withdrawn. In keeping with American
values placing high emphasis on technology to save American lives,
the military force of the future—designed to fight on a wide range of
terrains—will be based heavily on air power.

Domestic constraints in host countries—and in the United States
itself—on the types, levels, and stationing of forces will affect US
military deployments abroad. The constriction in overseas basing
structure that has already been evident for many years will continue to
reduce the ability of the United States to deploy military forces in
forward positions. Those few facilities that will remain as we move
toward the end of this decade will be restricted in the uses to which

51



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

they can be put. Such conditions have already existed for many years.
The United States has been unable, for example, to rely on bases in
Europe in certain Middle East operations—excluding, of course,
Operation Desert Storm. By the end of this decade, we will have
terminated a large number of existing basing arrangements, even
though in the aftermath of the Guif war the United States may be
encouraged to develop in some form a greater forward presence based
on maritime and air power, as well as the positioning of equipment in
or near the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, the overall trend points clearly
to the need to reconsider future requirements for the lift of military
units and their equipment in timely fashion to zones of conflict. To
the extent that the deterrence of war or its escalation will depend on
our ability to engage in the preemptive prepositioning of such forces
(air and ground), mobility based on speed of transport becomes a
crucially important consideration. Because of the rapidity with which
destabilizing elements are likely to pose threats to vital US interests—
as in Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and the imminent danger that Saddam
Hussein posed to Saudi Arabia—the need for extensive lift capacity
will assume greater importance, both as a deterrent and as an actual
war-fighting capability.

If the future international security environment features more
powerful regional states, as described earlier, together with a sharp
reduction in American forward-basing arrangements, it follows that
range and payload—as well as speed and penetrativity—become
increasingly important characteristics of the force structure to be
acquired by the United States. Because our force structure is likely to
contain fewer numbers, both in equipment and personnel, those
reduced units—if they are aircraft—will need to have the ability to fly
longer distances unrefueled and to carry larger amounts of ordnance
and equipment required for their respective missions. Because of the
high value of emerging-generation manned capabilities, greater
emphasis necessarily will be placed on unmanned systems able to
deliver warheads with more precision on priority targets. The speed
characteristics of aircraft will continue to assume greater importance
in the increasingly lethal air environment of regional conflict in the
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years leading into the next century. Even more important will be the
development of a range of stealth technologies designed to foil enemy
defenses and thereby to enhance penetrativity and minimize losses.

In the emerging security environment, space as a strategic frontier
will grow dramatically in importance. Assets for surveillance and
intelligence-—as well as command, control, and communications—
will be even more vital to the United States as a result of dynamic
political changes having important implications for US interests,
including the need to forecast impending developments and to take
appropriate steps either in anticipation of, or in response to, such
events. As a vital dimension of the emerging security environment,
space will become an arena available to larger numbers of actors as
we move into the next century. The military multipolarity which
increasingly will characterize the emerging security environment will
be extended to space. As additional states acquire ballistic missile
systems, they will seek to take advantage of associated technologies
that provide access to intelligence and surveillance, as well as
command, control, and communications. For the United States, the
ability to control space as a part of the seamless web of the emerging
security environment will be no less important than command of the
airspace over the battlefield and the surrounding seas. Historically,
the geostrategic importance of the terrestrial environment has been
shaped decisively by the ability conferred by technology to move
military and other capabilities from one point to another on or above
the earth’s surface or over, on, or under its oceans. Those states best
able to master the technologies of the day that provide for mobility on
the seas (Great Britain as a dominant sea power) or on land (the
aspirations of Germany earlier in this century) have become major
powers in their time.

American military power has been measured by its ability to
control the vital theaters in which combat operations have been
undertaken. Space has become such an arena. In the first instance,
space has already provided an indispensable adjunct to the conduct of
terrestrially based military operations, as well as to the monitoring of
arms control agreements. The need for surveillance, reconnaissance,
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communications, and targeting capabilities deployed in space will
increase in the emerging security environment. The ability to launch
air strikes on designated targets, as well as the requirements for early
warning against missile attack and the tracking and interception of
incoming warheads, points up the importance of space.
Meteorological information for accurate weather forecasting,
navigation satellites, geosynchronous communications satellites, and
satellite early-warning systems are illustrative of the crucially
important role played by space. In the decades ahead, space will
emerge as an arena for control beyond our respective interests on
earth. The establishment of space stations and other facilities,
including commercial activities such as access to new sources of
energy and manufacturing in space, will enhance the intrinsic
importance of space far beyond its value as simply an adjunct to
terrestrial activity. For the United States as an aerospace power, the
task will be to develop adequate launch capacity to provide greater
access to space. This will be a priority need if the United States is to
exploit the opportunities available in space as a strategic arena. At the
same time, the need to be able to defend assets deployed in space will
grow in importance as additional powers develop their own
technologies for entry into this arena. Although presumably the
United States will strive to preserve its lead, the inevitable process of
technology diffusion that is transforming the emerging security
environment on earth will have its counterpart in space. Therefore,
the United States cannot assume that its present position in space will
remain secure in the absence of an aerospace strategy designed both
to exploit present technological advantages and to offset potential
threats from hostile sources.

In sum, the era that lies ahead will contain numerous challenges to
US interests in a world that will continue to be transformed by
emerging technologies that drastically reduce distances, penetrate
national frontiers, and make available a vast array of increasingly
sophisticated military capabilities. To a large extent, aerospace—in its
fullest dimension—will form the cutting edge of the ongoing
revolution in technology. This will impose on the United States the
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need to pursue actively and aggressively research and development
programs to exploit scientific advances in the form of technologies
that will be the key to future capabilities. As the structure of
deterrence is transformed to a more multipolar configuration with
threats more numerous yet less clearly defined, the need for flexible,
mobile, highly accurate forces will intensify. In such a global-security
environment, the challenge for the United States as an aerospace
power will be clear: to assure technological superiority as a basis for
the maintenance of air power capable of dominating outer space and
the airspace closer to earth. Conceivably and ideally, such an
objective will be pursued with the support of allies and other friendly
states capable of contributing to the effort—both in political-military
and financial terms. However it is done, the key lies in the ability of
the United States to protect and project power with air assets as the
indispensable element, as we define and move toward whatever “new
world order” lies beyond the present decade in a rapidly changing
global-security environment.

55






Employing Air Power in the Twenty-first Century
Col John A. Warden III, USAF

In the winter of 1991, American air power overwhelmed Iraq,
paralyzing it strategically and operationally. Air power incapacitated
the country’s leadership, made communication nearly impossible,
took away its electricity and gasoline production, inhibited significant
movement, and wreaked destruction on every part of its military
machine. The cost in American blood for complete domination of a
country of 16 million people and its million-man military was
astoundingly low. This significant victory satisfied the legitimate
demands of the American people that their wars use technology to
keep human losses—on both sides—to an absolute minimum. This
victory provides the strategic model for American operations well
into the twenty-first century.

The Grand Strategic Context—A New Challenge

The world today is changing at a great rate—one comparable in
magnitude and scope to the pace of changes which followed the
defeat of Napoléon in 1815 and the defeat of Germany and Japan in
1945. These changes have significant implications for national
strategy, military strategy, and force structure.

For almost 40 years, the United States based the majority of its
national strategy and military thinking on the fact that the Soviet
Union presented a significant and imminent threat. Now, however,
the Soviet Union is suffering from a number of internal economic and
political problems which are leading that country to focus the
majority of its energy internally, hoping to rescue itself from chaos.
This Soviet introspection, combined with the unification of Germany
and the probable acceleration of the disarmament movements within
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Europe, means that the chances of the US meeting the Soviets in a
short-warning battle are small. Likewise, as the Soviets turn
increasingly to internal matters, the chance of our confronting them
elsewhere in the world as a necessary part of our containment strategy
is much reduced.

German unification has changed the map of Europe and has also
made the fear of a battle across the inter-German border a thing of the
past. Should a conventional conflict materialize within Europe in the
next decade, it most certainly has to start someplace other than where
both sides spent four decades preparing for it.

What effect will the enormous changes afoot in the world have for
US grand strategy? Of great significance, the US can no longer
depend on containment as a unifying concept. In the past, the US
could make a reasonable assumption either that almost any
disturbance anyplace in the world was inspired by the Soviets or that
if such a disturbance went the wrong way, the Soviets would stand to
benefit from it. Containment strategy was relatively straightforward
because it was seen as a zero-sum game: either the Soviets won or we
won. Now, however, as the Soviets begin to withdraw from
international political and military competition, we no longer can
assume that any disturbances are Soviet inspired or that the Soviets
would benefit from or even have any interest in the outcome of a
particular conflict. In short, there is no longer any automatic guide to
who is friend or foe. The old dictum of British foreign policy that
Great Britain had neither permanent friends nor enemies, only
permanent interests, may again be relevant and useful.

In this developing world, we cannot predict who our enemies are
going to be, but on the basis of an exclusion analysis, we can
conclude that they are likely to be small to midsize powers with
high-tech weapons capabilities. Midsize powers are not necessarily
insignificant. For example, many of the countries around the world
with which we might clash have almost as large a military—or in
some cases a larger military—as a midsize power such as Germany
has today. Furthermore, many of them have as many tanks as the
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Germans had at the start of World War II. Iraq, for example, had
twice as many.

A small chance exists of a violent clash of interests with a large
power, but it seems rather unlikely in at least the next two to three
decades. There is also some prospect that the Soviets could reverse
themselves in a way that could lead to war; however, that also seems
very unlikely. Twenty years from now, a state not currently a great
power may become great and plunge the world into war. Whether a
world war takes place in the first quarter of the next century,
however, will depend significantly on how we conduct our foreign
affairs and on how well we maintain the decisive military advantages
we now enjoy.

The US will find a replacement for containment; what it will be is
unclear. It may be something like the role that Great Britain played
prior to World War I when it acted as a balancer between striving
coalitions and states in other parts of the world. Or it may be like the
role the US played until World War I—not isolationist by any means,
but very selective in its global intervention.

This leads to a discussion about the kinds of wars the United States
might fight since, unfortunately, the historical record suggests that we
will be in some kind of armed conflict periodically for the foreseeable
future. In fact, if we look back through our history, it is difficult to
find a period of more than 10 or 20 years when we were not fighting.
Possibly, our dramatic victory in the Gulf war may reduce the
likelihood of further conflicts, but prudence demands that we assume
the worst and be prepared for war.

Of all the wars that might develop, the least likely is a global
conventional war centered around a mature, prepared theater like the
one that grew for 40 years over the inter-German border. The notion
that no conflict 1s likely to center around a mature theater has some
very significant implications.

The most likely wars will be those to stop offensive behavior on
the part of a country that is working its own agenda, that is trying to
steal something from us or from some other country, or that is doing
something entirely unacceptable to us. We would enter such wars not
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to prove that the US is the world’s policeman, but to stop interference
with very legitimate American interests. The wars we conduct to stop
this offensive behavior by other states will be characterized by sharp,
decisive action on our part and will be designed to reach a conclusion
as quickly as possible—with few or no US casualties and with the
least number of enemy casualties consistent with political and
military objectives.

The next most likely war is a “cutting-out” operation like Urgent
Fury (Grenada) or Just Cause (Panama), whose primary goal is to
separate a tyrant or a small group of tyrants from an otherwise
friendly and innocent population. Such an operation can best be
accomplished by ground power because only this type of power can
go directly to an offender like Manuel Noriega without extensively
damaging the surrounding population and infrastructure, which could
make the realization of political objectives impossible. Also
occurring, but on a much smaller scale, will be covert and quasi-
combat operations against terrorists or drug traffickers.

Another change of enormous importance has also taken place. With
the exception of North Korea, nowhere in the world can an enemy
force us into nonnuclear war at the time and place of his choosing.
Nor is there any place where truly vital interests can be threatened in
the short term. We have the option of choosing when, where, and how
we will respond. That is, America will decide whether it goes to war.
Optional wars, however, are far more difficult from a policy
standpoint than no-choice wars. The president of the United States
must assess the seriousness of the threat, the possibility of a
diplomatic solution, and the backing of the electorate if military
operations seem best. In turn, the need to acquire the backing of the
electorate means that for almost all cases, the president must be able
to offer a military solution that entails few American casualties. In
addition, any operations that we undertake are almost certain to be
offensive, for we will be responding to an enemy action that has
already taken place—a situation which calls for offensive action to
redress the problem. Very simply, our national security world has
turned upside down. We have moved from a defensive posture where
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our principal enemy had absolute control over war and peace to an
offensive posture where we decide if, when, where, and how we will
fight.

We will also be doing things that are not combat operations per se
but in the coming world may have significance approaching that of
such operations. We do not have a good name for the concept, but it
may be termed the rapid movement of national influence. This means
using the great mobility of the US to break a blockade such as the one
against Berlin in 1948, to provide materiel to a friend in need—such
as Israel in 1973—or to provide disaster relief to Armenia following
an earthquake in 1988.

How does air power fit into all this? Very briefly, we would
suggest that it provides indispensable support for the cutting-out
operations like Panama and Grenada in the form of airlift, electronic
detection, and very accurate and precise attacks to complement
ground operations. In the movement of national influence, air power
is the nation’s capability for quick response. When we think about
real power projection, about protecting our interests against small to
midsize power threats, air power becomes dominant, and our primary
defense problem becomes one of responding with sharp, decisive
actions. Air power becomes important because it has a unique ability
to get to the combat area with massive power and to affect enemy
operational and strategic centers of gravity.

All components can attack centers of gravity, but only air power
can frequently circumvent enemy forces and attack strategic centers
of gravity directly. Other components, on the other hand, need to fight
their way in—normally with large casualties. Air operations—
especially with modern weapons and accuracy as used in the Gulf
war—are very much likely to result in fewer casualties to either side.
Air power then becomes quintessentially an American form of war; it
uses our advantages of mobility and high technology to overwhelm
the enemy without spilling too much blood, especially American
blood. This last point cannot be overemphasized: excluding any
imminent threat to our survival, no American government is likely to
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undertake military operations that promise more than the handful of
casualties we suffered in the Gulf.

To understand the role of air power, we must think about our war
objectives. Most wars are fought to convince the enemy leadership to
do what one wants it to do—that is, concede something political. That
something may be a province, a trade route, or an ideology. The
enemy leadership agrees that it needs to make these political
concessions when it suffers the threat or the actuality of intolerable
pressure against both its operational and strategic centers of gravity.

Centers of Gravity

Thinking about war and actually conducting war require that we
have a good understanding of what war is, what we intend to gain
from it, and what the links are between the instruments of war and the
ends desired. Too frequently, our vision of war concentrates almost
exclusively on its most obvious manifestation—the clash of the
contestants’ fielded military forces. Indeed, Clausewitz identified the
battle as the essence of war.' Perhaps, however, Clausewitz identified
battle as the essence of war because from his vantage point in time
and place, battle dominated the process of war. Indeed, his native
Prussia was known as an army with a country; thus, the only way to
defeat Prussia was to defeat its army. Furthermore, in reaction to the
stylized magazine wars of the preceding century, Clausewitz tended
to focus his attention on the actual clash of men and to see that clash
as the dominant form of war. Clausewitz may have been right for his
time and place and accompanying technology, but it is not clear today
that the actual clash of men on the front is the only way or the best
way to wage war. To the contrary, we suggest that it may be the most
costly and least productive approach in perhaps the majority of cases.
To understand why this may be so, one must examine the objectives
of waging war at the strategic and operational levels and then look at
descriptive models of modern-day combatants.

62



TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY
Objectives

States employ air, sea, and ground forces to conduct military
operations that will lead to attainment of their political objectives.
The political and military objectives of the opposing sides, as well as
domestic and cultural constraints, establish the nature of the conflict.
The political objective of a war can range from demanding
unconditional surrender to asking the opponent to grant favorable
terms for an armistice. The military objective that will produce the
desired behavior on the part of the enemy will be related to the
political objective and will in turn heavily influence the campaign
plan designed to attain it. Basically, a state realizes its political
objectives when the enemy command structure (i.e., the enemy leader
or leaders) is forced by direct or indirect action to make concessions.
Control of the enemy command structure, civil and military, must be
the ultimate aim of all military operations. At the strategic and
operational levels, inducing the enemy to make the desired
concessions requires identification and attack of those parts of the
enemy state and military structure which are most essential to his
ability and desire to wage war. What concessions might the enemy be
asked to make?

An enemy can concede his right to existence, or he can concede his
desire to destroy his opponent. In between these extremes, he can
concede a province, a trade right, or his intention to conduct a
military offensive. It is important to note that most wars have dealt
with concessions far removed from conceding a right to exist. Indeed,
wars carried to this extreme have been so rare that we still refer to
them as “Carthaginian solutions.” Since most wars end with
concessions short of utter destruction, the defeated parties are left
relatively intact. Even in the extreme cases of Japan and Germany in
World War 11, the defeated states made their final concessions long
before the total destruction of their fielded military forces. Most
recently, Iraq offered to concede its right to Kuwait while its army
occupied all of the contested area.” This is a key point because it
implies a relatively high degree of rationality on the part of most
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states and military forces. That is, states and military forces make
concessions based on some kind of a cost-benefit caiculus. The
Japanese, for example, surrendered—made a concession—based on
the assessment that continuing the war would be very costly and
would not produce much benefit.

Although all states and military forces assess costs and benefits
differently, they have similar concentrations of strengths. These
strengths are centers of gravity, but they are also vulnerabilities in the
same way that Samson’s hair was at once his strength and his
weakness. When a state’s centers of gravity are put under sufficient
pressure, either the state will make appropriate concessions to relieve
the pressure (the anticipated costs of not doing so are too high for
likely gains) or it will make concessions because the pressure has
become so intense that it is no longer physically capable of continuing
its prior course.

The concept of centers of gravity is simple to grasp but difficult to
realize because of the likelihood that more than one center will exist
at any time. Further, each center will have an effect of some kind on
the others. It is also important to note that centers of gravity may in
some cases be only indirectly related to the enemy’s ability to conduct
actual military operations. As an example, a strategic center of gravity
for most states beyond the agrarian stage is the power generation
system. Without electric power, production of civil and military
goods, distribution of food and other essentials, civil and military
communication, and life in general become difficult to impossible.
Unless the stakes in the war are very high, most states will make
desired concessions when their power generation system is put under
sufficient pressure or actually destroyed. Note that destruction of the
power system may have little short-term effect at the front—if there is
a front.

Every state and military organization will have a unique set of
centers of gravity—or vulnerabilities. Nevertheless, it is possible to
create a general model as a starting place for analysis. The next few
paragraphs discuss the model in terms of rings. That is, because some
centers of gravity are more important than others, they can be laid out
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in the form of five concentric circles. The most important
element—the enemy command—is in the center circle; essential
production is second; the transportation network is third; the
population is fourth; and the fielded military forces—the shield and
spear—are fifth.

The most critical ring is the enemy command structure because it is
the only element of the enemy—whether a civilian at the seat of
government or a general directing a fleet—that can make concessions.
In fact, wars through history have been fought to change (or change
the mind of) the command structure—to overthrow the prince literally
or figuratively or to induce the command structure to make
concessions. Capturing or killing the state’s leader has frequently
been decisive. In modern times, however, it has become more
difficult—but not impossible—to capture or kill the command
element. At the same time, command communications have been
more important than ever, and these are vulnerable to attack. When
command communications suffer extreme damage, as they did in
Iraq, the leadership has great difficulty in directing war efforts. In the
case of an unpopular regime, the lack of communications not only
inhibits the bolstering of national morale but also facilitates rebellion
on the part of dissident elements.

When the command element cannot be threatened directly, the task
becomes one of applying enough indirect pressure that the command
element rationally concludes that concessions are appropriate, realizes
that further action is impossible, or becomes physically unable to
continue combat. Normally, reaching these conclusions is a function
of the degree of damage imposed on the surrounding rings. Excluding
a rational response by the enemy command element, it is possible to
render the enemy impotent by destroying one or more of the outer
strategic rings or centers of gravity.

The next most critical ring contains key production, which entails
more than just war-related industry. Indeed, war-related industry may
not be very important qua war industry in many cases. The growth in
the size of cities around the world and the necessity for electricity and
petroleum products to keep a city functioning have made these two
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commodities essential for most states. If a state’s essential industries
(or, if it has no industry of its own, its access to external sources) are
destroyed, life itself becomes difficult, and the state becomes
incapable of employing modern weapons and must make concessions.
The latter could be as little as forswearing offensive operations
outside its own borders or as much as offering total surrender.
Depending on the size of the state and the importance it attaches to its
objectives, even minor damage to essential industries may lead the
command element to make concessions. The concessions may come
because (1) damage to essential production makes fighting difficult or
impossible or (2) damage to essential production has internal political
or economic repercussions which are too costly to bear. The number
of key production targets in even a large state is reasonably small, and
all of the targets in key industries such as power production and
petroleum refining are fragile.3

The third most critical ring contains the enemy state’s
transportation system, which moves goods and communications—
civil and military—around the state’s entire area of operations. The
system includes rail lines, airlines, highways, bridges, airfields, ports,
and a number of other similar systems. For both military and civil
purposes, it is necessary to move goods, services, and information
from one point to another. If this movement becomes impossible, the
state ceases to function. Compared to key industrial systems,
transportation facilities are more numerous and more redundant; thus,
one may have to expend more effort to effectively damage the
transportation system.

The fourth most critical ring holds the population and its food
sources. Moral objections aside, it is difficult to attack the population
directly because targets are too numerous and in many cases—
especially in a police state—the population may be willing to suffer
grievously before it will turn on its own government. Indirect attack
on the population, such as North Vietnam used against the United
States, may be effective, especially if the target country has a
relatively low interest in the outcome of the war.
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The last ring holds the fielded military forces of the state. Although
one tends to think of military forces as the most vital element in war,
in fact they are a means to an end. That is, their only function is to
protect their own inner rings or to threaten those of an enemy. One
can certainly persuade a state to make concessions by reducing its
fielded military forces. Indeed, if all of its fielded forces are
destroyed, it may have to make the ultimate concession simply
because the command element knows that its inner rings have become
defenseless and open to destruction. This view of fielded forces is not
a classical one, in large part because the majority of the classical
writing and thinking on warfare has been done by Continental
soldiers whose only choice was to contend with enemy armies.
Modern technology, however, makes possible new and politically
powerful options that in fact can put fielded forces into the category
of means and not ends.

In most cases, all the rings exist in the order presented, but
reaching more than one or two of the outer ones with military means
may not be possible. For example, by the end of 1943 the Germans
were incapable of making serious attacks on anything but the fourth
and fifth rings (population and fielded forces) of their primary
enemies because they did not have a useful long-range attack
capability. The Japanese could attack only the fifth ring (fielded
forces) of their primary enemies. Conversely, the Allies could attack
every German and Japanese ring of vulnerability. The Iraqis had an
even more difficult problem: they could not reach any of their
principal foe’s strategic rings unless the United States chose to put its
fielded forces in harm’s way. For states, like Iraq, that cannot employ
military weapons against their enemy’s strategic centers, the only
recourse is to attack indirectly, through psychological or un-
conventional warfare.

It is imperative to remember that all actions are aimed against the
mind of, the enemy command. Thus, one does not conduct an attack
against industry or infrastructure because of the effect it might or
might not have on fielded forces. Rather, one undertakes such an
attack for its direct effect on national leaders and commanders who
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must assess the cost of rebuilding, the effect on the state’s economic
position in the postwar period, the internal political effect on their
own survival, and the cost versus the potential gain from continuing
the war. The essence of war is to apply pressure against the enemy’s
innermost strategic ring—its command structure. Military forces are a
means to an end. Dealing with enemy military forces is pointless if
they can be bypassed—by strategy or technology, either in the
defense or offense.

Before continuing, we must ask ourselves if there are any states
that do not have all five rings or centers of gravity. The further back
we go in history, the more we find that the second, third, and fourth
rings decreased in importance or disappeared entirely. As an example,
when William the Conqueror developed his campaign plan for the
conquest of England, he could not have identified key production,
critical transportation, or the population as centers of gravity. King
Harold II and his army constituted the only real centers of
gravity—neither the state nor the army depended on key production;
little or no transportation system was needed to serve the meager
needs of the state or army; and the people had little to say about
Harold’s policies (and perhaps didn’t care). William’s only choice,
therefore, was to clash with Harold and his army. Todays, it is difficult
to imagine a similar situation; we have all-—even in the third
world—become too dependent on elaborate production and
transportation systems for both our daily subsistence and our ability
to fight. The one exception may occur when an entire people rises up
to conduct a defensive battle against an invader. If the people are
sufficiently motivated, they may be able to fight for an extended
period by using the resources naturally available to them. This may be
possible for the defense but not for the offense.

To this point, we have discussed centers of gravity that we tend to
identify as “strategic.” Operational-level commanders may be told
that their objective is to attack strategic centers of gravity. On the
other hand, the commanders may be forced to deal with the enemy’s
fielded military forces if they cannot reach strategic centers without
first removing enemy defenses or if their political masters will not
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permit them to attack strategic centers. In such instances, they must
still concentrate on the centers of gravity.

Centers of gravity exist not only at the strategic level, but also at
the operational level and, indeed, are very similar. At the operational
level, the goal is still to induce the enemy operational-level
commanders to make concessions—such as retreating, surrendering,
or giving up an offense. Like the state command structure, however,
the operational commanders have rings of vulnerability—or centers
of gravity—surrounding them. In fact, each major element of their
command will also have similar centers of gravity.

The focus of war operations must be on the enemy leadership.
When the leaders, whether in the nation’s capital or in the field,
believe they are defeated or bested, the nation or forces they lead are
beaten—at least until a new leadership is installed. To affect the
enemy leadership, we must understand what the enemy looks like
conceptually. If we accept the idea that the enemy leader is
surrounded by centers of gravity, we can think more clearly about
how to affect him. By thinking in these larger strategic and
operational-level terms, we simplify our tasks enormously. We may
not have to find and destroy 30,000 tanks if we can destroy their few
hundred associated fuel or ammunition distribution points. We may
not have to destroy the few hundred fuel distribution points if we can
immobilize an entire society by destroying dozens of electrical
generation systems. And we may not need to destroy dozens of
electrical generation systems if we can capture, kill, or isolate the
enemy leader. Our task is to look and work as close to the center of
the enemy’s operational and strategic rings as possible. When we
have identified where the real centers of gravity lie, we must then
decide how best to strike those centers. If we go through this process
honestly and rigorously, we can be confident that we have crafted a
good campaign which will lead to realization of the political aims of
the war with the 1east cost in blood and treasure—to both sides.
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The Air Campaign against Iraq

Gen Norman Schwarzkopf attacked every one of Iraq’s strategic
rings with the exception of population, going to great lengths to avoid
hurting Iraqi civilians and succeeding admirably in that effort. A short
recap of the effects of attacking the strategic rings of Iraq is useful in
understanding the implications for the future.

The coalition attacked the command ring—the Saddam Hussein
regime—by striking at its command centers, its communications, and
its many internal control mechanisms. The major source of Iraqi
communications—the telephone system—went out in the first
minutes of the war. Likewise, the national television system was an
early casualty, which meant that the regime lost one of the most
effective modern public communications media. The Iraqi
communications system was very good and very hard—probably built
to survive a nuclear war. However, from prisoner reports we know
that within about three weeks the regime was unable to communicate
effectively with most parts of the country, including the army
deployed in Kuwait.

Internal control mechanisms were too pervasive to destroy quickly,
but the first-day attacks did considerable damage to headquarters
buildings (and presumably to files, computers, and communications).
According to current newspaper reports, serious dissident plotting
began immediately after the war started. One can presume that
impairment of the internal control mechanisms facilitated this plotting
and permitted large-scale action to take place in Kurdish areas
relatively soon after the war’s end. In addition to direct attacks on the
regime, the coalition attacked it indirectly by destroying the very
expensive nuclear, chemical, and biological warfare facilities that
Saddam thought would make him the dominant power in the region.

Coalition air attacks did not bring down the regime, but they
certainly set the stage for the widespread rebellion that may
eventually succeed politically, even though it failed militarily. The air
attacks did, however, make the regime helpless to affect the outcome
of the war. Because its facilities, personnel, and communications were
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so disrupted, it was hard-pressed to understand what was happening,
had nearly insurmountable problems in planning, and was able to
communicate only the most rudimentary instructions to agencies
within Baghdad or in other parts of the theater. Despite the obvious
success of direct attacks against the command ring, they were not
sufficient unto themselves. Attacks on the other rings were necessary
in order to impose the strategic paralysis requisite to victory.

Air attacks against key production—the second ring—were
enormously successful. The lights went out in Baghdad minutes after
the war started and have yet to regain their former intensity. As the
lights went out, military and secret police communications and
computers crashed. Subsequent attacks on other parts of Iraq’s power
production system led the Iraqis to cut off the whole national grid.
The collapse of the electric system created insurmountable difficulties
for almost every activity in Iraq that supported the war effort.
Equipment ranging from radar screens to electric typewriters was
largely dependent on long-haul power. Only a small portion of the
loss could be made up by using standby generators. It was never the
goal of the coalition to destroy Iraqi generation capability; instead, the
goal was to do only enough damage consistent with military
capabilities that Iraq would not be able to provide wartime
work-arounds or to recover with its own resources. Iraq’s postwar
dependence on massive outside technical assistance meant that the
strategic campaign would provide the coalition with long-term
leverage to help enforce the eventual peace agreement.

