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Introduction

In terms of the resuits and duratton the 1991 Arabian Guif War berween Irag and the Unuted States-led
United Nauoas coalition was one of the most successtul militarv actions in American history. Key o the success
was the air operation For 38 days leading up to commencemen: of the ground phase. the coalitton air forces
systemaucally picked apart Iraq’s ability to make war at the strategic, operational. and tactical levels General
Schwarzkopf. the Commander 1a Chief of Central Command who led the Gulf War campaign significantly
changed his standing operauons pian 10 achieve the resuits he did. Dunng the crisis planning, Schwarzkopf asked
thé Aur Force for a strategic air operauon that was fundamentaily cifferent from the pian ais dehiberate s1anming
process had produced. Thus, if the air operations planning would have occurred under the established process, the
strategy and results could have been completely different.

The objecuve of this paper 1s 10 eiucidate lessons that can be iearned from the strategic planning for the
Guif War The first lesson 1s how 10 better conduct mulitary campaign planming. Other lessons anse by
mvesugaung the sigmficance of a Commander in Chief (CINC) turning away from his established planning
process in the height of a crisis. This paper consists of two parts. The first section will explain how the process
that was the genesis ot the Guif War campaign pian occurred. This will show that wath an ad hoc nrocess.
personalities and chance are the determiming factors ot the outcome  Although chance can never be eliminated in
dynamic suuauons such as war, insututionahized processes can reduce chance to an acceptable and controllabie
level. The description ot the ad hoc events will also serve to rase quesuons about the underlving reasons why
Schwarzkopf did not use hus standing operations plan (OPLAN) The second section wiil explore why a change to
the OPLAN was made. what lessons have we learned trom the expernience and better ways tor shaping future

planning based on the Guit War expenience

The Formal Planning Process

The current tormad plannmg process is a result ot the 1986 Detense Reorganization Act One of the goals

DS ael vae 10 ~iengthen the sotver of Undtied Commanders 1 red wion ta the Service Chicts T aroniem o



Service Chier domunance was not new, but the legislatton was a Jong ime coming [t was first highhghted

—

promunently by President Eisenhower when he said

Because I have otten seen the evils of diluted command. I emphasize that each unified
commander must have unquestioned authority over all unmits of his command...today a umfied
command 1s made up of component commands from each mulitary Depantment. each under a
commander from that department. The commander’s authonty over these component commands

i1s short of the full command required for maximum efficiency.’

The Defense Reorganization Act, also known as the Goldwater-Nichols Act after the Congressmen who introduced
the legisiation, placed the Service Chiefs of Staff outside the chain of command for war fighting operations.

Concurrently, 1t directly subordinated the Unified Commanders to the Secretary of Defense and made them

responsible for plannming and executing war.

Unified Commander Responsibilities

f\ The responsibiliies of the Unified Commander, also known as Joint Forces Commander. are established
by both law and direcuve. The directive comes primanly from joint doctnne publicauons wathia the Department of
Detense. Even the Chairman ot the Jomnt Chiets ot Staff 1s not directly in the chain of command to the Jount Forces
Commander He mav transmit orders trom the Nauonal Command Authority to the Unitted Commander. and he
acts as the President » pnncipai muistary advisor  As such. the Joint Forces Commander (JFC) 1s responsibie tor
Jjoint operations planning ? This responsibility was a salient teature of the Goldwater-Nichois Act. Congress
thought strategic planming was inhibited when the Umtied Commander had components that were supphed by the
Services and still subordinate to them ' The problem betore Goldwater-N ichols was that the Service Component
Commanders naturatly 1ad more lovalty 1o their Scrvice chain of command than to the ramng umficd chaimn ot

«ommand. In the Gult War. the Umificd Command was Unnted States Central Command (USCENTCOM) and the

' Hearings Berore the Commuttee on Armed Services United States Senate Minets -Niath Congress First
Sesston Reorganizz on of the Denartiment of Detense +U'S Government Printing Otfice Washington - 9%7) 34

- Joint Pub No 3-0 Do 1 ne tor Plannmg Jownt Qperauons ({Department ot Derense] 41 3/9%5 (-2

/ ) Hearings 23 26, 33
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Commander i Chief (CINC) was Unied States Army General H. Norman Schwarzkopt. In exercising his
responsibihity for joint operattons planning the CINC normally delegates the responsibility to develop component
operauons plans to his Component Commanders, 1n the case of the air component. the Joint Forces Air Component

Commander

The formal air war planning process

The Joint Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC), when designated by the CINC, 1s responsible ror
developing the Joint Air Operations Plan and for the Concept of Air Operations.” The JFACC establishes a team
ot planners jor the purpose ot developing the Air Operauons Plan.’ In the Gult War, the JFACC wvas Unued
States Aur Force Licutenant General Charles Horner. General Homer was also the Commander of 9th Ar Force
with its own staff that formed the nucleus of his JFACC staff for USCENTCOM  General Horner had a standing
operations plan to support USCENTCOM. and the day the Iragis invaded Kuwait the 9th Air Force staff started
working on it to determune what adjustments were needed. The initial planning concentrated on the immediate
prooiem of defending against an frags advance mto Sauds Arabta. The asr component was to concentrate on

attacking Iraqs resupply lines to siow an advance--a typical air interdiction mssion.®

Service invoivement

As Commander ot 9th Air Force. General Homer s Aur Force chain of command extended trom the
Commander Tacucal Air Command, General Robert Russ to the Chiet of Statf ot the Awr Force, General Mike
Dugan The Goldwater-Nichols Act was meant 1o decrease what Congress perceived to be the Service Chiets’

overwhelming power and influence on their subordinates who became assigned 10 a unified commander.” The

vision tor Service involvement was tor them to tramn and equip the torces to be coatributed to the Umitied

Commanders

* Joint Pub No 3-56 | Command and Control tor Joint Air Operations «{ Department ot Detense,

HI71390 -2 [T1-1
TJomnt 2uax No 3-36 x
" Richare T Revnoids Heart ot the Storm The Genesis ot the \ir Camparen Asansg Irag ¢ \ir Unverate

Press Maswell Air Force Base  \ abama. January 1999 1
Hearmgs 26
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The process 1n the above paragraphs descnibes the estabhished formal system tor the air operations
planming This process was employed. but there were parailel, and as we will see, contlicting processes taking

place informally

The informal Planning Process

In addiuon to General Horner’s staff planmng for the air war. Tacuical Air Command headquarsters. the
Jont Staff, and Air Force headquarters imniated paraliel planning of their own. As discussed above. these
planning efforts were not part of the formal process established by either the applicable law or military doctrine.

