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One of the most spectacular, visible, and satisfying end products of the military profes-
sion is the impact of well-delivered ordnance on a tactically critical target —as suggested
by our cover The value of this kind of impact is obvious. Less obvious is the fact that the
results depend on much data and analysis: Which target is most critical? What ordnance
will be most effective? What delivery platform is best suited for the target and ordnance
required? What are the optimum delivery tactics? Who gets the mission? How do we train
them? Unless these underlying factors are dealt with effectively in the planning and exe-
cution process, the results will be less than optimum

The need to develop tactically relevant data and employment concepts is apparent to any
military professional, but how does an open journal like the Review relate to the process?

Much, after all, depends on secrecy and surprise. Such things as detailed assessments of
enemy capabilities, the capabilities and limitations of our guidance systems, and employ-

ment tactics for a specific mission must be protected by security cover.

But history suggests that broad, underlying concepts —employment philosophies, weapon
systems procurement strategies, and approaches to recruiting—are better developed in
the open This can complement the effect of tight security protection at critical points

to produce devastating results Past examples are not hard to find

Despite rapid technological change and tight budgets during the '20s and '30s, the nascent
Army Air Corps developed an effective military instrument and an employment doctrine
to go with it using just such a two-pronged approach. Cooperation between the Air Corps
and the aviation industry was close and anything but one-sided; aspects of that coopera-
tion were highly publicized The strong impact of civilian air racing on fighter design is
one instance of many Nor were basic doctrinal developments hidden from the public eye:
General William "Billy" Mitchell's use of the Saturday Evening Post to propound his
strategic doctrine and employment concepts was only an extreme example. Other de-
velopments. of course, were carefully shielded by tight security: the detailed mechanics
of target analysis, for example, or the details of the Norden bombsight The point is that
open discussion of basic underlying issues neatly complemented the detailed develop-
mental work done in secret

The open side of the departmental process produced a consensus within the Army and the
aviation industry —consensus in which public opinion played a crucial role —as to what
the Air Corps would need to fight a war and how it would fight it The results speak for
themselves.

We are again in a period of rapid technological change and tight budgetary constraints.
We face basic questions as to what type of air power we should have and how it should be
employed Our lead article on close air support attacks an important aspect of this ques-
tion head on Granted, the technological sophistication of the weaponry and the geo-
political complexities of international politics have increased by orders of magnitude —
hence the need for specialized journals such as the Review —but the importance of open
discussion is greater today than ever As in the early days of air power, the influence of
our ideas on one another will determine the impact of our ordnance, if need be, on a po-
tential enemy tomorrow The impact symbolized by the exploding tank on our cover may
well remain within the realm of ideas, but we in the profession of arms cannot afford to
assume that it will.
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OR three decades, the NATO alli-
ance has provided the framework for
commitment of national forces to the
security of Western Europe. During the
same period a generation of Europeans,
ignorant of war. has enjoyed economic
growth and prosperity, lulled by the insidi-
ous appeal of a welfare-oriented society.
Years of peaceful coexistence have mes-
merized Americans and Europeans alike
into believing that the Soviet military build-
up. which has no parallel in peacetime since
that of the Nazis in the 1930s, can be ig-
nored in an era of détente. Thus it has not
been recognized that the Soviets are buying
time to reach a favorable correlation of
forces, both nuclear and conventional, by
concentrating simultaneously on quantita-
tive and qualitative improvements.1 These
improvements have given the Soviets a mili-
tary capability that is substantially in excess
of any legitimate needs for self-defense. The
purpose of this capability is quite clear: it is
to force Europe either to become a hostage
to Soviet intentions or to engage in outright
war. This aim is entirely compatible with
the view that “both in political and mili-
tary terms, the Soviets regard Europe as a
single geographic entity over which they feel
a historical mission to exercise hegemony, if
not suzerainty.”2
From a NATO standpoint, there is, of
course, no question of Soviet aspirations’ be-
ing realized without resorting to military
force. When this occurs, we must be confi-
dent that we have assessed correctly the
capabilities and intentions of the Warsaw
Pact forces in the European arena. This
article attempts to make that assessment
and suggest how NATO’s tactical air forces
(Tacair) should be employed in support of
the air land battle. We are not concerned
here with the wider aspects of tactical air
operations but only with those elements
that directly relate to Tacair’s primary job
—to help blunt and stop the armored
thrust.3 In this context close air support

(CAS) may have to play a vital role, but we
cannot discuss the nature of that role with-
out first examining how and where modem
warfare is likely to be fought. A look at
Soviet doctrine may help us grasp the impli-
cations of the continuing increase in War-
saw Pact warfighting capability, both nu-
clear and conventional. The pace, quality,
and scope of these improvements are derived
from fifteen years of steady annual incre-
ments in military expenditure —a trend that
shows no sign of abating. Even so, it is possi-
ble to identify a number of suspect areas in
the Pact’s war machine. While we may be
able to exploit some of these areas, they
make it more difficult to divine Soviet inten-
tions—an essential requirement if we are to
understand fully the nature of the modem
air land battle.

Against this background, the require-
ments, characteristics, and capabilities of
Tacair in the CAS role are closely ex-
amined. The most important criteria are
seen to be responsiveness, effectiveness, and
survivability. Related to all of these is the
forward operating base (FOB) concept as
exemplified by the Harrier and to a lesser
extent the A-10. In the process of this exam-
ination, some cherished beliefs are chal-
lenged, and the expectations that both air-
men and soldiers have of CAS forces may
turn to bitter disillusionment if we do not
configure, task, and train in a realistic war-
time environment. These difficulties may be
compounded by some fundamental dif-
ferences in American and European percep-
tions of the concept of Tacair operations. In
the context of a common NATO doctrine,
we examine whether it is practicable or even
desirable to reconcile these differences.

Modern Warfare Defined

Any definition of modern warfare is driv-
en by the actual, or perceived, combat ca-
pability of the Soviets. From a doctrinal
viewpoint, it is clear that they emphasize the
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Glossary

AAA antiaircraft artillery

ALO air liaison officer

AAFCE Allied Air Force, Central
Europe

ABCCC airborne battlefield command
and control center

AH attack helicopter

ASOC air support operations center

ATAF allied tactical air forces

AWACS airborne warning and control
system

BAI battlefield air interdiction

C2 command and control

C3 command, control, and
communications

CAS close air support

CBU cluster bomb unit

COMMIAM communications jamming

DASC direct air support center

ECM electronic countermeasures

EW electronic warfare

FAC forward air controller

FLOT front line of own troops

FO forward observer

FOB forward operating base

FOL forward operating location

FRA first run attack

FSCL fire support coordination line

HUD heads up display

IR infrared

JCoC joint command operations
center

LGB laser-guided bomb

LOH light observation helicopter

MEZ missile engagement zone

MOB main operating base

NBC nuclear, biological, and
chemical

NOE nap-of-the-earth

OAS offensive air support

PGM precision-guided munitions

RAF Royal Air Force

REC radio electronic combat

RPV remotely piloted vehicle

SAM surface-to-air missile

STOL short takeoff and landing

Tacair tactical air forces

TACC tactical air control center

TACS tactical air control system

TAR tactical air reconnaissance

VFR visual flight rules

V/STOL vertical/short takeoff and
landing

VTO vertical takeoff

primacy of the offensive, this having been
well documented by other authors in this
magazine. Less well documented, perhaps,
and certainly often underplayed in the
West, is the Soviet commitment to electronic
warfare (EW).

Warsaw Pact military
doctrine and capabilities

To put the Warsaw Pact capability in per-
spective, we should note that, according to
the International Institute for Strategic

Studies, the Soviets intend to destroy 30 per-
cent of NATO’s electronic emitters by fire-
power and another 30 percent by jamming.
There are currently 1000 ground-based
radar jammers in the Soviet EW inventory
intended for use against the navigation and
bombing systems of intruding aircaft. In ad-
dition, the Soviets are said to have 1200
ground-based communication jammers in
the high-frequency (HF)/very-high fre-
quency (VHF)/ultra-high-frequency (UHF)
range, 180 helicopters equipped for jam-
ming communications (COMMJAM), and



250 dedicated EW aircraft.4 This jamming
capability is supported by a substantial sur-
veillance and tracking capability, charac-
terized by increased density, diverse fre-
quency range, redundancy, and mobility.

This formidable capability, together with
the increased production and deployment of
nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC)
systems, is certain to characterize modern
warfare. The precise consequences for
NATO of each of the improved Soviet capa-
bilities remain speculative, however. Taken
together, they have fundamentally altered
the character of the threat and create an
awesome picture.