The next element of the second ring to come under attack was
Iraq’s oil refining capability. Here, the goal of the coalition was to
shut off the production of refined products such as gasoline, diesel
fuel, and jet fuel that would support the war effort and provide
strategic and operational mobility for Irag. As with the attacks on
electric generating plants, the plan was to limit damage as much as
possible to key parts of the refining operation so that rebuilding
would be quick when the coalition had realized its political
objectives.
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Oil refining and power production are essential to almost every
state in the world today. Undertaking and sustaining strategic
offensives—and defensives—without them is not feasible. As
mentioned previously, however, each country will normally have
unique features to its five rings. In the case of Iraq’s second ring, it
was important for the coalition to attack Iraqi nuclear, biological,
chemical, and specialty weapons production because their destruction
at once served long-term political objectives in the region and
imposed psychological stress on the regime. Success in this area was
nearly complete: nuclear and biological research production and
storage appear to be so damaged that Iraq would have to start from
the beginning to restore nuclear and biological research and
production.4 In the much larger chemical production area, the
coalition destroyed at least three-quarters of production and storage.
In the specialty weapons category, the coalition set back for years
Iraq’s production of Scuds, guidance units, liquid propellants, rocket
motors, long-bore artillery, and similar items.

In summary of the second-ring attacks, the coalition imposed
temporary strategic paralysis on Iraq and emasculated its offensive
weapons production. Without significant outside technical and
monetary assistance, Iraq cannot return to the prewar conditions that
allowed it to attack its neighbors. Assistance with repair of electric
and oil facilities can take place quickly—and is very desirable as soon
as the Iraqi government adheres to coalition terms. Conversely, it
appears unlikely that any country or firm will find either the political
or financial incentives to rebuild Iraq’s special weapons production
facilities, at least for the remainder of this century. The coalition thus
realized enormous political objectives with relatively little effort and,
due to the precision weapons generally employed against these
targets, did so with very little collateral damage and very few Iraqi
civilian casualties.

Attacks on the third ring—the transportation system—were
relatively simple in the case of Iraqg—as they are against most states at
a strategic and operational level. The most significant military and
civilian transportation systems in Iraq either originate or terminate in
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the southern part of the country. Connecting the upper part of the state
with the lower was a railroad—which moved the majority of prewar
tonnage between Baghdad and Basra—and a number of highways
passing over a series of bridges across the Tigris and Euphrates rivers.
The coalition brought rail traffic to a halt in the first week of the war
by destroying the key Euphrates rail bridge with a single bomb.
Attacks on highway bridges in the next two weeks reduced supplies to
the army in Kuwait to below the subsistence level. Of special note is
the rapidity with which the coalition destroyed nearly 50 bridges in a
four-week period.

In past wars, destroying a bridge was an enormously expensive
proposition because only direct hits were effective and bombing
accuracy before the advent of guided bombs meant that several
hundred bombs (meaning hundreds of sorties) had to be dropped in
order to have even a hope of destroying a single bridge. In other
words, before the days of guided bombs, destruction of 50 bridges
would have consumed 10,000 or more sorties; in the Gulf war, 50
bridges fell to a few hundred sorties. Likewise, in past wars, it would
have taken many months to knock out 50 bridges. As the time spent
in bombing bridges stretched out, the time available for the enemy to
rebuild or to work around the damage increased. In the case of Iraq,
the destruction of bridges was so overwhelming that repair and
significant work-around were not feasible. Although it is hard to
generalize about such matters, it is unlikely that any state or army is
prepared to redress the loss of 50 key bridges in a four-week period.
Those who doubt this statement should remember how long it took to
restore the damaged Oakland Bay bridge after the 1989 earthquake
and should consider the effect if the 50 most important bridges in the
US—including all of the ones across the Mississippi—fell within four
weeks. Such attacks on the transportation ring were so successful that
Iraq was unable to provide any significant reinforcement, resupply, or
succor to a 40-division army barely 200 miles from its capital.

The coalition announced from the beginning that its quarrel was
with the Hussein regime, not with the people of Irag—the fourth ring.
To that end, coalition forces went to extraordinary lengths to avoid
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hurting civilians. F-117 pilots attacking targets in Baghdad did not
drop unless they were positive of their target and all their systems
were functioning properly. Planners chose targets and attack vehicles
to avoid collateral damage. Although it is difficult to measure the
success of this effort, the Iraqi government was claiming only 40
people killed in Baghdad as late as the second week in the war.
Thereafter, Baghdad began to realize the potential propaganda value
of claiming civilian casualties, so subsequent figures are suspect.
Prewar estimates suggested that 400 to 2,000 civilians might die as a
result of bombs destined for military targets going astray or otherwise
affecting innocent civilians; as of now, there is no evidence to suggest
that estimate to be in error.

Although the coalition very properly chose to avoid direct attacks
on the population, it could have availed itself of an intense strategic
psychological campaign to induce the population to withdraw support
from the regime. This is a difficult area for a variety of reasons, but
one that requires increased attention.

From a strategic standpoint, the coalition identified Iraqi offensive
and defensive air forces and the Republican Guard as important in the
strategic campaign against the fifth ring—fielded forces. Although the
coalition faced a formidable air defense system, it was able to destroy
it in the first hours of the war by brilliant use of revolutionary stealth
technology. The F-117s made simultaneous attacks on nearly all the
major air defense nodes—the Iraqi air force headquarters and the air
defense operations center in Baghdad, most of the country’s sector
operations centers and their accompanying intercept operations
centers, and even some forward radars. As a result of these attacks,
combined with the first-ring attack on communications and the
second-ring attack on electricity, the Iraqi high command found itself
instantly blind, deaf, and dumb. The result: no possibility of
coordinated air opposition to the subsequent attack of nonstealth
coalition aircraft. Virtually every element of the shooting side of the
Iraqi air defense system—fighters, missiles, and antiaircraft artillery
(AAA)—was forced to operate autonomously; against the con-
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centrated attacks of the coalition, piecemeal, autonomous opposition
was futile.

The destruction of the Iraqi air force’s conventional aircraft took
more time, but because the air defense system was gone, the coalition
faced a manageable problem. It solved this problem by doing
something that many people thought aircraft shelters had made
impossible—it attacked and destroyed the Iraqi air force on the
ground. Even those Iraqi shelters believed to be proof against
anything but a direct nuclear hit proved vulnerable to special
penetrating bombs guided precisely to their targets by F-111Fs,
F-117s, A-6s, and F-15Es. The shelters built on the European model
proved vulnerable to normal ordnance. When its hardened shelters
failed so dramatically, the Iraqi air force sent some of its aircraft to
Iran and dispersed others to open areas. By the second week, the
coalition had air supremacy and was able to roam freely—above the
AAA fire—to accomplish the rest of its mission over Iraq. The loss of
air superiority put Iraq completely under the power of the coalition;
what would be destroyed and what would survive was up to the
coalition, and Iraq could do nothing. It lay as defenseless as if
occupied by a million men. For practical purposes, it had in fact
become a state occupied—ifrom the air.

Although the coalition destroyed the conventional part of the Iraqi
defensive and offensive forces quickly, it found destruction of the
Scud missiles to be much more difficult. The Iraqis clearly had a
sound and competent system for hiding mobile Scud launchers and
for firing with little or no warning. The coalition was unable to stop
Scud firing but did reduce it to manageable proportions by working
out a clever system to dispatch aircraft very quickly to locations from
which Scuds had just been fired. Subsequent attrition to Scud crews
and launchers cut firings by about 80 percent from the level of the
first few days of the war.

The last element in the fifth ring was the Republican Guard.
Although coalition attacks began the first day on Guard headquarters
and units in the field, they were never heavy or sustained enough to
destroy the deployed Guard.
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The results of the attacks on Iraq’s five strategic rings were
impressive. Well before the start of coalition ground operations, Iraq
was in a state of strategic paralysis from which it could not recover
without massive outside assistance. Only two or three countries in the
world might be able to restore themselves to prewar levels after a
comparable strategic attack; thus, Iraq’s predicament was not unique.
The effects of a successful strategic attack continue to be felt long
after the last bomb falls—which gives the attacker long-term ability to
exercise control over his enemy. The coalition imposed strategic
paralysis on Iraq with just over 10,000 sorties and just over 20,000
tons of bombs.” Compare this 20,000 tons with the over 8 million tons
dropped on Vietnam in seven years and the 200,000 tons dropped on
Germany’s 69 oil refineries over a 12-month period. By the end of the
strategic campaign, Iraq had lost the capability to maintain its forces
in Kuwait, to conduct offensive operations anywhere, to restore a
prewar strategic position and standard of living for its people, to
defend itself against coalition attacks, to communicate effectively
internally or externally, to move significant military units internally,
and to prevent multiple uprisings in long-quiescent areas.

In the Gulf war, the coalition wanted Iraq to withdraw from
Kuwait—and to lose the military hardware employed in the invasion
and occupation. To ensure realization of this goal, the coalition
decided to accompany the strategic attacks with direct air attacks
against the Iraqi army in Kuwait. The results were again impressive.
In some 38 days of air operations, coalition forces destroyed in excess
of 60 percent of Iraq’s deployed tanks, armored personnel carriers,
artillery, and trucks. The Iraqis lost much equipment, whether it was
on the move or dispersed and buried in the desert. The number of
Iraqi soldiers killed or wounded by air operations is unknown, but
prisoner interrogations have made clear that desertions inspired by the
air operations brought personnel strengths in most units to well below
50 percent.

As mentioned above, the coalition had established air superiority
over Iraqi aircraft through the strategic campaign. As coalition air
forces began to operate over Kuwait, they made a concerted effort to
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knock out enemy radar-controlled weapons. This accomplished, the
coalition owned the skies over Kuwait; further, by operating above
10,000 feet, it was also nearly immune to Iragi AAA and
infrared-guided surface-to-air missiles. The Iraqi army was unable to
protect itself and could only hope that Hussein would order it to
withdraw before suffering total destruction from coalition air attacks.
The army was completely defenseless, a point mentioned repeatedly
in prisoner interrogations as having had a devastating effect on
morale.

Saddam Hussein faced a vexing problem. His strength was in his
very capable army, which was judged to be one of the best defensive
armies in the world. For an army to prevail on defense, however,
someone must attack it. The coalition to this point had refused to
engage on the ground, preferring to use its aircraft, which the Iraqi
army was powerless to stop. Saddam’s strategy was heavily
dependent on significant ground warfare that would impose enough
casualties on the coalition to break its political will. He was desperate
for the ground war to begin, but General Schwarzkopf steadfastly
refused to accommodate him. In a calculated attempt to ignite the
ground war, Saddam launched an offensive at Khafji, Saudi Arabia.

The Iraqi plan appears to have been as follows: On the first night,
take over the lightly defended town of Khafji; on the second night,
strike south with a corps to provoke a coalition counteroffensive and
then withdraw to pull the coalition counteroffensive into well-
prepared Iraqi defenses in Kuwait. The expected result: high coalition
casualties. The story of the first night of Khafji is well known; not so
well known is the second night, when the Iragis assembled at least
two divisions (armored and mechanized) just inside the Kuwait
border north of Khafji. Unfortunately for Iraq, the coalition
discovered the assembly and dispatched aircraft to attack it. After
several hours, the Iraqis had suffered such heavy casualties that they
began a withdrawal; in the process, they lost the majority of their
divisions. In a single night, air power destroyed a corps-sized force
and stopped a major offensive before it ever crossed into enemy
territory.
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When the coalition ground campaign began on 23 February 1991,
the Iragi army was devoid of communications and supplies, had no
way to move, had no idea what was happening, and had no desire to
fight. Thus, the air campaign had imposed not only strategic paralysis
on the whole state of Iraq but had imposed operational paralysis on
the army in Kuwait. This disaster befell Iraq during the worst weather
of the year, which was also the worst weather observed in the last 14
years over Baghdad and Kuwait.

Momentous Events of the Air War

With fewer than | percent of the bombs dropped on Vietnam, the
coalition air campaign imposed strategic and operational paralysis on
Iraq. Air power defeated ground power and held the line on the
second night of the battle at Khafji. The coalition air offensive proved
to be unstoppable. Precision weapons in conjunction with stealth
made it possible to achieve maneuver, mass, and concentration on an
entirely unprecedented scale. The coalition conducted the first true
“inside to outside” war, beginning with the most important central
ring in Baghdad and working its way to the outermost ring of fielded
forces. Such a war was in marked contrast to wars of the past that by
necessity started with the outermost ring and then worked their way
painfully to the innermost ring of the capital. Air superiority allowed
the coalition to do everything it chose to do on and over its territory
and on and over Iraqi territory; conversely, the Iragis could do
nothing. When Iraq lost strategic air superiority—as it did in the first
week of the war—its only hope was to sue for peace as quickly as
possible. A new kind of war had its birth in Mesopotamia.

Implications of the Gulf War

Coalition air operations are the first example in history of a pure
strategic and operational air campaign designed to be the primary
instrument in achieving the political and military objectives of war.
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The Gulf conflict was also the first example of “hyperwar”—one that
capitalizes on high technology, unprecedented accuracy, operational
and strategic surprise through stealth, and the ability to bring all of an
enemy’s key operational and strategic nodes under near-simultaneous
attack. Hyperwar is very difficult to defend against or to absorb,
which means that the offense again has clearly assumed the dominant
position in warfare. Thus, the premium for striking first is higher than
ever.

Let us recap the revolutionary developments of the Gulf war. The
two with the greatest impact are stealth and precision. Stealth
brings tactical and operational surprise back to air warfare; with
precision, one needs only a few sorties to destroy targets that would
have required many hundreds of sorties in World War II and even
in Vietnam. In the first minutes of the war, without giving any use-
ful warning to Iraq, F-117s struck sector operations centers, intercept
operations centers, key command centers, and key communi-
cations nodes. At the same time, nonstealthy but hard-to-detect
Tomahawk cruise missiles took out electricity. The effects were near
catastrophic.

Not only did the F-117s arrive in Iraq undetected, they attacked
very hard targets with precision bombs so reliable that planners had a
high expectation that a single sortie would achieve its objective. Prior
to precision, a simultaneous attack of this kind would have been
impossible, because hundreds of sorties would have been required to
produce the same level of damage to each of the targets against which
one or two F-117s were pitted. Many thousands of sorties would have
been needed to accomplish what 100 or so precision sorties accom-
plished in the first hours of the strategic air campaign—and no air
force in the world has the capability to put thousands of sorties across
an entire country in a few hours.

To precision one must add penetration. Qur bombs penetrated all of
Iraq’s hardened aircraft shelters with ease. Iraq was certainly shocked,
for it thought the best of its shelters were invulnerable to anything but
nuclear attack.
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Stealth has reinstated surprise to air war; precision has lowered the
number of sorties required by orders of magnitude; and penetration
has made almost all targets vulnerable. The day of the aircraft shelter
is over, and the day of the air offense has returned. In many ways, we
are almost back in the days before radar, when enemy aircraft were
parked in the open.

Our ability to find even an enemy deployed in the field has
increased significantly with forward looking infrared radar (FLIR) for
night and with sensors such as the joint surveillance target attack
radar system (JSTARS) aircraft. Our ability to find the enemy 24
hours a day and strike even his deployed armies with precision means
that an army which has lost air superiority is an army in mortal peril.
Each of its elements is exposed to destruction. The tank is easy to
find, easy to attack, and dependent on a huge and vulnerable supply
support structure. The Gulf war represented but the first installment:
in its air attacks against the Iraqi field army, the coalition destroyed
over 50 percent of the tanks, trucks, armored personnel carriers, and
artillery pieces; forced over half its personnel to flee; sundered its
tactical communications; immobilized it; and broke its will to fight.
Conditions will vary, but it seems reasonable to presume that the
same thing can be done against other armies in other places.

Some people are wary of drawing too many lessons from a single
war or battle, although many vital lessons have flowed from isolated
events in the past. The following are examples of lessons that should
have been obvious at the time but were subsequently ignored, with
great loss of life: the effect of the long bow on French heavy cavalry
at Agincourt; the difficulty of attacking the trenches around
Richmond; the carnage wrought by the machine gun in the
Russo-Japanese War; the value of the tank as demonstrated at
Cambrai; and the effectiveness of aircraft against ships as shown by
the sinking of the Ostfriesland in tests after World War I. In today’s
world—or more properly in tomorrow’s world—where information
flows so rapidly and technology changes so fast, we do not have the
luxury of waiting for 10 replications of an event before we decide that
real lessons exist.
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Such is the case in the Gulf war, wherein a revolution took place
that we ignore at our peril. With certainty, other countries understand
that something very different happened, and they will move quickly
to develop defenses or to acquire a similar offensive capability.
Fortunately for us, duplication of the technology, organization,
theory, and training that brought us one of the great military victories
of history is so expensive and requires such an extraordinarily broad
scientific, military, and industrial base that it may take two decades
for another country or countries to develop equal offensive
capabilities or to construct appropriate defenses. We must use this
respite to make more than marginal improvements in our capabilities.

Twenty years from now, we ought to be prepared with theory,
technology, and training that permit us to wage another
revolutionarily different war. What the next revolution will look like
is up to us. It may include high-altitude, hypersonic aircraft that
operate directly from the United States. It may include stealthy
aircraft that operate from high altitudes of 80,000 feet or even higher
(obviating the defenses that will be developed against our first
generation of relatively low altitude stealth aircraft). It may include
precision weapons designators that are immune to bad weather. And it
may include whole new classes of nonlethal weapons. If we fail to
develop a new revolutionary capability, if we bask in our great
victory, if we refuse to accept the Gulf war as a milestone in history,
then we risk losing the war of 2014—and that war may be for even
higher stakes than the war of 1991.

Conclusion

The world has just witnessed a new kind of warfare—hyperwar. It
has seen air power become dominant. It has seen unequivocally how
defenseless a state becomes when it loses control of the air over its
territories and forces. It has seen the awesome power of the air
offensive—and the near impossibility of defending against it. It has
seen a demonstration of the validity of strategic attack theory. It has
seen a war waged primarily against things but one that produced
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remarkably few casualties, especially considering the outcome. For
the next two decades—and perhaps for much longer—an American
commander, whether the president in Washington or a general in the
field, will turn first to air power, just as did President George Bush
and Gen Norman Schwarzkopf. We have moved from the age of the
horse and the sail through the age of the battleship and the tank to the
age of the airplane. Like its illustrious ancestors, the airplane will
have its day in the sun, and then it too shall be replaced. Sic transit
gloria mundi.

Notes

1. Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. Michael Howard and Peter
Paret (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976), 95.

2. Iraq announced its willingness to begin withdrawal negotiations in
mid-February 1991, just after the coalition attack on Iraq’s Al Firdos command
center. At that time, Iraqi losses in Kuwait were probably in the vicinity of 15 to 20
percent of major equipment, but Saddam Hussein was beginning to realize that his
country, army, and cause were doomed.

3. Superficially, Allied attacks on German industry in World War II would
seem to contradict the idea that essential industry is fragile. In that conflict,
however, bombing accuracy was not good; more than half of all bombs missed their
targets by well over 1,000 yards. When accuracies are improved so that more than
half of all bombs fall within a few feet of their target, as did the majority of those
aimed at petroleum and electric targets in Iraq, it becomes clear that what took
thousands of sorties and many tons of bombs can now be accomplished with orders
of magnitude less effort.

4. Iraq could easily have hidden small quantities of already-manufactured
nuclear or biological weapons parts—and could assemble those parts in relative
secrecy. Capability to do new production or research, however, appears virtually nil.

5. These figures are approximations and include only the bombs dropped on
Iraq proper.
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The Role of the US Air Force
in the Employment of Air Power

Maj Gen Charles D. Link, USAF

The essays collected in this book reflect the extent to which the
debate over air power—supported by a wide range of diverse and
strongly held opinion—remains active and intense. These remarks
attempt to rationalize or make more understandable this range of
opinion.

Although the interest level among the participants in the debate
over air power is uniformly high, the level of comprehension may not
be. Many people are simply not prepared to think about air power at
the level of abstraction that is routine for such authorities as Gen
Larry D. Welch and Gen Glenn A. Kent. These men have spent a
lifetime thinking about air power. When the rest of us attempt to
apply our relatively elemental understanding of air power in more
complex discussions, we are sometimes frustrated by discontinuities
which result quite naturally from our not having thoroughly
understood the underlying theses which support the assumptions of
the higher-level arguments.

A case in point is Clausewitz, who ministers to the military’s
professional need for coherent, rational analysis of what are basically
irrational acts. We officers work hard to apply the reason and logic of
Clausewitz to the military affairs of the United States. As critics often
note, we sometimes fail. But this failure is not always a function of
military incompetence; more often, it is the result of our attempt to
apply principles envisioned largely for implementation by authori-
tarian sovereigns to a government of checks and balances, which
functions only on the basis of broad consensus. In that regard, a book
such as this one serves the vital purpose of helping to inform the
public debate in ways that increase the likelihood of wise public
choices. Some of that responsibility for informing the public debate
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certainly falls to the military itself. Air University, for example,
emphasizes that responsibility as part of the process of professional
military education.

In that regard, another case in point is the definition of air power.
The underlying question is, Does the United States Air Force have
proprietary rights to air power? Of course, the answer is no, but a
simple answer is deceiving. A brief review of the basis of organizing
for the common defense of the United States would be helpful here.

Why are there three departments and four services? I submit that
this division is simply a function of task organization. Americans
inherited an understanding of the need for specialization in the two
mediums of warfare which prevailed in the time our nation was
founded. Land warfare and sea warfare were both characterized by,
and limited to, two dimensions of maneuver on the earth’s surface.
The invention of the airplane and its subsequent military use required
the development and cultivation of a new competence, a new
expertise in the employment of air power, and a new force
characterized by three-dimensional maneuverability. When we add
speed and range to three-dimensional maneuver, we find that we have
altered in a fundamental way the time-honored understanding of the
principles of mass and maneuver. Before air power, mass and
maneuver were competing principles. The outcome of battles
frequently hinged on the careful selection and timing of one, always
at the expense of the other. The full development of modern air power
permits today’s commander to employ the principles of mass and
maneuver simultaneously and complementarily—a circumstance
unique to air power.

The three departments, then, are charged with the exploitation of
their associated mediums of warfare—land, sea, and air. The
Department of the Navy has further specialized within the sea
medium to address the requirements of amphibious warfare—hence,
the Marine Corps.

The services associated with each of the departments operate
platforms in the aerospace medium, and rightly so. The Air Force has
no designs on these platforms, but it must be clearly understood
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that—except in the case of the Air Force—these platforms are
envisioned, acquired, and then dedicated to the specific support of the
operations of the associated land, sea, or amphibious mediums. Only
the Air Force looks at air power from the perspective of the
department charged with fully exploiting the entire aerospace medium
in the nation’s security interests.

In his essay for this book, Dr Edward N. Luttwak reminds us that
the dreams of early air power prophets were not in error but merely
postponed. Roughly 60 years ago, Giulio Douhet had the audacity to
argue that instead of using air power to protect the army so it could do
its job, one should use the army to allow the massing of air power to
win the war. Given the events of the recent war with Iraq, that should
sound quite familiar.

How does all this relate to the concept of jointness? First, jointness
in the operational context is not a useful measure of military
effectiveness. One could pile up the corpses of all the troops who
have been killed by jointness in all wars and not be troubled by their
presence. Enemy dead generally exhibit the effect of shock, blast,
heat, or fragmentation of weapons first envisioned by specialists in
one or another of the mediums of warfare. Jointness in the operational
context is a measure of efficiency rather than -effectiveness.
Admittedly, efficiency is an appropriate pursuit of those of us who are
concerned with military effectiveness, but it is not a substitute for
effectiveness. Further, jointness is not a substitute for high levels of
competence in a particular medium of warfare but rests on an
appropriate degree of integration of these highly developed
specialized competencies.

Is it not ironic that Air Force officers in the post Goldwater-Nichols
time frame find themselves taking great care to address the successful
air campaign of the Desert Shield/Desert Storm operations in such
self-abnegating terms? We are specifically encouraged by those who
wish us well to be circumspect and unassuming about the relative
importance of the contribution of the United States Air Force to the
“joint” air campaign. It is indeed ironic because, of all the services,
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the Air Force has the greatest stake in jointness, as well as an
established record of serious commitment to jointness.

Jointness is important to the Air Force because of the versatility of
air power. Everybody wants some. The Air Force depends on the
judgement of the joint commander—the theater commander—
illuminated by the broader responsibilities inherent to high command,
to make sound decisions with regard to the allocation of theater air
power assets. Without the joint commander’s broad insight, air power
assets are peculiarly vulnerable to parceling—to effective
subordination to subtheater objectives based in two-dimensional
operations. In such instances, air power can become little more than
very expensive artillery.

The fact of the matter is that air power is the valuable commodity
of combat. For example, air superiority may not be sufficient, in and
of itself, to meet the theater commander’s objectives—but it is
necessary. With it, all is possible—without it, all is at risk. The
extraordinary battlefield value of air power flows from its inherent
and prevailing versatility. It is fundamentally important to understand
the simple fact that air power can compensate for inadequacies in land
power and sea power in much greater measure than either or both of
these can compensate for inadequacies in air power.

This capability must be brought first to the joint commander and
then—only as a matter of the commander’s judgement—to the
support of missions of the other components of the assigned forces.
Granted, the joint force air component commander may not be an Air
Force officer. When this is the case, the commander brings an air
power perspective which has been largely developed within a
two-dimensional construct of ground-maneuver support, amphibious
warfare, or fleet defense. On the other hand, if we in the Air Force do
our jobs right, an Air Force officer serving as the joint force air
component commander will bring an unsurpassed competence in the
employment of air power across the spectrum of theater
missions—from the strategic to the tactical, from airlift to bombard-
ment, and from space to the surface of the planet.
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I am proud to be an Air Force officer. I am especially proud to be
part of the service whose superior competence in organizing, training,

and equipping her forces contributed so substantially to the success of
Desert Shield and Desert Storm.
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Introduction

The Gulf war has taught American political and military leaders,
not to mention the general public, that the United States will require a
credible and potent power projection capability to respond to threats
to its national security interests around the globe. As the authors in
this section affirm, the US has to concentrate on the important lessons
of the Gulf war, yet avoid any sense of complacency over its
spectacular success. Within this context, they look to the possibilities
of future conflict that may face the US in the next decade and beyond.

Dr Williamson Murray provides a historical summary of the uses
and misuses of US air power since World War II. He looks back to
the early days of the US Air Force and identifies deficiencies in
doctrine and force structure that had a deleterious impact on
American air power performance in two conflicts: “The air war in
both Korea and Vietnam raised fundamental issues conflicting with
USAF perceptions of how war should look. Adaptation was slow and
hesitant; the US lost one of those wars and tied the other.” The
misreading of a lesson from World War II—that strategic bombing
was highly effective—and the belief that nuclear bombardment was
the only likely form of air war against the Soviet Union “hindered the
preparation and utilization of air power in conflicts in which the
United States has engaged.”

According to Dr Murray, the emphasis on nuclear war with the
Soviet Union overshadowed the crucial doctrinal lessons of World
War II that were directly applicable to air power employment in
conflicts like Korea and Vietnam. When war broke out in Korea, the
Air Force—which had almost abandoned its Tactical Air
Command—had to relearn many of the lessons of World War II. The
Air Force experienced similar problems in the Vietnam War. There, it
struggled to carry out an effective tactical air campaign against
insurgent and highly evasive conventional forces by using
“fighter-bombers [that] were designed and [whose] air crews [were]
trained for high-speed delivery of tactical nuclear weapons.” Murray
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observes that the Air Force’s exchange ratio between 1965 and 1968
with the North Vietnamese MiG-21s was an “incredibly low” 1:2.29,
whereas in Korea it had been between 1:7 and 1:10.

Lt Gen Michael A. Nelson emphasizes the importance of power
projection capabilities by reviewing some of the lessons learned in the
Gulf conflict and by examining some of the systems and capabilities
the United States is pursuing for the future. He points out that the
great nations of history have possessed power projection capacity
superior to that of their adversaries. Such was the case with Rome and
Great Britain. A central element in developing this power projection
capability has been superior technology, which allowed those states to
intervene in conflicts over great distances.

Today, the important power projection variables are speed and lift
capacity, as witnessed in the Gulf war. As General Nelson notes, the
US Air Force deployed the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing, airborne
warning and control system (AWACS) aircraft, and tankers within 34
hours after receiving the order from President George Bush. The
buildup of forces was immense, and the Air Force—through airlifters
of the Military Airlift Command and tankers of the Strategic Air
Command—was able to haul 46 percent of all combat forces
stationed in the continental United States to the Persian Gulf.