Although begun informally, one of thern generated what became the inchoate heart ot the Gulf War s strategic

campaign plan.
Service invoivement and input to the Joint Forces Commander

As General Schwarzkopf and General Horner reviewed their operations plan (OPLAN) 1n the event they
were called on to execute. the Jomnt Staff in the Pentagon worked on mulitary options © be presented to the
Nauonal Command Authority. These options were not meant 10 be operations plans They were intended to
Jroduce 2 recommended msditary vourse of action that the President could choose s the L nsteu States” response (o
[ray’s invasion ot Kuwait and possible attack on Saudi Arabia. In the course of this etfort. thev intormally
contacted the Air Force Staff tor suggesuons Colonei John Warden I11, Air Force Deputy Director for War-

Fighung Concepts. had already planned 10 devise a strategy tor fighting a war with {rag. In response to the Joint

Statf, he assembled a group of Aur Force personnel and began planning.®

During therr imual trip to Saudi Arabia, Generai Schwarzhopt left General Horner there to be his torsard
commander. After the CINC s return to the United States he cailed the otfice of the Chiet ot Statt of the Ass
Force He talked 1o General Mike Loh. the Vice Chuet (the Chiet General Mihe Dugan was out ol lowm)  [n that

<onversauon he told General Loh that he did not have anvbody with the experiine 1o plan a ~trategn. campagn and

T Reynoids 13



New 3

asked if Loh could produce an air campagn plan.” Loh knew of Warden s pianning etforts and immediately

assigned him the task or puting together a strategic ar campaign

Loh cailed General Russ at Tacucal Air Command (TAC) and told hum about hus conversation with
Schwarzkopf Alfterwards, Russ instructed his statf 10 start working on plans of their own for a war with Iraq.
When Warden finished a first draft ot his pian 1t was taxed to TAC, Lieutenant General Horner 1n Saudi Araba.
and Lx}eutenam General Charles Boyd, the commander of Awr University, each ot whom assigned a group of peopie
to look at 1ts viability Although Russ and the TAC staff had reservations about the plan. Bovd supported 1.”®
Before either TAC or Awr University could formulate and forward a plan or response 10 Warden’s plan, Warden
brieted Schwarzkopf within the umeline on which Schwarzkopt and Loh had agreed. Schwarzkopt™s response 10
Warden’s cogent briefing was so positsve that he accepted the plan and esseatially adopted Warden's team as an ad
hoc USCENTCOM air planming staff. “That’s exactly what [ want! Do 1t! You have my approval--100 percent!
Thss 15 absolutely essenual! [ will call the charrman today and have him give you a directive 10 proceed with
detaiied planmng immediatety "' The other Air Force agencies’ independent pianming was rendered moot atter

the Schwarzkopf brief and they became adjunct 10 Warden’s planmng group.

Component and Supporting Command involvement

Atter the miual Schwarzkopt bricf Warden brieted General Colin Powell the Chairman of the Jomm
Chiets ot Statf Powell directed to make the planning etfort more joint. which resuited in about 50 Joint Starf
officers becomung part of Warden s team. The other Services who would be contrtbuting air forces to
USCE){'FCOM thus became part of the planning process Meanwiule. Horner’s statf. which was torward depioyved
in Saud: Arabia nad been concentraung thewr pianning on the short-term detense ot Saudt Arabia if the Iragss
attacked  Atter Warden s team produced the plan. they delivered it to Horner and s ~att who continued refimng

11 untl the war started tive months later

)

Rernolds 24
18]

Y e noids 45
TReno o 3A
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A Bureaucratic Politics Analysis

With the chronology and basic events established. the followmg will focus on analvsis ot the bureaucratc
process that took place to produce the core of the Guif War plan This case. like many others in history points out

how personalities and chance are as large a part of momentous events as SYSIEMANC processes.

The actors

The primary actors in this process were the Chairman, General Powell, the Commander in Chief, General
Schwarzkopf. and his Air Component Commander, Lieutenant General Homer. the Aur Force Chief and Vice
Chuef of Staff, Generals Dugan and Loh, respectively, and the Air Force Deputy Director for War-Fighting
Concepts, Colonel Warden. Other significant actors were the Tactical Air Command Commander, General Russ.

the Air Force Director of Operauons, Lieutenant General Jimmy Adams, and the Joint Staff Director of Operauons

J-3). Lieutenant General Tom Kelly.

The centrat figure for producing the air operatsons plan, Warden, was of the same mund as early airpower
theorsts such as Giulio Douhet Douhet wrote in the period between World War [ and World War 11 that awrpower
co.id be a decrsine torce f empic rad ~rategically wainst the heart of an adversary natson. ' Warden was 2 \eong
proponent ot arpower who had wnitten a book. The Ay Campaign: Planmng tor Combat, in 1938. To many,
Warden was an airpower zealot. To wit, even though in their imfial meenng Loh spoke of the need to make it 2
joint plan, Warden’s idea was that the whole etfort might be possible using Asr Force assets alone !' Arguably.

Warden's agenda was 0 setze at 2 chance to demonstrate that urpower alone cauid be a decisive torce.

Warden 5 agenda was sct 10 the context of ongoing debhates amony the Services about arpower Many
proponents of surtace forces especially 1 the Army and Marine Corps. consider the primany purpose ot Jrpowes
1 tacucal--direct support of surtace torces  They argue the only decisive forces are those that conquer and occups

territory  Generaly the Aar Force position is that airpower can be emploved on a spectrum rrom acticat to

"> Giulio Dounct The € mmand of tae_ A\ trins Dino Ferrart i Washington DC Ottiee of \ir oree

History  9%3 20
' Rovnolds 2%
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operauonal and strategic Many such as Warden. believe the most ettective emplovment ot airpower 1s strategic
Strategic airpower can be a decisive force. defined as being able 1o coerce an enemy 1o agree 10 vour peace terms--

not necessanty to occupy termory

The approach of some Air Force leaders was more cautious and graduated. Their ideas seemed to0 be
geared to the immedzate problem of Iraq occupying Kuwart and sitting on the border possed to attack Saudch Arabia.
Among them were General Russ Lieutenant General Adams, and Lieutenant General Horner. Russ beheved
Warden s pian was too violent to be supported by the American pubhic His idea was 10 send a signal with a single
air attack, then reattempt dipiomauc efforts. He aiso had reservations about the pian onginating 1n Washingion
D.C., a throwback to the Viemam era. Ironicaily, under his direcuon, the TAC »tatf produced an unsolicited air
war pian as menuoned above.'’ Russ was a powerful force not only because of hus posiuon as the TAC

Commander. but also because he was the senior ranking four star general to both Loh and Dugan.