This picture of modern warfare can be
summarized quite simply. We note that So-
viet capabilities are characterized by a doc-
trine that emphasizes offensive operations
based on surprise, shock, exploitation, and
combined arms. Tactical advantages would
be gained by using nuclear and chemical
agents for which the Soviets are well
equipped and trained. The Group of So-
viet Forces Iin (East) Germany, supported by
four tactical air armies totalling some 1700
aircraft, together with the most formidable
array of low-level air defenses and EW
equipment seen anywhere in the world,
should leave little doubt of the Pact’s capa-
bility to attempt “to defeat . . . the enemy
forces in West Germany, secure Rhine cross-
ings and drive to the English Channel.”’5

Reality, however, suggests that the So-
viet Bear is somewhat less than ten feet tall.
The continuing loyalty of non-Soviet W ar-
saw Pact forces under pressure must be
questioned, as must the ability of a mainly
conscript army to operate without a credi-
ble NCO corps. Their exceptionally cum-
bersome command and control (C2) system
inhibits initiative —a disadvantage that will
be severely limiting in a fast-moving air-
land battle. We may also reasonably doubt
the combat capability of frontal aviation
aircrews and the ability of their logical in-
frastructure (given a measure of disruption
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from our own interdiction efforts) to sup-
port the anticipated advance. Of intentions
we can say little beyond noting that the ca-
pability for attack most certainly exists and
that any attempt to pursue it on one front
only seems incompatible with their stated
objectives. Their relentless drive toward a
decisive military superiority has the ultimate
domination of Europe in mind, but any fur-
ther attempt to deduce Soviet intentions
would require a clairvoyance that eluded
even Sir Winston Churchill: “I cannot fore-
cast to you the action of Russia. It is a rid-
dle, wrapped in a mystery, inside an enig-
ma.”6 We can say, however, that modern
warfare against the Soviets is going to re-
quire the total efforts of all the armed
forces. In the context of the NATO air-land
battle here defined, Tacair has a principal
part to play. With a clearer idea now of the
nature of modern warfare, we are able to
discuss the role of CAS and examine criti-
cally its relevance to today’s battlefield.

Close Air Support:
Requirements and Capabilities

In 1970 Air Vice-Marshal P. de L. Le
Cheminant wrote, “l believe that a great
deal, indeed the major part of what has ap-
peared in writing on this subject [CAS] dur-
ing the last few years shows a lack of under-
standing of the real issues.”7 This view of
CAS is, perhaps, equally valid today, and
we may suggest reasons ranging from igno-
rance of the enemy’s capabilities, and hence
the nature of the air land battle (a matter
this article has attempted to correct), to sin-
gle service prejudices and doctrinal dif-
ferences.

It is also true that the very term itself has
been open to misconceptions, not only by
the various services that provide CAS but
also by some of those on the ground whose
understanding of Tacair is limited by the
concept of “keeping the enemy off our
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backs." We must, therefore, start with some
clear definitions of terms.

NATO’s Tactical Air Doctrine Manual
(ATP-33) notwithstanding, all army and air
force organizations in the Central Region
now recognize that the generic term for all
air operations in direct support of armed
forces operating on land is offensive air sup-
port (OAS). This includes CAS, battlefield
air interdiction (BAI), and tactical air re-
connaissance (TAR). CAS is defined as air
action against hostile targets which requires
detailed integration of each air mission with
the fire and movement of those forces.
These air missions are tasked against those
enemy forces that are located between the
front line of own troops (FLOT) and the fire
support coordination line (FSCL). This dis-
tance will vary according to the nature of
the army units’ artillery, but for all practi-
cal purposes we can say 15-25 kms. Battle-
field air interdiction is defined as that cate-
gory of air interdiction that is flown in the
battlefield area and can have a direct effect
on the enemy’s ability to continue opera-
tions. Battlefield air interdiction is subject
to joint army/air force planning and is
flown beyond the FSCL and up to the recon-
naissance and interdiction planning line.
This distance is 80-100 kms beyond the
FSCL. We must be clear that battlefield air
interdiction does not require "integration”
with the ground commander’s fire support
and maneuver plan but does require coor-
dination with his overall plan of operations

Any definition of modern warfare
Is driven by the actual, or per-
ceivedl combat capability of the
Soviets.

to ensure that air interdiction is applied to
the best effect. Armed recce, a traditional
but sometimes misunderstood term, is not
officially embraced by OAS, but for all

practical purposes BAI and armed recce are
synonymous, each requiring search and
destroy tactics in designated areas beyond
the FSCL. The distinction applied to BAI
is that it requires firmer intelligence on the
battlefield situation and is thus more specif-
ic in its application. In practical terms this
IS pure semantics.

On balance, most NATO planners
accept that airborne alert wastes
scarce resources and may be an
additional burden to an already
overloaded C 3system.

Tactical air reconnaissance, the third
type of OAS mission, is the acquisition of in-
telligence information employing aerial
vehicles. Despite the importance and diffi-
culty of TAR, it is, nonetheless, a complete
study in itself and beyond the scope of this
article. We are concerned essentially with
the roles of offensive air support, i.e., CAS
(and BAI). In discussing the requirements
and capabilities of Tacair forces assigned to
the battlefield, we consider first the require-
ment for CAS.

NATO Tactical Air Doctrine Manual is
quite clear about the requirement. “The
firepower and mobility of CAS aircraft (and
helicopters) can make an immediate and di-
rect contribution to the land battle, particu-
larly against those targets which may be in-
accessible or invulnerable to available sur-
face-based weapons.”8 Analysts from the
United States Strategic Institute put the re-
quirement more forcibly:

Against the numerically superior forces of the
Warsaw Pact, and in the event that an offen-
sive were launched in place, it is probable that
Alliance airpower would be forced into a close
support role because of the intensity with
which the first echelons could be expected to
attack. Heavy CAS would be indispensable to
a successful defense of NATO.9



Both doctrinal and professional sources
thus foresee a clear requirement for CAS,
particularly in breakthrough and counter-
attack operations. If this is true, what capa-
bilities do we require of Tacair’s forces for
the CAS role?

responsiveness

When the army calls for immediate CAS
missions, it needs them now. Too often in
the past, command and control procedures
have been bedeviled by poor communica-
tions and micromanagement of resources at
too high a level. Despite the aspirations of
ATP-33, it may be argued that there is no
common, or even interoperable, NATO
doctrine on CAS C2. Broadly stated, United
States Air Forces, Europe (USAFE) sub-
scribes to centralized high-level C2 at the
tactical air control center (TACC), which
assists in developing target lists, processing
CAS requests, determining force require-
ments, and publishing the detailed tasking
orders necessary for mission execution. In
the chain of command, this is at the allied
tactical air forces (ATAF)/army group
level, below which we have the direct air
support center (DASC), which initiates the
planning and coordination necessary to pro-
cess the CAS mission.10 To the European
NATO reader these terms may appear con-
fusing because ATP-33 refers to joint com-
mand operations centers (JCOCs) and air
support operations centers (ASOCs). Of
course, the various perceptions of C2 go
deeper than a pedantic difference in ter-
minology—the point we are looking for is
the effect of these C2 differences on respon-
siveness. Experience suggests that the higher
the C2, the less the response once the initial
decision of allotting CAS to the army com-
mander has been taken by the air command-
er. Once assigned (for whatever period the
air and army commanders agree on), the
CAS units must work directly with the corps,
division, or brigade ASOC. In this manner,
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CAS units can achieve the direct interface
essential for rapid response to battlefield re-
quests. These requests may originate at any
level of command within the supported land
forces, but the ability of CAS forces to re-
spond to such requests depends not only on
command, control, and communications
(C3) but also on where and how the air forces
are based.

Rapid response or “alert” sorties may be
on either ground or airborne alert. In
theory, airborne alert provides greater re-
sponsiveness to the needs of the ground com-
mander but must depend on an airborne
battlefield command and control center
(ABCCQC) or the airborne warning and con-
trol system (AWACS), a concept that a gut-
feeling for the flexible needs of CAS rejects
absolutely. Airborne alert may also require
the use of air refueling and secondary pre-
planned targets to optimize effectiveness.
On balance, most NATO planners accept
that airborne alert wastes scarce resources
and may be an additional burden to an al-
ready overloaded C3system. The primacy of
ground alert is therefore generally conceded
as best for the rapid response of CAS air-
craft, but NATO has been slow to recognize
the need for forward operating bases, ex-
cept for the A-10 concept of operations and
the Harrier. A secondary, but nonetheless
important, advantage that can be attributed
to the FOB concept is that it alleviates the
problems of airspace management and mis-
sile engagement zone (MEZ) coordination
problems linked with the basing of aircraft
to the rear.