For General Nelson, the lessons learned in the Gulf operation were
severalfold. Of critical importance was the provision for a single air
commander who had total operational control over the air campaign.
Additionally, key technological advantages were exploited, including
precision guided munitions and stealth, excellent intelligence-
collection capabilities, superior communications, and the effective use
of space assets for a variety of purposes. The top-notch performance
of the US Air Force and ground forces demonstrated that dollars
allotted in the 1980s for training, readiness, and spare parts were well
spent.

General Nelson offers a caveat for Americans who have developed
an overly sanguine picture of future conflict from the experience in
the Gulf. He asserts that “16 January 1991 was the right time,
Southwest Asia was the right place, and Saddam Hussein was the
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right opponent.” It would be folly to assume that the next conflict will
provide such favorable circumstances.

Gen Glenn A. Kent agrees with General Nelson and the other
contributors to this volume that the new international security
environment “mandates the objectives of quickly projecting sea
power, air power, and ground power to the far reaches of the globe
and of being able—once forces are deployed—to sustain
high-intensity operations as required.” He proposes that the US
follow four critical stages in the next war:

e Project effective firepower early on (within a few hours).
e Project massive firepower soon thereafter (hours to days).

e Deploy very capable ground forces (days to weeks).

¢ Sustain high-intensity combat operations as long as required.

General Kent sketches a notional conflict that breaks out on 2
August 1998 and involves an invading Iraqi army bent on
conquering not only Kuwait but also Saudi Arabia. The Iraqis,
as Kent’s scenario proceeds, “did not stop to park in the sand at
the border,” but proceeded into Saudi Arabia. The US commits
forces immediately with three operational objectives: “(1) disrupt
the enemy command and control, (2) slow or halt the invading
armies, and (3) maintain the viability of the ports and airfields.” In
the scenario, once the US achieves air superiority, it concentrates
on utilizing its massively enhanced airlift capacity to ferry troops
and armor into the theater of operations. The United States is able
to prevail because the planning and acquisition process had added
“truly superior forces” to the US Air Force over the previous eight
years.

In his paper, Gen Larry D. Welch reviews the challenges of
low-intensity conflict (LIC) to American air power. He points out
that the emphasis on LIC grew out of revolutionary strategy
prosecuted by the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, a threat no
longer extant. Although the LIC challenge was a real one, he
asserts that in the last 30 years,
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low-intensity conflict solutions have never been particularly effective. Most
of the problems addressed as LIC have either been too big—forcing military
escalation—or beyond military solution (e.g., essentially internal political or
economic problems).

General Welch sees the era of low-intensity warfare as a thing of
the past, while the most pressing challenges to the US military will be
a conflict of midintensity “in areas where the issues are intense and
intractable—the Middle East and South Asia.” The United States will
intervene in a manner “to commit overwhelming forces at any level of
conflict to control the level of violence and to resolve the issue
quickly.” General Welch believes that air power is well suited to this
“preferred ‘American way of war’: short, decisive, as bloodless as
possible for US ground forces.”
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Air Power since World War 11
Consistent with Doctrine?

Dr Williamson Murray

Early in 1991 we saw an awesome display of military technology
and force employment. Quite literally, 40 days of pounding by allied
air forces removed whatever inclination the Iraqi army might have
had to stand its ground and fight in Kuwait. Nevertheless, before we
abandon ourselves to reveries that military power is no longer needed
or—even more dangerously—to the belief that everything worked so
well that we can escape serious analysis of our efforts, we should take
a long, hard look at what we are about and what we believe the
purpose of air power to be.' This essay aims to suggest certain
historical and doctrinal problems that have substantially hindered the
understanding of the nature of war by airmen since 1945 and that
have consequently hindered the preparation and utilization of air
power in conflicts in which the United States has engaged.

Our victory over Iraq, at an almost unbelievably low cost,
represents a relatively small success in comparison to the changes that
shook Eastern Europe in the fall of 1989. Those events, which ended
Soviet hegemony, were the culmination of 40-plus years of deterrence
that locked the Soviet Union and its massive military machine within
the confines of a self-imposed iron curtain. To make deterrence work,
America’s military institutions prepared with single-minded
determination for Armageddon with their Soviet counterparts. Much
of that effort involved the design and preparation of nuclear forces to
fight and, if necessary, to win a nuclear war—if such a conflict could
conceivably be considered winnable. From B-29s through B-52s to
the B-1 and perhaps the B-2 of tomorrow, the US Air Force poured
the national treasure as well as its intellectual lifeblood into preparing
for a war that only madmen could have wished to unleash. Similarly,
the preparation of missile forces placed an emphasis on a nuclear war
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that never happened. That such a war never occurred should not
mislead us as to the immense contribution that those forces made to
stability and peace in the world. Without that credible nuclear threat,
there is no doubt that the Soviet Union would have embarked on
extraordinarily dangerous ventures with its preponderant conventional
forces.

Unfortunately, preparations for a nuclear war had other
consequences for how the USAF prepared for war in other arenas and
against other potential opponents. The overwhelming concern with
the Soviet Union created a mind-set—a paradigm if you will—that
has largely guided how American airmen have thought—and still do
think, for the most part—about war.” Through the late 1960s, the
emphasis within the Air Force remained firmly concentrated on
Strategic Air Command (SAC); indeed, beyond the strategic mission,
the other missions of the Air Force seemed puny. In the post-Vietnam
era, other voices beyond SAC’s came to dominate the Air Force, but
those argued in terms of a conventional conflict over central Europe,
a conflict in which we would win air superiority over the battlefield
and then with the help of the Army’s AirLand Battle sufficiently
batter Warsaw Pact forces to end the conflict before it went nuclear.
In the background, SAC continued to serve as a waming to the
Soviets about the consequences of escalation or the possibility of
American response should Soviet arms prove too successful in the
conventional arena.

Both of these approaches had important consequences in how the
USAF thought about and prepared for war in this period. Firstly, the
emphasis on nuclear war with the Soviet Union resulted in a failure to
come to grips with many of the crucial doctrinal lessons of World
War II that were directly applicable to air power employment in the
postwar world. Secondly, the stress on nuclear war resulted in an
engineering, technological bias. As a result, the USAF’s doctrinal
conceptions across the spectrum were dominated by quantitative
rather than psychological or historical factors. These two facets of the
reaction to the nuclear world represent major themes throughout the
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remainder of this essay, but let us expand on them before we move to
an analysis of the historical evidence.

The conduct of World War II raised substantial questions about the
claims of airmen and air theorists in the 1920s and 1930s that air
power, at least in a conventional sense, would be the decisive
weapon of the next war.” The prolonged, five-year campaign of
British and American air power against Germany, along with the land
and sea campaigns, suggested a more complex picture. The analysis
of the strategic bombing campaign was left to historians and
academicians with strong biases against air power. Most of their
words argued that the air campaign, at least in its strategic
application, had proven to be a waste of resources.” The newly
created Air Force did support a history of its efforts in World War I,
but neither its postwar planning nor its doctrine was influenced
greatly by historical “lessons learned.”” In fact, general trends in
USAF thinking after the war rejected the lessons of World War II in
favor of the belief that nuclear weapons had now allowed air power to
achieve a level of effectiveness claimed by its prophets before the
war. Even as sophisticated an Air Force officer as Gen Lauris Norstad
claimed that the advent of nuclear weapons would result in tactical air
power having little role in future warfare N

Consequently, airmen again looked to their weapons to provide a
uniquely new form of warfare in which the traditional attributes of
military power were no longer relevant.” The nature of a possible
nuclear war remained largely opaque, however, because of the
exponential increase of destructive firepower that nuclear weapons
represented. Consequently, much of the military effort in regard to
nuclear war resulted in an emphasis on targeting. By the early 1960s,
the result was the single integrated operational plan (SIOP), an
approach to potential nuclear war emphasizing quantitative factors to
the exclusion of virtually everything else. There was, of course,
considerable interest in the civilian academic community on strategic
issues involved in nuclear war, but that interest centered on deterrence
to a general exclusion of war. Moreover, there is little indication that
the writings and arguments of civilian theorists had much influence
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on the targeting philosophy of military officers charged with
designing plans for nuclear war. Interestmgly, few academic thlnkers
on nuclear strategy exhibited much interest in historical analogues

On the technological and engineering side, the nature of both
aircraft and the systems upon which the Air Force depends served to
reinforce a quantitative emphasis. This led to some serious
misestimates on enemy capabilities in the Korean War, but its most
dangerous impact came during the Vietnam War. In that conflict, the
creation of numerical criteria by which the Air Force measured
success—admittedly driven by Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara’s bizarre lack of understanding of either military
institutions or the nature of war—in some cases was counter-
productive to the actual conduct of operations, particularly in a
war so heavily dependent on political factors.

Since the subject of this essay is doctrine, it will be useful to say a
few words on the creation and importance of doctrine to military
organizations, as well as USAF attitudes over this period.lo The
current Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of
the United States Air Force, defines doctrine as stating “the most
fundamental and enduring beliefs which describe and guide the
proper use of aerospace forces in military action.”"" Unfortunately,
over the period since 1945, the Air Force has been generally cavalier
in its approach to its basic doctrine, certainly in comparison to the
Army and the Marine Corps.12 Its clearest manual was written in
1943. As recently as 1979, it produced a doctrinal manual that a
number of Air Force officers derisively but quite correctly described
as “a comic-book version.” " Nevertheless, whatever the failing of
doctrinal manuals to articulate a coherent and consistent philosophy
of war or of air power, the Air Force did evolve a general consensus
and doctrine expressed in its actions and preparations for war. And
those preparations—as this essay initially suggested—reflected the
shifting paradigm of war against the Soviet Union: initially one of
massive nuclear war but then shifting to a graduated response,
beginning with conventional war in Western Europe and escalating up
the ladder. Unfortunately, that paradigm did little to prepare the Air
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Force, in a doctrinal sense, for the wars that it would have to
fight—first in Korea and then in Southeast Asia.

When World War II ended, the Army Air Forces had amassed
considerable experience in the employment of air power from
strategic bombing to tactical missions that significantly enhanced
employment of ground and naval forces. Yet, so strong was the pull
of nuclear weapons, along with the inclination to return to comforting
theories of prewar air power prophets, that almost immediately the
new service’s leadership shunned the tactical missions that had played
so significant a role in World War II. Even before Hiroshima, Gen
Frederic H. Smith, Jr., deputy chief of the Air Staff, argued against
creation of a tactical air force in the postwar period; such a state of
affairs was “‘fallacious in principle and dangerous in implication’.” 1

In the acrimonious debates after 1945, Air Force senior leaders
argued strenuously against the creation of a tactical air command. In
October 1947 Gen Carl Spaatz suggested that “strategic and tactical
aircraft” were essentially “interchangeable” and that as a consequence
there was no requirement to create a separate command structure that
would use up scarce resources." Admittedly, much of the problem—
up to the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950—Ilay in severe
shortages of resources in the retrenchment following World War II.
Given the perceptions and long-range reality of the Soviet threat, the
heavy emphasis on SAC’s requirements was natural and wise.
Nevertheless, the evidence suggests that more than just financial
difficulties underlay the efforts to downgrade tactical air power and
air defense.

In 1948 Tactical Air Command (TAC), having been on a starvation
diet for the previous three years, found itself relegated to becoming an
operational headquarters under Continental Air Command. It survived
only because the Air Force needed a functional means to coordinate
with the Army and Navy.16 TAC’s innovative and brilliant first
leader, Gen Elwood Quesada, soon found himself shuffled off to
meaningless assignments and eventually into retirement to run the
Federal Aviation Administration. Even within TAC, shortly after
World War II, little sense of the importance of tactical air power to
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US defense capabilities remained. Gen William Momyer, then a
colonel and an assistant chief of staff at Headquarters TAC, argued
that TAC would be committed in hostilities only if “the atomic
offensive failed and the war degenerated into a conventional
air-surface action.” That would not occur, according to his estimate,
until at least two years after hostilities began. Moreover, Momyer saw
no role for TAC’s fighter assets in supporting SAC; only Air Defense
Command might possibly use TAC’s fighters in war.'” In early 1950
Gen Hoyt S. Vandenberg went so far as to argue, in direct contra-
diction of historical lessons of World War II, that air superiority was
not a prerequisite to conducting a strategic bombing calmpaign.18

The Korean War, however, suggested the weaknesses in Air Force
doctrine. That conflict remained limited; the American government
did not countenance the employment of nuclear weapons; and in most
respects air power found itself employed in a broad spectrum of
missions that mostly reflected the needs of the joint arena. Gen Omar
Bradley set the mood of much of the American military towards the
war when he remarked that the conflict was “‘the wrong war, at the
wrong place, at the wrong time, and with the wrong enemy’”; that
comment certainly summed up the attitude of much of the USAF
leadership.19 It was not a war for which the USAF had prepared. On
the level of national strategic policy, the US had real strategic reasons
for wanting to protect the southern portions of the Korean Peninsula
from Kim Il Sung’s grasp; certainly in terms of protecting American
interests in Japan, the war made sense. Moreover, the limits that were
imposed prevented an expansion of the war into a far more dangerous
conflict against China and perhaps even the Soviet Union—an
escalation that might have resulted in the use of nuclear weapons.

The Korean War turned into an air war for which American air
power was generally unprepared. Across the board, from aircraft to
training to doctrine to employment concepts, the USAF had to relearn
many of the lessons of World War Il. As American ground forces
found themselves hastily committed to stemming the onrush of North
Korean forces towards Pusan, USAF aircraft from Japan attempted to
interdict the flow of supplies and to provide support for hard-pressed,
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ill-trained ground troops. Meanwhile, B-29s rushed from continental
US bases to attack North Korea. But the lack of prewar training and
clear doctrinal conceptions seriously hindered early air efforts:

The results . . . were often disastrous. American pilots attacked a column of
thirty ROK [Republic of Korea] trucks, killing two hundred South Korean
troops. An American officer working with an ROK unit said he was attacked
by “friendly” aircraft five times in one day. . . . Four Australian planes blew
up an ammunition train heading north to supply ROK units. Nine boxcars of
vital ammunition were destroyf:d.z0

Nevertheless, air operations—if they could not halt the enemy—did
underline the importance of air power. American aircraft quickly
disposed of the Yaks and Stormoviks that the North Koreans
possessed and thus gained general air superiority over the peninsula.
This then allowed B-29s to hammer North Korean industrial and
transportation sites. The sustained air offensive, however, did not
prove decisive; it made the counterattack of US ground forces easier
and, along with the Inchon landings, contributed to the collapse of
Communist forces around Pusan. However, the limited extent of
North Korean industrial capacity provided a restricted set of targets
for strategic bombing.

The war radically changed with the intervention of Chinese armed
forces in the late fall of 1950. The savage battering absorbed by
United Nations forces drove them south of the 38th parallel and for a
time appeared to threaten the entire allied position in Korea. Again,
air power played a crucial role in stabilizing the front, but by itself it
could not defeat the enemy.

The resulting stalemate led to a battle for air superiority over North
Korea and to one of the more acrimonious interservice squabbles in
American military history. Flying from bases in Manchuria, the
Chinese—with help from the Soviets—flew MiG-15s into the area
south of the Yalu River that soon gained the nickname MiG Alley.
The appearance of MiGs came as a nasty surprise to the USAF, which
believed it enjoyed general technological superiority over the
potential Soviet enemy; nevertheless, superior training and
experience—rather than technology—provided significant advantages

101



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

in air-to-air combat. However, the MiGs accomplished one goal that
the Luftwaffe had failed to achieve in World War II: they ended
daylight B-29 strikes against North Korean targets. On 23 October
1951 over 150 MiG-15s attacked B-29s that were bombing the North
Korean city of Namsi. Despite the efforts of escorting fighters to
protect the bombers, the Chinese shot down three B-29s and seriously
damaged five others; thereafter, the B-29s came only at night.21
Admittedly, the sanctuary provided by bases in Manchuria prevented
the Americans from getting at the direct sources of enemy air power;
given the importance of political considerations, the Americans had
no other choice.

How air power could best contribute to the other war—the one
along the 38th parallel—remained the great contentious issue. The
new commander of Far East Air Forces, Gen Otto P. Weyland, argued
in a letter to Vandenberg in June 1951 that Korea offered the Air
Force a golden opportunity to show that air power could win a
conventional war through its own efforts. The USAF should “fully
exploit the first real opportunity to prove the efficacy of air power in
more than a supporting role.” 2

Weyland’s interest in “proving” this efficacy resulted in the great
interdiction effort to isolate the battlefield and cause the collapse of
the Chinese logistics. Some of the more optimistic officers on
Weyland’s staff argued that the campaign could force the
Communists to retreat to within 100 miles of the Yalu.” The code
name for the operation, Strangle, was singularly inappropriate, since a
similar interdiction effort in Italy in 1944 with the same code name
had failed to achieve its objectives. Strangle’s results were mixed. On
one hand, the interdiction operations probably prevented the Chinese
from amassing the supply dumps necessary to launch another great
land offensive. Significant portions of Chinese and North Korean
manpower had to be diverted to repairing the damaged transportation
system and to insuring the flow of supplies. Nevertheless, the
logistical system continued to function, and the Chinese and their
North Korean allies kept up a punishing and nasty war along the 38th
parallel.
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The largest arguments came over the way air power should provide
close air support to American and allied forces along the front line. It
is not worth rehashing the tired arguments about differing USAF and
Marine Corps approaches to close air suppor’t.24 The significant point
here was that the Air Force system proved less responsive than that of
the Marines and, in the final analysis, American lives were lost as a
result. The real fault most probably lay not in the Air Force system,
but in an apparently unfortunate unwillingness on the part of some
USAF leaders to make their system as responsive as possible to the
needs of the ground troops.

In the end, the Korean War appeared to be a completely
unsatisfactory war from the American perspective. By 1953 it was
thoroughly unpopular with the American people. American military
forces suffered three grinding years of attrition, while the battlefront
remained largely where it had started. Yet in retrospect, the war was
more of a success than generally recognized. American forces
stabilized the strategic balance in East Asia; the war galvanized the
US into a serious military buildup to meet the Soviet threat; and that
buildup allowed us to create military forces sufficient to serve as both
conventional and nuclear deterrents.

In terms of doctrinal lessons, the war confirmed the lessons of
World War II. Air superiority was a prerequisite to the employment
of air power; air power could significantly reduce enemy military
power through attrition; and close air support could save lives on the
battlefield. Unfortunately, the period after the 1953 armistice reflected
a flight within the USAF from the doctrinal lessons of the war. The
paradigm of massive nuclear war with the Soviet Union provided the
sole guiding light in the intervening years for the development of
forces.

The post-1953 period was, of course, the time of the great buildup
of SAC to meet the Soviet threat. That effort reflected pre—~World War
IT theories of air power. As one Air Force general argued, “‘A well
organized air attack once launched cannot be stopped. . . . I think you
have to stop it before it is launched and you can do so by offensive

25
means only’.”
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The single-minded focus on the Soviets and on preparations to
fight an all-out nuclear conflict had serious consequences for other
missions and force employments of air power. Fighter tactics became
dominated by the Air Defense Command approach of launching
platforms which, under radar control, could fire nuclear missiles at
incoming bombers. Air-to-air combat—the dogfight—disappeared
from the lexicon of those who flew fighters.26

On the other hand, TAC, saved from extinction as a result of
Korea, turned itself into a mini SAC. The appearance of smaller
nuclear weapons, allowing delivery by fighters or medium bombers,
allowed TAC to carve out a niche on the lower end of the
nuclear-employment spectrum.27 Weyland, now commander of TAC,
argued that nuclear capabilities were critical to tactical air power:
“‘With nuclear weapons these forces can be compact and yet be so
effective as to provide the decisive balance of power’.” Moreover,
Weyland predicated the new approach on a belief that never again
should the US “‘restrict our selection of weapons or target area as we
did in Korea™.” **

The result of such a focus was a narrowing of capabilities and
preparation to one form of war. Pacific Air Forces’ training manual
for F-100 pilots stated in 1961 that “nuclear training will in every
instance take precedence over non-nuclear familiarization and
qualification. . . . Non-MSF [mission support facility] units will
restrict convention familiarization to accomplishment of only one
event per aircrew per year.” * As the foremost historian of Air Force
doctrine has suggested, “The emphasis [was] in making war fit a
weapon—nuclear air power—rather than [in] making the weapon fit
the war. It was a weapons strategy wherein the weapons determined
the strategy rather than the strategy determining the weapons.” 0

The Vietnam War, like Korea, however, turned out to be very
different than USAF expectations. Admittedly, the commitment of
American military forces to battle in 1965, both in the air and on the
ground, took place within a misshapened political and strategic
framework.’ Nevertheless even within the severe constraints within
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which that war was fought, the operational and tactical performance
of American military institutions left much to be desired.

Two recent studies in military history—one on the British armgf in
World War I and the second on the US Army in Vietnam p—
underline the nature of the problem. Both studies suggest that military
institutions take a particular framework or conception of what they
believe the next war will look like into a conflict and then,
disregarding the fact that the “real” war in which they are engaged is
entirely different, rigidly apply their conceptions to the conduct of
operations. In the former case, the result was the first day on the
Somme River, 1 July 1916; in the latter case, the result was a
firepower strategy that had little relevance to the political and
strategic problems raised by an insurging war.

In many similar ways the performance of the USAF in the two
separate air wars in North and South Vietnam reflected the
inapplicability of tactics and doctrine, largely developed in response
to the Soviet threat. Given the worldwide strategic situation
confronting the US, such a state of affairs is understandable. What
was less satisfactory was the inability to adapt to the “real” war.
Admittedly, the overall framework within which the air campaigns
against North Vietnam were executed was disastrous. Social science
theories of gradual escalation as well as the heavy-handed and
generally ignorant leadership of President Lyndon B. Johnson,
Secretary McNamara, and their advisors proved to be a handicap that
no skillful military leadership could have overcome.”

Political constraints aside, there is some doubt as to whether air
power, alone and unconstrained, could have redressed the substantive
political weaknesses of the South Vietnamese regime. Of course, that
issue is impossible to answer; more important is the question of why
no senior leader resigned in the face of constraints that were so
inimicable to doctrinal conceptions. For example, in 1966 Johnson
allowed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to strike only 22 of the targets that it
proposed in support of Operation Rolling Thunder.*

Unfortunately, the conduct of operations hardly suggests a clear
doctrinal or conceptual framework for handling the war that the
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United States confronted in 1965. Equipment was largely
inappropriate; heavy, high-speed fighters—either in or coming into
the USAF inventory—had been designed for missions with little
relevance to the requirements of the theater. Air Defense Command’s
fighters (the F-101B and F-102) were either inappropriate in an
air-to-air environment or, if they could compete in the air-to-air
environment, had inappropriate weapons. TAC fighter-bombers such
as the F-101A, F-100, and F-105 were designed and their crews
trained for high-speed delivery of tactical nuclear weapons, where
pinpoint accuracy was not an essential element to weapon delivery.
Under McNamara’s pressuring, the USAF was in the process of
buying the F-4, designed by the Navy as a high-altitude fighter, but
the version bought by the Air Force had no internal gun.35 Obviously,
little work had yet been done on developing precision guided
munitions, so fighter-bombers were reduced to dropping ordnance
that reflected little improvement over World War II’s weaponry.

It was in the air superiority realm that the USAF showed the most
glaring weaknesses in doctrine and prewar preparations. Air-to-air
combat had almost entirely disappeared from the capabilities of its
fighter pilots. From 1965 to 1968 the exchange ratio in air-to-air
engagement between US fighters (Navy as well as Air Force) and
North Vietnamese MiG-21s was an incredibly low 1:2.29; the Korean
ratios had varied between 1:7 and 1:10. At least the Navy, shocked by
this low level, substantially upgraded air-to-air training in fighter
tactics with its “Top Gun” school between 1968 and 1972. The
USAF, however, failed to recognize that a problem existed and did
little to alter its training approach. The Navy upped its ratio to 1:12 in
its favor in the 1971 air war, while the Air Force rate during that time
remained at the same low level as in 1965-68.%° Depressingly, the
lack of electronic countermeasures gear—which forced Air Force and
Navy pilots to troll for surface-to-air missiles in 1966—only
exacerbated loss rates and made a difficult and lethal environment
even more dangerous and hazardous.”’

The organization of the air war provided the most glaring sin
against a coherent doctrinal approach to the war. The claims of
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airmen (including Navy aviators) that one airman should be in charge
of the air campaign38 dissolved in the face of interservice bickering
that finally divided the air war against North Vietnam into two
separate theaters. The level of cooperation between those two
campaigns was often minimal, particularly when headquarters got
into the act.”® But even within the framework of the Air Force’s own
efforts, the organizational structure hardly bore any semblance to that
tired but still crucial principle of unity of command. As one
commentator has noted,

The absence of a single air commander produced chaos. The 2d Air Division
in Saigon, the Air Force headquarters with direct control over fighter wings
participating in the campaign, received guidance not only from PACOM
[Pacific Command] and PACAF, but also from [Thirteenth] Air Force in the
Philippines. . . . To simplify the multilayer Air Force command arrangement,
PACAF changed the 2d Air Division to the [Seventh] Air Force in early 1966.
The confusion then increased, however. Instead of providing the [Seventh]
Air Force with complete control over the 2d Air Division assets, PACAF gave
the [Seventh] Air Force “operational” direction over the fighter wings, while
the [Thirteenth] Air Force retained “administrative” control.*’

SAC retained both command and operational control of its strikes into
the south (and eventually the north in the Linebacker II operation of
1972). The nature of the organizational and doctrinal nightmare is
clear.”

Finally, we should not forget the problems associated with
adaptation to war in the “real” world. When the US committed
large-scale forces to South Vietnam in 1965, the USAF had
developed significant capabilities on the low end of the spectrum.
That capability—furthered by creation of C-47, C-119, and eventually
C-130 gunships—received significant enhancement from 1965 to
1972.

Nevertheless, there was a loss of perspective in much of the air war
in the south as more and more conventional air power arrived in the
theater. Much the same process occurred in the Air Force as was
occurring in the Army: with more and more regular forces arriving to
fight a political and social war within a framework of about one-year
tours, the emphasis shifted to a high-intensity firepower war. In some
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respects, particularly from the perspective of ground troops
overwhelming firepower from the air was a matter of life and death.
But there were areas in the war where overwhelming firepower
inflicted as much political damage on ourselves as it did physical
damage on the enemy.

Moreover, the inability to arrive at a coherent definition of what we
were attempting to accomplish on the strategic level resulted, on the
operational and tactical levels, in meaningless statistical measures of
merit that on occasion impaired our capacity to fight the war or even
to damage the enemy. In one of many cases, the 487th Tactical
Fighter Squadron (in TAC’s 8th Fighter Wing at Udorn Royal Thai
AFB, Thailand)—a squadron which carried the burden of much of the
night air war over the Ho Chi Minh trail—found itself ordered to
dispense with its flare racks and bomb only by radio control. The
result was an increase in bomb tonnages dropped and a rapid drop in
strike effectiveness, but the former was the measure of effectiveness
used by Seventh Air Force.”” Even more distressing, the initial strikes
into North Vietnam during Linebacker I in 1972 largely ignored the
combat experiences of 1968 against the high-threat environment that
the North Vietnamese had emplaced with the help of the Chinese and
the Soviets.** Heavy initial losses eventually brought a return to more
realistic tactics, but the question of why we had to learn the lesson of
1968 over again is important. Moreover, SAC’s B-52 strikes of
Linebacker II-—crucial to the North Vietnamese agreement to the
Paris Peace Accords—suffered heavy losses as a result of both the
predictability of their mission profiles and a general unwillingness to
learn at the hands of others.*’

We have seen great events in the first half of 1991. Air power may
well have lived up to the potential that its early prophets Gen Giulio
Douhet, Air Marshal Hugh Montague Trenchard, and Gen William
(“Billy”) Mitchell claimed. Nevertheless, we should not lose sight of
the advantages that we enjoyed. Our opponent prepared, equipped,
and trained for this war in a fashion almost exactly similar to the
Soviet paradigm against which we have devoted as much of our
efforts over the past 40 years. In this case a third-world society

108



AIR POWER SINCE WWII

assumed the armor and guise of Achilles. We, on the other hand,
possessed a resolute political leadership. In some respects we had
learned many of the substantive lessons of Vietnam, although at the
beginning of August 1990 Tactical Air Command proved incapable
of conceiving of any air role for its forces other than serving as the
Army commander’s long-range artillery. Much of the credit for the
actual success of effort is due to obscure battles fought in the
Pentagon in 1985 and 1986 for a joint air-component commander,®
and to a major research paper written at approximately the same time
by an Air Force officer.”’ But in this case, the paradigm that we
created to fight the Soviet Union gave us every advantage against
Iraq. If you will, we had prepared a sledgehammer for use against a
100-pound rock and then used it against a three-pound sponge.

But the paradigm is gone; the Soviet Union—if it continues to exist
at all-—will diminish as a threat as its internal problems and its
withdrawal from Eastern Europe continue. We may succeed in the
creation of a new world order among the industrial states, but no
matter how successful our Pax Americana, we will—from the point of
view of military history—confront a war within the next three
decades. The war, as with Korea and Vietnam, may well look nothing
like our previous conflicts. How long and how well we have thought
about war, about doctrine, and about the strengths and weaknesses of
air power in the widest sense will determine how well we adapt to the
“real” wars that we will face in the future. We may get much of that
future war wrong in the period before it begins; the crucial issue,
however, is how quickly and how skillfully we adapt. If we use our
recent success as a stepping-off point for improving our conceptions
and our performance, then we will do well. If we think that we have
already learned everything that we need to know, then we will
confront disaster.