Adams was on leave and out of town when Iraq invaded Kuwait. He cut his leave short and returned to
the Pe#zmgon Betore he knew all the detauls, he was irate at Warden. who was in fus chain of command He was
also agamst planning from Washington and believed 1n a more tactical applicatuon of aupower. His first feedback
arter heanng the brniefing was that the plan’s priority should be to destroy the fraq: army and usc whatever asscts
were lett tor the sirategic bombing ° Warden argued on this point and. 1n the end. the pian remaned pnimarily

strategic. since Schwarzkopt and Powel] had aiready been briefed on and endorsed 1ts strategic aspect.

Horner s thoughts tell in line with tus peaceume bess. Russ  He thought the plan was too drastic. After
Warden brieted him on the plan he saud. “this may work 1a the short term. but {1n] 20 vears [1t] will be disaster [It
will] create hatred against America! *'7 Like Russ. Horner also resented the plan ongmatng n Washington.
especiaily because 1t undermined his responsibihity ter planning as Schwarzkopt™s Air Component Commander A

man known 1or his temper Horner s encounter with the Colonel dispatched trom Washigton to brict him on the

'* These debates intensitied dunng this pertod because of the ssue ot a Jomt Forces A Component
Commander (JFACC; The Aur Force doctrine otfice, whith worked tor Warden was i a debate with the other
Services about what JFACC i1esponsibilitics 1o include in Joint Doctrine

" Edwarc C Muann I Tunder and Ligatmine Desert Storm ind the \irpower Deb res (Mavwe | vir
Sorce Base Alabama  \ir Unnver-ity Press 19995 2

" Revnolds 2

Revnoids 22
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dlan was confrontational. He actually grabbed the colonel’s uie as he emphaucally told him it was not lus job or

anvone else s on the Aur Statf 1o plan the air operation.'®

Another opponent of the plan was Army Lieutenant General Kelly Keily belonged to the surtace-soldier
school of thought on airpower He was the first 10 speak after the briefing to Powell. ~ .Aur power has never
worked m the past by itself; [ne-e-ever] worked 1n the past by uself. This isn 1 going 10 work. Aur powercan't be
decisive’™'® His arguments did not prevail. Yet. they were percetved t0 be enough ot a threat that Loh and the
Dxrec;or of the Joint Staff, Air Force Lieutenant General Mike Cams, agreed to assign Adams as a ‘deputy J-3 for
air” to keep Kelly from dommnating the process and diminishing the airpower contribution to Schwarzkopi™s

piaﬁ.m

The following sequence of events further demonstrates the many directions the Air Force plan could have
taken. However. due to the chance of personalities and timing Warden’s efforts prevailed. Warden and his
strategic airpower tdeas had support trom Dugan and Loh. Loh became a focal actor as Dugan was out of town
He was happy to support Schwarzkopt but deferred to the senior Russ by talking to um unmediately after hus call
from Schwarzkopf, then sending the draft pian to Russ’ statf. A pivotal point arose on the eve of Warden's
departure (o briet Schwarzkopf TAC relayed to the Asr Staif that it was imperative for them to receive the brieting
verore it went o Schwarzkopt and Loh agayn deferred. However Warden asked 1t he could take the bniefing 10 the
Cauet ot Stait instead and Loh agreed, although hesitant because of Russ When he called the Cluet ot Statt to tell
qum about the eveats. Dugan removed all other intluence by saying neither he nor Russ needed to sce the briefing.

Time was ot the essence and Warden needed get the briet to Schwarzkopt.!

. Schwarzkopf ltked the plan trom the start. as mentioned above. He was aware of Warden s zcalotry, but
was tmpressed with lum and his plan  Inhus view the plan was not too vevere Warden had come up with a

strategy designed to cripple [raq s mulitarv without laying waste to the country. " His teedback was that the

" Reynolds 91

" Reynolds 73

®Revnods ™9

- Revnalds 50

= H Norman Schwarzlont with Peter Petre [t Doasn £ Toae tHero e New York  Linda Groy 3anam

300 as October (9925 3138
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strategic bombing would be one of four phases of us campaign. Three of the four phases were (0 be accomplished
orimarnily by aurpower and the last would be the ground war.™ In the end. the airpower phases were not
accomphshed enurely sequentaily, but established an order of pniority for simultaneous combing  Schwarzkopf
was also aware of Horner’s emphatic distaste of the idea of receiving a plan from Washington. However, in fus
view Horner had his hands full as the forward commander, and Homner could take over the plan once the

prelimuinary work was done by Warden s group.**

Powell was fully supportive of Schwarzkopf, and his senuments fell in line wath the latier’s. He had heard
ot Warden from Schwarzkopf and was equally impressed after being brieted He joned Schwarzkopf in asking

Warden to expand the pian to inciude tacucal sukes on the Iraqs army.~

Although President George Bush and Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney would not normally be
mvolv‘ed 1n thus type of planmng, 1t was certamly within therr purview. In this case, thev did not engage
However, after they were briefed on the plan their support certainly provided top level credence and might have
shieided the plan from anvy further aitempts at sigruficant change. Bush’s new-found confidence was reflected 1a
the public address he gave at the River Emrance of the Pentagon immediately after he received the briefing.
Duning this speech. he denounced the Iraqi invasion in harsh, personal tones for the first tme. He was probabiy
pleased because the plan gave him an oputon 1o respond 11 2 matter of weeks, instead ot the months the traditional
ground military response would take. This was the most postive teedback the process could have recetved.
lntcr&cfgngly, the tour objectives Warden included as tus guidepost tor strategic planning were not given to tum via
the chain of command His group preced them together trom recent speeches and statements trom Bush.™® Atter

Bush’s tacit approval they endured as the political objectives for the Guif War.

, In evaluating the process. the right actors were mvolved although some probably telt they did not have the
Jappropnate amount of ntluence  [ntluence 15 a product of personality and circumstance that arfects any

urcaucratc process Ina pure sense. the only actors that nceded 10 be involved were Schwarzkopt. hts chan of

3 -~

=" Scawvarzkopt 320

=" Schwarszkont 320

7 Coian o Powe lwitn Josept 2 Parsico My Amierie.n Journey (New York Rincorm House 1995) 277

ST Rernotds 29
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command (up and down). and anvone else e decided to include That would make Horner and Loh the egiumate
actors. In this case. the overnding actor was Schwarzkopt. He had an 1dea of a strategic campaign that 1e did not
feel he would get from his JFACC. solicited an mput trom the Air Force, and recetved a ptan that fit his goals
After that point, with Powell’s support and Chenev and Bush’s approval. lus strategic campaign was unassailable.
All the other strategies became moot. Although it was not a pure illustrauon of what law and policy dictated for

the process. 1t was exactly what the Goldwater-Nichois Act levied in that the Combatant Commander had uitimate

The outcome of the process was a pian that stood as the genes:s and nucleus of the Gulf War strategic
campaign pian, which led to resounding; success. In just 42 davs, the coaliuon forces executed a strategy that
termunated with the uncondiuonal achievement of ail political objectives. The miual planning process evolved and
opened to all appropriate parues. who became part of Warden's planning team. However, Warden proposed the
strategy and Schwarzkopf accepted 1t betore the other actors had a chance to make an mnput. Subsequently, therr
role became one of refinement and working out the detasls rather than overall strategy Thi.v; does not mean
Wardén s agenda was accomphished in toto. Through input from Loh and Schwarzkopf. Warnden compromused to

make the plan more joint and include more tacucal emphass than he would have liked.