The premise may be invalid, however, if
Tacair is unable to disperse its aircraft to
FOBs —and operate effectively therefrom.

The fact that RAF Harriers have success-
fully demonstrated this concept for the past
ten years seems to be conveniently over-
looked by those seeking to justify their own
entrenched positions. Indeed, the wide-
spread ignorance surrounding the contribu-
tion of vertical or short takeoff and landing
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(V/STOL) is surprising considering a dec-
ade of operational experience with this air-
craft. A recent study of the effectiveness of
the Harrier employed at FOBs showed:

The writers view the [FOB] concept as being
too fragmented to be effective ... it requires
what appears to be unnecessary redundancy
of costly resources ... the Harriers could not
be individually scattered about the country-
side; some method of centralization would be
necessary for adequate control.1l

If correct, these observations completely
undermine the premise that ground-based
alert at FOBs Is the solution to the respon-
sive requirement of CAS in modem warfare.
The authors have drawn conclusions unsup-
ported by facts, and it is sufficient to put the
record straight by referring to someone with
operational experience —Air Commodore
P. B. Hine, a former RAF Germany Harrier
force commander.

In this vital area [referring to the FOB logis-
tic support system], and in other areas such as
mission effectiveness and the ability to sur-
vive, the RAF Germany Harrier Force has
been awarded the highest possible marks by
the multi-national Tactical Evaluation Teams
of AAFCE.R2

As all NATO units know, the annual tac-
tical evaluation is a most rigorous and realis-
tic test of that unit’s ability to fight in war.
Implicit in the assessments given to the Har-
rier force is the conclusion that the FOB
concept is operationally effective. Even so,
many air staff planners who have not experi-
enced a FOB at firsthand still think that
logistics are the downfall of dispersed site
operations. As with main bases, FOBs de-
pend on logistics reaching the primary air-
head or logistics depot. Given this, the addi-
tional task is only that of moving supplies
out to the FOB site or between sites, a pro-
cedure that with many years of experience
has been refined to an art. Given the choice,
the force commander would naturally ease
his logistics problem by selecting a site as

close to the main airhead as survival allows
(say 15 kms). Being further displaced poses
additional delays inherent in surface trans-
port. For this reason the coordinated use of
heavy lift helicopters is desirable and, in the
event of a rapid dispersal, essential. If the
location of a FOB is compromised or if the
battlefield situation requires it, a site can be
vacated with all essential equipment in well
under one hour, while the new location can
be ready to accept aircraft within two to
two-and-a-haif hours.13 The logistic pre-
mium to guarantee a viable FOB concept is
remarkably small: “A rough estimate shows
that fully dispersed operations cost between
ten and fifteen percent more in logistic sup-
port, communications facilities, site protec-
tion, etc.”X4

When this is weighed against the ability
to respond rapidly and to continue opera-
tions long after conventional airfields have
been rendered useless, it seems a premium
worth paying.

Looked at in terms of responsiveness and
survivability, the FOB concept thus seems to
be essential for the employment of CAS air-
craft in modern warfare. Even so, the con-
cept does not of itself guarantee the high
sortie rates that are necessary to support the
ground forces. We have already identified
the need for the C2system to be simple, flex-
ible, and responsive. These principles will
be negated if the system is reactive only.
That is, there must be no question, in a
modern war, of CAS aircraft awaiting task-
ing on the ground. The ferocity with which
we expect the first echelons to attack is not
likely to create a dearth of targets either on
the FEB A or beyond it.

Unfortunately, our peacetime training in
this area rarely follows our doctrine, “Train
for war as a daily diet. Reliable, demanding
training. Realistic exercises. Maximum
combat capability.”’6 Our OAS exercises
tend to be neatly game-planned to follow
an operations order largely devoid of reality
and emphasizing the primacy of flight safe-



ty. For these reasons, missions are most
carefully preplanned to avoid airspace con-
flictions: Red forces' capability is consistent-
ly underplayed; Blue forces are restricted in
height and maneuver; and C3 and tactical
radar systems are largely blessed with im-
munity to electronic warfare. That is not to
say that electronic warfare is totally ignored,
but rather that it creates such chaos when it
is employed that the players plead for its
withdrawal. The purpose of this indictment
is to focus the mind on an important area of
realism and on the need to have CAS air-
craft responsive in the sense of generating
high sortie rates and tasking them as we
would so expect in war. With this in mind,
the conclusion is that the effect of Tacair
will be dissipated by holding aircraft on the
ground. In a target-rich environment we
must hammer the enemy hard —and often.

The weather in northern and central
Europe has such an effect on air
operations that it might almost be
considered a part of the threat.

Before discussing how we are going to
achieve that, we will broaden our look at
responsiveness to discuss an alternative con-
cept—the forward operating location
(FOL). General William Momyer, USAF
(Ret), when Commander of Tactical Air
Command defined it in the context of TAC’s
primary CAS aircraft, the A-10:

We would base [A-10s] further to the rear on
a main operating base (MOB); and then we
would have a forward operating base where
we would come in periodically with a squad-
ron and then advance as far as we thought the
situation would permit. | would call it a For-
ward Operating Location (FOL) at which we
would have a flight based, and we would then
rotate through it. This will significantly re-

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT 9

duce en-route time to the target . . . the ex-
penditure of airborne alert time is not jus-
tified.16

This concept is being implemented in Eu-
rope where we note that the FOL is a com-
bat staging and turnaround base with
limited personnel and facilities—substan-
tially different from the fully manned and
supported dispersed site FOB used by the
Harrier. By contrast, the USAF foresees the
FOB as a forward base in West Germany to
which the A-10 aircraft have deployed from
their main operating base (MOB) in Great
Britain. On the other hand, the Harrier dis-
persed-site concept of a FOB embraces a
number of sites, each containing six to eight
aircraft. Each site is virtually autonomous
and is linked via secure communications to
the force commander’s headquarters and to
their own and adjoining corps’ ASOCs. The
A-10 FOL, then, requiring a strip of some
2400 feet,17 is quite different from a Harrier
FOB both in concept and in practice. They
both serve the same ends, however: respon-
siveness to the needs of the land battle and
high sortie rates. In February 1977, for ex-
ample, two A-10s flew 17 sorties each dur-
ing an 11-hour period. These were 120-
nautical mile (nm) missions, dropping four
500-pound bombs and making 2 X 30-mm
strafe passes each sortie.’l8 On a somewhat
larger and more regular basis, Harriers,
both RAF and U.S. Marine, frequently
achieve high sortie rates from dispersed sites.

It is regular practice on field deployments for
30 Harriers to fly over 200 sorties per day on
something like an hourly cycle: 30 minutes
sortie and 30 minutes turnaround . . . the
pilots remaining in the cockpit debriefing and
rebriefing via a telescramble line to Squadron
Operations.

In terms, then, of the first requirement of
CAS, responsiveness, we have identified the
need for a C2system that is secure, flexible,
and effective and one that allows delegation
down to the lowest practicable ASOC. Highly
structured and automated systems would, it
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was argued, work against responsiveness,
particularly if micromanagement from the
TACC resulted. In noting the Warsaw Pact
overall capabilities, specifically in the elec-
tronic warfare environment, we appealed
for realism in training to demonstrate the
capability, or otherwise, of C3 systems in a
wartime situation. In addition, the need for
FOBs and FOLs to support the ground-
based alert concept was noted. It was argued
that in a target-rich environment CAS air-
craft must not await tasking but must hit
hard and often. For this, high sortie rates
were essential, but, with the exception of the
Harrier force, this capability was infre-
quently demonstrated. Responsiveness,
then, Is an important requirement in the
CAS role and leads to the discussion of how
such missions can be effective.

effectiveness

It is, of course, futile to be able to respond
quickly if the aircraft cannot then attack
and destroy the required battlefield targets.
Thus four guestions must be asked: What?
Where? When? and How? In answering
these questions, we define first the CAS pro-
file and then consider factors that influence
it: the forward air controller (FAC), target
acquisition, weather, and aircraft/weapon
mix. Pervading all this is the rhetorical
question: Can we operate in the kind of
EW/COMMJIAM environment that we are
certain is going to be a part of modern war-
fare over the battlefield?