The air war in both Korea and Vietnam raised fundamental issues
conflicting with USAF conceptions of how war should look.
Adaptation was slow and hesitant; the US lost one of those wars and
tied the other. Admittedly, in the case of Vietnam, even had we done
better militarily in addressing the conflict within a coherent doctrinal
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framework, the political realities as well as our political leadership
had made the war unwinnable from the start. Nevertheless, air power
requires, as does all military power, a coherent and realistic doctrinal
framework; we did not have that framework in 1965. The question
now is, Will we have that broad doctrinal framework in the post-Gulf
war era?
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Aerospace Forces and Power Projection

Lt Gen Michael A. Nelson, USAF

It is an exciting time for the United States and the US Air Force. As
part of a multinational coalition, we went nearly halfway around the
world in answer to a cry for help from a beleaguered friend. Air
power played a pivotal role in answering that call—in the initial
response, the buildup that followed, and the final showdown with
Saddam Hussein. Although we recognize the preeminent contribution
of air power in this conflict—from the Air Force, the Navy, the Army,
the Marine Corps, and our allies—from time to time it is healthy to
look at our purpose and, more important, our future.

This essay addresses power projection and the Air Force’s role in
that mission. It is an important time to be looking at today’s
capability, and we can benefit by reviewing some of the lessons we
have learned in the deserts of Southwest Asia. But we also need to
investigate some of the systems and capabilities we are pursuing for
the future.

The US military is undergoing the most sweeping revision of its
defense planning since World War II. We have relied on a strategy of
forward defense for more than 40 years, but now we are pulling back
many of our forces to the continental United States. Although our
forces will be based closer to home, our interests will remain global.
That dichotomy will have significant implications for the Air
Force—as we have just seen in the desert halfway around the world.

Air Force actions during the three phases of the Desert Shield and
Desert Storm operations—the initial response, the buildup, and the
conflict—offer a tremendous example of what we in the Air Force
can do best when it comes to power projection. Based on our speed,
range, flexibility, precision, and lethality, we can reach out to project
power to protect America’s interests anywhere in the world within a
matter of hours.
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Historical View of Power Projection

Power projection is a new term for an old concept. The use of
military force to exert national influence goes back thousands of
years. In the time of ancient Greece, the Athenians projected power
with maritime forces. Sparta employed land forces for the most part,
but the Peloponnesian War ended when Sparta was able to project
maritime power and cut off Athens’s food supplies from the Black
Sea.

Gen Norman Schwarzkopf, commander of the coalition forces,
likes to cite the example of Hannibal and Hasdrubal at the Battle of
Cannae to illustrate the use of envelopment, but one can also use the
competition between Carthage and Rome to analyze the need for
persistent power projection. Carthage was an economic power and
used its naval forces—and its elephants—to project power. In the end,
Rome was able to overwhelm Carthage by being able to project more
power, farther. The result was the end of Carthage, several hundred
years of Pax Romana, and many more examples of successful Roman
power projection through the use of land and maritime forces.

Great Britain also used power projection to obtain and exploit its
empire. Its forces operated on land and at sea, and the technology of
the day determined the speed with which they could project power.
When the Mahdi captured Charles George (“Chinese”) Gordon and
held him hostage in Khartoum in the late 1890s, it took Gen Horatio
H. Kitchener of Great Britain nearly a year to travel by sea and land
to arrive at the gates of the city. By that time, Gordon and his men
had long been martyrs.

Although the concept of power projection is not new, the means we
have to bring it to life are very definitely changing its character. As
we showed in early August of 1990, air power offers us the speed to
respond quickly enough to affect the outcome of conflict, rather than
Just recover the bodies of martyrs.

The point of this brief historical review is that technology has
always had an impact on the roles and missions of the military. The
role of power projection is no different. Just as aircraft have had an
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immense impact on the battlefield in reconnaissance and close air
support—indeed, in all the ways with which we are familiar—so does
air power offer us a tremendous opportunity in projecting power.

The United States has been a leader in taking advantage of the air
to project power—and not just in the last few months. The Berlin
airlift immediately after World War H, the Lebanon crisis of 1958,
and the Cuban missile crisis of 1962—in which aircraft from
Strategic Air Command (SAC) played a key role—were all
successfully concluded in part because of US capability to project
power globally with air forces.

Power Projection in the War with Iraq

As mentioned above, the recently completed operation in the
Persian Gulf provides an example of successful US power projection.
Air power played a critical role in each of the operation’s three
phases.

Initial Response

F-15s of the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing, supported by airborne
warning and control system (AWACS) aircraft and tankers, were in
place on Saudi soil and defending Saudi airspace within 38 hours of
the president’s saying, “Go!” I am quite confident that those
airplanes—and the aircraft, men, and equipment that quickly
followed—played a key role in stopping Saddam Hussein at the Saudi
border.

Buildup of Forces

Military Airlift Command’s (MAC) crews and aircraft performed
superbly in the buildup of forces that followed the initial response, as
did SAC’s tankers. The immense effort needed to ferry people,
weapons, and planes to the Gulf simply would not have been possible
without MAC and SAC.
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Conflict

Air power played a decisive role in the conflict against Saddam
Hussein and his armed forces. The contributions of Air Force men
and women were tremendous. During the 43 days of the war,
coalition air forces flew about 110,000 sorties, and the US Air Force
flew just under 60 percent of them.

We have, in effect, passed our operational readiness inspection in
the “world after East-West confrontation.” Can anyone contend that
we will not be tested again ere long? The capability that we
demonstrated in Desert Shield and Desert Storm—to project lethal
force globally—will be necessary for the foreseeable future because,
fundamentally, the world is not a safe place.

Formula for Success against Iraq

In 1990 we were euphoric over the spread of democracy and the
prospects for peace. We had good reason for our euphoria—the
crumbling of the Berlin Wall, the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact,
the demise of communism, and the prospects for disarmament.
Everything seemed to be coming together to make real the vision of a
safer, more peaceful world. Imagine yourself in the world as we knew
it in the summer of 1990, suggesting to someone that we needed an
Air Force capable of moving 30 squadrons and full gear plus the
Army personnel for nearly eight divisions (and keeping them
supplied), not to mention conducting 2,000-plus sorties a day in order
to push Iraq out of Kuwait. What do you think the reaction to your
suggestion would have been? The point is that the world is uncertain
and that events develop faster than we are able to build military
capability. Doubts about this should have been erased in the week
after you made your suggestion. Then came 2 August 1990 and a
reminder that we need to maintain the capability to defend our shores
and project power in defense of America’s interests. But we have had
other opportunities to project power—ones in which we were less
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successful than in Desert Storm. What was different about this
operation?

Political-Military Factors

President George Bush was committed to achieving the four
objectives he outlined to the American people and the world on 7
August 1990, and the military objectives and means were permitted to
match the clarity of the national-level objectives. Rather than the
gradualism and politically driven restraint of Vietnam, President Bush
was committed to a military victory and communicated his objectives
to the military planners very clearly and succinctly, saying to them,
“I’ve told you my objectives. Go plan and execute the campaign.”
Under the direction of Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen Colin Powell, and General
Schwarzkopf, we were able to do that. We had a plan which we were
able to turn into air tasking orders and execute. In addition to the
political-military factors, a number of other elements were keys to our
ability to execute the campaign.

Training

For instance, our forces were ready for the conflict in January and
February of 1991 because of the dollars we spent on training,
readiness, and parts in the 1980s. Training deserves some elaboration.
I do not put it first idly. We were ready in January because we made a
commitment in the eighties to realistic training. We put money into
training programs, developed realistic training scenarios, built better
ranges, and recognized that realistic training includes a degree of
risk—but one that is manageable. In fact, better trained aircrews fly
more safely—as our accident rates vividly show. We had our best
years, from a safety standpoint, during the late 1980s and 1990.
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Integration of Air Forces

In addition to the well-trained forces in the Gulf, having a single air
commander was another key element in the execution of the air
campaign. As the quarterback for all the air players in the Guif, Gen
Chuck Homer was able to pull all the pieces together and employ all
the air assets in a single, integrated force in support of a single,
integrated air campaign plan. Further, he had the tactical command
and control system necessary to execute his plan and fight his forces,
responding flexibly when changes were required in the plan.

Technology

Another ingredient in our success in the Gulf was technology that
delivered not only precision guided munitions and stealth—as has
been repeatedly noted—but also better intelligence-collection
capability, better communication, and better use of space assets for a
variety of purposes.

Opponent

The fact that we had the right opponent contributed to our success
in the Gulf. That is, all of our good features were matched by an
almost unbroken string of incorrect decisions on the part of the Iragis.
In fact, it is hard to think of a decision our opponent made—including
the original decision to invade Kuwait—that was a good one.

Lessons Learned

In learning our lessons from Desert Storm, however, we must be
cautious. It is possible, after all, to learn too powerfully from a victory
as well as from a disaster. We need to be realistic about what we learn
from the Gulf and how we plan for the future. Specifically, we need
to avoid overconfidence and complacency by not assuming that the
next war will be like this war. There is much to take away from this

120



POWER PROJECTION

conflict, and we would be fools not to take notes. But we need to be
alert to the possibility that other places and other circumstances may
present different problems. Put simply, 16 January 1991 was the right
time, Southwest Asia was the right place, and Saddam Hussein was
the right opponent for this war. We did have some things go our way:
(1) We had five months to build our forces in theater—without
opposition. Had we had to fight our way into Dhahran, Saudi Arabia,
for example, things would have been much costlier. (2) We were
favored by pretty good weather. Although the weather was the worst
in years during parts of the campaign, compared to climatic
conditions in many parts of the world in the dead of the winter, it was
superb. (3) The geography—flat, almost featureless, with no terrain to
hide behind and no triple-canopy jungle to operate in—was favorable
for this war. (4) Interdiction circumstances were favorable. The
source of supply was fairly central and connected to the potential
battle area by one railroad and few enough roads and bridges to make
a complete cutoff “doable.” (5) The countries to which we deployed
had the concrete and basic requirements for our beddown.

Such favorable circumstances as the ones mentioned above,
however, take nothing away from the tremendous victory that
America won in the Gulf. Nothing can diminish the brilliant
leadership of President Bush, General Powell, and General
Schwarzkopf or the superb performance of all the men and women of
the allied coalition. Nevertheless, we must ensure that we take the
right lessons away from the Gulf war and be aware that we will not be
the only ones to learn from it. Potential adversaries will learn some
lessons too—some good, some bad.

First, the good news. Countries around the world—including our
allies and potential adversaries—will be reminded that America is
standing tall. They will see that we are willing and able to take the
leader’s role and exert influence when necessary in the national
interest. Perhaps some would-be Saddam Husseins in other parts of
this world—and there will always be Saddam Husseins—will think
twice before “pressing to test” America the next time.

121



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

But there is bad news as well. Others will learn from the war in the
Gulf. They will learn a variety of lessons about American tactics,
technology, and weapons and will adjust their own capabilities
accordingly. The Washington Post of 27 March 1991 reports that the
People’s Republic of China plans to increase its military spending by
nearly 12 percent in 1991, based primarily on the success of US
weapons and technology in the Gulf. China, a major supplier of
weapons to the Middle East, saw some of that hardware devastated by
the allies. No doubt, there are other countries taking notes about
America’s military capabilities. We cannot rest on our laurels; rather,
we must ask ourselves how we can ensure America’s security for
tomorrow.

Security Issues

At least part of the answer is that our interests and focus must
remain global. We are both a maritime and an aerospace nation with
a network of economic, political, and military interests around the
world. If there ever was a “makeable” case for isolationism, it has
been lost in the mists of the past. Far too many of our raw materials
come from other parts of the world, and far too many of our markets
are outside the US for us to disregard affairs on the world stage. We
must be more than interested. We must be able to participate with all
the instruments of national power, including the military. That means
we need to maintain a credible capability to project military power
anywhere in the world where American interests are threatened—no
simple task. Central to this discussion is the change in focus of
American defense planning during 1989-90.

We have had the luxury over the 40-plus years since World War II
of relying on a strategy of forward defense and in-place forces in our
efforts to deal with a single, most-likely scenario—war versus the
Warsaw Pact in central Europe. We were able to deal with this
scenario through the basing of heavy US Army units and tactical
air forces in-theater—where we expected them to be needed—
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supplemented with reinforcement. That luxury of forward defense, for
political and economic reasons, is eroding as the world is changing.

The Warsaw Pact is no longer an effective military organization. In
fact, the last day of the pact, which I have spent my adult life
planning to fight, was 1 April 1991. As a result, war is less likely in
central Europe, and the Soviets—were they to invade—would have to
fight their way through the countries of eastern Europe to reach our
allies. Furthermore, the warning time for war—if it comes—will
increase, allowing reinforcement spread over a longer period.

The emphasis obviously has shifted to a less well defined and
vastly more unpredictable array of threats, ranging from incidents that
precipitated operations such as Just Cause to Desert Shield and Desert
Storm. We cannot predict where the next Desert Shield will occur. It
could easily be in a place where we have no troops and no
infrastructure—no bases or support systems in place. We will have to
take with us everything that we need, including shelter, maintenance
facilities, hospitals, and food and water. Remembering the lesson of
General Kitchener of Khartoum and the unhappy fate of Chinese
Gordon, we will need to get it all there within hours if we expect to
stop the next Saddam Hussein at the border.

All of this discussion about the uncertainty inherent in this world,
the lessons of the Gulf war, and the future of the Air Force leads us to
some ‘“‘certainties” and “probable certainties”—maybe we should call
them “semicertainties”—in dealing with the Air Force and its role in
power projection.

Future Concerns of Air Force Power Projection

No single nation aside from the USSR will present a faral threat to
US interests. Others may force us to action, but only the Soviet Union
maintains the capability to incinerate our nation in a matter of 30
minutes. Other nations and extranational groups will threaten US
interests in ways requiring military action, but not with the
consequences—in the event of US failure—of a danger to our
continued freedom or existence.
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Nuclear Deterrent

Therefore, the United States must maintain a guaranteed nuclear
deterrent to block the only overwhelming threat to its most vital
interests. It is interesting to note that our policy of deterrence is based
on the threat of overwhelming power projection by strategic forces in
the event of nuclear aggression. In my mind that drives the need for
the B-2 as part of a vibrant, modemized nuclear triad. The B-2’s
flexibility, survivability, and capability—the fact that it enhances
deterrence while increasing stability in a crisis and the fact that it will
possess a strong conventional capability—all argue for its
procurement. Nothing we have or expect to have will bring more life
to power projection than this platform, which can go anywhere, arrive
unannounced, and deliver a powerful message.

Global Projection

Seizing on that point, the US must be capable of bringing
conventional force to bear globally. My earlier points—that our
forward defense will be eroded and that our forces will be based more
in the continental US—take on even more importance when they are
framed by the context of the need to “go global” when tasked. This is
what makes the C-17 so important to the future of America’s national
security. Notice I did not say “so important for the Air Force.” The
C-17 is certainly important for the Air Force, but airlift is a national
asset (e.g., most of our customers are in the Army). The C-17 is
important for America.

Strategic Basing

We will require strategically located bases overseas for the
foreseeable future. We need operating bases from which to deter,
conduct immediate reactions, and offer throughput capacity for action
elsewhere.
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Mobile Forces

We need mobile, high-impact forces—the strength of the Air
Force. We must be capable of—and others must see us as capable
of—routine long-range (literally global) surprise, precision,
conventional strikes. We also need highly mobile, specialized threat-
and mission-driven packages. These long-range packages and
specialized packages should train together and be recognized as a
well-oiled outfit that could show up on anyone’s doorstep with little
warning. This shock force would need to be reinforced in some
circumstances but should be capable of operating independently. Air
Force Chief of Staff Gen Merrill A. McPeak’s concept of the
composite wing is obviously designed to provide such a capability.

Space Assets

Because we also need to control the high ground, our focus is on
space (the high ground of the future) and command, control,
communications, and intelligence (C3I) systems. Smaller force levels
and access to fewer forward bases will increase our dependence on
space-based force multipliers. Space-based communications, attack
warning systems, and surveillance and navigation systems are all
increasing in importance to US forces, and the Air Force—which
provides most of the Department of Defense’s space infrastructure—
is working to improve our space capabilities.

We need to keep in mind that we live in an uncertain world. The
key to surviving and prospering in that world is flexibility, which is
the long suit of air power. In our future planning we need to make

sure that we learn the right lessons from Desert Shield and Desert
Storm.

Conclusion

Perhaps it is appropriate to conclude with a note from a column by
Stephen Rosenfeld in the Washington Post of 29 March 1991.
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Rosenfeld talks about another lesson we may learn from the Gulf
war—one that may mitigate my fears about others learning too much
about American tactics, techniques, and technology. He had asserted
in a previous piece that it was lucky that Saddam Hussein had not
read the field manuals in which the American military had written the
“new doctrines” of battle it applied against him. Had he taken timely
notice, Hussein might have saved himself some grief. A Marine
colonel had an illuminating rejoinder: reading the manuals would not
have helped Saddam Hussein because only nations with a society and
governing system similar to ours can hope to wage war in the
American style.

Think about that statement. It goes to the heart of our operations. We
trust our people and entrust them with a great deal of tactical control over
their own situations. People who have wom Air Force blue are well
aware of the truth of this assertion (our pilots, for example, operate
relatively independently). But the same is true to a certain extent in
American small-unit tactics. Our men and women are volunteers—not
“simple soldiers” who are helpless without direction. They were, and are,
Americans. The bane of every commander and the strength of every unit
is the American soldier’s desire to know why.

Saddam Hussein and other despots cannot afford to entrust their
soldiers with responsibility and authority or to answer their whys. Surely,
revolution and overthrow would be the result of any attempt to follow the
American example. In our case, technology—which reinforces the
discretion we allow our soldiers and airmen—was combined with
individual initiative and authority to build an effective, flexible fighting
force that Saddam Hussein could not withstand.

That is the most important lesson we can learn from the Gulif. I
hope that everyone who watched the war sees that the real strength

and advantage we enjoyed over Saddam Hussein was the strength of a
democracy.
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The Relevance of High-Intensity Operations

Lt Gen Glenn A. Kent, USAF, Retired

Four decades after World War II, the European scenario still
dominated US planning. This scenario stemmed from the presence of
many Soviet divisions on the intra-German border. Military forces
were to underline and enforce the stated US national security
objectives: prevent the Soviet Union from dominating Western
Europe, deter the Soviets from large-scale military aggression against
our NATO allies, and prevent the success of such an aggression if it
were launched.

The European scenario centered on a key military objective:
provide a forward defense. To achieve this objective, the United
States deployed forces from the Army and Air Force in the sovereign
territory of some of our NATO allies and established a line of defense
on the NATO front. These forward-deployed forces were to be
rapidly reinforced from the continental United States (CONUS) by
deploying tactical aircraft and by airlifting Army troops. These troops
were to marry with their tanks, armored personnel carriers, and other
heavy equipment previously stored in Germany.

At the same time, US planners were aware that planning should
also consider scenarios that were quite different. The United States
could be required to insert forces to block an enemy’s advance in
circumstances where there was no organized line of defense, no
basing infrastructure, and no large stocks of prepositioned equipment.

Two historic events have completely changed our concepts about
which type of scenario is more relevant: (1) the events unfolding in
Europe (the unraveling of the Warsaw Pact and the agreements
designed to greatly reduce—if not eliminate—the threat of Soviet
military actions against Western European countries) and (2) the
events in the Persian Gulf since August 1990. In fact, there is now
convergence between Persian Gulf-type scenarios and the new
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European scenario. In the latter, the United States—atter having
withdrawn most of its forces in Europe—might be called upon to
deploy a “covering” force to assist the Atlantic Alliance in some
now-unforeseen crisis. Although this new European scenario 1s
somewhat similar to a Gulf scenario, planners will understand that
Gulf-like scenarios are more relevant and probably more tasking.

The essence of planning the structure and capabilities of future military
forces is to grasp a vision of where and under what circumstances
military power will be called upon to enforce security objectives defined
and stated by the president. The correct approach to such planning is to
know what threats we should worry about and how we are to react to
such threats. The wrong approach is to try to arrange the world into
collectors about conflict—high, medium, and low.

I have always quarreled about a formulation that classifies conflicts
(wars) according to intensity, which is defined as the amount of
action per unit of space and time. It is not to be confused with scope
and duration. Intensity is an important concept—but not in the way it
is commonly used. Intensity does not depend on the size of the forces
or countries; rather, it describes the mode of operation (the rate of
action) with respect to a particular mission area within a particular
phase of a stated conflict. If the forces and battle control are available
in a particular mission area, a commander will surely conduct
operations in that mission area at the highest intensity that is
appropriate and feasible.

To repeat, intensity has to do with the rate at which a combatant
commander conducts particular operations in a particular mission area
in a particular phase of an overall campaign of war. The rate may be
high for one combatant in a particular mission area during a particular
phase and low for the other.

For example, in the Persian Gulf the United States conducted air
operations at high intensity to gain air supremacy quickly in order to
decrease the duration and scope of the war. The United States had the
capability to do so. The Iragis lacked such a capability and were
forced to operate their forces at low or no intensity—much to their
detriment.
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Now, back to planning. The vision of a new world order will frame
the background of our future planning. Such a vision mandates the
objectives of quickly projecting sea power, air power, and ground
power to the far reaches of the globe and of being able—once forces
are deployed—to sustain high-intensity operations as required. The
notion of global reach/global power captures this concept:

Project effective firepower early on (within a few hours).
Project massive firepower soon thereafter (hours to days).
Deploy very capable ground forces (days to weeks).

Sustain high-intensity combat operations as long as required.

The statements above are generic and sound too much like
doctrine. Going through some scenario makes one think more
perceptively about the relevance of intensity. The trouble is that
scenarios invented by planners are not taken seriously until they
happen—and then not for long. To try to pass the test of plausibility, I
will build on a scenario that has already happened.

The year is 1999, and we are engaged in a postwar analysis of a
scenario that had its beginnings nine years before. On 2 August 1990
Iraq invaded Kuwait. The United States responded and—beginning
18 January 1991—engaged in massive air strikes. On 21 January
1991 Saddam Hussein—much to the surprise of most and chagrin of
some—chose a strategic course of saving his forces to fight another
day. On that date, he ordered all his forces to withdraw from Kuwait.
Saddam achieved a cease-fire by accepting all the United Nations
resolutions. His forces in Kuwait were seriously pounded prior to the
cease-fire; however, the Republican Guard was still relatively intact.

The president had to appear pleased, Congress was relieved, and
the public applauded. However, a few pundits had dire visions of
events to come.

Saddam was subsequently relieved of office; after all, the
strongman had acquiesced to the Great Satan. There arose a new
strongman. The bad news: he had the same expansionist views as
Saddam. The worse news: he was much smarter. The worst news:
there emerged a tenuous alliance between Iraq and Iran.
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Now we shift to 2 August 1998. Iraq invaded Saudi Arabia. The
invasion force did not stop to park in the sand at the border but
proceeded in a relentless drive to occupy key areas of Kuwait and
Saudi Arabia before any effective countervailing military action could
be mounted. A major drive was directed at capturing the ports and oil
fields in the Eastern Province of Saudi Arabia. Also, a large ground
force proceeded toward Riyadh to capture airfields in that area and to
unhinge the Saudi government. At the same time, Iraqi atrcraft and
missiles attacked Saudi ports, airfields, and other assets.

The president of the United States responded immediately and
decisively, declaring that this aggression would be halted and
reversed. He quickly committed US forces to the region to enforce
this objective.

This scenario was more testing than that of Operation Desert Storm. In
the new scenario, the United States did not have the luxury of an invading
army parking in the desert to allow the president time to form a coalition,
to project air power to bases with unscathed infrastructure, and to
disembark ground forces at intact ports and without contest. In the new
scenario, the commander of allied forces declared it absolutely critical to
achieve three operational objectives early on: (1) disrupt the enemy
command and control, (2) slow or halt the invading armies, and (3)
maintain the viability of the ports and airfields.

Most of the B-2 force, which operated from bases in Diego Garcia
and the CONUS, was assigned the first two objectives. Some B-2s
were on airborne alert at sea and were over their targets in less than
two hours after the presidential go-ahead, which came 30 minutes
after border crossing. Those bombers on ground alert in Diego Garcia
arrived in six hours—those based in CONUS in 13 hours. Once in the
region, the B-2s assigned to attack the moving columns on invasion
routes were “controlled” by a director in the back end of the joint
surveillance target attack radar system (JSTARS). The JSTARS
monitored the movement of enemy forces along the invasion routes
and provided general “targeting” to the incoming B-2s. This system
was already on hand, since several were owned and operated by the
Saudis. The United States had previously seen the wisdom of
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providing (selling) the Saudis a dozen of these surveillance and
control centers. This decision was based, in part, on the previous
success of the airborne warning and control system (AWACS). We
had come to depend on the JSTARS as a central control element in
interdicting mobile and moving forces for air-to-ground operations,
just as AWACS became a central control element in engaging enemy
aircraft in air-to-air operations.

By virtue of having forces capable of quickly mounting effective
attacks, the United States was able to conduct high-intensity
counterforce operations early on, and such operations had a decided
effect on the duration and scope of the war.

Another critical objective was to defend the two ports in the
Eastern Province and the airfields in north-central Saudi Arabia.
Initially, the Saudi F-15 force was dedicated to defending these assets
against enemy air attacks. This fighter force was now equipped with
the “best” of air-to-air missiles—the advanced medium-range
air-to-air missile (AMRAAM)—which gave a good account of itself
in terms of enemy kills versus friendly losses. But the fate of the ports
and airfields hung in the balance.

A number of F-22s—the Air Force’s newest fighter—arrived 24
hours after the president’s go-ahead. The low observables, high
sustained speed, and far-superior air-to-air missiles of this new fighter
brought new dimensions to air-to-air combat. The concept of few
Blue (friendly forces) on many Red (enemy forces) and many Red on
few Blue had no relevance. Each Blue aircraft could engage many
Red, but Red aircraft could engage only a few Blue. Lanchester’s
square law (equations describing the attrition of two opposing units)
no longer applied. The fighter pilot’s dream had come true:
unobserved entry into the battle, many shots with impunity, and
disengagement at will. Although outnumbered, the United States
could and did operate in the high-intensity mode and stopped the
enemy attacks.

Iraq now possessed surface-to-surface ballistic missiles of greatly
increased range and accuracy, and these missiles posed a serious
threat to the ports, bases, and oil fields. The president, in his state of

131



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

the union address in 1991, set forth the objective of protecting against
limited strikes. In military terms, this became known as “countermissiles”
alongside ‘“‘counterair’—the ability to cover our deployments and
operations from enemy attack, whether air or missile.

By avoiding the starts and stops attendant to most programs in the
acquisition process, the United States had been able to equip four
ships with batteries of long-range interceptors that could protect fairly
large areas against attacks by ballistic missiles. We had already
deployed two of these ships in the Persian Gulf and two in the Red
Sea. These ships, along with extended-range Patriot missiles already
in Saudi Arabia and more deployed from the CONUS, proved quite
effective.

Some of the F-117As and F-15Es were tasked to accomplish a
mission popularly known as “Scud hunting,” even though the missiles
were no longer Scuds. The concept for countering enemy tactical
ballistic missiles had become an operational art. Center stage to the
whole operation was JSTARS, with its powerful radar. But the
operators and directors in the back end of the JSTARS were the key
to success. By correlating and associating the data from many sensors
aboard other platforms, including satellites, these operators were able
to “target” a good number of the enemy launchers before they fired
and target nearly all of them in near real time once they fired.
“Shooters” on airborne alert were then directed to the appropriate
coordinates to engage and kill. Thus, we were able to conduct very
effective counterforce operations against the enemy’s launchers. A
combination of high-intensity counterforce and active defense against
ballistic missiles saved the day—the ports and airfields remained
viable.

Most of the remaining USAF combat aircraft were deployed to
bases somewhere in the region in the next few days. Although some
of the bases had scant infrastructure, this posed no great problem.
Beginning in 1991, the Air Force had taken purposeful action to
implement concepts of maintenance and supply so that combat
aircraft could quickly commence operations at such bases and then
sustain operations at high intensity thereafter.
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Operating the high-observable aircraft (primarily F-16s and F-15s)
demanded the suppression of enemy defenses, especially radar-
controlled surface-to-air missiles (SAM). The Air Force now has an
EC-X, a system to jam enemy radars from large, standoff distances.
The concept of standoff jamming is not new. What is new is that the
power of this new jammer is quantum leaps beyond that of previous
jammers. Thoughtful planners saw to it that this powerful device was
mounted on a long-range aircraft so that rapid deployment was
possible.

The JSTARS had also been equipped to control attacks against
enemy SAM batteries. Again, the operators in the JSTARS were the
key. By correlating and associating data from all other platforms, they
were able to “tag” the blobs on their radar screens. The director then
declared “tallyho” (indicating that a particular blob is indeed an
enemy SAM) and assigned a shooter on airborne alert to attack each
located battery.