The strategic plan that led to the overwheiming success was a product of chance. and a departure rom
exisiing doctrine. Thrs leads o the interences that crincal pianning should not be lett to chance, and that standing
docinine and OPLANSs were not susted for the conditions ot the Guif War. Theretore. the rest ot the paper wiil

focus dn first an insututonal process that reduces the chance for random strategy. and second on the underlving

reasons tor the doctrinal musfit that occurred

1

Approaches for Future Strategic Air War Planning

One option tor tuture strategic 3ir war plannmg 15 (0 keep the process as 15 and allow burcaucratic pohties
to determine tuture outcomes--as 1 the Gult War The alternanve 1s to tormaily Lhange the process in one ot
several wavs  Any ot the opuons contains two important contextual consideratons - There 1s un insttutionas

casistanee v emin the \ie Foree to cunmng 2 svar from Washingron-- 1 throw back o e Vetnam sivle ol wa- The
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top Air Force leadership through the wrn of the century will have lived through. and 1n most cases rought under
that style of war and do not care 10 repeat 1t. The other contextual conswderation 1s the Detense Reorgamization Act

of 1986 As menuoned before. this act meant to minimuze Service influence on the warfighting commanders.

The Aur Force took sieps since the Guif War to improve the responsiveness of Central Command
operations plans Three years after the Guif War.'m October, 1994 Iraq sent three army divisions south
threatemng Kuwait once again. The United States responded by deplovsng troops o the region 1n an operauon
called Vigilant Warnior This essenually amounted to moving up a2 military exercise that was alreadv scheduled tor
the region at a later date. The US reacuon. which included militarv and other international means. succeeded in
thwarting Hussetn's aggressive overtures towards Kuwait. After Vigiiant Wammnor, Centrai Command developed 2
set of three operations plans designed for varymng warning and reaction tmes to prepare themselves for future
situatons such as this. The plans provide options for preempuve action, execution on attack, and a defensive

readiness posture The forces deployed in place since the end of the Guif War are the defensive readiness forces. 7

All CINC"s operauons plans ane pentodically reviewed and theretore shouid retlect the CINC's deswres for
the errfpioymem and contribuuion of the air component of fus campaign. However, this was the case for
CENTCOM prior to the Gulf War as well. General Schwarzkopf reviewed his plan 1n Aprii of 1990, but evidently
was not saustied with 1t 1n August 1990 - Assuming the same couid happen 1 the tuture. the ongoing reviews
and updates ot CINC"» operauons pians do not negaic the possibiinty ot a CINC requesting 4 new plan. just as
Schwarzkopt did Thus leads t0 two quesuons  First. how should the Air Force respond if a CINC Lalls outsude his
Awr Component Commander tor a new air operations plan! Second. can we improve the plans such that they will

not require compiete overhaul for future contingencies?

. The short answer to the tirst.quesuon 1s that the Aur Force should respond by proswding aif necessary
resources to support the CINC > Air Component Commander  There have aircady been imtiatives to facthitaie this.
In the case ot CENTCOM. the CENTAF stait and the Arr Force statt work together to valdate and modity ther

standing pian <7 Checkmate ' an air war ~trategy shop s the working agency on the Aur Force vatt that

-7 “ieutenant General Joan P Jumner sersondd mierview 4 March 1996

-~

vlann 23
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contributes to the CENTAF deliberate planning. Checkmate maintains and updates strategic targetng hists tor
many possible conungencies  In addition. the Asr Force Deputy Director tor Operations 1s currently considering
wnsututionahzing a Checkmate-hike supporting agency that can take advantage ot the nauonal assets available in
Washington *' At the execution of a pian. the CENTAF commander would deploy on a KC-10 aircratt wath a
planming celi to the theater That planning cell. 1n commumication with the forces forward and the statf behind.
wiil plan tor deployng forces and situanional adjustments. Checkmate wiil provide a review and assistance to the
process.”® Therefore. the CENTAF commander 1s potsed o provide the Air Force responsiveness for which any
CINC could ask. He has standing plans that cover a wide range of possibie scenanios, as well as the abtlity to
literatly adjust plans on the fly with dedicated Asr Force resources acting 10 support him. This gives um the
advantage of control over his own staff, which tends to have more apprecration for the scope of joint CENTCOM

assets available, and the opsnion and resources of the Air Force Staff, which can have more of an Air Force bras.>*

The United States Air Forces Europe. USAFE, put together a function similar to Checkmate, the 32nd Aur
Operguons Group. Duning a contingency, the 32nd AOG 1» capabie ot becomung the core of an Air Operauons

Center for a JFACC ** Thus capability has aiready been exercised 1n the Bosnia Decisive Endeavor operation.

Air Component Commanders have tmproved the responsiveness and adaptabrhity of their planming process
since e Guit War. They have instutunionalized coordination between the air component statfs ana the Service
neadquarters These efforts should result in an Air Component Commander and an Asr Force better sosiuoned 1o
support the warfighting CINCs. They should also make an Awr Force response 0 a CINC casier and less
controrersial it he asks for Service inputs outside his Air Component Commander. This would serve well as Air
Force policy The Air Force would best serve the CINCs with a policy that tully supports hum through his Air
Component Commander. The Service acting as a support structure does not threaten the autonomy ot a CINC or
lead 10 runmag a war trom Washington While thes policy addresses the question of how to respond to CINC'~

needs. 1t does aot address the maore fundamental question of why 2 CINC might not be satnied wath his strategre

9 Major General Charles D Link. personal mierview 13 March 1996
' Link
: Jumper
Jumner
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plan with the air component contribution 10 that plan, or with his Air Component Commander s abtiity to respond

10 his needs

The Underlying Problem

Why was Schwarzkopf dissatistied with his operations plan which had just been exercised and reviewed’
Whv did he cali the office of the Air Force Chuef of Statf rather than ask Horner for a different approach’ Why
would a CINC do the same thing in the future? The answers to these quesuons indicate an underlying problem

with mulitary operanons in general—-a problem that goes beyond Air Force 1ssues.