USAF Tacair doctrine defines the CAS
mission as, inter alia, the following:

Once airborne, fighters are handled by con-
trol elements of the TACS, which may include
the Airborne Command and Control Center
(ABCCC) and the Airborne Warning and
Control System (AWACS). Pilots will be pro-
vided with radar vectoring to a rendezvous
point, updated strike information, target area
weather, and forward air controller call signs
and frequencies.

Upon arrival at the designated holding or
rendezvous point, CAS flights contact an air-
borne or ground FAC who will control the
strike. If an airborne FAC is used, he will be
in contact with friendly ground forces. . . .
The FAC will also be coordinating defense
suppression artillery, tactical fire, beacons,
ground laser designators, and friendly air de-
fense with the local maneuver unit com-
mander.2

Despite the clear-cut advantages of
the Harrier in other aspects of the
CAS mission, many observers have
reservations about the payload and
range of this aircraft.

The reader will at once be impressed by
the smooth flow of the mission and by the
almost incredible capabilities of the FAC;
incredible because the doctrine assumes that
the Warsaw Pact will oblige us by discontin-
uing radio electronic combat (REC) so that
our CAS mission can follow the neat profile
defined for it. Nothing could be further
from the truth, and the point is so funda-
mental to the role of CAS in modern war-
fare that it is worth discussing further. It
would be less than honest to say that doc-
trine does not recognize the importance of
electronic warfare —indeed, much emphasis
is placed on it.

Any commander is prone to defeat, whatever
his strength in numbers and weapons, if EW
denies him the means to convey orders, pro-
vide for fire support . . . EW is now a form of
combat power, and battles may be won or
lost by the fight in this medium.2L

The problem arises in trying to relate doc-
trine to reality. Practical experience teaches
us some important lessons, particularly if
taken from modern conflicts. An experience
from the Yom Kippur War warned us that:



Tests against captured Soviet equipment are
said to indicate that . . . [tactical aircraft]
would be seriously degraded by this [EW] ca-
pability and that the communications re-
quired for close air support will be denied
within [5 nms of the battlefield].**

Confirmation of this capability was
brought home starkly to the Israeli pilots
who found that their ground-to-air com-
munications were jammed on all UHF/VHF
frequencies within one minute of pilot-FAC
coordination.Z There can be little doubt,
therefore, that not only will our battlefield
C3 systems be jammed extensively but also
that these systems can scarcely be integrated
into a combined arms/coalition war situa-
tion.24

Against this background, we must now
examine what role the FAC can play in the
CAS mission.

The Role of the FAC

The FAC is the direct interface between
the forward tactical ground commander
and the supporting CAS forces. In addition
to the battlefield control and coordination
functions already discussed, the FAC is re-
sponsible for briefing CAS pilots on the tar-
gets identified for attack and assisting the
pilots in target acquisition. To an extent, he
relies on information provided by ground-
based forward observers (FOs), but it is not
clear, in the electronic warfare environment
we anticipate, how such information is go-
ing to be passed. In this situation, it is ap-
parent that the ground-based FACs and air
liaison officers (ALOs) are largely super-
fluous in their primary roles. The airborne
FAC, on the other hand, having gleaned
what slender information he can before
takeoff, is forced to a position beyond the
effective REC/SAM/AAA envelopes to
communicate with his fighters. This can be
broadly defined as a contact point about 10
nms back from the FLOT. Since he can
neither identify nor mark the required bat-

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT 1

tlefield targets from this position, we may
conclude that the primary role of the air-
borne FAC is also defunct and that he is
now relegated to the role of relaying the
general battlefield situation to CAS aircraft.

This question may now be asked: What
confidence do we have that Warsaw Pact
radio electronic combat will not prevent air-
air communications behind the FLOT or
even beyond it? The capability to COAIM-
JAM depends primarily on three things: the
output of the jammer, the proximity line of
sight of the jammer to its intended “victim,”
and the sensitivity of the "victim’s” receiver.
It can be stated that current mobile Warsaw
Pact jammers have a capability out to about
20 nms. They are integral to Warsaw Pact
signals regiments, however, and they would
expect to be deployed at a position of rela-
tive safety, say at the FSCL. Hence our con-
clusion that battlefield communications will
be extensively jammed but that we may rea-
sonably expect minimum interference at a
contact point some 10 nms behind the
FLOT.S It may further be argued from this
evidence that communications beyond the
FSCL will also be difficult, depending on
the deployment and capability of the indi-
vidual jammers. This is an important con-
sideration for BAI, and the question has to
be asked whether we can coordinate some of
the proposed attack profiles with no com-
munications. The answer to this question
will involve a degree of heart-searching
amongst those who have forgotten one of the
basic precepts of Tacair—keep it simple.

The conclusion we draw is that the FAC is
unable to fulfill the roles necessary for the
success of the CAS mission and that, by in-
ference, the success of the mission itself is
questionable. It depends, ultimately, on
whether we can acquire the correct target
with only a possibly inaccurate brief at the
contact point and without the advantage of
a designator to assist in solving the major
problem of the CAS attack —target acquisi-
tion.
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target acquisition

Even under the most favorable conditions,
target acquisition has always been a prob-
lem for fixed-wing aircraft in the close air
support role. For reasons of weather, weap-
ons effect, and survival (aspects of which
are discussed in detail later), we are re-
quired to fly low and fast—the two factors
that compound the difficulties of target ac-
quisition. On this subject, analysts can prove
many things with statistics. Personal experi-
ence of many years, however, is convincing
proof that the chances of a successful first
run attack (FRA), in the low, fast, mini-
mum exposure, minimum steady-state flight
path necessary for survival against a spe-
cific, undesignated battlefield target are ex-
tremely poor. Given a second chance or
given a generous exposure time, the prob-
ability is much improved —but few will live
to tell the tale. The conclusion is clear: spe-
cific targets must be clearly designated for a
successful close air support attack by fixed-
wing aircraft. Without this, the mission is
doomed to failure. Technology, if it can be
harnessed to a world of economic and
operational reality, can provide some
answers. Various systems, including helmet-
mounted sights, beacons, and lasers, have
all been used successfully. Laser designation
has, of course, tremendous potential, offer-
ing pinpoint accuracies without the need for
visual acquisition by the pilot. But here, as
with many other designators, coordination
has proved extremely difficult in a COMM-
JAM environment. Individual squadrons
may have some simple and flexible tactics
that will prove effective, but we are a long
way from reaching a solution that will be
interoperable within all of the national
corps areas.

In the future we may see mini-remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs) in this role.® The
mini-RPV we need must be simple, rugged,
mobile, and flexible. It needs to be no more
than a truck-mounted rotary wing platfonn

with sensors for battlefield surveillance and
target designation. The extension of this
concept to allow the airborne FAC to fulfill
the essential roles of target identification
and designation from a remote position at
the contact point seems to be innately costly,
technologically vulnerable, and operation-
ally suspect. We thus cannot tell whether
technology will be applied realistically to
the needs of close air support. For the mo-
ment we can only conclude that target ac-
quisition remains one of the major problems
for fixed-wing aircraft in this role. More-
over, the problems are compounded in poor
weather and at night—aspects that we now
examine in the broader context of the role
of close air support in modern warfare.

all-weather, day and night capability

The weather in northern and central Europe
has such an effect on air operations that it
might almost be considered a part of the
threat. Pilots familiar with flying in Europe
hardly need reminding of the limitations
that weather can impose, the subject being
documented from many sources. In terms
that are easily understood, it can be broad-
ly stated that over the north German plains
in winter the cloud base is less than 100 feet
and the visibility less than 5 kms on one day
in three; on the northern flank and over the
highlands, such conditions may exist on one
day in two.Z It is, of course, misleading to
apply ratio terms, since weather patterns
do not necessarily fluctuate on such a daily
basis. For example, winter weather on the
northern flank can *“ground” air forces for
a week at a time, but this may be followed
by a week of near-perfect flying conditions.
The unique problem of weather for close
air support aircraft is that battlefield tar-
gets are not, for all practical purposes,
radar identifiable. Thus, even if CAS air-
craft can reach the battlefield with all-
weather navigational aids, the pilot may still
have to use the “Mk 1 eyeball” for target ac-



quisition. It is, therefore, visibility rather
than cloud base that is the limiting weather
factor. This observation applies also to heli-
copters, although their weather minima are
substantially lower than those for fixed-wing
aircraft. For example, attack helicopters
(AHSs), have a proven CAS mission effective-
ness in weather conditions as low as 100 feet
and 1500 meters visibility, whereas few
fixed-wing aircraft can attack effectively
in conditions worse than 500 feet and 2\
kms. The A-10, for example, has demon-
strated a capability for visual attacks down
to V2 miles (2Vi kms),B although aircraft
with faster attack speeds would be lucky to
acquire specifit and nondesignated targets
at such short range. The conclusion we draw
from this is that CAS aircraft require not
only all-weather, day and night penetrating
aids but also special sensors for target ac-
quisition.