The essence of the overall concept is captured as follows: Once an
enemy radar emitted, it was jammed with enough power so that it
could not complete an engagement. Kill of the radar was then
ensured—even if the radar turned off—before it could move or move
far. By the combination of jamming in real time and implementing
real-time battle control to accomplish a sure kill shortly thereafter,
Blue aircraft experienced very low attrition from ground
defenses—even for the high-observable aircraft. We had the battle
control and the forces to engage enemy defenses in the most effective
mode—high intensity.

Once we began to achieve air superiority, the ground forces were
rapidly deployed to the region by airlift and sea lift. In the ensuing
years since 1991, considerable effort had been directed toward the
objective of being able to deploy massive ground power in a short
time:

¢ The Army adopted a new measure of merit—*‘the most combat

capability per ton.” .
e The number of wings of transports (active and reserve) was

increased.
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e More airlift capability was made available from civilian
sources.

e The capability for fast sea lift was much greater.

¢ More heavy equipment was prepositioned on ships in the Indian
Ocean.

I will not elaborate further with respect to this scenario. I am glad
to report that all the objectives set by the president were achieved and
enforced.

We had superior aircraft that were equipped with superior weapons
and piloted by superior pilots. The combat forces were supported by
superior battle-control centers operating in real time. Further, we had
real-time assessment of damage to targets, as well as a planning
system that could respond immediately to this information.

We had it all ways. By virtue of high-intensity operations, we
gained air supremacy in a short time. Blue air forces attacked Red
ground forces and other assets at will. Conversely, Red air did
not—and could not—attack Blue assets. Blue ground forces could
move at will, but Red ground forces could not and were forced to dig
in.

We had correlation centers (especially AWACS, JSTARS, and the
Rivet Joint electronic reconnaissance system) that could correlate and
associate data—in near real time—from a myriad of sensors on board
other platforms. This capability, coupled with the disruption and
destruction of the enemy’s structure for command and control, gained
command, control, communications, and intelligence (C3I)
supremacy. This meant that Blue knew about Red activity and could
act accordingly, but Red could do neither.

Because of all of the above—and especially because of very
effective real-time battle control and shooters that could respond to
this control—we had the initiative and the wherewithal to engage in
high-intensity operations, to unhinge the enemy, and to gain
objectives quickly and with minimal casualties. That is the real
meaning of high intensity. We see now that intensity is not a sterile
descriptor of conflict according to the size of opposing forces. Rather,
high intensity describes tactics and operations of the superior force.
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Lesser forces are relegated to low intensity or even none. Intensity
modifies operations—nothing else.

Now, a brief digression as to the critical role the B-2 force played
in slowing the advance of the invading armies.

Very effective weapons were employed on the B-2. Clever
engineers had designed a smart submunition that was two things: It
was quite small, but at the same time it was quite effective in
one-on-one engagements against trucks and transporters and also
against armored vehicles. Each B-2 carried several weapons, each
weapon containing many of these smart submunitions, for a total of
800 submunitions per aircraft. Planners expected that—in the case of
large columns of vehicles on roads—some 500 enemy vehicles would
be at risk by each B-2 sortie and that one-third of these vehicles
would be damaged or destroyed.

Clever engineers had also designed an extended-range, off-road
mine, first conceived in the mid seventies. “Purposeful” planning
coupled to a “streamlined” acquisition process had made it possible to
put this mine into our operational forces in a little over 20 years. The
killing element of this mine is a variant of the same smart
submunition referenced above. Each B-2 carried several weapons
containing mines, for a total of 500 mines, and—during each
sortie—employed them along 25 kilometers of highway. They were
activated at the appropriate time by a command from JSTARS.
Planners expected the mines from each B-2 to create an ambush
involving more than 500 enemy vehicles and, again, to damage or
destroy one-third of them. Planners had considered employing these
mines along selected highways even before border crossing by the
Iragi force. However, authority to do so was not forthcoming until
Jjust minutes prior to border crossing.

The first question: Are the capabilities described above mostly
fantasy? The smart (and small) submunitions capable of killing
trucks, transporters, and armored vehicles have been demonstrated.
What is required is to provide the means of dispensing these
submunitions in a somewhat ordered manner over their intended

135



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

targets so that they can do their thing—engage and kill hot engines in
the endgame.

The second question: Why was the B-2 force front and center in
delaying the invasion forces early on? One, the B-2 had the range to
operate from bases under our control (CONUS, Diego Garcia, and
perhaps elsewhere). Two, the B-2—by virtue of low observables—
could be used over enemy territory and enemy forces prior to our
gaining air superiority. Three, the B-2 force could project enough
firepower to make a significant difference in the rate of advance of
the invading forces.

Cruise missiles from battleships, submarines, and other bombers
were launched within hours against selected targets. However, the
total capability provided by these force elements was limited. For
example, the total number of smart submunitions carried aboard all
the cruise missiles in each battleship was about the same as the total
number of smart submunitions carried aboard all the weapons in each
B-2 bomber. The capability per submarine was one-half that of each
B-2. Also, the number of battleships and submarines “on station” at
the beginning was limited. Once these ships completed their sortie
(fired out their load of cruise missiles), the turnaround time for the
next sortie was several days, compared to one or two days for the
B-2s with their weapons and the high-observable bombers with their
cruise missiles.

The third question: Why weren’t there more ships and bombers
with more cruise missiles in the first place? Years earlier someone in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense commissioned a cost and
operational effectiveness analysis. There were several inputs to this
analysis.

First, some operational inputs. Low-observable bombers can
operate in the vicinity of a target and, thus, use some form of a
gravity weapon (i.e., bomb—a device with no propulsion). Because
battleships and submarines cannot operate this way, they must use
long-range standoff cruise missiles. Bombers with high observables
must also use standoff cruise missiles until defense-suppression
operations achieve air supremacy.
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Now, some monetary inputs. Bombs—including smart bombs—do
not cost much. Long-range cruise missiles cost a lot. Taking into
account the number of weapons to be expended and the cost of smart
bombs versus that of smart cruise missiles, it turned out that investing
in a carrier that could use smart bombs (the B-2) in order to save on
the cost of expended weapons was quite cost-effective. The crossover
point was a dozen sorties (i.e., after a dozen B-2 sorties, the monies
saved by using smart bombs instead of smart cruise missiles paid for
acquiring the B-2 bomber in the first place). Besides, the B-2 puts a
man on the scene who can react to real-time battle control.
Controlling attacks on moving columns with JSTARS is straight-
forward for the case of the B-2. In contrast, cruise missiles could be
targeted only against fixed targets of known status. Also, the B-2’s
sensors and crew allow the aircraft to accomplish its own targeting.

I have emphasized the relevance of having the “best” so that
high-intensity operations are possible. This is somewhat at odds with
analyses that focus on measures of merit such as “least cost per kill.”
Such measures are perhaps relevant if all “costs” are taken into
account. Generally, however, the costs taken into account are strictly
monetary and neglect the larger costs to the nation.

There may be “opportunity costs.” The president might not commit
the prestige and might of the United States because he was not
confident that the military option was viable if it had to be
executed—that is, not viable in the sense that the president was not
confident the mean time to success by the military was comfortably
shorter than the mean time to failure of congressional and public
support. Worst still, the cost may be one of execution. The war could
drag on, casualties could mount, public support would erode, and
eventually the United States could fail to enforce the objectives stated
by the president. In either case—“opportunity cost” or “execution
cost”—leadership by the United States erodes, and the new world
order becomes a blur.

Fielding forces that can engage in high-intensity operations does
not come easily. Almost without exception, all of the so-called
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high-tech items in the war in the Persian Gulf were—at some stage or
another—close to termination.

The AWACS is a case in point. In the early stages, some otherwise
respected technical people said that it would not work. Amendments
presented on the floor of the Senate to delete the program were only
narrowly defeated. Fortunately, wisdom prevailed. Technical people
worked diligently to establish proof-of-principle in such a fashion to
finally mute the most fervent critics (i.e., to demonstrate it really was
feasible to get 58 decibels of clutter rejection so that we could indeed
detect and track low-flying aircraft against ground clutter from an
airborne platform). At the same time, operators held the vision and
concept that AWACS was to be the eyes of commanders around the
world and would be central to the control of high-intensity, air-to-air
operations in far-distant lands. We hope that such outcomes will be
the case for programs in the years before us.

The decision by the president to announce to the world that he was
committing the prestige and might of the United States to halt and
reverse the invasion by Iraq was not easy. Central to such a decision
and commitment and freedom of action was the conviction that if
military action became necessary, our forces could achieve and
enforce the stated objectives in a relatively short time with minimal
casualties.

If the United States intends to play a central role in a new world
order, then we must have a planning-and-acquisition process that
ensures the president is backed by truly superior forces when
aggressors sorely test our resolve in critical regions. If our military
forces are not capable of high-intensity operations, the president will
not be inclined to assert leadership and to assemble the political and
military power to counter these aggressors. The rogues and tyrants
will come to know this and act accordingly, much to the detriment of
world stability and our own national interests.
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Air Power in Low- and Midintensity Conflict

Gen Larry D. Welch, USAF, Retired

The first and most difficult of tasks in addressing this subject is to
understand the nature and varieties of conflict. Given an
understanding of the nature of the conflict, the task of describing the
employment of air power is straightforward. Achieving that
understanding is not so straightforward. The conventional wisdom is
that economic and political approaches to resolving conflict are good
and that military approaches are bad—the lower the level of military
involvement, the better. That conventional wisdom persists, though
repeatedly proved wrong. Economic and political solutions seldom
stand alone, for reasons discussed in this essay. In contrast,
appropriate military forces—in the 1980s and into the 1990s—in
support of political objectives have produced decisive results. This
essay discusses important changes in the nature of conflicts likely to
involve the United States. The following summary of trends
introduces the subject:

e Emphasis on low-intensity conflict (LIC) over the past 40 years
grew out of the US focus on opposing Soviet-sponsored insurgencies.
Opposing insurgencies was considered an essential element of
underwriting the policy of containment. With the collapse of the
Warsaw Pact, together with the Soviet and Chinese preoccupation
with internal challenges, communism has been discredited as a viable
basis for national modernization. The Soviet Union and China no
longer have either the capability or the interest to export revolution.

e Low-intensity conflict solutions have never been particularly
effective. Most of the problems addressed as LIC have either been too
big—forcing military escalation—or beyond military solution (e.g.,
essentially internal political or economic problems). Economic and
political approaches to dealing with underlying causes of conflict
have been neither sustainable nor effective.
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e Since the Vietnam War, there has been a tendency in the LIC
community to regard special operations forces (SOF) as linked
primarily to LIC. US planners need to treat SOF and LIC as the
separate entities they are—not as synonymous. Special operations
forces are designed and sized for operations across the spectrum of
conflict.

e For a variety of reasons, future US military involvement is
likely to escalate quickly into the realm of midintensity conflict.
There are large and formidable forces in areas where the issues are
intense and intractable—the Middle East and South Asia. In other
areas, the proliferation of modern weapons will place them in the
hands of even politically and economically unsophisticated nations.

e The conventional descriptions of levels of conflict (low, mid,
high) are less and less related to the level and sophistication of forces
employed. There is an increased US willingness to commit
overwhelming forces at any level of conflict to control the level of
violence and to resolve the issue quickly.

e There has been a quantum increase in the effectiveness of air
power since the Vietnam War. Air power is well suited to the
preferred “American way of war”: short, decisive, as bloodless as
possible for US ground forces, with limited long-term military
liability. Air power can move in and out quickly.

The term air power is used in its broadest sense. It includes the air
assets of the four services, including armed helicopters; strategic and
tactical airlift; space and airborne surveillance; command, control,
and communications; and other air-support assets.

Evolving United States Policy

The most basic US policy calling for air power capabilities in low-
and midintensity conflict situations rests on a commitment to a
community of free nations with open political systems. For more than
40 years, US policymakers perceived the Soviet and Chinese
Communist systems to be the principal threats to free nations and
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open political systems. Consequently, fear of Soviet and Chinese
expansion shaped the US policy toward low- and midintensity
conflict.

After 18 months of observing Soviet expansion following World
War II, the United States sought a countervailing policy. The Truman
Doctrine, proclaimed in 1947, was intended to contain expansion to
the south. While the Marshall Plan served broader objectives, an
important element was containing expansion to the west. United
States policymakers saw evidence of a monolithic strategy of
communist expansion in the defeat of the Chinese Nationalists,
revolutions in Southeast Asia, and the invasion of South Korea.
Finally, as the true nature of Castro’s government in Cuba
emerged—followed by revolutions in Latin and Central America—
containing communism became a global American policy.l The
Eisenhower Doctrine rounded out the policy to include a joint
resolution of Congress in 1957 declaring that the independence of
Middle Eastern nations was vital to American interests.” The 1957
resolution “‘authorize[d]’ the President to use American armed forces
‘as he deems necessary’ to defend the Middle East nations ‘requesting
such aid against overt armed aggression from any nation controlled
by international Communism’.” ® The 1957 resolution rounded out
the policy and the basis for appropriate forces to underwrite the policy
of meeting aggression across the scale of conflict.

It would be difficult to overstate the degree to which containing
communism dominated US attitudes toward insurgencies and
revolutions. A 1986 speech by Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger illustrated the continuing preoccupation with the Soviet
menace as the justification for US interest in LIC. He declared that
“tonight, one out of every four countries around the globe is at war. In
virtually every case, there is a mask on the face of war. In virtually
every case, behind the mask is the Soviet Union and those who do its
bidding.” *

This preoccupation with communism as the predominant force
behind insurgency can obscure the reality that revolts, coups, and
insurrections are as old as history. There is also the danger that
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overstating the Soviet role in LIC and insurgencies could eliminate
US interest in other causes of LIC in the face of a receding Soviet
empire. The sheer number of conflicts would demand continuing
attention. The Department of Defense (DOD) estimates that there
have been some 1,200 conflicts since World War I, with about 80
percent classified as low intensity.5 Most of the rest qualify as
midintensity.

The Definition Challenge

History has confirmed the wisdom of Clausewitz’s advice that “the
first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of judgement that the
statesman and commander have to make is to establish . . . the kind of
war on which they are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying
to turn it into, something that is alien to its nature.” % Unfortunately,
the terms low-intensity conflict and midintensity conflict do not
promote understanding of the kind of war under consideration. While
it is neither possible nor useful to settle on a precise definition of
low-intensity conflict, there needs to be at least a description of the
relevant characteristics. The official definition describes LIC as a

political-military confrontation between contending states or groups below
conventional war and above the routine, peaceful competition among states. It
frequently involves protracted struggles of competing principles and
ideolo7gies. Low intensity conflict ranges from subversion to the use of armed
force.

Others would define LIC by various limits. Sam Sarkesian and
others suggest defining limits on geographic area and number of
participants, with political-psychological dimensions predominating
over tactical considerations. He goes further to suggest that
low-intensity conflicts are usually limited wars or revolutionary or
counterrevolutionary wars. He also expresses a strong preference for
special operations forces over conventional forces.®

In attempting to define the kind of war being considered, one may
find it equally useful to say what LIC is not. LIC does not equal SOF.
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Further, special operations is not a mission; rather, special operations
forces provide capabilities in support of a variety of missions. US
special operations forces are sized and equipped for roles across the
spectrum to include a major role in high-intensity conflict. In the most
recent midintensity to high-intensity conflict in the Persian Gulf
region, SOF played major roles in supporting or supplementing the
air campaign. One of those roles was locating and designating targets
for attack by precision guided conventional weapons.

Conversely, conventional forces have predominated in recent LIC
situations: the counterterrorist strike against Libya, the 1987 crisis in
the Persian Gulf, the rescue operation in Grenada, and the operation
in Panama. Some of the most sophisticated conventional air power
capabilities in the US forces—two carrier battle groups, F-111F
fighter aircraft, precision guided bombs, EA-6B jamming aircraft,
KC-10 tanker aircraft, and so forth—were used to carry out the
limited raid against Libya.

Nor is LIC necessarily low in the intensity of military violence or
the severity of military consequences. Those consequences are likely
to be asymmetrical. In the operation against Panama—from the US
viewpoint—only modest forces were employed, with little long-term
effect on those forces. In contrast, for the Panamanian Defense Force,
the operation eliminated their capability and role as a military force.
In the Vietnam conflict—in contrast to the US low-intensity view
(some would say midintensity)—Gen Van Tien Dung, commander of
Hanoi’s final offensive, believed that his purpose was to destroy the
enemy’s political and military system—a dual purpose of clearly
high-intensity proportions.9

LIC extends into at least midintensity levels of force and military
violence. Unconventional warfare and employment of SOF stretch
across the spectrum from low- to very high-intensity conflict. So LIC
is not adequately characterized by the forces involved, the geographic
area encompassed, or the level of violence.

To define the kind of war represented by LIC, then, one finds that
the most useful distinction may be the primacy of political
considerations in both the purposes and execution of operations—

143



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

whatever their size and scope. Furthermore, a country may wage LIC
without employing military force, relying—at least for a time—on
political, economic, and diplomatic means, as well as the coercive
power of the threat of military force.

In contrast to LIC, describing midintensity conflict has received
short shrift from most writers addressing the spectrum of conflict. For
purposes of this essay, [ describe midintensity conflict as conflict
between significant opposing military forces short of a superpower
confrontation. Midintensity military operations are conducted to
achieve a political end by destroying or neutralizing a significant part
of the opponent’s military force or other assets he values.

Military forces, at all levels of conflict, are employed to achieve
political ends. In contrast to LIC, military considerations in mid-
intensity conflict are at least coequal with political considerations and
can predominate in the actual conduct of military operations.

Special Operations Issue

In response to the abiding confusion on the roles of SOF, it is
useful to stress those roles again. The proliferation of sophisticated
military capabilities and the trend toward higher levels of conflict and
violence increase the need for the specialized capabilities of SOF.
Still, the record of support for those capabilities has not been a good
one, and there remains a need for continuing special emphasis.

Concerned with perceived apathy toward SOF, Congress enacted
the Cohen-Nunn Amendment in 1987. The purpose of the law was to
mandate attention to the funding, structure, and readiness of SOF.
Specifically, that legislation requires (1) an assistant secretary of
defense of special operations and low-intensity conflict, (2) a unified
combatant command for SOF, and (3) a board for low-intensity
conflict within the National Security Council. The bill also suggested
the creation of a deputy assistant to the president for national security
affairs for low-intensity conflict, which was not implemented."

There was immediate concern expressed about the Cohen-Nunn
Amendment by opposite constituencies—people who opposed
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elevating the status of special operations and LIC and people most
interested in expanding the capabilities of SOF across the spectrum of
conflict. The title of the new assistant secretary was seen as adding to
erroneous perceptions that SOF is a mission instead of a set of
capabilities; that SOF is somehow more closely linked to LIC than to
midintensity and high-intensity conflict; and that LIC can be pursued
without employing sophisticated conventional forces.

In testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee in January
1987, before enactment of the amendment, Gen Paul Gorman
reminded the committee that special operations forces have missions
across the spectrum of war. Both US and Soviet SOF were conceived
for the apocalyptic contingencies of high-intensity conflict in central
Europe and the western Pacific. Most special operations forces have
little to do with countering guerrillas or terrorism. "’

In spite of these difficulties, the assistant secretary and the unified
command fill important needs. Consistent, institutional advocates for
special operations capabilities now have a voice in the highest DOD
councils. The unified command leverages the capabilities of service
SOF components with better joint training and cooperation. The result
has been a significant improvement in focus on needed special
operations capabilities. The assistant secretary also provides a more
effective focal point for DOD to work with the Departments of State,
Treasury, Justice, Transportation, and Commerce, as well as the Drug
Enforcement Agency, US Information Agency, Central Intelligence
Agency, and other agencies to coordinate the political, economic, and
military dimensions of LIC.

United States Strategy and Experience in
Low-Intensity Conflict

The national security strategy statement of January 1987 relates a
basic objective of the US, with regard to countries facing LIC:
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When it isin U.S. interest to do so, the United States:

o Will take measures to strengthen friendly nations facing internal or
external threats to their independence and stability by systematically
employing, in coordination with friends and allies, the full range of political,
economic, informational, and military instruments of power. Where possible,
action will be taken before instability leads to violence.

e Will work to ameliorate the underlying causes of instability and
conflict in the Third World by pursuing foreign assistance, trade, and
investment programs that promote economic development and the growth of
demacratic social and political orders."?

Help from Economic Support and
Security Assistance

The basic policy and strategy statements stress the need to help
address internal economic causes of instability. It is equally clear that
it is in our national interest to help strengthen the military capabilities
of friends and allies facing external military threats. Still, even when
there was a high propensity to consider insurgencies important to US
national interests, the US record in delivering economic and security
assistance has not supported the declaratory strategy that emphasizes
such help. The United States has not been successful in buying
stability with economic or security assistance.

There are few questions about the continuing potential for
instabilities resulting from economic desperation. Almost one-half of
the population of sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia and over
one-third of the population of Latin America live in absolute
poverty."” Per capita income is shrinking in sub-Saharan Africa and
Latin America and is stagnant in Eastern Europe.14 The Agency for
International Development currently characterizes some 46 countries
as recent problem nations. That group posted an average economic
growth of 2.3 percent per year from 1972 to 1979 and an average
decline of 1.74 percent from 1978 to 1987." Long-term debt, a source
of both economic difficulty and Southern Hemisphere resentment of
their Northern counterparts, is also a growing problem. For the 46
nations mentioned above, long-term debt grew from $93 billion in
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1975 to $549 billion in 1987. Debt service now demands over 45
percent of Argentina’s export income and over 25 percent of the
export incomes of Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, and Turkey.16

The US response to these growing needs has been economic and
security assistance that is more restrictive and less generous.17 The
report of the House Committee on Appropriations of the 100th
Congress succinctly describes Congress’s attitude toward helping
friends and allies with security assistance:

Basically, the reductions to foreign assistance programs reflect the relative
priorities of Congress given the overall budget constraints. The
Administration has consistently failed to acknowledge this reality and last
year responded to Congress’ reductions . . . by skewing the country
allocations and submitted a $1.2 billion supplemental budget request. . . .
However, the . . . submission of a large supplemental request at a time when
domestic spending programs are suffering continued drastic reductions shows
a failure on the part of the Administration to acknowledge the implications of
the passage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation.I 8

The skewing referenced in the House report is the large share of the
security-assistance budget earmarked for Egypt, Israel, Greece,
Turkey, and Pakistan—Ileaving very little for the rest of the globe. In
aggregate—since 1985—bilateral assistance to all countries has been
cut by 21 percent. Assistance to nations facing LIC threats has
declined by almost 45 percent.lg

It seems then, that however desirable and sensible the strategy of
addressing root economic and political causes may be, it is a forlorn
hope. It is just possible that buying the third world out of its economic
quandary is beyond the means of even the most generous and affluent
nations. Given the fact that we must maintain strong military
capabilities for other reasons, the marginal cost of their use may be
more affordable—though less satisfying—than adequate economic
aid. In any case, there is a greater likelihood of a continuing—perhaps
expanding—need to support US political aims with military forces
appropriate to the level of conflict.
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Help from Military Forces

The preferred role of military forces in addressing any level of
conflict is deterrence. But historical experience shows that the
effectiveness of the deterrent strategy varies roughly with the level of
conflict. It works well at the high end of the scale but poorly at the
low end.

The consequences of a failure of deterrence are also proportional to
the level of conflict—at least in the near term to midterm. Further, the
predictability of consequences is also proportional to the level of
conflict. Failure to deter strategic nuclear conflict is immediately and
inevitably disastrous. In contrast, the consequence of failure to deter
or even respond quickly to low-intensity situations is neither
immediate nor predictable. Expanding, interlocking future events
drive long-term results. For example, the US failure to win a military
victory in Vietnam had serious domestic consequences but did not,
over the longer term, seriously affect US international interests (the
economic consequence of the approach to financing the war is
another matter). Furthermore, the US failure did not provide lasting
benefit to the principals—the Soviet Union and China—who
supported the adversary.

The decision to commit US military forces—in other than advisory
roles—to help friendly governments that are resisting insurgency or
revolution is a complex matter. The need for such a decision results
from failure to respond effectively to the political and economic
causes of insurgency and revolution. Given such failure, US history
gives little cause to expect that low-level assistance from US military
forces will turn the tide.

The longer, fuller British and French experiences would further
lower expectations of success. David Charters points out that between
the end of World War II and the end of 1982, British forces had
carried out 94 operational commitments worldwide. Of these, only
three—Korea, Suez, and the Falklands—involved combat in
conventional, if undeclared, wars. Some involved significant forces—
two and one-half divisions in Palestine and 21,000 troops in Northern
Ireland in 1972.*° With rare exceptions—Malaysia, for example—
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most of these experiences, along with the French experiences in
Indochina and Algeria, were no more successful than our experience
in Vietnam.

In November 1984 Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
indirectly suggested that the heavily political nature of such conflict
often precludes successful commitment of US military forces. He set
forth the following conditions for committing military forces:

e Existence of a particular engagement or occasion deemed vital to our
national interest or that of our allies.

e  Wholehearted commitment, with the clear intent of winning.

e Clear definition of political and military objectives.

e Forces capable of doing the job.

e Reassessment and adjustment of committed forces to meet combat
requirements.

® Reasonable assurance of support of the American people and
Congress.21

Those conditions are likely to be incompatible with a long-term
commitment to patient—often frustrating—military operations,
carefully integrated with political approaches. Yet that commitment is
required if one is to prevail in countering insurgencies and
revolutions. Again, without a vigorous accompanying political and
economic commitment, the probability of sustaining those conditions
falls to near zero.

Shift from Counterinsurgency to Broader Interests

In spite of the frustrating history of involvement in counter-
insurgency, the commitment to containment continued to sustain a
high propensity to become involved. However, accelerating
events—increasingly apparent since the mid-1980s—Ileading to the
complete collapse of the Warsaw Pact have fundamentally altered the
situation. The perception of a monolithic—or even fragmented—
communist world promoting wars of liberation and otherwise
threatening the stability of free nations has very nearly disappeared.
Internal matters increasingly occupy Soviet attention. Cuba, with the
loss of much of its earlier Soviet support, is much less inclined to
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foreign adventures. The need for economic modernization and
internal stability consumes the attention of the government in Beijing.
Communism has been widely discredited as a political and economic
system. In view of these events, containment seems a far less relevant
task—a situation that challenges the legitimacy of what has been
almost automatic US opposition to many insurgencies.

Even so, without Soviet agitation, economic and political pressures
will continue to foment threats to stable, open governments
throughout the third world. In the Middle East and Persian Gulf
regions, Islamic fundamentalism, uneven oil wealth, historical
animosities—those directed toward former colonial powers and those
within the Arab world—and the Arab-Israeli conflict will continue to
generate high tensions. Recent events show that, even when the
Soviets cooperate with moderate governments, these regional tensions
will continue to threaten the stability of friendly governments. In
Latin America, there has been a gratifying movement to repre-
sentative governments. Still, heavy debt, stagnated economies, and
deteriorating quality of life make the region highly unstable. The
African continent continues to seethe with insurgency and economic
failure, all of which suggests that the US cannot leave the outcome of
LIC situations to divine providence. However, the policy and the
capabilities required to deal with those and other conditions extend
well beyond most definitions of LIC.

Changing Conditions of Conflict

Over the past decade, conflict that threatens friends and allies has
tended to polarize toward extremes. At the low end, international,
state-sponsored terrorism has been an important feature. Terrorism is
particularly resistant to the strategy of deterrence or the effective
employment of military forces. The Israelis have followed a policy of
rapid retaliation to deter terrorist attacks for almost 40 years but
continue to suffer frequent acts of terrorism.

The US has devoted significant resources and attention to forces
designed to counter acts of terrorism; these include a well-trained,
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well-equipped hostage-rescue team. Yet, there remains only a scant
likelihood of a successful US hostage rescue on foreign soil. Friendly
governments involved are usually unwilling to accept visible
assistance from US forces. The retaliatory air attack on Libya seems
to have been somewhat more effective in discouraging
Libyan-sponsored terrorism. Still, that single experience is not
sufficient to draw any general conclusions.

None of this suggests that we can forgo providing the most
effective achievable counterterrorist capability, including special
operations air support. It does suggest that preventive measures and
law enforcement agencies are probably more effective in combatting
terrorism than are military forces—even well-conceived and
well-trained special forces.

At the other end of the low- to midintensity spectrum, there are at
least three trends that shift the likely nature of conflict toward higher
levels. These trends will also tend to raise the potential level of
military violence and the need to involve more sophisticated air
power. They are as follows:

e A lower propensity to engage in counterinsurgency for all the
reasons stated earlier.

e The tendency of the proliferation of high-technology weapons
to drive the level of military violence into the midintensity category.
(This tendency will persist even when political objectives
dominate—a common criterion for LIC.)

e The growth in quantity and quality of regional military forces in
the hands of belligerent governments.