The context of mulitary thought in 1990 clearly shows why the CENTCOM operauons plan evolved as 1t
did. The modern mulitaries of the 20th century were steeped 1n centunes of tradition of force-on-force set-piece
battle From the Napoleamc wars through the Amenican Civil War, the two World Wars, and the Korean and
Vietnam Wars this has been the western style of making war. We have a poor track record of evolving dectnine to
meet new challenges Our first experteace with unconvenuonal or guerrniia warfare was on the trontier against the
Amerncan {ndians. The Army won n the end. but the efficiency of their conventional style ot wartare was
quesucnabie. No doctrnine or tactics schools, training, or manuals were changed to meet that style of war.'
Another expenence with guernila wartare came i the Vietnam War. There, we again appised conventional torce
agamst\ an unconvenuonal force and won the factical and operational battles but lost the war. This does not speak

highiy ot our strategy or the tlexibiity of our docinne.

In 1990. we were just realizing the 40-year Cold War had ended. Preparations tor batie 1n the event the
Cold War became hot had two aspects. one nuclear and one conventional. The comventional battle envisioned
dunng the Cold War was a set-piece mass-on-mass war centered around the ground contlict along the tront
betweef East and West Europe Within this context. operations plans were ihewise built around the paradigm of
mass armies stugging 1t out until capuulaton was achseved. Naval wartare and air wartare were reiegated to the

role ot supporung the ground war  Nasal badfes although tought independently trom the ground operation were

*Robert M Udev The Contreunion of the Fronuer to the Amoriean Mibiary Tridivon The \mrre n
Mo e on the Frontier od James ? Tate (Washington Otfiee ot \ar Toice History 19785 8.0
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to be rought to ensure free use of the seas and deny the enemy the same Free access of the seas was required 1o
support the ground war. Likewise. air batties were 10 be tought 1 suppon the ground forces with varving degrees
of direct and indirect support. Direct support resulted in the mussion of close air support. and indirect support
resulted 1n the russions of air interdiction and strategic attack--the most indirect mussion  This evoived, after
much Service debate, mnto the airfland battle doctrine, 1n which asrpower was miegrated but subordinate 1o the
ground battle. Doctrine at the ume referred to “air and naval support of ground maneuver. **® [t even went so far
as to claim that 1n a nuclear war, "even though airpower 1s the principal means of destruction 1n this scenarno. it 1s
sull characterized as fire support'.™’ In the mindset that grew during the evolution of airpower in the 20th
century, strategic attack became svnonymous with bombers--and, further, with nuclear forces~-while the more
direct air interdicuion became synonymous with fighters. The Aur Force was even organized with Strategic Air
Command (SAC) controlling bombers and mterconunental ballisuc mussiles, both nuclear capable, and Tacucal

Arr Command {TAC) controlling fighters. Schwarzkopf’s operations plan, like every other CINC's pian, reflected
the prevailing central ground war paradigm.

When Schwarzkopf assessed the situation, he evidently deduced over time that there was 3 better way to
victory than by fighting 1t out between two massed armies on the ground. Surely. he was influenced by the
assessment ot casualties—~ between 9 000 and 30.000 on the US side--made under the assumption of a ground
war ** That seemed 10 be Saddam Hussemn s plan. He apparently thought that if he could make the cost in human
lives so high the Amencans would not fight. Schwarzkopf probably also realized he was making historvy and
would be judged on his success or failure in the process He may have found it unacceptable to have his name
linked to such carnage when he telt 1t could be avoided with a different strategy  His autobwography does not yeld

salient reasons for why Schwarzkopf changed his strategy he only says that he asked the Auc Force for = a

-3

strategic bombiag campaign armed at {rag > miluary which would provide the retaisatory optsons we necded A

more n-depth analvus of the sequence ot events may be more teiling. On 3 August 1990, immediately atter the

[rag1 i asion. Schwarzkopt displaved dissaustaction wuh his Director of Operauons. Air Force Major General

*F\M 00-3 Operauons Mav 986 30
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Burt Moore. Moore had only been i1n place 1wo months and was thrown out of Schwarzkopt™s oifice several trmes
that day while attempung to present options for force deployment and courses of action. Schwarzkopt ended the
final briefing or the day by telling Moore 10 fix the plan. and-telhing Horner to go with him.® The next day,
Schwarzkopt and Horner tlew 10 Washington and briefed President Bush. Thev briefed a plan premised on Iraqa
attack. Therr ensuing detensive ground effort included airpower supporting the army by interdicting Irag: resupply
lines. Bush raised two muintary concerns. the loss of life and casualties, and Iraq’s possibie use of Scud surface-to-
surtace musstles.*! Shortly after the Bush bnefing, Schwarzkopt and Horner flew 1o the theater. After his return.
the C{NC called Loh on 8 August and said, “ ..we have a decent plan for air/land operations, but I'm thinking of
an mr‘campmg . and I don’t have any experuse--anybody here who can think 1n those kinds of terms and look at 2

W set of targets or a strategic campaign.”™>

Schwarzkopf may have been thinking more of a pre-Goldwater-Nichols era when he asked the Air Force
via Loh for permussion to use Horner, his dedicated Air Component Commander Another possibility 1s he may
have been unclear as 1o whether Horner was stil i his peacetime role within the Axr Force chaun of command or
in his ;vanxme roie 1n the CENTCOM chain of command. A trd possibiity 1s he was merety extending
professional courtesy 1o the Air Force. Atany rate. he said to Lok, “You know, I’ ve sent Horner over, and | have

<ot 1o ask you 1f [ can keep hum indefintely ™*

Schwarzkopt™s idea that Horner was not tully his. combined with Horner being so far geograpiucaily
removed. and the former’s dissatsfacuion with hus own statf may explam why he did aot wum 1o Horner tor hus
cnisis air operations planming. Without direction otherwise from him, his Director of Operations and s Air

Compqnem Comrmander supported his air/land baitle OPLAN Indeed. Horner had a strategic air operations ptan.

but Schwarzkopt did not ask hum tor it.*' Instead. he asked the Air Force.