The USAF tends to "damn with
faint praise" the Harrier concept—
often, it is felt, from a position of
ignorance and prejudice.

This leads inevitably to the sophistication
of aircraft such as the F-111 and the Tor-
nado aircraft assigned primarily to the
counterair and deep-interdiction roles. Al-
ternatively, we can equip our single-seat
CAS aircraft with high technology, rapid,
automatic data processors to reduce pilot
workload sufficiently to cope with the low-
level, all-weather day and night CAS mis-
sion. This solution sounds credible in cost-
effective terms: smaller, cheaper aircraft
(and thus, perhaps, more of them) and re-
duced manpower and training costs. In real
terms, however, this solution reflects a dan-
gerous, and possibly suicidal, preoccupa-
tion with technology. The most important
link in the chain is the pilot. It is he who
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must have blind faith, on a dark and stormy
night flying at 600 knots and 200 feet, that
his equipment will be not only totally capa-
ble but also totally reliable. The aerospace
industry may be convinced of this capabil-
ity, but the single-seat close air support pilot
most certainly is not!

These perceptions, however, must not
lead to the conclusion that a return to the
“ring and bead” sight is recommended.
There is middle ground on which tech-
nology can be applied cost effectively and
practically. We can identify here some mini-
mum requirements for the daytime, poor-
weather CAS mission: a digital inertial navi-
gation and attack system, a combined mov-
ing map display, a total heads up display
(HUD), a radar altimeter, and additional
sensors for target acquisition, including
laser. The list is probably open to endless
debate, and if we extend the requirement to
all-weather day and night, we must have
terrain avoidance radar and a two-man
crew.

We also have yet to discuss the require-
ments for survivability. The point we are
driving at here is that, recognizing the need
for CAS in support of the land battle in all
weathers and at night, Tacair cannot meet
that requirement with its primary single-
seat, day, visual flight rules (VFR) aircraft.
Indeed, it is arguable that, even given the
equipment and the two cockpits, the man-
ning ratios on frontline squadrons are woe-
fully inadequate to support 24-hour opera-
tions over anything more than a short surge
period. In short, it has to be concluded that
CAS squadrons do not have all-weather day
and night capability, and that if we do go to
the expense of providing that capability,
both in sophisticated equipment and man-
power, it Is going to mean fewer aircraft.
Given a fixed defense budget, the problem
revolves around the quality versus quantity
argument. The evidence shows, unfortu-
nately, that we do not have enough of either
commodity.
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aircraft and weapon capability

Thus far, we have not recognized fully the
capabilities of the attack helicopter in the
CAS role. The AH must first be placed in the
electronic warfare environment already de-
fined and may thus be subject to the same
communications problems that we have
identified for the FAC. The advantage of
the AH lies in the fact that it is similar in
type to the FAC’s aircraft, a light observa-
tion helicopter (LOH), and that voice jam-
mers can be overridden by achieving an-
tennae overlap. This unique advantage al-
lows the AH pilot and gunner to obtain the
necessary target details without having to
rendezvous at the contact point—a restric-
tion that applied to fixed-wing aircraft, as
has already been explained. The attack heli-
copter pilots, then, based close to the FLOT
and thus immediately responsive to the
needs of the tactical ground commander,
work as part of a combined arms team on
the battlefield. Even without a FAC, AHs
are able to survive flying nap-of-the-earth
(NOE) and to acquire their targets from a
treetop hover. Limiting their exposure to
the minimum necessary for missile or rocket
launch, AHs can be expected to make sig-
nificant contributions to stopping the
armored thrust. On balance, the AH s
probably the ideal airborne tank Killer.2
Noting also its capability in exceptionally
poor weather and at night, the AH is essen-
tial to the success of the CAS mission. Re-
grettably, on the central and northern
flanks of NATO, this capability exists in
totally inadequate numbers.

In considering the mission effectiveness
of fixed-wing aircraft (as distinct from their
survivability aspects, which we discuss later),
we can summarize by referring to the prob-
lems already identified in pilot/FAC coordi-
nation. We concluded that, without posi-
tive target identification and designation,
the chances of a successful FRA would be
remote. Given a solution to those problems,

the success of the attack will depend on the
weapon used, being either forward firing
(rockets/guns), laydown (cluster munitions/
retard bombs/napalm), or precision-guided
munitions (PGM). The last category in-
cludes air-surface missiles of the Maverick
family and laser-guided bombs (LGB).

The scope of this article does not include
a detailed assessment of each type of weap-
on, but it is pertinent to note some broad
characteristics. Forward-firing ordnance
requires at least a five-degree dive angle for
weapon effectiveness. In addition, the need
to clear the debris hemisphere, either ver-
tically or horizontally, demands a minimum
firing range that, when added to the mini-
mum tracking time necessary for accuracy,
extends the minimum range by which the
target must be acquired for a successful at-
tack. This, In turn, increases the exposure
time. Precision-guided munitions and laser-
guided bombs can be extremely effective,
given the weather (or communications)
necessary for successful delivery. The main
reservation is that of cost and, by implica-
tion, sufficient numbers in the front line.
On balance, area cluster munitions in the
BL 755 family, delivered in a level laydown
mode, have proved cost-effective against
armor. From the pilot’s viewpoint, they are
preferred because weapon aiming is less
critical, exposure is reduced, and a success-
ful attack can be made from a late target
acquisition. Even so, none of this is helpful
to the CAS mission unless sufficient num-
bers of weapons can be carried to the target.
The logistics aspects of this problem are not
discussed here, for they are not unique to
the role of CAS. Rather, we are looking at
whether CAS aircraft have the capability to
deliver effective weapons loads on the tar-
get. Despite the clear-cut advantages of the
Harrier in other aspects of the CAS mission,
many observers have reservations about the
payload and range of this aircraft.

In 1972 General Momyer said, “With
today’s technology we have not been able to



reach a happy position where we can have a
vertical takeoff and landing aircraft with a
significant armament load and acceptable
operating ranges.”¥ The general empha-
sized the vertical takeoff (VTO) configura-
tion, but the question has to be asked.
“Why VTO?' The Harrier can lift its opera-
tional warload of six cluster bomb units plus
two 30-mm cannon in under 1000 feet of
any suitable road, planking, or field (such
areas have, of course, already been surveyed
in detail in the European theater). From its
site some 50 kms behind the FLOT, the
Harrier can attack well into the second-
echelon divisions and be rearming again
within 30 minutes. Combine this with the
demonstrated capability for exceptionally
high sortie rates, and it is then difficult to
understand how such performance can be
considered insignificant and unacceptable.
The USAF tends to “damn with faint praise

the Harrier concept —often, it is felt, from a
position of ignorance and prejudice. On the
other hand, Europeans, possibly equally ig-
norant and prejudiced, have a number of
reservations over the USAF Tactical Air
Command’s primary CAS aircraft, the
A-10. Principal amongst these is the ques-
tion of survivability, an- aspect that we now
examine in its wider context.

survivability

A responsive or an effective mission is of
little use if the aircraft cannot survive, both
in the air and on the ground.

Survival In the air. Many people still be-
lieve that air power will achieve air superi-
ority over the battlefield, a myth that we at-
tempted to dispel earlier in this article. This
belief, however, leads to the assumption
that our CAS aircraft will be involved in
evading Warsaw Pact frontal aviation in the
battlefield area. On the contrary, the So-
viets have nothing to gain by placing their
own aircraft at risk near the battlefield.
First, their organic SAM/AAA is already
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capable of controlling the air, and second,
they must recognize the enormous problems
of lower airspace management. How much
simpler for them to assume that attack air-
craft over the battlefield are hostile! Of
course, this approach is too simplistic in
ignoring the coordination required for their
own CAS aircraft. Even so, it seems logical
to argue that the Pact nations will not com-
pound their difficulties by drawing down
their interceptors into the CAS arena. The
conclusion is that we are unlikely to have to
worry about being “bounced” in the battle-
field area, providing, of course, that we stay
low. This is just as well, for we will have
enough problems trying to survive against
Soviet SAM/AAA.

if the A-10 is to survive in the
modern battlefield, the pilot must
have more help than is available to
him at present.