The increased lethality of available conventional weapons is a
major factor in the likely escalation of the level of conflict and
military violence. The Exocet missile in the 1987 Persian Gulf crisis
and the Stinger missile used by Afghan rebels had major impacts on
the nature of those conflicts. The easy manufacture of chemical
weapons, coupled with expanding third-world access to short- to
medium-range ballistic and cruise missiles, adds the prospect of new
levels of escalation in third-world conflicts. Nor is there any
likelihood of reversing this trend. The US, the Soviet Union, and
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Western Europe are the principal suppliers, and there is
some—though remote—possibility of an agreement among these
powers to curtail proliferation. Yet Brazil, Israel, China, India, and
Argentina are also major suppliers, and all are committed to both the
technological and economic benefits of high-technology arms
industries beyond that required to satisfy national needs.

To illustrate the level of arms-transfer activity from 1982 to 1989,
one may note that Saudi Arabia and Iraq each spent over $40 billion
and that India imported $18.5 billion, in addition to its internal
production. Iran, Syria, Cuba, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Angola
each exceeded $10 billion in military imports. The total in transfers to
major buyers reached almost 11,000 tanks and self-propelled guns,
some 21,000 artillery pieces, and almost 34,000 surface-to-air
missiles.”” From 1968 to 1990, the Iraqi army grew from 70,000 men
and 600 tanks to 1 million men and 5,500 tanks. Syria grew from
50,000 men and one mechanized division to 300,000 men and over
4,000 tanks.”

Given the abiding issues and the proliferation of military
capabilities, conflicts in Southwest Asia/the Middle East are likely to
escalate quickly to the high end of the midintensity conflict scale.
There is also the constant risk of escalation to weapons of mass
destruction. Chemical/biological weapons are already in the hands of
third-world military forces. It seems only a matter of time before
nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them are also in the hands
of some unstable third-world nations. United States Army technology
planners project that early in the twenty-first century, some 20
countries could have chemical/biological weapons; between 10 and
20 could have tactical nuclear weapons; and 15 will be able to
produce ballistic missiles.”*

Air Power in Support of Low- and Midintensity
Operations in the 1980s

The role of military forces in addressing low- and midintensity
conflict is to persuade nations with interests divergent from those of
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the US to change course to more compatible approaches. If that fails,
the purpose is then to compel those nations whose actions threaten the
US and its friends to adopt a course of action compatible with the
interests of the US and our allies.”” While deterrence has not been
particularly successful in precluding conflicts that threaten US
interests, continuing the deterrent theme to various levels of coercion
holds more promise. The objective is to employ political, economic,
and military means to raise the cost of continuing action contrary to
US interests and to lower the cost of cooperating with US interests.

Ideally, diplomatic, political, and economic coercion could
preclude the need for use of military force. Even so, the threat of
using military force is likely to greatly enhance diplomatic and
political pressure. However, the urgency of the objective—often
driven by domestic politics or international alliances—drives the
degree to which the nation can afford to wait for the impact of
nonmilitary forms of coercion. For example, the Libyan-sponsored
attack against Americans resulted in almost immediate escalation to
the retaliatory strike against Libya.26 In the recent Guif crisis, the
coalition applied the full range of coercive pressures to persuade Iraq
to leave Kuwait. But domestic and international pressures precluded
giving diplomatic and economic coercion time to prove itself either
effective or ineffective.

Finally, when clear national interest satisfies Secretary
Weinberger’s first premise—an occasion deemed vital to the
US—and when other forms of coercion fail, US policy is to follow
the other four precepts articulated in Secretary Weinberger’s 1984
speech.27 Similar concepts guided the development and training of
forces and characterized the four principal uses of military force in

the past decade. In each case, the forces decisively achieved the goals
of the military operation.

The Minimum-Force Issue

The writings of the past two decades are replete with
admonishments about the need for minimum force in LIC situations,
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emphasizing instead the need to win hearts and minds with minimum
use of violence. These writings often oppose any introduction of
conventional forces into LIC situations. In this respect, many highly
vocal critics of conventional thinking have themselves become
victims of stagnated thinking. Minimum violence should not be
presumed to result from the use of minimum force. Experience has
shown that the “number of troops required to control a given situation
goes up as the amount of force which . . . is politically acceptable . . .
goes down.” 8

Public patience—particularly the public patience of Americans—
can also strongly drive the demand for forces to rapidly resolve the
situation. Long-suffering approaches are not an American strong suit.
Where US involvement is warranted—at any level of conflict—both
the American psyche and experiences over the past decade argue for
overwhelming—not minimum—force to control the level and
duration of violence.

The demonstration of precise and devastating air attacks in the
1990 Panama operation and the 1991 Persian Gulf war adds a new
dimension to the minimum-force issue. Air power can be used across
the spectrum to apply maximum force to an objective of any
size—from a single building to a massive army—with minimum risk
of domestic political fallout and minimum collateral damage in the
target area.

Grenada and Panama

Political considerations were overriding in the Grenada and
Panama situations and dictated the objectives and the constraints on
the employment of military forces. Yet, in contradiction to the LIC
concepts of prior decades, the clear need for carefully measured force
and minimum violence did not translate to either minimum forces or
to a gradual buildup of forces. In both cases, conventional and special
operations airlift delivered clearly overwhelming ground forces. In
Panama, AC-130 gunships, A-37s, and F-117 fighter aircraft
supported both conventional ground forces and SOF. That combined
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strength quickly overwhelmed opposition, with minimum military
losses on both sides and minimum damage to the civilian community.

The Panama experience illustrates the likelihood that low-intensity
conflict will escalate before resolution. After a decade of low-
intensity political, economic, and occasionally military activity,
Manuel Noriega’s response was increasing arrogance. That arrogance
translated to increased frequency and scope of officially sanctioned
harassment and violence against US forces in Panama.

Unfortunately, conditions in Panama since Operation Just Cause
also provide another example of failure to leverage successful
military operations with a continuing commitment to economic and
political support. Thus, the underlying obstacles to stable
representative government are not addressed. The government of
President Guillermo Endara continues to struggle with little tangible
support from the US and with little prospect for a lasting, robust
representative government in Panama.

In both the Grenada and Panama operations, special operations
played key roles in supporting conventional operations. In both cases,
success depended on closely integrating special operations with
conventional operations under a single commander and operating
within a single command-and-control structure.

1987 Persian Gulf Crisis

The 1987 Persian Gulf crisis demanded a new dimension in joint
Navy and Air Force air power employment. Political sensitivity on
the Arabian Peninsula precluded basing US land-based combat
aircraft to meet the need for air coverage to help protect sea-lanes.
Geography made it impractical for carrier-based air to provide the
necessary coverage without support of land-based air-refueling
tankers. The combination of carrier-based combat aircraft supported
by land-based tanker and surveillance aircraft provided the solution.
The combination clearly conveyed US capabilities and commitment
to both belligerents. The US presence protected shipping and
significantly lowered the level of violence on Gulf waters. Although

155



THE FUTURE OF AIR POWER

the situation was resolved at low-intensity levels of violence, it
required midintensity force levels and high-intensity air power
capabilities.

The 1990-91 Persian Gulf War

While some people would argue that the Persian Gulf war went
beyond even midintensity conflict, it passed through almost every
stage from diplomatic and economic coercion to various levels of
armed conflict. That conflict provides several important lessons about
dealing with low- and midintensity conflict situations. At each
level—beginning with the April 1990 Arab League meeting in
Vienna—there was a perceived opportunity to use coercive power
short of military action, first to protect and then to liberate Kuwait
without further escalation. In retrospect, coercive power was not
credible to Saddam Hussein. He clearly did not perceive that his
invasion of Kuwait would be of vital interest to the US and Saudi
Arabia.

It is probably futile to attempt to divide the Gulf war into low-,
mid-, or high-intensity phases. Iraq opened the conflict with total war
against Kuwait and pursued that total-war policy until the retreat on
28 February 1991. The coalition response initially employed the tools
of LIC—the coercive power of diplomatic, political, and economic
actions and the threat of military force.

With the failure of diplomatic efforts to forestall armed conflict,
US over-the-horizon presence needed rapid upgrade to highly visible
capability on the scene. Air Force tactical fighter squadrons and light
Army forces that can be quickly airlifted, as well as Marine
expeditionary forces afloat in the area, provide the worldwide
capability to do that. Carrier air provides additional firepower on
arrival in the area.

By the fall of 1990, there was little belief in the near-term
effectiveness of measures short of armed conflict. That led to the
decision, announced on 8 November 1990, to raise the ante to
overwhelming military forces in place in Saudi Arabia and environs.
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By then, most participants and observers had concluded that at least
midintensity combat was very likely. Still, even after the onset of a
massive air campaign, some hoped that the coercive power of
formidable ground forces—poised for action—would lead Saddam
Hussein to conclude that the cost of continuing to occupy Kuwait
would be unbearable.

The 38-day air campaign concentrated land-based tactical fighter
forces, carrier-based air, and long-range bombers in an intense
campaign to destroy Iraq’s ability to fight effectively. Following the
air campaign, coalition ground forces completed the defeat of a
42-division force in about 100 hours with fewer than 300 Americans
killed and wounded. In the face of this overwhelming success, it is
easy to overlook the lack of other options. Air power had to buy time
to continue to deploy, position, and prepare ground forces for the
ground campaign. Only air power—rapidly deployable land-based
and carrier air present in the area—can be ready to engage in intense
combat at a moment’s notice. As in this case, air power may initially
be employed with apparent autonomy. Further, air power can be
decisive in that it could assure the eventual outcome. Even so, the end
objective is most likely to be to shape the battlefield for an eventual
ground campaign to control the resolution of the conflict. It is
difficult to imagine that Saddam Hussein failed to see that the Iraqi
army would become weaker and weaker while the coalition forces
became stronger and stronger. Still, he did not capitulate until his
forces were physically overrun by ground forces.

Some would blame the escalation on a mutual miscalculation by
both sides that somehow could have been avoided through diplomatic
and political means. But after the invasion on 2 August 1990 it is not
clear that miscalculation strongly drove the developing situation. The
coalition nations could never accept a world in which Saddam
Hussein dominated the Persian Gulf region. Feeding on oil riches, he
could have increasingly intimidated neighboring states, eventually
dominating the Middle East. At the same time, there may have been
no way out for Saddam Hussein that was less costly than near-term
loss of power. In such circumstances wherein vital interests are in
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such opposition, conflict is likely to escalate to the limit of the weaker
side’s capabilities.

The lesson is that it is dangerous to assume—in the face of failure
at the political level—that important situations can be resolved with
military force at the LIC level. The more general lesson from the
conflicts of the past decade is the likelihood of the demand for a full
range of air power capabilities. The overarching US policy to promote
the growth of free and open societies is likely to invoke that demand
from the low end of LIC to the high end of midintensity conflict.
Midintensity conflict stretches to levels of force and violence
characterizing twentieth-century conflicts in the Middle East/Persian
Gulf regions. Therefore, the ability to distinguish sharply between
levels of conflict is less important than ensuring the appropriate
spectrum of strategies and force capabilities.

Command and Control of
Low- and Midintensity Forces

There have long been troublesome questions about who is in
charge when military forces are involved in low- and midintensity
situations. The answers tend to be the most complicated at the lower
levels of conflict. Who, for example, is responsible for supporting the
national effort in Central America: CINCSOUTH? CINCLANT? The
regional assistant secretary of state? An interdepartmental task force?
The National Security Council? Individual ambassadors heading
country teams? The lack of unity at the national and regional levels
makes a difficult task far more difficult.”’

The command-and-control challenge for LIC includes the need for
military forces to be effectively integrated with political and
economic aims. It also includes the need for unconventional
operations to be effectively integrated with conventional forces. At
the lowest end of the scale, political and economic factors dominate.
As the intensity of conflict moves up the scale, military
considerations become more important. The difficulty is that
some—the most consequential-—modern-day conflicts run the gamut,
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over time, from political and economic dominance to military
dominance. Further, modem-day conflicts involving US military
forces employ both SOF and conventional forces. Therefore, the
command-and-control arrangement must accommodate the spectrum
of forces.

The Vietnam War experience burned important military-political
lessons into the souls of today’s senior military leaders. Many of these
officers were battalion, squadron, and ship commanders during that
conflict. Among the overarching maxims taught by that war are the
following:

¢ No one can intelligently plan and direct combat operations from
Washington, D.C. (or any place removed from the theater of
operations). President Lyndon Johnson’s reported boast that “not even
an outhouse” was struck in Vietnam without his personal involvement
was an indictment of his relationship with his military commanders.

e Combat operations call for the best equipment and training that
the nation’s technology can produce. The most demanding tasks
demand optimized systems.

e There is no place in combat theaters for parochial service
interests. The theater commander must have the authority to subjugate
perceived service interests to the larger theater objectives.

e To be effective, an air campaign must be a well-coordinated
effort responding to the direction of the theater commander through
the air-component commander. The same need applies, though less
dramatically, to the ground campaign.

Three out of the above four maxims demand that, once significant
military forces are committed, there be an unequivocal answer to the
question, Who is in charge? Presidents Reagan and Bush have
provided such an answer in the 1980s and extending into the 1990s.
Civilian leaders set the objectives, define the constraints, approve the
forces to be employed, and hold military leaders accountable. But a
single military commander is in charge of the combat operations of
US forces. The theater commander has full authority over component
commands and forces. That authority was contested in the 1987
Persian Gulf crisis. Fortunately, the result was an unmistakable
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demonstration that component commanders answer to the theater
commander. In both the Panama and the 1990-91 Persian Gulf crisis,
there was clear unity of command under a single theater commander.

Given the renewed dedication to that long-proven military
principle, the combatant command role of US Special Operations
Command could create confusion. Fortunately, it does not cause
difficulty in practice. The services remain responsible for organizing,
training, and equipping SOF. The unified command ensures that
worldwide requirements receive proper attention by the services and
advocates those requirements to the services and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. The unified command also ensures that
component-command capabilities meet the standards required for
global demand. However, for other than very special and limited
missions, SOF objectives and operations are integrated with theater
forces and are under the command of the theater commander. It
cannot sensibly be otherwise.

Summary

From the mid-1950s to the mid-1980s, the policy of containing
communism fed preoccupation with the causes and consequences of
insurgencies. By the late 1980s, that concern had receded with the
decline of Soviet and Chinese interest in wars of national liberation.

Even in the days of maximum concern over insurgencies, the US
found that the preferred economic and political approaches to dealing
with underlying causes were neither sustainable nor effective. Nor has
the consequent resort to low-level military means provided satisfying
results. There is nothing to suggest any near-term renewed
commitment to adequate political and economic means. There is
much to suggest that causes of conflict will continue and intensify.
Abiding tensions and genuine conflicts of interest will continue to
breed the conditions for low- to midintensity conflict in the Middle
East, Southwest Asia, Africa, and South Asia.

There has been an unwarranted tendency to regard special
operations forces as linked primarily to low-intensity conflict. Special
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operations forces—always designed and sized for operations across
the spectrum of conflict—will need to continue to provide specialized
capabilities from the lowest to the highest levels of conflict. The
challenge of focusing attention on needed special capabilities will
continue to require special emphasis.

The conventional descriptions of levels of conflict—low, mid,
high—are almost unrelated to the level and sophistication of forces
employed and less and less related to the level of military violence.
The proliferation of modern weapons and growth of regional military
forces are likely to lead to rapid escalation of the level of conflict and
an increased level of military violence at all levels of conflict. The US
will increasingly need to size and configure US air power for
midintensity levels of conflict and high levels of violence.

There is an increased US willingness to commit overwhelming
forces to control the level of violence and to resolve the issue quickly.
Minimum-force approaches and gradualism have been thoroughly
discredited in the eyes of both political and military leaders.

Too many of our conceptions of how to use air power are based on
experience that is no longer relevant. There has been a quantum
increase in the effectiveness of air power since the Vietnam War.
Saddam Hussein discovered too late that the power of the triad of
modern, conventional combat air forces—heavy bombers, land-based
tactical air, and aircraft carrier-based forces—is devastating. Air
power will still be used to shape the battlefield for ground forces. In
most cases, only ground forces can complete a clean and full
resolution of the military situation. Although the basic role of air
power in low- to midintensity conflict may not change, its
decisiveness has already changed the nature of war.
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PART III

Air Power: Deterrence and Compellence






Introduction

In the midst of the changes taking place in the international security
environment, it is necessary to reassess long-standing strategic
concepts and doctrines that were codified during the cold war era.
This reassessment includes the question of alliance relationships, as
well as the reliance on deterrence as our central strategic principle. In
this section, the two authors raise a host of questions and make
intriguing observations about American defense doctrine and strategy
and the place of air power in the new security paradigm that has yet to
be fully defined.

In his essay, Dr Richard H..Shultz, Jr., poses four salient questions
regarding US defense posture in the years ahead:

e What are the continuities and discontinuities between the cold war and
post—cold war international security environments?

o Will the preeminent US strategic concept of the cold war—
deterrence—remain so in the years ahead, or will a different concept be
equally or possibly more relevant in this new environment?

o Is compellence [coercive force] a more appropriate strategic concept for
the 1990s?

e Can air power . . . contribute to the adroit use of compellence . . . as a
strategic concept?

As for discontinuities, Shultz points to an especially grave trend
toward nuclear proliferation in the third world, as well as the
stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons. Conventional
armament will also progress as it has in the past—toward heavily
armored, mechanized, and increasingly “smart” weapons. He warns
of the “growing importance of regional security environments” as
opposed to the traditional fixation on the European theater, and of an
upsurge in political instability due to noncommunist ideologies and
movements such as fundamentalist religious sects, secessionism,
irredentism, and other “extreme forms of nationalism.” '

Following this discussion, an inquiry into the historical roots of
American national security policy identifies three elements—defense,
deterrence, and compellence. Shultz then focuses on compellence as
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the element most likely to be employed by future administrations,
given the aforementioned new international security environment.
Rather than use deterrence, the US may have to employ military
power to halt an enemy operation, reverse a completed action, or
initiate an action at variance with the adversaries’ stated goals.
Compellence becomes necessary, asserts Shultz, because of the
loosening of restraints on third-world states, which is occasioned by
the attenuation of the superpower military rivalry and the aforementioned
proliferation of arms. In the future, compellent military actions will be a
necessary option for defending vital US interests.

According to Dr Shultz, air power offers

a resolute and decisive military instrument for situations requiring the

compellent use of force. If diplomacy and other means have proven

inadequate, air power provides a highly sophisticated capability to persuade
opponents to alter their political and military behavior.

Dr Shultz believes that the current operational reorganization plans
envisioned by the Air Force are ideal for prosecuting a compellent
strategy. Gen Merrill A. McPeak, Air Force chief of staff, has called
for dual operational structures—nuclear and conventional commands.
This arrangement, Shultz argues, will be the theoretical basis for the
ability to project power to compel globally. Air power’s unique
attribute 1s its ability to project itself to great distances with the
all-important ingredient of surprise, as well as precision. Thus, air
power now provides policymakers with even more options from
which to choose.

Dr Jacquelyn K. Davis agrees with Dr Shultz and most of the
contributors to this volume that

the Gulf war . . . has demonstrated that air power is an indispensable element
of a strategic concept that is designed to destroy enemy logistical
infrastructure and counterforce capabilities in a timely and decisive fashion
before—if possible—the beginning of ground-force operations.

Dr Davis asserts that the importance of air power in a future campaign
will depend on three variables:

(1) the nature and level of capabilities that are fielded by both friendly and
adversarial forces; (2) the extent and quality of each side’s logistics; and (3)
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more and more importantly in the last years of the twentieth century and into
the next—from a political as well as from a military perspective—the
synergism between US and allied air power assets, including offensive and
defensive, active and passive capabilities.

It is clear to Dr Davis that in the years ahead, the United States will
require a national security strategy that is committed to the defense of
allies in Western Europe, although this commitment “will assume a
new character, based upon a drawdown of the forward-deployed
American presence in Europe and in the context” of the collapse of
the communist political order in Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union. Major spending cuts and force-structure reductions arising
from these new political factors “underline the importance of mission
rationalization and allied interoperability.” Dr Davis foresees an
upswing in the roles and missions of the US Air Force and other
services’ air components, given “the increased incidence of ‘burden
sharing’ by most NATO allies and their attitude relating to out-of-area
contingency planning.”

Dr Davis notes the concern of the US over the steady shrinking of
its “access to overseas bases and logistical infrastructure.” This trend
will soon present the US with the need for longer-range aircraft
“based in the [United States] and refueled in flight,” in order to carry
out power projection missions. In the future, Dr Davis argues, the US
must make hard choices about the contingencies to which it will
commit itself, and thus must make equally hard decisions about force
structure and acquisition. She believes that, from this point forward,
forces “will have to be developed and optimized according to more
exacting criteria that maximize force survivability and systems
flexibility in a variety of complex military environments.”
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Compellence and the Role of Air Power
as a Political Instrument

Dr Richard H. Shultz, Jr.

With the end of the cold war, many of the existing assumptions
about conflict, the role of force, and military power have been called
into question. Prior to the Gulf war, a lively debate took place in the
US foreign policy and national security communities over the
likelihood of violent conflict in the future and the extent to which
military power had a role to play in a post—cold war world. Some
experts forecast ever-increasing stability, global cooperation
(especially in economic affairs), and an end to the use of force.!
Others disagreed with such predictions and argued that the
accelerating rate of change was likely to be accompanied by various
forms of instability.2

However, with the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the war that
ensued, the debate over the utility of military power has shifted. The
questions now are, What kind of military capability will the US
require in the years ahead? and What overarching strategic concept
should guide its employment? Within this context, the following four
issues are addressed:

e What are the continuities and discontinuities between the cold
war and post—cold war international security environments?

e Will the preeminent US strategic concept of the cold
war—deterrence—remain so in the years ahead, or will a different
concept be equally or possibly more relevant in this new
environment?

e Is compellence (a term coined by Thomas C. Schelling to
denote the counterpart of deterrence’) a more appropriate strategic
concept for the 1990s?
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e Can air power, as employed strategically and tactically in the
Gulf war, contribute to the adroit use of compellence by the United
States as a strategic concept?

Continuities and Discontinuities
in a Post—-Cold War World

The international security environment, as it existed from the late
1940s to the late 1980s, has undergone some fundamental changes.
Below, we will highlight several of these developments. Before doing
so, however, we find it equally important to recognize the continuity
that exists in the past, present, and likely future with respect to the
utility of military power as an instrument of foreign policy.

Clearly, the dramatic changes in Eastern Europe—and, to a lesser
extent, in the Soviet Union, as well as the upsurge of democratically
inspired movements in parts of the third world—are all significant
new trends in international politics. But they do not signify, as some
believe, the dawn of a new world order of global cooperation.
Interestingly, the end of war—whether hot or cold—engenders
among American intellectuals and academics the presumption that
international relations is entering a golden age. This is a recurring
vision that has taken hold at least three times in the twentieth century,
most memorably following both World War I and World War II. Yet,
contrary to those forecasts and confidence in the peacekeeping
capacity of international organization, states continued to compete—
and some to dominate—through the use of military force and
coercion.

Similarly, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and its bid for hegemony in
the Gulf region demonstrated that the end of the cold war likewise did
not alter certain enduring historical realities. In the years ahead, those
nations threatened by similar adversaries will still have to make the
necessary provisions for their security, with military power remaining
the central component. Even with the end of the cold war, we are not
yet entering a Kantian epoch in which national interest gives way to
greater harmony and mutual understanding. While some states may
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eschew the use of force in the name of higher principles, the efficacy
of military power remains the final arbiter when states disagree.
Despite the development of new rationales and new modes of using
force, the resort to military power—as Clausewitz observed long
ago—will remain an instrument of statecraft.

That being said, what are the discontinuities that will differentiate
the cold war and post—cold war international security environments?
Although several factors stand out, the focus here is on seven
developments that are likely to contribute to increasing regional
instability and conflict.

First, and most worrisome, is the proliferation of mass-destruction
weapons. The cold war was marked by essential nuclear bipolarity,
with a limited number of other stable states possessing nuclear
capabilities. The years ahead will see increasing nuclear multipolarity,
with proliferation by states seeking regional hegemony. Iraq is a case
in point. Additionally, the proliferation of chemical and biological
weapons will continue. It is estimated that during the 1990s, 16 states
will acquire both a chemical/biological capability and the means to
deliver these weapons through ballistic missiles. With respect to the
latter, Janne E. Nolan has observed that “in the late 1980s, ballistic
missiles became the currency of a new international security
environment, as a number of developing countries heralded their
entry into the missile age.” She points out that most of the countries
that are acquiring this capability are “in regions of chronic tension.”*
Furthermore, as the Iran-Iraq war demonstrated, there is a high
probability that these weapons will be used during conflict.

Second, the international security environment of the 1990s will
likewise continue to experience the proliferation of conventional
arms. The buildup during the 1970s and 1980s has allowed at least 15
third-world nations to develop large, modern conventional armies
based on a concept of heavy armored divisions. In the Middle East,
for example, this group includes Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Libya, Saudi
Arabia, and Syrla Each of these powers also has modern combat
aircraft including F-4s; F-14s; F-15s; F- 16s; Mirages; Tornados; and
MiG-23s, -25s, and -29s. Additionally, many third-world regimes
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have in their inventories a range of “smart” weapons such as the
Exocet cruise missile. This is simply one of a class of precision
guided munitions (PGM) which are appearing in the arsenals of
third-world states. It will be recalled that it was an Exocet that
demolished the HMS Sheffield during the Falklands War and
damaged the USS Stark in 1987.° During the Soviet-Afghan War, as
one specialist has observed,

the Stinger was the war’s decisive weapon—it changed the nature of combat.

Stinger directly attacked the Soviet military center of gravity—airpower—and

demonstrated that control of the air environment is as vital in low intensity
conflict as in higher intensity warfare.”

In the aftermath of the Gulif war, it appears that the acquisition of
smart weapons will accelerate as the nations of the Middle East
embark on a new phase of the arms race.

Third, several third-world states have progressed to the point where
they can domestically design and produce one or more of the
following major categories of weapons: armored vehicles, aircraft,
naval vessels, and missiles. “Eight Third World countries,” as
Andrew L. Ross noted, “are now able to design and produce all four
types.” These include Argentina, Brazil, South Korea, Taiwan, South
Africa, India, Israel, and Egypt. He also points out that “eight more
countries are producing at least two or three of the four types of
conventional arms: Chile, Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico, North
Korea, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand.”® This will only
contribute to the diffusion of power to various regions of the
developing world and make the resort to force, even in the face of
opposition from major powers, a more attractive option for these
emerging military powers.

A fourth discontinuity has to do with the growing importance of
regional security environments (especially the Middle East/Persian
Gulf, South and Northeast Asia, and Latin America). This
development is already being reflected in US international security
planning. During the cold war, the focal point for the United States
was Europe. In the years ahead, Europe will remain important but not
to the exclusion of other regions. Two reasons account for this
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change: (1) the US has numerous economic and political interests in
the regions identified above and (2) these areas will continue to
experience various forms of conflict that will be exacerbated by the
previously mentioned arms buildup. Although the US was, at times,
concerned with conflicts in the third world during the cold war, these
incidents were seen through East-West lenses and viewed as
secondary national security issues.” This will not be the case in the
1990s and beyond.

Fifth, low-intensity conflict (LIC) will now be seen as endemic to
various third-world regions, with the number of states involved on the
rise. The Reagan administration, in its 1987 statement on the National
Security Strategy of the United States, set forth the dimensions of LIC
in the following terms:

Low Intensity Conflicts may be waged by a combination of means, including
the use of political, economic, informational, and military instruments. . . .

Major causes of Low Intensity Conflict are instability and lack of political and
economic development in the Third World. . . . These conditions provide
fertile ground for unrest and for groups and nations wishing to exploit unrest
for their own purposes. . . .

An effective U.S. response to this form of warfare requires . . .

the use of a variety of policy instruments among U.S. Government agencies
and internationally. Responses may draw on economic, political, and
informational tools, as well as military assistance.

This definition is instructive for the following reasons: One, LIC is
characterized as a political-military confrontation short of conven-
tional war between either contending states or a group/ movement and
a state. It can range from covert subversion to a paramilitary insurgent
conflict. Two, the instruments utilized in these conflicts include
political, psychological, economic, informational, and military means.
According to two specialists, these activities

might be described as parapolitical. . . . The ultimate objective is political and
the political stakes and risks are frequently high. But the intermediate
objectives and the chosen instruments range from political into the military
and paramilitary fields.""
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Three, LIC involves strategies of conflict that are both indirect and
unconventional in approach. Finally, among the societal factors that
underlie or cause LIC are discontentment, injustice, repression,
instability, and political, economic, and social change. These
conditions are generally found in the third world, where most LICs
occur. In fact, LIC describes an environment or situation in which
conflict or instability can take one of several forms. This will place
regional LIC higher on the security agenda of the US in the years
ahead.

Sixth, the ideological causes of instability will continue to expand
in the post—cold war world rather than contract, as some
commentators suggest.12 During most of the period since 1945,
destabilizing messianic ideologies were confined to various forms of
Marxism-Leninism, with strategic links to the Soviet Union and its
global aspirations. Today and in the future, these ideologies will
expand to include Islamic and other kinds of religious
fundamentalism, ethnicity in the form of radicalized secessionism and
irredentism, and—possibly—extreme forms of nationalism. Further-
more, these groups and movements will be better armed.