These svents may also help explain why Schwarzkopt asked tor a new plan trom the Air Force  Bush'™~

concerrd tor casuaitics and Scuds had to pique his interest i this arca I the 3 August phonc conversation with

* Reynolds 4-8

! Revnolds 10-11
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Loh he further saad. [ need 1t tast because he mav launch a chermucal Scud or chermcal attack We can’t go out 1n
otecemeal with an air/land battie plan [ have got to hit him at his heart! [ need i« kind ot tast because [ may have
1o attack those kinds of targets deep, that have value to him as a leader, if he decides to launch a plan of attack with
Scuds or with even chemical or nuclear weapons. *** His acuions indicate he wanted to seize the moment and turn
away from the air/land battle paradigm. His desire for a quick response may heip explamn why he mumed to the Asr
Force miually. After he saw the projected strategic affects of the air operauon, he kept that strategy even atter the

six month buildup of ground forces

There are two significant pornts 1n Schwarzkopf's conversation with Loh. First, he wanted something
dsfferent from airfland battle, a docmne for which his Service fought long and hard. A second and related point 1s
that he asked for a “strategic awr campaign” wnstead. The term “air campaign”” has been loosely used to describe
the air operauons of the Gulf War. For those close t0 doctrine for planming joint operations, such as Schwarzkopf,
a campaign more properly describes the total operations 10 achteve strategic objecuves. For example. Desert Storm
was a campaign coasisting of ground, sea. and awr operations. Schwarzkop!™s request for an air campaign connotes
a pnn;acy of the air operations, a radical departure from the view of airpower’s only role being that of providing
fire support tor the ground forces. He later said, *1 am quite confident that in the foreseeable future armed contlict
will ngt take the torm ot huge land armues facing each other across extended battle Lines, as they did 1n World War
[ and World War [l or tor that matter, as they would have it NATO had faced the Warsaw Pact on the rield ot
battle “® It 1s clear that the reason Schwarzkopt radicaily changed his OPLAN 1 that he was convinced that the
strategic application ot awrpower throughout his campaign would be more effective than the traditronal air/land

bame--‘and that he was correct.

lLessons Learned

With a better understanding of how the Guit War stratcgic planmung started and why the next issue 1y
what lesvons can be learned and applied fo tuture situanons ' What was the impact of Schwarzkopt™s depanure

trom arr/land battle and the resounding success of that strategy * How did 1t intluence a change mn tuture OPLANS

4
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and 1n mulitary thought’ The answers to these questions are quite disappomnung. In terms of the re.ationsiup ot
component forces. today s OPLANs are tundamentaily the same as they were ten vears ago  Some =\en move away
“rom'an institutionalized air operation by restnicung aircratt to haif sortie rates unul ground torces are n place.
Then'they would fly the buik ot sorties 1n support ot ground farces, and fly strategic missions on an as-available
second priority basis.”” Ths 1s nerther progress nor improvement. for this approach detracts from the potenual
strategic impact of airpower both betore and atter ground components are 1n place. Tius does not take advantage

of the advancements in technology and the resultant increase n effectiveness of both air and surface forces.

The Competition for Resource's

The problem 1s one of competition for resources. Despite Goldwater-Nichols and the improvements to
Jointness n the Deparment of Defense, the Services are still competing for resources i tive form of budgets—
wransiated to force structure. That compeution became more acute in the 1990°s with the combined impacts of
ascendancy of airpower. proven in the Guif War, and the detense drawdown in the wake of the Cold War's end.
The re‘sult or such etforts as the Base Force Study, the Bottom Up Review, and the Roies and Missions
Comumussion--as well as the cuts in detense funding through these years--was essentiaily to cut the Services evenly
and maintain status quo 1n terms of roles and organization. Dunag this penrod. the Air Force Chiet of Staff,
General Memill McPeak. became controversial by vocalizing the ascendancy of airpower 1n relation to the other

components Thus certunly turther tueled the competiive nature of the defense budget battle and impeded the

much-needed jomnt, cooperative effort.

" Awrpower appears to be facing an endunng probiem 1n carning a proper role n jomnt doctrine. Ths is due.
at least 1n part to 1ts overlapping nature  The two other major media ot warfare--the land and sca--have a distinct
border at the litoral  Consequently, there 1s a clear demarcation ot rofes between the Army and Navy  The Manne

Corps roie 15 somewhat «ontroversial. because 1t bridges the gap at the shorehine between Army and Navy roles

The air medium. on the other hand. has no gcographic houndary that tintely separates it trom the other

two  There 15 10owever 4 notenal boundary the air torces and ground torces use to delineate responsbhities., the

* Link
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fire support coordinauon hine (FSCL). Ground fire 1s responsible tor the area inside the FSCL and wrpower 1s
responsible tor fire outside the FSCL. Neither should cross the line with firepower uniess coordinaung with the
othe:; The extent ot the FSCL 15 one of the major doctninal batties ot roles, and theretore budget and force
structure. between the Army andthe Air Force. The Amy tends to argue for pushing the FSCL out farther and
tarther and acqutre the accompanying helicopters. artsllery, and nussile capabiiity o support 1. The Air Force
tends to protect force structure by arguny; for more tacucal support and a more resincied FSCL. An excellent
iHustration occurred dunng the late 1950’s and early 1960°s. The Air Force was assigned the strategic nuclear
weap]ons role and the Army was allowed to deveiop tactical nuclear mussiles. The latter did so with vigor and kept
extending the range and capabilities unul they had a mussile capable of strategic and imerdiction mussions, and not

just battlefield defense.*®

The proponents of mantaning the ground-centric paradigm raise several arguments. They say airpower
has a¢ver been decisive, and the Gulf War was an anomaly because of the unique desert eavironment and because
the Iragis were an unworthy opponent. Yet, there are obvious flaws in tus logic. First, pomnting 10 the uniqueness
of the desert environment 1s itself a retlecuon of the ground-centric paradigm. Second. a key reason why airpower
has b?cn decisive 1n only a few instances 1s due 10 uts iradiional subordination 10 surface operauons. However, the
best example of strategic use ot awrpower with undemable decisiveness s the atomic bombing ot Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. Japan that ended World War Il. (Agan. strategic does aot have (o be nuciear.) More recently, the 1967
Arab/Israeh six day war showcased the strategic impact ot airpower used to obtain strategic resuits. The outcome
was determuned 1n a three nour ar operauton after which the [sraeh Air Force returned to the more traditional role
ot Close Air Support to attain the taking ot terntory The Guif War like the Six Day War. 1s another cxample
where airpower was used strategically and was the decisive component  Although the desert 1s datterent trom other
geography we sull have sigmficant potential for miluary contlict in desert environments \ the least. aclaimaan
oe made that airpower can be decisive i desert warfare. Many pundits with the ground-centaic mndset ~aid the

saime wouid not be true 1n other environments ~uch s Bosaia where there are iree-con ercd mountans and towns

™13 Holler Jr An Enduning Challenge  The Problem ot \ir Force Docinine. The Harmon
939-19%7 «d Hamry R Borowshi tWashington DC - Otficc ot i foree

Memorna Loctures in Mahitarny History
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The strategic arpower antacks by arrcratt and cruise aussiles in late summer. 1995 proved that argument wrong. It
was a classic exampie of the Clausewnz theory of attacking the enemy > will 10 conduct war.*® Straregie airpower
can erode an adversarv s will by s\stemancalls raking anas s capacin to conduct war. In the case of Bosmia.
when all other efforts tasied to stop Bosnran Serbs trom killing their neighbors. the United Natons authonized
>umegzc bombing. Ampower attacked and destroved weapons storage areas and command-and-controt faciliies.
tak:ng away vital Bosnian Serb capacity for war. Verv quickly atterwards, peace and cease-fire negouations started
1n earnest. As for the anomaly that the Iraqis did not fight, 38 days of strategc and tactical arpower
systematcally took away their command-and-control and communucations capability, left the troops i the field
detached from their leadership, alone, hungry, and under constant penil. It took away the Iraqt capabshity to
conduct the operanons of war and eroded their will to fight. The ground offensive was more a policing action than
a two-sided war as 38,000 Iraq: soldiers surrendered.’® The decisiveness and effecuveness of asrpower have been

prover; m the cases where it was applied 1n a concerted strategic manner. Argumeats o the contrary are simpiy
unfouq‘ded.