These systems can, of course, be de-
stroyed, suppressed, confused, or evaded,
according to mission capability. The CAS
role, however, has to concentrate on the
threat to the ground forces and not to air
forces. Thus CAS aircraft must rely on a
combination of suppression, confusion, and
evasion. Technology, in the form of elec-
tronic countermeasure (ECM) pods, infra-
red (IR) flare and chaff dispensers, and
other countermeasures, is essential to the
suppression and confusion requirements,
but evasion is largely a matter of tactics and
pilot skill. Opinion on this is divided, but
experience on Red Flag missions and else-
where indicates conclusively that survival
lies in minimum exposure and minimum
steady-state flight path. Minimum exposure
for AHs is NOE flight, but with fixed-wing
aircraft we must fly as fast and as close to
terra firma as safety allows. It is a practical
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law, however, that these two requirements
tend to be mutually exclusive, in that the
faster we fly, the more the difficulty in re-
maining really low. By analogy, one can
hover ten feet above the ground, but no
pilot can maintain this height over uneven
ground at 500 knots. A compromise has
been found through many years of training
and experience. Low and fast means in the
order of 100-150 feet and 450-500 knots. It
may be possible, in certain terrain, to go
faster and lower, but if we do not train to do
this in peacetime, we should not expect to
be able to achieve it in war. The element of
risk, however, iIs increased proportionally,
and it is a fact of life that we simply cannot
afford to lose expensive aircraft and pilots.
Even so, a number of air forces remain pre-
occupied with unblemished flight safety
records, principally because a bad record
carries a stigma of failure and poor supervi-
sion (even if unjustified). This, too, is a fact
of life for the commander with conflicting
priorities: the survival of his forces in war or
the survival of hisjob in peacetime.

The USAF views Tacair as a cen-
tralized reserve for delivering fire-
power to supplement that of the
army; the Europeans view Tacair
as assisting the ground force com-
mander's scheme of maneuver.

The A-10 aircraft has been designed to
absorb battle damage, and it may well sur-
vive against calibers as high as the ZSU-23-4.
It is not very likely to survive a direct hit by
SAMs, however, and its limited speed (say
350 knots in the attack) may make it vulner-
able to future-generation IR missiles. For
reasons already outlined, extra emphasis
must be placed on the other components of

the survival equation. Evasion must be
achieved by terrain masking and flight at
minimum altitudes. In addition, maneuver
iIs an extremely important requirement —
one that is well within the capabilities of the
aircraft, if not the pilot. Above all, if the A-
10 is to survive in the modern battlefield,
the pilot must have more help than is avail-
able to him at present. We note that the
“USAF plans to equip [the ATO0] with ad-
vanced threat warning receivers, jamming
pods, a chaff/flare system and an inertial
navigation system that will reduce its expo-
sure to enemy fire by allowing accurate low-
level navigation in a high-threat environ-
ment.”3l Such equipment is not a require-
ment for the ATO only—all CAS aircraft
need it. The limitations in speed, however,
indicate the additional emphasis that must
be placed on the other components of the
survival equation. Given the capabilities in
the other important areas, the A-10 may
survive Dbetter than faster, but less-well-
equipped CAS aircraft.

Survival on the ground. General Richard
Ellis, former commander AAFCE, iden-
tified both the problem and the solution:
“The wvulnerability of NATO’s airfields,
especially runways, is becoming one of the
major problems facing the Alliance today.
The solution is to develop a new generation
of V/STOL aircraft. . . .”3 A Strategic In-
stitute report argues that “. . . it is likely that
many of NATO’s tactical aircraft would be
destroyed on the ground during the opening
stages of the conflict. Of those which es-
caped preemption, a large number would
not be able to take off because of enemy in-
terdiction of airfields.”3 Therefore, to sur-
vive on the ground —and to continue opera-,
tions—Tacair must disperse, but without at
least STOL-capable aircraft, we can iden-
tify a fatal flaw in NATO’s capability.34 We
can summarize quite simply: the role of CAS
in modern warfare (if indeed we foresee any
role) will be severely degraded unless air-
craft assigned to that role can disperse for-



ward to, and operate from, FOBs/FOLs.
Apart from AHs, the only STOL aircraft
following this concept are Harriers and A-
10s (assuming that one can truly define the
A-10 as STOL). It would be less than fair
not to mention the dispersal capability of
the Swedish Air Force, one of the most ef-
ficient and operationally capable in Europe.
Unfortunately, it is not clear how their air-
craft will contribute CAS to the air land
battle defined for the scope of this article.

Thus far, then, we have examined the
need for “responsiveness, effectiveness, and
survivability” in the CAS role in modem
warfare. There exist, however, some funda-
mental differences in American (4ATAF)
and European (2ATAF) perceptions of how
Tacair forces should be employed. Since
both ATAFs subscribe to a common NATO
tactical air doctrine in manual ATP-33, it
iIs important to identify these differing per-
ceptions.

employment

The major difference between European
and American perceptions of the role of
Tacair centers around the nature of war-
fare in Europe. The USAF views Tacair as a
centralized reserve for delivering firepower
to supplement that of the army; the Euro-
peans view Tacair as assisting the ground
force commander’s scheme of maneuver.
These differences in style, driven in part by
cost and technology, have led to different
views on Ca, operations, and munitions.

The Europeans view the American ap-
proach, with its emphasis on electronic war-
fare, sophisticated C3, and composite forces,
as costly, inflexible, technologically vulner-
able. and thus operationally suspect. A
common perception in Europe is that, "The
nature of the Vietnam experience may have
led the USAF into techniques and ap-
proaches inappropriate for Europe . . . the
USAF has erroneously accepted the plausi-
ble conclusion that the greater tempo of
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armored warfare could be matched by the
even greater speed of modem data process-
ing machinery.”® Europeans believe that:

In a benign environment, current surveil-
lance, communications, and data processing
technologies are just sufficient to allow elabo-
rate systems to work. When that environment
changes from benign and static to hostile and
adaptively dynamic, the assumption that the
technology will work properly becomes ques-
tionable.3

These differing perceptions have led to
fundamental opposites in concepts of opera-
tion. Whereas the Americans tend to em-
phasize PGMs, medium-level flight (above
10,000 feet), and real-time surveillance and
C2for diverting in-flight aircraft, the Euro-
peans emphasize area submunitions cluster
bomb unit (CBU), on-the-deck altitudes,
and autonomous operations. In the wider
application of Tacair, the USAF would con-
sider using composite forces —raids of some
20 aircraft of which only some 12 would be
“attackers,” the remainder being employed
in the defense suppression, escort, and ECM
roles. Europeans, perhaps guilty of making
a virtue out of economic necessity, reject
both the American tactical air control sys-
tem (TACS) with its reliance on jammable
radar control and the composite force con-
cept, which requires a high degree of air-
crew and unit specialization with commen-
surate high costs. In the European view,
flexibility is not gained by diverting air-
borne aircraft under a suspect and vulner-
able AWACS but by generating high sortie
rates from FOBs with “2-ship” on-the-deck
autonomous operations. Survival relies more
on evasion and minimum exposure than on
defense suppression, confusion, or destruc-
tion. Americans, on the other hand, ques-
tion the qualitative advantages that Euro-
peans tend to assume for their own opera-
tions and consider that European reluctance
to get more involved in ECM is a funda-
mental error.

These general observations should not,
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however, be universally applied to the CAS
role. USAFE A-10 CAS operations, for ex-
ample, are now much closer to the Euro-
pean concept, although USAFE doctrine
could still consider using strategic bombers
(B-52) in the CAS role, if circumstances de-
manded. From a historical perspective,
Americans- would argue that all-weather
beacon bombing, as close as 3000 meters to
the FLOT, saved the garrison at Khe Sanh
toward the end of the Vietnam conflict.
Europeans, on the other hand, find it diffi-
cult to reconcile their own concept with the
use of strategic bombers in the CAS role.
Thus fundamental differences remain, and
the opposing concepts of operations make
interoperability difficult, if not impossible.
Nonetheless, for NATO the present diver-
sity in doctrine and tactics is not altogether
bad. The alternative options present a long-
er term fall-back capability should one or
the other be foreclosed. Further, the two
approaches have a synergistic effect in forc-
ing the enemy to second-guess NATOQO’s tac-
tics and thus dissipate his defenses against
the full spectrum of attack options. Al-
though it would, therefore, be a mistake for
AAFCE to try to impose a standardized con-
cept of operations on both ATAFs, it would
also be a mistake not to recognize that basic
differences exist and that these differences
may have a significant impact on the role of
CAS in modern warfare.