Finally, ethnic-based LIC may not be confined to the third world.
Variations of it could occur in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
Indeed, in the years ahead these regions may experience instability
initiated by movements following the previously mentioned messianic
ideologies. The Soviet Union, in particular, is likely to find itself
embroiled in tense and violent internal disputes with diverse ethnic
and nationalistic movements.

How will the above developments affect US national security
policy and strategy? The short answer is that they will present
decision makers with diverse, complex, and uncertain forms of
instability and conflict in regions of the world that we have not
understood very well in the past. Additionally, they call into question
whether or not the preeminent US strategic concept of the cold
war—deterrence—will remain so in the years ahead or whether other
concepts will be equally or possibly more relevant in this new
environment.

176



POLITICAL INSTRUMENT
The Preeminence of Deterrence during the Cold War

During the latter half of the 1950s and the early 1960s, American
strategic specialists devoted considerable attention to the functions or
roles that military power could serve as an instrument of foreign
policy. While wide-ranging and diverse, these conceptual efforts
share common themes. A review of these concepts supports the
following assessment by Robert Art:

Although the goals that states pursue range widely and vary considerably
from case to case, there are four categories that analytically exhaust the
functions force can serve: defense, deterrence, compellence, and swaggering
[or show of force].13

In effect, these were the choices available to support policy
objectives. Here we will be concerned with defense, deterrence, and
compellence.

What follows is a brief examination of each of these functions and
an explanation of why deterrence emerged as the central strategic
concept for the United States during the course of the cold war. This
phenomenon should not be surprising, given the fact that a great deal
of attention was paid to the development of nuclear weapons and the
requirements for deterrence. Such a concern can be seen both in the
works of US strategic thinkers and in the nuclear policy and strategy
of post—-World War II administrations. It also explains why, as
Alexander George and Richard Smoke have pointed out, “there has
been a marked tendency for theorists to employ strategic deterrence as
a paradigm case for thinking about deterrence in general [i.e., across
the spectrum of conflict].” '

Defense

From a conceptual perspective, “the defensive use of force employs
military power to accomplish two things: to ward off an attack and to
minimize damage to oneself if attacked. . . . The defensive use of
force may involve both peaceful and physical employment.”1
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Although defense has long been a part of military planning and
strategy (Clausewitz described it as “the stronger form of waging
war” '), its relevance at the nuclear level came into question during
the formative period of American strategic thinking.

This debate concemned the question of whether defense was
possible against a Soviet nuclear attack. During the early 1960s, there
was extensive disagreement over this issue."” However, this situation
changed, as Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara adopted a
doctrine of mutual assured destruction (MAD) and rejected the
possibility of defense. Thus, at the nuclear level the historical linkage
between deterrence and defense was decoupled.18 So powerful was
McNamara’s influence and so accepted was the logic underlying his
MAD doctrine that not until the second Nixon term was MAD
challenged by Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger. However,
it was only in the Reagan administration that the concept of defense
was reconsidered within the context of nuclear doctrine. Thus,
beginning in the early 1960s, deterrence moved to the forefront in US
strategic thinking and policy formulation.

Deterrence

The analytic assumptions of deterrence are straightforward, as
George and Smoke point out:

In its simplest form, deterrence is merely a contingent threat: “If you do x, I
shall do y to you.” If the opponent expects the cost of y to be greater than the
benefits of x, he will refrain from doing y; he is deterred. Rarely in the real
world does deterrence actually work in this simple a way. But strategic
deterrence can approach it. Assured Destruction is nearly this: if the Soviets
launch an atomic attack upon the United States, the nuclear destruction of the
Soviet Union will be assured. . . . The logic of the threat is straightforward.'®

The concept of deterrence—convincing an opponent that the risks of
a course of action outweigh any possible gain—is not new. It can be
found in the oldest works on statecraft and military power. However,
in the nuclear age, deterrence took on certain assumptions that made a
difference. The requirements for it were developed within the context
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of two superpowers armed with nuclear weapons, and these
requirements depended upon the idea of perfect rationality. The
methodology of those who devised it was dominated by the
cost-benefit or economic-utility model.

In the literature and at the policy level, the deterrence of nuclear
war received the greatest attention. Furthermore, the simplicity of the
abstract definition of deterrence as a contingent threat seemed to hold
at the strategic level. The factors that generally complicate the process
of making it operational—subjective and cultural differences between
the actors involved over such issues as objectives, means,
commitment, and so forth—did not seem to apply. Both the US and
the Soviet Union, it was argued, followed the assumptions and logic
of the cost-benefit/rational-actor model of behavior. Fundamental
political and philosophical differences between the two superpowers
did not seem to matter because of the level of destructiveness
involved. Indeed, these significant differences were seen as
extraneous.”’

Compellence

The purpose of compellence is to employ military power to affect
an adversary’s behavior in the following ways: (1) halt an activity that
is under way, (2) undo a deed already accomplished, or (3) initiate an
action that is undesirable. The concept received its initial and most
detailed consideration in Thomas C. Schelling’s Arms and Influence.
He asserted that “compellence . . . usually involves initiating an
action . . . that can cease, or become harmless, only if the opponent
responds. The overt act, the first step, is up to the side that makes the
compellent threat [Schelling’s italics].”21 Thus, to be credible, “the
compellent threat has to be put in motion . . . and then the victim must
yield [Schelling’s italics].” 2

For Schelling, compellence almost always involves the use of
force. Furthermore, it entails attention to where, what kind, and how
much military power is to be used in order to convince the adversary
to comply. Compellence is offensive and action oriented.
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The distinction between deterrence and compellence is apparent.
The former uses force passively to prevent an action from taking
place, while the latter employs force actively and involves a sequence
of actions and reactions. Unlike deterrence, compellence is easier to
demonstrate or verify because it requires something to take place.
However, it 1s precisely because of this criterion that it is more
difficult to achieve. In the case of deterrence, the adversary has the
veil of plausible denial. This is not true for compellence, which
requires a state to alter its behavior.

As a strategic concept, compellence was never developed beyond
the level of abstraction that characterized Schelling’s work. It failed
to pay attention to the impact of different political cultures and
regimes. By framing his discussion in terms of nations “A” and “B,”
Schelling obscures the political dimensions of conflict. For example,
if nation A seeks to compel nation B to do its will, it is important to
know whether nation B is committed to a doctrine of holy war. This
would have an important impact on its level of commitment and
resolve. It does not mean that such a regime is impervious to
compellence—only that one must develop a strategy based on a clear
understanding of an opponent’s beliefs and commitment.
Unfortunately, compellence never appears to have received this kind
of conceptual enrichment from the defense community. When such a
concept is employed without attention to cultural and contextual
complexities, the results can be disastrous.

The Functions of Force in
the Post—Cold War World

Previously, authorities argued that in the international security
environment of the 1990s, military power would remain a central
instrument of statecraft. However, although each of the functions
described above will have a role to play in support of US foreign
policy objectives, at least in the near term it would appear that—for
several reasons—compellence will be particularly important. The
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rationale for this assertion is derived from our outline of the
parameters of the post—cold war international security environment.

Over a period of time in the old bipolar structure, the superpowers
had worked out a set of unwritten arrangements that placed limits on
the direct and indirect instigation of instability and the use of force.
This was true not only for direct US-Soviet confrontations, but also
for the use of force by their allies and clients. By curbing such
incidents, the US and Soviet Union were able to prevent regional
conflicts from turning into superpower confrontations. In other words,
the power balance and modalities that were worked out over the years
between the two superpowers had a spillover effect into those critical
regional areas of the world troubled by long-standing disputes and
emerging new ones. Although regional conflicts occurred, on several
occasions the superpowers were able to limit the extent of hostilities
by exerting their influence over their allies.

This is not likely to be the case in the 1990s. Rather, the frequency
and intensity of regional conflicts may be greater due to the
increasing diversity of interests, disagreements, and demands of states
in these subsystems, and the absence of the moderating effect of the
bipolar structure. As Geoffrey Kemp has argued, the decline of the
superpower struggle is likely to serve to fuel regional tensions for
three reasons: (1) superpower retrenchment will create a vacuum that
regional powers will move quickly to fill, (2) the sources of conflict
in key regions of the world have not diminished, and (3) little political
incentive exists for participants in regional conflicts to work for a
reduction of tension.”’ Thus, the US is likely to find itself in situations
where regional powers have already employed military force in ways
that threaten one or more of our vital interests. In order to return to
the status quo, the aggressive regional power will have to undo
whatever its force has achieved. In such situations, the compellent use
of military power must be an arrow in the quiver of instruments
available to American policymakers.

Regional powers not only will be less constrained or motivated to
avoid conflict, but also they will be much better armed to conduct war
in support of political objectives. As we noted earlier, various
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regional powers carried out a dramatic buildup in arms during the
1980s. The most disturbing aspect of this activity has been the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the danger of which is
self-evident. Imagine how the recent war with Iraq would have been
complicated if Baghdad had possessed nuclear weapons. It is not
likely that in the hands of leaders like Saddam Hussein nuclear
weapons will have the moderating or restraining influence that some
people have suggested.24 His use of other mass-destruction weapons
during the war with Iran is evidence of this fact.

Will international pressures and legal constraints deter future
leaders like Saddam from procuring nuclear weapons? Although one
must pursue every effort of this kind, the record of such attempts is
not a happy one. Hopefully, the future will be different. If this is not
the case, then one must consider the compellent use of force to undo
such situations. As difficult as it might be to come to grips with what
might be termed the “Israeli solution” (i.e., Israel’s destruction of
Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor in 1981), one should not reject it out of
hand. The coercive use of force was the only way to undo the
situation, although Iraq was not dissuaded from trying again.

Numerous third-world nations have also developed armies based
on the concept of the heavy armored division and have purchased
modern air forces and ballistic missiles. Although Iraq may be the
extreme example, its invasion of Kuwait demonstrated a willingness
to use these capabilities to achieve regional political objectives. In
this case, any conception of American deterrence was irrelevant even
though it was apparent that an Iraqi use of force would threaten
several of our interests. The US and its coalition partners faced a
classic compellence situation. To force the Iragis to undo what
occurred on 2 August 1990, the coalition had to apply coercive
military power. This kind of situation will not be the exception in the
years ahead, although one could argue that it is the most extreme
case. Certainly, one must consider every effort to establish regional
security arrangements to forestall such situations, but one should
nevertheless retain the compellent use of force as a policy option.
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We observed above that various forms of low-intensity and indirect
conflict—including insurgency, terrorism, and narcotics—are also likely
to continue to increase in the years ahead. Additionally, states will persist
in supporting groups that carry out these actions. Indeed, over the last 15
years several states have come to see this as a normal instrument of
statecraft and have aimed these indirect forms of attack at the US and
several of its allies and friends. One lesson the United States should
derive from the 1980s 1s that responding to such indirect forms of
attack—whether initiated by a terrorist or insurgent group on its own or
on behalf of a state patron—is extremely difficult. Apparently, deterrence
has not been very useful in countering such challenges. In effect,
compellence may be more germane in these cases.

Finally, each of the above forms of emerging and ongoing conflict and
instability will take place in those regions of the developing world that
are of increasing importance to the US in the post—cold war era. Although
Europe will remain prominent, in the years ahead the Middle East/Persian
Gulf, South and Northeast Asia, and Latin America will continue to grow
in significance. However, these regions will also contain threats that may
be difficult to respond to by relying on strategic concepts of the cold war.
This is why compellence may be of increasing importance. However, the
use of military power to compel adversaries to undo actions already
accomplished or to take steps they would prefer not to take will remain
difficult. In light of the fact that these situations arise in those regions of
the world where our understanding of culture and tradition has been
lacking, we will have to base the compellent use of force on a
sophisticated knowledge of these factors. To achieve the desired

objective, we must therefore pay attention to cultural and contextual
complexities.

The Role of Air Power
as an Instrument of Compellence

Modern air power, as possessed by the United States and employed
during the Gulf war, has several attributes that make it a resolute and
decisive military instrument for situations requiring the compellent
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use of force. If diplomacy and other means have proven inadequate,
air power provides a highly sophisticated capability to persuade
opponents to alter their political and military behavior. For example,
one might seek to compel an adversary to reduce political objectives,
withdraw military forces, accept a cease-fire, or give up/destroy
critical military capabilities. What these policy objectives have in
common is that they stop short of the complete defeat and
unconditional surrender of an opponent’s military force. Across the
spectrum of conflict—particularly at the conventional level and
below—if compellence is the policy goal, modemn air power has
emerged as one of the primary military instruments to accomplish it.
This raises two questions: (1) What are the attributes of modern air
power that make it suitable to compellence situations? and (2) How
did the Gulf war demonstrate this suitability? The answer to the
former lies in the following dimensions of modern air power, the first
of which can be discerned from the new paradigm of air power that
the senior Air Force leadership is currently refining. According to
Gen Merrill A. McPeak, Air Force chief of staff, in the Air Force of
today the old paradigm that distinguished between Strategic Air
Command (SAC) and Tactical Air Command (TAC) has blurred:

It no longer is the case that one is nuclear and the other is conventional.
Tactical forces have been nuclear capable for many years, and SAC has . . .
conventional missions. . . . So strategic and tactical no longer mean short
versus long range; they no longer have much to do with payload. . . . I no
longer know what the division between tactical and strategic is. It seems to
me that the categories maybe never made much sense when applied to
aircraft, and certainly are less and less relevant.”’

On this basis, General McPeak asserts that the US Air Force of the
future should be divided into a nuclear command and a conventional
command. The latter, which McPeak has labeled the Operational Air
Command, can be employed for missions at the conventional level
and below. Regardless of the location of the conflict, the Operational
Air Command could (1) carry out independent or solo missions, (2)
support an ally by providing varying degrees of air power, and (3)
conduct fully integrated joint operations with the other US armed
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services. Thus, as Maj Gen Robert Alexander (USAF) has pointed
out, “The new paradigm that is emerging is an Air Force that is fully
integrated institutionally, organizationally, intellectually, and
culturally to resolutely and decisively apply air power . . . across the
spectrum of conflict.” %

Although this new paradigm is applicable to each of the functions
of military force, it is particularly suited to compellence, providing
the theoretical basis for projecting power to compel on a global scale.
Indeed, General McPeak takes this so far as to envisage a “‘composite
wing” in the Air Force of the future, “the purpose of which would be
to go to any spot on the earth quickly and conduct immediate air
operations.” %’ This power projection capability is the first and most
important attribute for the employment of modern American air
power in compellent operations. Furthermore, this capability will
grow in importance if the US continues to lose regional bases for
forward-deployed forces. In the future, we will increasingly achieve
forward presence through power projection.

A second important attribute of modern air power is the ability to
achieve surprise. As we will discuss below, stealth proved itself in the
war with Iraq. The ability of the F-117 to avoid detection is reflected
in the fact that none were lost to Iraqi air defense systems.
Reportedly, it was the only aircraft to fly inside Baghdad. In the
future, the ability of the F-117, F-22, and B-2 to achieve operational
surprise through stealth will enhance the ability of the US to employ
air power as a compellent across the spectrum of conflict.

The third attribute of modem air power that enhances the US
capacity to carry out compellence missions is precision, which
contributes greatly, for example, to General McPeak’s concept of a
composite wing. In conjunction with the ability to arrive quickly,
achieve surprise, and rapidly begin operations, PGMs allow for
immediate strikes against the critical or strategic assets of an
adversary. The shock effect of such strikes enhances compellence.

Beyond rapid power projection, surprise, and precision, the
flexibility of American air power as a compellent force is also
enhanced by its ability to configure the appropriate force package to
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meet the requirements of diverse missions. This can range from the
rather small force employed against Libya (Operation El Dorado
Canyon) to the massive deployment in Operation Desert Storm. At
the operational level, the ability to maneuver forces that span such a
wide range provides compellence flexibility across the spectrum of
conflict.

With respect to the second question posed above, these attributes of
modern air power played a decisive role in the Gulf war and reflected
the suitability of air power for compellent missions. For instance, the
deployment to the Gulf demonstrated the capacity of the USAF for
global reach and power projection. Fighter units deployed from the
US to Saudi Arabia and were ready to conduct operations within 34
hours of receiving orders. Within five days, five fighter squadrons
were in place, and in 35 days a fighter force numerically equal to that
of Iraq had arrived. By the late fall, a tremendous air armada was in
the theater of operations and ready to fight. This included an array of
sophisticated combat aircraft including the F-117, F-15, F-15E, A-10,
F-111, EF-111, F-4G, F-16, B-52, airborne warning and control
system (AWACS) aircraft, and joint surveillance target attack radar
system (JSTARS) aircraft. This buildup of aircraft was aided by the
availability of a sophisticated airfield infrastructure in Saudi Arabia.
With respect to airlift, Military Airlift Command moved 482,000
passengers and 513,000 tons of cargo over 7,000 miles.

The five primary objectives of the air campaign sought to paralyze
the Iraqi regime, avoid civilian casualties, and compel Saddam
Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait. The specific objectives included
isolating and incapacitating the Iraqi political and military leadership,
achieving air superiority, destroying all weapons of mass destruction,
eliminating offensive military capabilities, and forcing the Iragi army
out of Kuwait. The latter two objectives were to be accomplished
through fully integrated joint and combined air, land, and sea
operations.

The flexibility of air power allowed the US to isolate and bypass
the Iraqi army and shut down its air defense and air force. In turn, this
permitted immediate strikes at the center of the regime—the civilian
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and military leadership—and then at other strategic targets. During
the war the USAF flew 65,000 sorties (59 percent of all sorties flown
by the coalition) to reach and destroy many of these targets.

In addition to power projection and global reach, the other
attributes of US air power noted above contributed to the rapid
achievement of the objectives of the air campaign. The F-117
provided the critical element of surprise and helped assure air
superiority by destroying command and control capabilities and
related strategic assets. Stealth likewise allowed the F-117 to operate
in a heavily defended environment. Before the Iragis detected it, a
massive raid led by F-117 stealth bombers so overwhelmed and
largely blinded Iraqi command, control, communications, and
intelligence (C3I) that the latter never recovered the initiative.

Precision munitions and missiles likewise made a strategic
contribution to achieving the previously listed objectives. Vital
civilian and military leadership centers, military equipment, and
infrastructure across the width and depth of Iraq and Kuwait were
struck with devastating effects. Command bunkers, aircraft shelters,
and other protected targets were penetrated and destroyed with
surgical accuracy. PGMs also had a deterrent effect in that they kept
the Iraqis from using their operable radars and control centers.

Finally, the flexibility of American air power was reflected in its
ability to configure, deploy, and sustain the appropriate force package
to meet the requirements of this mission. In addition to the previously
discussed air armada, a wide variety of space and intelligence assets
was utilized to enhance the planning and conduct of the air campaign.
These assets augmented the coalition’s ability to carry out effective
night operations that denied the enemy sanctuary and kept him under
constant pressure around the clock. Additionally, they gave the
coalition theater-wide situational awareness on a real-time basis.
Equally important was the joint-force component commander, who
provided unity of command under a single air tasking order. This
avoided the problems that plagued the use of air power in the
Vietnam War.
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The results of the air campaign were impressive. First, it paralyzed
the leadership capacity of Iraq’s national command authority. Second,
the Iraqi air defense system was completely disabled and never
recovered, while its air force was so intimidated that it tried to hide in
hardened shelters, fled to Iran, or was dispersed inside Iraq. These
actions opened the door to other strategic targets throughout the
theater. Several nuclear and biological weapons research and
production facilities were destroyed, along with chemical weapons
facilities and storage sites. Likewise, defense production capabilities
were severely damaged. Nevertheless, in the aftermath of the war we
learned that a significant amount of Iraq’s mass-destruction
capabilities survived. How much still exists is unclear. However, the
shortcomings of US intelligence are troubling. We knew much less
than we thought.

Finally, air power greatly weakened Iraqi forces in Kuwait before
the coalition ground offensive began. Over half of the tanks and
artillery in the Kuwait theater of operations was destroyed by air
attack. Iraq’s army was cut off as air power destroyed railroad and
highway bridges, storage depots, and the movement of supplies to
forward-deployed forces. Furthermore, the terrifying and constant
bombardment by coalition aircraft greatly demoralized Iraqi troops, a
fact reflected in their high rate of desertion. As an offensive threat to
the region, the Iraqi armed forces suffered a serious setback, as these
figures demonstrate. However, enough survived—when coupled with
forces in Irag—to put down the postwar internal insurrection.

In sum, the air power campaign was central to compelling Iraq to
pull its army out of Kuwait. As an instrument of compellence, modern
air power proved to be quite effective in this situation. Indeed, a
by-product of the campaign against Iraq may be the strengthening of
deterrence against similar actions by future Saddam Husseins.
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Reinforcing Allied Military Capabilities
in a Global-Alliance Strategy

Dr Jacquelyn K. Davis

For the United States and its allies, Operation Desert Storm holds
important lessons for air power and its future employment in support
of US global and allied theater and “out-of-area” interests. Even
though many of the attributes of Desert Storm are unique to that
specific conflict, the Gulf war nevertheless has demonstrated that air
power is an indispensable element of a strategic concept that is
designed to destroy enemy logistical infrastructure and counterforce
capabilities in a timely and decisive fashion before—if possible—the
beginning of ground-force operations. Just how decisive the
contribution of air power may be to an integrated air-land-naval battle
campaign in the future will depend on (1) the nature and level of
capabilities that are fielded by both friendly and adversarial forces;
(2) the extent and quality of each side’s logistics; and (3) more and
more importantly in the last years of the twentieth century and into
the next—from a political as well as from a military perspective—the
synergism between US and allied air power assets, including
offensive and defensive, active and passive capabilities. Each of these
three generic elements played a decisive role in the success of the
Desert Storm campaign, and in future potential military operations
they are likely to take on increased significance—especially if
prospective budget cuts and the force restructuring that follows the
Conventional Forces Europe (CFE) treaty reduce US and allied
(NATO) defense assets to lower operational inventories, manpower
deployments, and infrastructure levels.

In the years ahead, US geostrategic interests will still require a
continued commitment to the defense of allies in Western Europe
through the framework of the Atlantic Alliance. Yet, for a variety of
reasons, our security guarantee to NATO Europe will assume a new
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character, based upon a drawdown of the forward-deployed American
presence in Europe and in the context of the dramatic changes that
have altered the European security landscape over the last several
years. As NATO moves to bring the force posture and military
concepts of the alliance in line with the new strategic realities of the
European theater, the operational flexibility inherent in air power
assets lends greater importance to its role, both in terms of the
traditional context of NATO planning against the possible
reemergence of the Soviet Union as a threat to Western Europe and
with regard to new missions to protect allied interests against risks
that may emerge within Europe or—more likely—outside NATO’s
traditionally defined perimeter. Both in terms of power projection in a
crisis and in the context of articulated NATO military guidance, air
power remains fundamental to an allied defensive posture that
embraces an operational concept for deep strikes against Soviet
infrastructure and force dispositions, as well as for counterair, special
operations, and close air support.

At the same time, in the closing years of the twentieth century, US
interests and global strategy dictate renewed emphasis on contingency
planning for military operations outside traditional US alliance
frameworks and in support of nations with which we may not
necessarily have formal defense treaties, but with which we have
parallel security interests—such as Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Thus,
even though we may not be able to fall back upon a preestablished,
integrated alliance structure that is legally binding—such as exists in
NATO—operating within a broader-based coalition framework may
be a necessary prerequisite to building political consensus in support
of military operations outside of NATO, especially in security
environments where the Soviet Union may support an opposing set of
interests. But in this circumstance—as with NATO planning—the
military efficacy of any future military operation rests on an ability to
obtain agreement on a unified strategy and the establishment of a
single, integrated operational command. For future operations in
which the United States is actively involved, this probably means
American leadership—both at the political and military levels. In the
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case of Desert Shield/Desert Storm, it is instructive to realize that the
United States deployed (with Navy and Marine assets) up to 73
percent of the coalition’s air power and 62 percent of the ground
forces.! With its overwhelming leadership role, the United States
accomplished the intricate and challenging task of holding together a
coalition force composed of a diversity of cultures and languages. In
certain selected contingencies, however, the United States may opt to
defer its leadership role to a US ally which has a tradition or
experience in a specific region, as happened in the early 1980s when
US forces supported France in Chad.

Any future operation in a theater distant from the continental
United States (CONUS) that involves a coalition of forces—including
a NATO contingency—will require no less effort in this regard,
suggesting that prewar operational planning must explicitly spell out
leadership roles and mission responsibilities. As was the case in
Desert Shield/Desert Storm—and in the future—strategy, tactics,
rules of engagement, and the operational deployment of forces must
be agreed to by the political leadership of coalition partners before
their actual employment. Failing such agreement, coalition planning
could be put at risk, opening opportunities for adversary forces to
exploit what could be regarded as a weak link in the coalition. Prior to
the outbreak of war in the Gulf, the possibility existed that French
forces would not allow themselves to be placed under the operational
control of the United States. This uncertainty, which contributed to
the resignation of Jean-Pierre Chevénement, French minister of
defense, led some US planners to question the contribution of French
ground forces (Operation Daguet) and air power in the execution of
Desert Storm. (The French ground forces were to be deployed in
Southwestern Iraq with a brigade of the US 82d Airborne Division,
while French aircraft were to be deployed against counterforce
targets—largely fixed—in Kuwait.) Ultimately, French military
leaders, with the support of President Francois Mitterrand himself,
committed French forces to the operational control of the United
States. This enabled US planners to count on French assets to perform
specifically identified missions which, in the latter phases of the air
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war, included strikes against the Al Salman airfield in Iraq to cut off
the potential of Republican Guard units either to retreat to Baghdad or
to disrupt the logistical train of the flanking US VII Corps forces. In
the final analysis, the military commitment of French forces to the
Desert Storm operation may not have been indispensable. However,
from a political perspective, in terms of allied unity it was essential. It
may also prove important to the postwar situation in the Middle East,
based on France’s unique legacy of engagement with the countries of
the region.

For France, as well as for other NATO allies of the US, Desert
Storm revealed force-posture deficiencies that relate to NATO
military planning as well as to out-of-area contingency planning.
Notably, in this regard, a sizable percentage of the NATO allied
forces that were deployed to the Gulf region demonstrated a lack of
sufficient flexibility for operations over desert terrain and under
adverse climatic conditions. On more than one occasion, bad weather
forced coalition aircraft to return to their operating bases fully loaded
because of an inability to acquire targets. Even though US military
planners have emphasized that weather conditions over the Kuwaiti
theater of operations (KTO) were the worst for at least the last 14
years, the coalition was able to adapt by employing new tactics and
reformulating the components of the designated strike packages. But
in addition to the climatic factor, in many cases non-US coalition
forces (e.g., French Jaguar bombers) lacked appropriate night-fighting
technologies and were forced to operate only in the daylight hours.
These shortfalls also posed some limitations on campaign strategy
and placed a much greater burden on US air power assets, as did other
allied force-posture deficiencies. For example, despite France’s
previous military interventions in Chad, French force-posture
deficiencies included inadequate lift, intelligence, and electronic
countermeasures capabilities, the latter in part the result of French
transfers of advanced military technologies to Iraq during its war
against Iran. (In fact, during the opening stages of the air war, French
Mirage FI1-CR reconnaissance planes and C-version fighters could
not be employed over Kuwait for fear of creating identification, friend
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or foe [IFF] problems with Iraqi Mirages.) Consequently, France’s
experience in the Gulf war has occasioned a serious debate over force
structure and acquisition priorities—as has occurred in other NATO
European countries—which will not be easily resolved, given the
legacy of Gaullist planning that had emphasized nuclear “dissuasion”
as the keystone of French defense planning. Likewise, in the United
Kingdom, where the Options for Change study had been driving the
British toward reduced force-structure sizing2 and greater relative
emphasis on force mobilization—a concept toward which the United
States intends also to move—debate is emerging over the lessons of
the Gulf war. In the context of planning for operations in the
European theater—still a major focus of US global strategy—
NATO’s multinational forces concept, together with the projected
drawdown of US and allied forward-deployed assets, suggests that in
the future the need for closer coordination of allied efforts—from
weapons acquisition to logistics and the development of a unified
strategic concept—is enhanced, not diminished. This holds true even
in the European theater, where the strategic environment has changed
so dramatically over the last two years, and the temptation is to be as
self-sufficient nationally as possible.