A more competling argument for applying aurpower 1n a tactical versus sirategic role is the immediacy of
grounc:i combat. It 1s quite uaderstandabie for troops i contact (0 want all fire support availabie, including from
the air! This phulosophy, which exsts in our OPLANS 1oday, argues that the prionty for airpower should be 10
tacucally support the ground operation. and onh after that requsrement 1s met shouid airpower be applied to
strateg#c targets. «f resources are available This argument has menit but indicates a narrow focus and needs
broadet perspective First. it comes {rom an Anmy that has not been under attack from enemv aircratt tor over 40
vears. US air superionity has come to be an assumed commeoduty, but 1t has a cost 1n dedicated resources (force
s{ructm"e) While others may assume air superiornty, the Asr Force considers 1t the first and most hasic contribution
1t makes to a CINC™'  Second. although arrcratt aave the abihity 1o act as enhanced artillery tor ground torces. it s

|

not the most ctficient apphicaton of arpower 1 toto This s analogous 0 having 4 hmfe when uader attach from

a wild animal and stabbiag at the ammal ~ cxremunies insicad of aldethal area You have to fight to detend

* Carl von C ausewrtz On War trans Michael Howard and Peter Parct (Princcton UP [9ND)
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vourselt and he may hurt you. but you will >ystemaucally take away tus capacy 1o fight taster by gomg for his

strategic areas  Simularly, aurpower--properly appited—gives a CINC the ability to attack the enemy > tacucal

onslaught as well as hs strategic vuinerabihies. Third. asrpower 1 full subordinauon ot ground commanders is a
i

proven failure To wit. the allied defeat at Kasserine Pass in North Africa in 1942 was due 1n pant to

ineffacuveness ot airpower organized in smail units subordinate to ground commanders.’? Tt was after tius banie

that the theater air torces were reorganized under centralized command. They subsequently gained awr supertorny

over axis airpower and the success of the ground war turned. The doctrine of the ume has a famstiar ing War

Department Freld Manual 31-35 of 9 Apnil 1942 stated, “the most important target at a partucular ume will usuaily

be that target which consututes the most sertous threat (0 the operauons ot the supported ground force.”
Interservice compeunuon for resources dilutes our abulity to apply the lessons of war. What is needed is more
cooperation among the Services to fight for--rather than against--each other not only m war. but also 1n terms of

|
the resources that provide maximum overall mulitary effectiveness.

Recommended Soiution: A Revolution in Military Affairs

With the end of the Cold War, defense drawdown, technology explosion. and internanional uncertainty,

many are cailing the sweeping caanges in the Department ot Detense a revolution o muhitary affawrs. Part of that
revolutson 1s driven by external forces. but mulitary leaders are trving to proactively atluence as much as possible.
The ox;krarchxng focus should be on how 10 best fight tomorrow’s wars across the spectrum ot low 0 gh intensity
conﬁic:t. To do that, we must recognize each Service’s core competencies and develop flexible docirines and

strategies that most effecuvely halance mulitary capabiies.

Applying the Dominant Force

' There are many instances where one type of torce s domnant and others may have 2 fess etfectine role. or
|

-ubordinate role or even no role  Entorcing a naval blochade s certamdy best sutied tor nnat tores Entorting a

A ann 16
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no fly zone, such as the ongoing operations n northern and southern Iraq, are surely best suited tor ar forces. The
same can be said for mgher mtensity conflicts. Aiwrpower would hkely be a domunam capability if we had to fight
another war with Irag, for exampie Qur doctrine and our OPLANS need to retlect the possibility ot one medwum ot
war bemng domunant. and the flexibility to change strategy as the environment changes due to force capabiliues or
geopohucal factors Current Joint Warfare Doctrine allows for any component to be supported by any otherm a

flexible manner.”*

CINC selection should paraliei the idea of the domnant force. This has generally been the case. For
example, Pacific Command, PACOM, has been labeled 2 marsume command because of the geographv and the
apparent potenual for naval dormunance. Likewise, other combatant CINCs are traditionaily Army commanders
because of the notion of ground force dormunance. Conspicuously, there are no Air Force CINCs in the theater
combé.tam commarns. This seems to reflect our ground-centnc paradigm of warfighting. This is not to say that
the co?or of the CINC"s unsform shouid determne the strategy of war. Agamn, we need strategies that are
adap:ap!e. However, the Guif War was fought for 38 days with airpower tollowed by 100 hours of fighting wath
gmungandmrpower. The preponderance of the war was tought and won i the air—airpower was the dominant

torce. ' Why 1s the CINC aot an Air Force commander’ Regardless. why is the OPLAN sull ground-centnc?

An evolutionary change wouid be indicated by applying lessons {rom past expertence and adapung to the
environment 2s it changes. If we prove to be incapable ot evolution as social and political factors tum to
:solauqmsm. our relevance may be in doubt Thus. now is the ume 10 take advantage of the revoiution 1n mulitary
affairs by making revoiuttonary changes 1o our doctrine that adapts to our growing capabihiies and the new

geopoiiucal scene.

Doctrinal Education

" The Ar Force 1s largely 10 blame tor 1ts inabihity to etfecuvely micgrate airpower 1nto joint docinine The

Air Force organization supported the notton that tactical and Mrategic JIPOWEr Were separate entitics  The

ot 2ushicwien  Joint Wartare ot the Armed Forces of the United States o Do triment of Detense
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commander ot the Army Aur Forces. General Carl Spaatz estabhshed Tacucal Air Command (TAC) n 1946 10
address Army concerns about the Air Force ntentions to support ground operations.” The Strategic Air
Command went down the road of strategic airpower being 2 blunt instrament. configurnng thetr bombers primanily
with unguided “dumb™ >ombs and nuclear weapons Meanwhile, TAC used advancing technology to develop
precision guided munitions. These two paths led to a mission reversal in the Guif War. B-32 bombers from SAC
pnimantly struck the Iraqa Republican Guard-~that 1s tactical targets--while fighters from TAC primanly struck
strau:;:c targets such as the command-and-control facilities 1a Baghdad. After the Guif War. SAC and TAC
morgyuzed into Air Combat Command. Although the reorganization was due more to the post Cold War
draw?own than to evolution of doctnine, Air Combat Command 1s now retrofiting bombers for precision guided
mumuons capability They are also posturing 1o provide CINCs flexible combat asrpower for the spectrum of

tactical to strategic application and the spectrum of low intensitv to mgh inteasity conflict.