Since we have covered much ground here,
it would seem useful to summarize the prob-
lems that have been identified.

problems

The first requirement of aircraft assigned to
the support of the battlefield in the CAS is
responsiveness. This requirement can satis-
factorily be met only by ground-based alert
aircraft dispersed forward at an FOB site or
an FOL, a fact which, in itself, is not a pan-
acea unless high sortie rates can be main-
tained. Unfortunately, NATO has been slow

to recognize the advantages of STOL and
short takeoff and vertical land-capable air-
craft and has thus immensely complicated,
if not defeated, its dispersal options. It can
be stated that only attack helicopters, Har-
riers, and A-10s meet this requirement, but
they are so thinly spread along the front line
as to be of only marginal effect against the
numerically superior Warsaw Pact forces.

NA TO has been slow to recognize
the advantages of STOL and short
takeoff and vertical land-capable
aircraft and has thus immensely
complicated[ if not defeated, its
dispersal options.

An effective attack, however, must be
more than responsive; it must be successful
in the face of an intensive electronic warfare
threat, COMMJAM, and the most formid-
able array of battlefield air defenses in the
history of warfare. It is generally accepted
that the FAC or ALO is essential to the CAS
mission, but he can neither communicate
nor survive in the battlefield area. As a
FAC, then, his role is defunct, and so, by
implication, is the role of CAS. Other major
problems include those of target identifica-
tion and acquisition, and even modern sen-
sors such as lasers may be defeated if com-
munications to coordinate the attack are
denied.

It must further be argued that the tempo
of modern warfare .will not slacken in bad
weather or at night. It may also be argued
that NATO’s primary CAS aircraft (which
are day VFR only) will contribute nothing
to the war under these conditions. Assuming
that the other problems can be solved,
NATO’s all-weather aircraft may be em-
ployed in the CAS role but at the expense of
their primary counterair and interdiction
roles. The immediately attractive answer of



procuring all-weather-capable CAS aircraft
has always been defeated by the quantity
versus quality argument. The problem is
that we do not have enough of either.

Further problems exist for the survivabil-
ity of CAS aircraft. In the face of Warsaw
Pact SAM and AAA, they must carry ad-
vanced threat-warning receivers coupled to
automatic active jamming pods. Chaff and
IR decoys are essential, and CAS aircraft
must have the flexibility to incorporate the
latest technology electronic warfare systems.
European air forces have been particularly
slow to so equip their aircraft, relying in-
stead on evasion and minimum exposure
rather than on defense suppression. Survival
in modem warfare is going to require the
synergistic advantage of all three capabil-
ities. Nonetheless, it still seems clear that
CAS aircraft will be forced into minimum
altitude, high speed, and maximum maneu-
ver profiles for survival. The problems of
training safely in peacetime to guarantee
survival in war have never been more real.

On the ground, survival and the ability
to tontinue operations when conventional
airfields have been subjected to heavy and
continuous attack depend absolutely on the
ability to disperse. Harriers and AHs are the
only forces with a proven capability in this
area.

Taken separately, each problem might
have been subject to an optimistic assess-
ment of the role of CAS in modern warfare.
Taken collectively, however, the problems
for fixed-wing aircraft appear insurmount-
able. Only the AH seems capable of making
an effective contribution to the CAS role,
particularly in poor weather and at night. If
this is so. how then can we employ CAS air-
craft whose primary role is now defunct?

solutions

To find a solution, we must return to basics
and ask whether we accept the premise that
it is necessary for Tacair to “destroy in the
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first echelons” or “disrupt in the second
echelons/’ If we accept the plausible conclu-
sion that we-cannot do the former, we must
examine whether a solution can be found in
the latter. Relating these concepts to roles,
it becomes a question of CAS or BAI. Air
Commodore P. B. Hine, a former Harrier
force commander in 2ATAF, commented:
“BAl is a role that can be sustained in a con-
fused situation where communications have
broken down. The interdiction of en-
emy armor of the second tactical and suc-
cessive echelons is perhaps the [Harrier’s]
most effective contribution to the land bat-
tle.”37 A similar view, reflecting the lessons
of the Yom Kippur War, was expressed by
General Chaim Herzog:

The proliferation of light, portable missile
launchers in the front line means that close
support will be the exception of the rule in
future, with the air force being obliged to
concentrate on isolating the field of battle,
maintaining supremacy of the air, and de-
stroying the forces in and near the battle-
field.3

. . . survival and the ability to con-
tinue operations when conven-
tional airfields have been sub-
jected to heavy and continuous at-
tack depend absolutely on the
ability to disperse.

Countering the inevitable riposte of making
a virtue out of necessity is the view of Terrell
E. Greene, a director of Tactical Studies at
Rand, “If Tacair can survive and penetrate,
it can hurt [through BAI] the follow-on
echelons of a Pact invasion enough to slow
and disrupt the attack to the point where
NATO ground forces can hold against
assault divisions.”3®



20 AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW

The primacy of BAI in the author’s ex-
perience, lies in the fact that:

= Battlefield air interdiction is flown be-
yond the FSCL, thus there is no need for a
FAC. Nonetheless, the FAC, or some other
agency out of COMMJAM range behind the
FLOT, remains desirable, but not essential,
to update fighters on battlefield intelligence
and likely target areas beyond the FSCL.

= Battlefield air interdiction does not
need to be integrated with the fixe and
movement of ground forces —a solution that
greatly eases the problems of the tactical
ground commander in the “fog of war.”

= Battlefield airspace management is im-
mensely simplified. Except for our own at-
tack aircraft transitting down safe corridors
(at least one hopes they are safe), all fixed-
wing aircraft may be assumed to be hostile
and engaged by our own SAM and AAA.

= The identification of specific battlefield
targets is not required. Targets beyond the
FSCL are, by definition, hostile. There will
be no shortage of them, and attack aircraft,
working in their assigned areas, can follow
maximum-effectiveness and minimum-risk
profiles.

Battlefield air interdiction can
solve many, if not all, of the prob-
lems we identified for CAS.e

= Battlefield air interdiction can be flown
in a COMMJAM environment. Even in the
worst case, where BAI missions have not
been able to contact a FAC or ground con-
trol agency, attack aircraft should have ade-
quate intelligence from preceding missions
to fly a successful sortie.

In my opinion, BAI can solve many, if
not all, of the problems we identified for

CAS. Implicit in this solution is the ability
of BAI-role aircraft to meet the require-
ments stated In terms of responsiveness, ef-
fectiveness, and survivability. Also implicit
in this solution is the unproven (and prob-
ably unprovable) premise that BAI can ful-
fill the same role as CAS —to help blunt and
stop the armored thrust. Differing doctrinal
perceptions on this point are irrelevant if
the CAS mission is based on a concept of
operations totally unsuited to modem war-
fare.

IF this assessment of modern warfare is ac-
cepted, it is clear that the role of CAS re-
quires a fundamental reassessment. It has
become increasingly evident that CAS air-
craft cannot achieve an “effective” mission
in the COMMJIAM/SAM/AAA environ-
ment that characterizes today’s battlefield.
At best, Tacair’s fixed-wing aircraft would
seem to have only a marginal capability in
the CAS role. However, our thinking must
not be constrained by prejudices and seman-
tic definitions. We must recognize the capa-
bilities of attack helicopters for the CAS role
and must assign fixed-wing aircraft to the
battlefield air interdiction role —a role of-
fering simplicity, flexibility, and potential
rewards in the target-rich second echelon
area. It is here that Tacair can make its
most effective contribution to the land
battle.

A last observation is that air power in sup-
port of the battlefield is not an end in it-
self—but merely a means to an end. The
final criterion by which history will judge its
effectiveness is whether it prevented the
enemy from occupying our lands and taking
our capital cities. If he has achieved this,
pedantic argument about the outcome of
the air war will be of no avail. It is in this
context that the role of CAS in modern war-
fare must be judged.