Paradoxically, however, defense-spending cuts and force-structure
reductions underline the importance of mission rationalization and
allied interoperability. In the instance of air power and NATO force
restructuring, the role and missions of US Air Force, Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps air assets are likely to be reinforced due to the
increased incidence of “burden sharing” by most NATO allies and
their attitude relating to out-of-area contingency planning. In the
emerging security environment in Europe, this may prove to be an
extremely difficult task as the NATO nations scramble to redefine and
thin out their own respective force structures in anticipation of the
yet-to-be-realized “post—cold war peace dividend.” Yet, as Western
countries reduce their defense structures, the requirement for more
flexible forces is enhanced, leading to a new emphasis on air power in
the planning and execution of military campaigns.
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It is current conventional wisdom to suggest that the threat in
Europe from the Soviet Union has been reduced due to the announced
withdrawal of remaining Soviet forces from Eastern Europe and the
force reductions to which the Soviets have agreed, both as part of the
CFE treaty and on a unilateral basis. Although the current situation in
the Soviet Union itself is characterized by instability and uncertainty
with regard to the future direction of Soviet domestic policy, it is
generally conceded that the Soviet military threat directed against
Western Europe has changed so dramatically that NATO members
can safely reduce and restructure their respective theater force
structures without endangering the security or stability of the
Continent. For the United States, this means a reduced forward-
deployed presence in Europe, with about five wings or 360 aircraft
and associated personnel remaining in theater (as compared to the
eight wings that were deployed on the Continent before Desert
Shield/Desert Storm). With this reduced in-theater presence, the
United States and NATO will be forced to rely on a mobilization-
based structure, much as the US did during the Gulf war. As in the
Desert Storm operation, the time lines for reinforcement and
mobilization of reserve personnel and the reassignment of active units
from the CONUS to the theater take on increased importance,
especially in Europe, where the Soviet Union could be expected to be
a more formidable adversary than the surprisingly and relatively
poorly trained and inexperienced pilots and air defenders in Iraq.
Mobilization timeliness, together with in-flight refueling and
long-range capability, is a prerequisite for US Air Force operations in
each of the “two-half-war” contingencies against which Pentagon
planners are today directing their attention. This means that US
reserve-force components must be just as well trained and equipped as
their active duty counterparts. In addition and just as significant will be a
future acquisition strategy that balances reserve-force procurements and
modernization programs with those of active forces.

For many observers of Desert Storm, the air campaign
predetermined the war’s outcome, and from this lesson they derive
the view that in the future, the role of the tactical air force should be
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less dedicated to fighting a European war and instead should offer a
multifaceted capability for use in a variety of situations. The latter
would include different types of single-mission raids as well as a
full-blown operation in a high-intensity conflict environment that
would be characteristic of a war in Europe. Planning for this range of
contingencies requires reliance upon “surgical” strike assets, using
weapons that have pinpoint accuracies and produce minimal collateral
damage. To obtain allied military objectives through the use of
indiscriminate capabilities, resulting in high levels of civilian losses,
may in the long run create as many problems as it solves. Stated
differently, the postwar peace process—certainly in a well-defined
theater such as Europe, the Middle East, or Northeast Asia—may
depend on whether the United States (and its coalition partners) is
perceived to be concerned about the condition of the adversary’s
population and homeland (territorial integrity). As a consequence, US
and allied force inventories must be planned within political
parameters that relate ends to means and resource constraints to
acquisition priorities. For many of the possible contingencies in
which US air power may be used in support of allies, this implies a
need to concentrate resources on the development of standoff-range,
low-collateral-damage weapons which may be interoperable with a
variety of aircraft platforms, including the European fighter aircraft,
which is currently under development. Conversely, in many of the
conceivable scenarios about which we can speculate—including those
which may involve the Soviet Union or a “proxy” force—a
penetration capability will continue to be important for the United
States and its allies, especially in the interdiction of relocatable
ballistic-missile assets (a role for which the B-1 has been designed,
although its dedication as a strategic nuclear carrier—together with its
engine’s developmental problems—has limited consideration of its
mission orientation in this area). Certainly, stealth characteristics are
critical in this regard, and even though its cost is considerable,
procurement of a “stealthy” strategic/tactical bomber force appears to

be essential to the global strategic-planning requirements of the
United States.
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Additionally, the fundamental importance of dcploying
surgical-strike capabilities is matched by the need to establish a
well-protected and well-provisioned logistical stockpile (of spare
parts; petroleum, oil, and lubricants; and ammunition) and
infrastructure. For the variety of contingencies which may engage US
forces in the future, logistics remains, as always, the key to military
success. Yet, we are living in an era when US access to overseas
bases and logistical infrastructure is steadily shrinking. More and
more, therefore, the ability to sustain US overseas operations will
depend on autonomous support systems and longer-range capable
assets that could be based in the CONUS and refueled in flight.
Conversely, if politically possible for Europe, as well as for other
potential theaters of operation, the United States should as a matter of
course assign—as a priority element of its political-diplomatic
initiatives—activities and agreements designed to retain or negotiate
access to in-theater facilities and/or collateral operating bases in a
crisis prior to the outbreak of hostilities. But to do this, there is the
clear political prerequisite to bring US allies on board an operation
before the hostilities actually begin. In regions other than Europe, this
may often require the support of the United Nations as a
“legitimizing” agent to pave the way for the establishment of a
logistical infrastructure to support an air campaign. In Europe, for the
time being, this means NATO and/or Western Europe Union or
European Community support for US access, in a crisis, to
operational bases and collateral facilities. Thus, US access to forward
operating bases for aircraft should be inextricably tied to the retention
of some agreed level of US forces in Europe and defined precisely
within the context of NATO operational planning. In this sense, while
we can expect local political authorities to attempt to place constraints
on the tempo and nature of air operations in peacetime, it must be
clearly established that the continued presence and peacetime
operation of US forces—including dual-capable aircraft (DCA)
assets—are fundamental to American forward deployments and their
readiness for use in a crisis deployment or wartime contingency.
Although the European allies have been sending mixed signals over
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the last several years regarding US forces deployed on the Continent,
the uncertainties inherent in contemporary European politics have
moved even less-compliant allies to state publicly their support for
retaining at least some defense connection with the United States,
thereby offering the US a bargaining chip in its negotiations on access
to bases and facilities and overflight rights.

Another lesson that appears to be emerging from the Gulf war and
which has implications for US reinforcement of allies in its global
war strategy relates to the fact that technology, while critical to a
force’s operational effectiveness, nevertheless is not a substitute for
innovative tactics and a sound strategy. Even as Desert Storm
illustrated the importance of such new and advanced technologies as
cruise missiles, precision guided munitions, stealth, and the joint
surveillance target attack radar system (JSTARS), it was the way in
which the coalition forces were deployed and coordinated that more
than any other factor determined the outcome of the conflict. While it
is certainly true that new and emerging US (and other Western)
technologies contributed significantly to the low number of allied
casualties in the Gulf war, of greater importance was the employment
of tactics of deception, outflanking maneuvering, and the disruption
of logistical infrastructure based on around-the-clock air operations
that culminated in the defeat of the Iraqi armed forces. By interdicting
the bridges across the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, coalition air forces
eliminated logistical reinforcement from the north and a retreat of
Iraqi forces to Baghdad as viable options for Iraq. More than this,
however, the use of air power to interdict Iraqi command, control, and
intelligence nodes effectively made counterattack an incredible option
for the Iraqis who, blinded and confused over coalition dispositions,
were caught completely by surprise by the allies’ flanking offensive
in the brief ground war.

The Iragis’ surprise was compounded by their decision to dig in
and reinforce ground-force positions along a static defensive line.
This strategy, which was used successfully during Iraq’s eight-year
war with Iran, failed against the tactical employment of allied air
power in close air support (CAS) and battlefield air interdiction (BAI)
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roles and, later, long-range artillery (multiple launch rocket
system—MLRS) barrages (that were directed on target by combat air
patrol aircraft). In a future contingency in a high-density conflict
environment as was the KTO (or was assumed to portend, based on
the fact that Iraq deployed the world’s fourth-largest land army) or
one that is characterized by more advanced air defense networks (as
Syria could be, for example), the need to interdict enemy intelligence
assets and communications nodes early in the campaign will be
critical to the ability of the United States and its allies to blind enemy
forces quickly in a war and—preferably—before ground operations
begin. This means that, among other things, allied forces must have
access to timely and accurate intelligence about enemy communi-
cations networks, (fiber optic) nodes, and critical switching points. In
this sense, the Gulf war—which represented for the United States the
first “space war’—demonstrates the importance of sensor, satellite,
and mapping technologies, especially because such capabilities
contribute greatly to target acquisition and forces interdiction.

In allied countries, as in the United States, there is great debate
over the precise composition of future air force deployments. As
resources become scarcer, competition among military sectors means
that fewer platforms will be purchased—especially given the high
cost associated with modern air power platforms—and systems
characteristics will likely be altered to emphasize multipurpose
capability. Thus, as with the current European debate over the
new-generation European fighter aircraft, controversy over mission
orientation may lead to compromises in design that could result in
operational deficiencies which would, in wartime, have to be offset
by US air power. In addition to the fact that the United States leads in
the deployment of advanced capabilities, such as stealth, that would
prove to be indispensable in a European contingency, it may be
necessary for the United States to assume mission responsibilities that
should have been—but could not be—assigned to the allies, given the
technology limitations of their air power assets. Once the euphoria of
the success of the Desert Storm operation had passed, allied leaders
found themselves faced with questions about weapon procurements
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and system deficiencies. In Britain, for example, the Royal Air Force
(RAF) was confronted with the embarrassing situation in which it had
to incorporate vital pieces of electronic equipment on British Tornado
aircraft before they could be deployed to the Gulf. The British air
assets were configured to operate in the more sophisticated air
defense environment of the European theater. Moreover, when the
RAF Tornados were first deployed to the KTO, their pilots were
locked into the low-level flying tactics that were better suited to the
European theater. But the tactics and capabilities that would be
required to implement a European air-interdiction campaign were
clearly different from the contingency planning for the KTO (and
would likely also be for other out-of-area operations). To facilitate the
Tornados’ usefulness in Desert Storm, the British had to rush a
number of vital weapons and electronic countermeasures systems into
service or purchase them from Britain’s allies to allow the RAF crews
to perform their missions. The need to “borrow” technologies was
accompanied by a need for the RAF to deploy aging Buccaneers to
the Gulf as target designators to facilitate the Tornados’ employment
of Paveway ‘“smart” munitions. Even after the Tomados’ thermal
energy and laser designation system arrived in the Gulf and was
installed on the aircraft platforms, the Buccaneers remained
indispensable, in part due to the fact that only four trial pods were
available for operational use.

In addition, some of the requirements for new systems were
recognized only when the low-flying tactics adopted by the RAF for
its NATO role in central Europe proved redundant against Iraqi air
defenses. The comparatively high number of Tornados that were lost
during Desert Storm (as compared to other allied aircraft) led British
commands to try to adapt their tactics by ordering the aircraft to fly
over Iraq at medium altitudes. But this could be done only after
Rockeye cluster bombs were obtained from US Air Force stocks. The
main weapons employed by the RAF’s Tornados and Jaguars
normally are the JP 233 airfield-denial system and the BL 755 cluster
bomb, both of which were built to be delivered at low level. Had
standoff versions of these capabilities been available, RAF pilots
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could have performed their missions flying at low levels but without
“flying down the teeth of enemy defenses.”> Although Prime
Minister John Major has said that the lessons of the Gulf war would
be fully reflected in the Options for Change review of British forces
and their structuring, a severe fiscal crisis threatens to undermine
planning objectives for all the services over the next several years. As
a result—as in the United States—hard choices will face British
planners, who will have to decide whether Britain’s future
force-structure options should be tailored to European contingency
planning or optimized for use in so-called out-of-area operations.
Apart from France, which retains some global commitments and
interests, most other alliance nations have only limited capabilities for
“extra-NATO” operations, and few are even willing to discuss the
employment of their national or NATO-assigned forces to
contingencies outside of Europe. Even during the Gulf crisis, the
debate in NATO over the assignment of elements of the Allied
Command Europe (ACE) mobile force to Turkey—a NATO
member—was divisive, although eventually even the Germans
permitted the stationing of 18 Alpha Jet aircraft and their support
personnel on Turkish soil, but not before extremely limiting rules of
engagement were agreed to by NATO.

As part of the NATO Strategy Review, the future role of alliance
military forces is being shaped to meet the new risks and threats of
the dynamic European security environment. Integral to the
development of the political concept by which the potential
employment of NATO military power will be driven is the notion that
air power can contribute fundamentally to the deterrence of war in
Europe through the continued in-theater stationing of allied DCA
for—if appropriate, under national auspices—extratheater operations
to project power and indicate the resolve of US and allied leaders.
Particularly with regard to the European theater—but in other areas
where the United States has interests, notably Northeast Asia and now
the Middle East—the modernization of US (and, where applicable,
allied) assets to incorporate a new-generation nuclear-tipped tactical
air-to-surface missile (TASM) will be critical to a credible deterrence
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posture. While support for such “substrategic” weapons has
diminished in the US—as well as in the Air Force itself—and in
NATO Europe, the political (i.e., deterrence) symbolism that is
manifested in the deployment of forward-based, “tactical” nuclear
systems should not be underestimated, especially in the context of a
strategic calculus which includes a broader global diffusion of
nuclear-weapons capabilities. In this context, it is uncertain whether,
in the course of the Gulf war, Iraq refrained from launching a crude
chemical-warhead device on a Scud missile because of fear of a
possible US nuclear reprisal. In this instance, the uncertainty of the
nature of a US response to the Iragi chemical threat may have been
one factor (the others being warhead fusing problems and climatic
conditions) that deterred Iraq’s use of chemical or biological weapons
against Israeli population centers, especially in the early days of the
air war before the fixed Scud sites were identified and destroyed.

In fact, it is ironical in this regard that the United States and some
of its principal allies are questioning the nature of deterrence as a
viable political-psychological-military construct at a time when
additional states are acquiring the means of mass destruction. The
Soviet Union, notwithstanding the politics of the post—cold war
period, continues to modernize its theater and strategic nuclear-force
structure and to reformulate and update its deterrence concepts (to
match its technological options). Many other states are now on the
brink of developing their own nuclear capabilities, which may be used
to blackmail US allies overseas or hold hostage vital American
interests. In Europe, the prospective drawdown of US Army and
allied ground forces’ nuclear assets (i.e., Lance missiles and nuclear
artillery shells), together with the decision of the NATO summit in
May 1990 not to go forward with modernization of the follow-on to
Lance (FOTL) surface-to-surface missile system, has made the
acquisition and deployment of TASM critical to the delicate
deterrence balance in Europe. Among the allies, Britain and
France—which maintain their own nuclear forces—recognize the
importance of updating Western DCA assets and are planning to
procure their own version of TASM, regardless of what the United
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States does. Whatever the precise system derivative that ultimately is
chosen by the allies (i.e., Britain and France) for their DCA
modernization, the endorsement by the alliance of a generic,
nuclear-tasked TASM deployment on European soil will be essential
to the alliance’s deterrence concept for the years ahead.

For the United States, TASM modernization meets other important
requirements—military as well as political. In the Asian-Pacific
theater, DCA modernization with TASM will provide an important
deterrence asset for balancing North Korean military capabilities. It
could also prove critical in helping to stem the tide of proliferation in
the region, especially in the Korean context where both North Korea
and South Korea possess a technical capability to develop and
produce nuclear weapons. In point of fact, proliferation on the Korean
peninsula threatens to be one of the most serious issues that may face
US planners in the years ahead. To the extent that it is possible for the
United States to bolster its deterrent presence in the Asian-Pacific
region, we may be better positioned to control the proliferation of
nuclear and chemical weapons technologies in the area. Without a
strong US deterrent presence in the region, the chain reaction that a
North Korean proliferation is likely to unleash would profoundly
affect regional stability and raise the prospect that Japan could
develop its own nuclear force as well.

Quite apart from its political uses, TASM has important military
characteristics that contribute to its deterrence credibility, especially
against hardened, fixed targets behind enemy lines. As NATO moves
to adapt a new defensive concept, TASM could be fundamental—
conceived as a weapon of last resort to test enemy intentions and to
warn of a prospective strategic response. Outside of Europe, the
capacity to deploy nuclear weapons—whether or not they are actually
loaded on a DCA—nevertheless continues to perpetuate the notion of
uncertainty that has been and continues to be central to the deterrence
calculus, certainly in the Asian theater and perhaps elsewhere.

However, if deterrence should fail in Europe, for example, the twin
requirements of the allied air forces to win air superiority and
subsequently to conduct operations against enemy territory, as well as
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in support of allied troop movements on the ground, will require more
advanced coordination and target-identification capabilities. The type
of capability that is represented in the airborne warning and control
system (AWACS) will be all the more important for midintensity to
high-intensity conflict environments in the future, both to coordinate
the flow of friendly air traffic and to help identify and/or interdict
enemy ground-force deployments. With the battle-management task
supported by AWACS technologies, a typical air force BAI strike
package in a midintensity to high-intensity conflict environment of
the future could optimally include advanced standoff precision-
delivered weapons platforms; associated air-to-air fighters for
protection, with electronic-warfare platforms supported by
radar-suppression assets; and an air-refueling capability. Depending
on the specifics of the warfare contingency itself, US air power
typically can be expected to contribute the bulk of such a
force—except perhaps in Europe, where allied air power may include
elements of each of these generic types of capabilities, and through
NATO, where the experience of ACE mobile-forces planning can
supplement (as British and French air forces did in the KTO) US
operational capabilities.

As was the case during Desert Storm, the US Air Force can expect
to use its capabilities in a number of new and important ways, from
the interdiction of Soviet-built ballistic-missile launchers to target
acquisition and the timely destruction of ground forces. It is unlikely
that in Europe—or indeed in any theater of operations in which the
Soviet Union may be actively engaged in support of its interests—air
power by itself will be able to achieve the dramatic results that it did
during the six weeks of bombing in the Kuwaiti theater. Even in the
Gulf war, a cease-fire was negotiated only after the ground war
began. Nevertheless, the deep-strike assets that were used so
effectively in the strategic air campaign over Iraq would be vital to
operations in Europe, where Soviet surface-to-air missile networks
incorporate more advanced technologies. In point of fact, however,
the concept of strategic bombing that was first articulated by such air
power pioneers as Giulio Douhet in Italy and Gen Ira C. Eaker and
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Gen Carl (“Tooey™) Spaatz in the US was made possible by advances
in technology that are at the foundation of current US Air Force
thinking about contingency planning for the European theater. These
advances also underlie the concepts for operations beyond NATO
Europe, as in Korea or in the Middie East, where the destruction of
enemy territory and infrastructure is considered vital to a possible
reconstitution or forces-regeneration effort. For this task in
particular—but also in support of tactical air missions (especially
battlefield air interdiction}—the use of advanced intelligence
capabilities (space-based, AWACS, and the Tactical Information
Broadcast System—TIBS) will play an even more decisive role in
helping to isolate and defeat frontline forces.

In less-intensive conflict environments, there has been discussion
of US air power in support of counterinsurgency operations. Whether
this represents the optimal use of US fixed-wing air power assets is
questionable, especially if new-generation rotary-wing gunships
(Apache and light helicopter) and perhaps even Harrier-type aircraft
are available. In these types of contingencies, airfield availability and
security would be a greater problem for fixed-wing aircraft than
would the relative systems vulnerability of a platform itself as it
performs its mission. In the final analysis, however, it is likely that
the cost and technological sophistication of new-generation fixed-
wing platforms will work against their employment in counter-
insurgency environments, although certainly in terms of lift assets an
aircraft like the C-17 could contribute to reinforcing allied capabilities
in a counterinsurgency operation. In general, however—short of a
limited-duration engagement, such as a raiding mission or the
operations in Grenada or Panama—the capabilities of high-
technology, sophisticated aircraft would probably not be cost-
effective for employment in most counterinsurgency-type operations,
although a long-range stealth bomber could be useful if employed in a
limited fashion to interdict clearly designated enemy staging areas or
logistical depots. Normally, by their nature, insurgency campaigns do
not lend themselves to the type of target array that would be optimal
for fixed-wing air power employment in a CAS or BAI role. Our
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experience in Vietnam seems to support these conclusions, although
the lack of an integrated coalition command structure—coupled with
the preference of successive US administrations to interfere with the
theater operational planning—certainly limited the effectiveness of
both the strategic-bombing campaign in North Vietnam and the
CAS/BAI interdiction effort in South Vietnam. In lower-intensity
conflict scenarios and counterinsurgency environments, US special
operations forces and intelligence assets may contribute to supporting
US global interests, provided that there is a political commitment to
do so and, if necessary, to sustain operations if a one-time-only
mission is not possible (to obtain or satisfy US/allied political
objectives).

As in all US planning for the reinforcement of allied interests in
specific contingencies, it is axiomatic that the political will and
bipartisan consensus must exist in the United States prior to the
commitment of American forces overseas. Perhaps it is unfortunate,
but the deployment of US forces in support of American global
strategy is more easily done in the context of contingency planning
against a well-defined, visible adversary force. Saddam Hussein made
it relatively easy for the Bush administration to gain congressional
and American public support for the Desert Storm operation, which
included the unprecedented “peacetime” mobilization of US reserve
and National Guard forces. Saddam Hussein also facilitated the
actions of the United Nations, which legitimized the organization of
the coalition of forces that ultimately were used against Iraq. In the
future this will be a very important aspect of coalition-building
activities in support of contingency planning for specific conflict
scenarios.

If, in the future, great thought must be given to identifying the
contingencies to which the United States should commit itself
militarily in order to safeguard its global strategic interests, US
planners must also be deliberate about facing the hard force-
structure and acquisition choices of the future. In an era of
constrained defense spending, shrinking logistical infrastructure, and
manpower limitations, equipment-acquisition programs will have to
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be developed and optimized according to more exacting criteria that
maximize force survivability and systems flexibility in a variety of
complex military environments. Last, it will remain important to
remind ourselves that the multidimensional nature of air power
facilitates its use in a global-alliance strategy. This will be no less true
in the emerging context of forward deployment, power projection,
and US interests in the complex world of the future than it was in the
earlier years of this century.

Notes

1. Figures are derived from the following sources: Times (London), Financial
Times, Wall Street Journal, Washington Post, The Economist, and New York Times.

2. Before the Gulf war, this study envisaged manpower cuts in Royal Army
strength from 160,000 to [20,000 over five years; Royal Air Force (RAF)
reductions from 89,000 to 75,000; and 5 percent cuts in the Royal Navy and
Marines—from 63,000 to 60,000. Equipment cuts for the RAF included four
Tornado squadrons in the British Army of the Rhine and one United
Kingdom-based Tormado squadron. In addition, the planned order of 33 new
Tornado interceptors was cancelled in 1990.

3. Michael Smith, “RAF ‘Locked’ into European Tactics,” Daily Telegraph, 9
March 1991.
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Introduction

During the Gulf war, Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney observed
that, given the budgetary and fiscal constraints envisioned for the US
military over the next several years, had Saddam Hussein waited five
years to invade Kuwait (or Saudi Arabia), the United States would
have been unable to respond in the successful manner that it did. The
Gulf conflict has had the important side effect of demonstrating the
critical contribution of mobile forces and long-range lift capacity in
responding to threats to US interests around the globe. The following
specialists seek to define what shape the future force structure might
take, given the anticipated massive cuts to military service budgets.

Maj Gen Robert M. Alexander presents an informative sketch of
Air Force restructuring to be effected over the next several years. The
impetus behind this move to transform force structure is the
realization that “we have witnessed monumental shifts in the
paradigms that we traditionally use to plan our force structure. The
national military strategy is changing.” The changes in the security
environment, especially with regard to the Soviet threat, have
propelled the movement toward cutting the budget and downsizing
the US military. As Secretary Cheney has stated, the cuts are so deep
that there must be not only reductions, but also restructuring to
achieve maximum effectiveness from smaller forces. Citing Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen Colin Powell and Under Secretary of
Defense Paul Wolfowitz, General Alexander sees the future shape of
the US military coalescing around the following four “packages”: (1)
a strategic force, (2) an Atlantic force, (3) a Pacific force, and (4) a
contingency force. Each of these packages will require a number of
supporting elements from the Air Force. First, there will be the need
for an air fleet capable of transporting forces to thwart an aggressor.
A second support element will be space systems, including
modernized versions of current space capabilities, new constellations
of satellites, and advanced launch systems. A third support element
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will take the form of America’s “shrinking defense industrial base
[that] will affect reconstitution as well as research and development.”

General Alexander provides us with some numbers for the future
force structure of the Air Force. Following the Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks (START) treaty, strategic forces will amount to 266
bombers and 550 intercontinental ballistic missiles. The number of
active duty tactical fighter wings will drop to 15 from the present 24,
with another 11 wings in the Guard and Reserve. And strategic lift
will be modernized but “stay relatively constant at around 340
aircraft.” On the operational side, the Air Force is planning some
interesting restructuring. Such measures will involve a change in the
way the Air Force organizes its wings. For example, there will be new
“composite” wings that will have various packages of aircraft and will
have specific roles to play in military action: “One [wing] will be
capable of deep-strike attack. Another will provide direct support to
the Army. And the third will focus on special operations.”

Lt Gen John B. Conaway provides a thought-provoking look at the
future of the Air National Guard (ANG) mission. Given the
significant scaling down of active duty units, Guard and Reserve units
in all the services will take on an increasingly critical role in US
national defense. According to General Conaway, although the
relationship of the ANG and the Air Force “illustrate[s] the Total
Force policy at its best,” the cuts in the Air Force’s budget will also
seriously affect the Air Guard.

Given that the new security environment requires an Air Force that
can respond quickly to crises around the world, it follows that the
restructuring and realigning of US forces should be done with an eye
toward an “effective and viable force mix.” General Conaway
believes that the National Guard “must continue to maintain its high
state of readiness commensurate with its wartime tasking.” As the Air
Force diversifies and expands its missions, the Air Guard will be an
important element in this process. General Conaway envisions that
such missions as counternarcotics and forward training will be growth
areas for the Air Guard. Additionally, the “‘burden shifting’ being
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studied by the DOD may suggest missions in Europe that could be
transferred to the Guard and manned on a rotating basis.”

Lt Gen Thomas S. Moorman, Jr., presents an enlightening picture
of what the US Air Force’s space assets and missions will look like in
the next decade and beyond. Pointing out that the Air Force Space
Command was a product of the late 1970s—a time characterized by a
deficit in operational space commands—General Moorman informs
us that under the Space Command’s direction, the Air Force has
reached its full potential in the all-important security arena of space.
In the years ahead, he acknowledges, this potential will be challenged
by budget cuts and force contractions that will invariably affect the
Air Force’s terrestrial support systems. Yet, space systems amply
demonstrated their importance to tactical and strategic operations
during the Gulf war. He mentions several space systems that
performed well during the conflict: (1) the global positioning system,
(2) the Defense Satellite Communications System, and (3) the
Defense Meteorological Satellite Program. As General Moorman puts
it, “the importance of Operation Desert Storm as a catalyst for
accelerating the future development of tactical space applications
cannot be overstated.”

In the years ahead, the diverse military benefits accrued from space
systems—communications, navigation, weather data, surveillance—
will become available to many nations. It is of critical importance,
General Moorman warns, that the US develop the capability to
control the space battlefield of the future, just as it controlled the
ground battlefield during the Gulf war.
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Force Structure for the Future

Maj Gen Robert M. Alexander, USAF

It is a wonderful time to write about air power. As a result of
Operation Desert Storm, there seems to be a much better
understanding of air power and the contribution it can make to our
nation’s defense. At the same time, we must look to the future. We
must understand not only the role air power played in our history but
also the role it will play in meeting future security needs. In order to
do this, we must think about the future security environment and plan
our forces accordingly.

We have witnessed monumental shifts in the paradigms that we
traditionally use to plan our force structure. The national military
strategy is changing. This is a result of changes in the national
security strategy and the still-emerging strategic environment. Those
changes, in turn, are affecting in fundamental ways the structure of
the United States Air Force. This essay addresses the nature of these
shifts: how recent events may totally redefine the security
environment in which we operate; how the secretary of defense and
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) are translating this new
environment into a new security agenda; and how the Air Force is
complying with their direction.

It seems that each day brings even more dramatic changes in the
world. It was no April fool when the military component of the
Warsaw Pact went out of business on 1 April 1991. The Soviet Union
has already agreed to withdraw its troops from Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, and Germany and is negotiating a withdrawal from Poland.
The Soviets’ ability to project power into Europe is fading, and they
cannot turn this around without giving us months—maybe years—of
warning time. The surge of free elections in Eastern Europe has been
astounding. Germany is now united within NATO-—something that
was only a dream a very few years ago. Outside of Europe, the people
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of Nicaragua have given Daniel Ortega the boot, and Albania,
perhaps the most conservative of European communist nations, held
free elections. Cuba and North Korea are becoming more isolated
from the global community of nations. The remarks of Gen George
Lee Butler, commander in chief of Strategic Air Command,
concerning these events are well taken:

The emerging post—Cold War environment is dominated by six new and
historic forces that are largely reshaping the global strategic environment: (1)
Soviet retrenchment and the end of the Cold War, events so consequential
they are akin to a virtual second Russian Revolution; (2) German
reunification and its impact on the European security agenda; (3) the
emerging prospects for a 2l1st century Concert of Europe; (4) the
intensification of intractable, regional strife and conflict, exacerbated by
impatient populations and the proliferation of high technology weapons; (5)
catastrophic failures in the human condition due to economic and political
disintegration; and (6) the rise of new centers of power with either hegemonic
or strongly competitive goals. Taken toget