A lack of education 1s another reason awpower achieved little more than a support role mn Jont Doctnine.
A lack ot proper education continues 1o mansfest useif in Air Force officers that perpetuate the problem ot airpower
being subordinated to other forces. There 1s an ongoing tendency for i-prepared jount officers at all levels o
c@tc 1n a collegial vetn to get the job done at the expense ot raising legitimate asrpower concerns.™® This
prodes :mplicit and sometimes explicit agreement with plans and concepts that could otherwise be improved by
an educated airpower strategist. By educaunyg airmen. the Auwr Force also indirectly educates other Services about
both the capabiliies of airpower and the value ot airpower when applied to us full potemtial. An airman versed 1n

strategic airpower doctrine better serves not only the Air Force, but aiso the Joint team.

The Aur Force 15 taking an important step by expanding cducatson mn strategy and doctnine. In the past.
what little educaton Auwr Force otficers recetved about doctrine tended (o be history lessons and studies of tactics
and operations more than awrpower strategy The Aur Force 1» now including doctrine at ail levels ot otficer
protessional milnary education--hopetuily more oriented towards arpower strategy It started a School tor

Aaranced Acrospace Studies. 2 Jomt Forees Aw Component Commander Course. and enhanced the Jomt Doctnine

“Rictard G Davis The 31 nuatnes A Study in Air Foree- Army_Cooperuon (Washington D C
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and Arr Campaign Course. The Aur Force recogmizes u has raised tew strategic thinkers in the past and 1s taking

steps to produce a new breed of JFACC, and Josnt Staff otficers 7

Rethink the Doctrine

Finally, the Air Force needs a revolutonary approach to doctrine. There 15 a dichotomy between arguing
for a strategic airpower docinne as the best use of the force, on the one hand. and in claiming clear responsibrlity
for tactucal support of ground forces on the other Nesther approach, by itself is prudent. Instead, we need a
balan;:ed and flexible approach that defines and prionuzes our roles according to the situation. Asrpower 1s
capab‘le of being decisive :n many potenual conflicts. The OPLANS for those conflicts should recogmze that and
plan to apportion air sorties with the prionty to strategic airpower. In other conflicts, airpower may not be judged
to be the dectsive force. Those OPLANS should recogmze that and apportion sorties with the priorty to support
the dominant operation with tactical arpower. The harder case s 1n a scenano where no single force has the
apparent dorunance. In that case the OPLAN should coordinate forces for maximum synergy and apportion
aaw« rmussions accordingly. This line of thinking can provide a more coherent and joint approach to force

structure decisions for all the Services,

Organizations resist change. Revolutionary chaage will most likely occur if brought about on more than
one rront. The Service statfs who seek best solutions to tight and win tomorrow™s wars have to enter the tight not
from a parochial point of view. but from an etfectiveness point of view when working with thewr counterparts in the
other Services. Likewsse. the Joint Staff needs informed 1nputs from all its members to tully represent what their
parent Service capabilities are. Then they can balance the contributions ot all the components. Thc Joint Statf
should provide direction to the CINCs  plannng processes that mtluences them to consider flexibiny in the
devciopment ot s OPLAN  The Secretary ot Detense can intluence the process by asking a lot ot “why ~ and

‘what 1t questtons when brieted on the OPLANs  For cxample. he could ash. “what 1t another strategy was ysed.

would there be tewer losses 7™

|
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The deciining budget provides the environment tor revolutionary changes If OPLANS are gomng to
undergo a revolutionary change, they need to start with a clean slate  Set-prece battie 1s not the strategy that fits all
scenaros Planners need to have a paradigm shaft to determune the most efficient use of the torces available for
their given set of circumstances, then assigmng and pnonuzing missions  The OPLANs aiso need to be flexable
enough for changes 1n strategy (o occur seamiessly, based on peacettme or warnme developments. For exampie.
Schwarzkop!™s phases shifted primacy trom the air operaton to the ground operation based on the objecuves of the
first phases being accomplished. If we do not shift our deliberate planming strategy, the last chance to affect
change wiil occur during the crisis planning. There, 2 questionable plan will place Chairmen, Secretanes of
Defense, and Presidents at the last level of review with a possibility to influence strategy. They wall analyze both
the miluary and political feasibility of the plan. They realize 1n the political context that the citizens of Amenica
do notsupport wars that are lengthy or costly 1n terms of lives. However, onace this group approves of the CINCs

plan. it will be executed as 1s and history wall be the judge of its efficacy.

Conclusion

1

General Schwarzkopf is an Amenican hero because of his resounding success in the Gulf War, He will be
recordéd 1n history not only as the hero ot the Gulf War but also as a superb mulitary strategist. The strategy of an
air-cemtnc camipaign he employed was borne out of an ad hoc process that survived more by chance than design
and resuited from his demand for a revolutionary change to campaign strategy The Aur Force played a central role
n that process and 1s now better postured to respond to a CINC's needs by moving toward instituuonahzing therr
support‘ tor deliberate and crisss planning.  Yet, operations plans today seem to ignore Schwarzkopt™s cevolutionary
strategy and return to the old ground-centnc singie-solution paradigm o strategy 15 right tor al cases What 13
nccded.“ are strategies that ake advantage ot cmerzing capabilities and apply the mont ctficient torce to accomplish
objectives on a spectrum trom low to ugh intensity contlict. The Aur Force can best influence strategy and serve
the 1om£ 1eam bv beuer educaing airmen 1a agpower doctnne and strategy  The cnure defense establishment will

|
be rcqm:rcd to cotlaborate if revolutionary Jhange 1s 10 happen. [t operauons planning remams on 1ts wuerent path.
Scrwarzkont will untortunatelv 1e remembered as a great strategist 1or us partieular war ~ut not one that

i ueneed a change i muntary tunking It that will ve the case tuture historians may 1ave amale room (o



New 25

oricize a United States meluary that 1s unadaptable to change. We now stand at a ume when change 1s potentially
easier than at any other ume m our lustory  We find ourselves at a crossroads with two paths to take. Our toot is

already on the path ot no change and the signposts of our recent experience ail say we need to rethink winch path

ts correct