Air War College
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A STRUCTURED
FRAMEWORK
FOR SALT
DECISION-
MAKING

John M. Collins

ALT Il is so complicated

and such an emotional mat-

ter that salient issues consis-

tently get lost in the shuffle.
the task confronting our Senate
is straightforward, when defined in
the following terms: Should the pact
signed by Presidents Carter and
Brezhnev be approved in its present
form because it is better than
nothing?

objectivity is the objective

There are many different ways to fill
out the accompanying chart, de-
pending on personal persuasion.
Paul Wamke would postulate one
set of problems, responses, and im-
plications. Paul Nitze another. All
sorts of shades are possible in be-
tween.
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Strategic Nuclear
Problems

(Present or Impending)

US Problems

Intercontinental

ballistic missiles
Practica/ problem

Prelaunch

vulnerability

Perceptional problem

Superior Soviet
countersito
capability

Heavy bombers

B-52 postlaunch

vulnerability

Submarine-launched

ballistic missiles

None serious

CONUS defense

No protection lor

Stl I I, U.S. population,

production base, or

second-strike systems

Problems of U.S. allies

U.S. nuclear

umbrella leaks

Deterrent value ot

TAC nukes declines

Backfire bombers

Soviet IRBMs/MRBMs

Potential Responses

Helps

limit Soviet hard 1l

target capabilities
Verify those limits 1l
Deploy mobile ICBMs

Deploy ABM

Equality in ICBM silos

Deploy MX in silos
Deploy mobile MX

Deploy sufficient

cruise missiles
and/or

bomber replacements
for B-52

Planned improvements

Improve air defenses

Improve civil defense

Press ABM/ASW R&D

Deploy ABM

Improve CONUS defense

Improve CONUS defense

Restrain deployment
Improve allied air

defense

Restrain deployment
Deploy U.S. or allied
IRBMs/MR8Ms

Deploy GICMs

Deploy allied ABM

SALT 1, Il Treaty

Influence
Hinders Neutral
1 1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
n
1 1
1 1}
1 1
1
1
1
1
1
1 1

Unknown



This assessment, which sticks strictly to
military considerations, simply demon-
strates a structural framework for decision-
making. In the process, it shows how severe
critics, even cynics, just possibly could ar-
rive at unexpected conclusions if they con-
sciously battle their own built-in biases.

Intercontinental
Ballistic Missiles

SALT 1l is shot full of problems. The
most pressing pertain to intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs).

practical problem

Problem one is practical. Its cause is no se-
cret. U.S. strategists stress a Principle of
War called Economy of Force. The Soviet
side stresses Mass. Those incompatible prin-
ciples, applied to ICBMs, have spawned
diametrically different policies over the past
two decades.

We chose quality instead of quantity.
The Soviets chose both. We chose missile
accuracy instead of size. The Soviets chose
both. SALT Il institutionalizes consequent
U.S. inferiority in fixed-site ICBMs, espe-
cially “heavy” models with many large
multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicles (MIRVSs) that will soon be a Soviet
specialty.

The payoff was predictable. Most stu-
dents of the subject seem to agree that a
Soviet first strike could smother America’s
Minutemen by the mid-1980s. No SALT
proposal over the past seven years would
have prevented that predicament.

So what is the prognosis? Follow the chart
from top to bottom and left to right to trace
the present pact’s influence.

SALT II, to start with, leaves us in the
lurch but is better than nothing because it
limits the level of Soviet launchers and the
stock of Soviet warheads with single-shot
hard target “kill” potential. Conservatives,
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using long-time liberal arguments, say those
constraints are close to inconsequential.
The Kremlin would not increase its hold-
ings even if SALT were scuttled, since pres-
ent programs are ample. That position,
however, presumes that we know what is
enough from the Soviet Union and that they
would take no steps to counter U.S. im-
provements in the absence of a SALT I
pact. Put a check in the “SALT Helps”
column.

U.S. abilities to verify the quantities and
characteristics of Soviet ICBMs have always
been imperfect at best, even with Iranian
listening posts in place. SALT |1, however,
improves our prospects because it prohibits
deliberate interference with national tech-
nical means. It also simplifies surveillance,
by insisting that some telemetry remain
“in the clear,” and so on. Chalk up a second
plus for SALT.

Prelaunch survival for U.S. ICBMs
would be better if we substituted mobile
models for missiles in silos. The SALT Il
protocol forbids flight-testing from mobile
platforms before 1982, but lead times to
produce components will take at least that
long, so it does not make much difference.

The Soviets, however, may yet contend
that U.S. systems under study, including
“shell games” and trenches, are incompat-
ible with the pact because they depend on
deliberate concealment for success. Accep-
tance of the treaty consequently should be
contingent on public reconciliation of So-
viet reservations. Otherwise, all bets should
be off. Meanwhile, the chart lists SALT Il
influence as a murky “Unknown.”

Active defense plays almost no part in
this country’s deterrent plans. Second-strike
U.S. ICBMs depend entirely on silos for pro-
tection. That exposed posture, coupled
with comparatively low U.S. force levels,
makes Soviet missiles most dangerous.

SALT II, however, permits us to change
our policy. SALT 1 is the only barrier to
ballistic missile defense.
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perceptual problem

Problem two suggests that U.S. steps to du-
plicate Soviet countersilo capabilities, in
conformance with our quest for “essential
equivalence,” might shore up perceptions of
this country’s strength but would poorly
serve practical purposes.

Disciples of that school concede that
SALT in no way would keep the United
States from installing large MX ICBMs
in silos. Mobile missiles with the same wal-
lop may also prove acceptable. Still, U.S.
powers would by no means match Moscow’s,
even if our force equaled theirs exactly in
quantities and characteristics.

This country, you see, is committed to a
second-strike strategy. Cosmetic abilities to
crack Soviet silos would lack much meaning
if Soviet first-strike missiles took flight
before SAC’s force arrived.

Countersilo inequities, caused by Soviet
SS-18s and SS-19s for which we have no
counterparts, are consecrated by SALT.
That shortcoming can be condoned, pro-
vided the administration swaps Minutemen
in silos for some mobile model —not neces-
sarily a semimobile system like multiple
shelters, the so-called “racetrack,” or miles
of trench.

Bonus effects could be considerable be-
cause masses of Soviet MIRVs serve an im-
portant purpose only as long as U.S. ICBMs
present static targets. Moscow’s missiles
would lose much of their practical punch if
we went mobile. Real force reductions con-
ceivably could result in the long run, since
relatively few Soviet warheads would be re-
quired to cover U.S. cities and other coun-
tervalue targets.

Heavy Bombers

So much for the land-based ballistic mis-
sile leg of the beleaguered U.S. triad. What
about heavy bombers?

Something like 75 B-52Ds were delivered

to SAC in 1957. The last B-52H models en-
tered service in 1962. Those aging aircraft
suffer from fatigue, and penetration proba-
bilities are hard-pressed to keep pace with
improvements in Soviet air defense.

Two possible solutions, singly or in
combination, are most often posed.

We could deploy air-launched cruise mis-
siles (ALCMSs) in sufficient quantities to
saturate Soviet air space. The most restric-
tive SALT 1l limit would allow 2400
ALCMs on 120 bombers, which so equipped
could cover many more targets than 300-
odd B-52s in their present configuration.
SAC could strike with well over twice that
quantity on a combination of cruise mis-
sile carriers as long as American ballistic
missiles with MIRVs remain at present
levels, which are well below allowable
limits.

Alternatively, or in addition to ALCMs,
we could develop and deploy superior
manned penetrating bombers as a substi-
tute for B-52s. The overall SALT Il ceiling
on launchers is the only control, and it
would not stop us. Budgetary limits are
more likely.

Submarine-Launched
Ballistic Missiles

U.S. ballistic missile submarines face no
serious problems in the foreseeable future,
with or without SALT Il. Their survival at
sea still seems assured. Our stock of 40-
kiloton range Poseidon warheads is suffi-
cient to cover 200 Soviet cities, with many
remaining for “soft” military targets.

That part of the Soviet population and
production base in blast shelters would prob-
ably survive if we struck, but surface in-
stallations would suffer severely from sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMSs)
until Soviet active and passive protective
measures degrade U.S. retaliatory powers
more drastically than they do at present.

Higher SALT levels would do less to



counter possible progress in Soviet civil de-
fense than hard target capabilities for our
SLBMs, a course that is technologically fea-
sible and is not SALT constrained.

CONUS Defense

No consideration of SALT would be com-
plete without a look at strategic defense, a
forgotten quantity in U.S. deterrent equa-
tions.

The Continental United States (CONUS)
at this stage is almost completely vulnerable
to nuclear attack. There is little protection
of any kind for second-strike U.S. systems,
the American people, or our production
base. Collateral casualties and damage
could be colossal, even in a carefully con-
trolled counterforce war with the Soviets.

SALT Il places no prohibitions on any
steps to improve U.S. active or passive de-
fense posture.

The SALT 1 Antiballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty of 1972, with its subsequent proto-
col, would permit U.S. scientists and tech-
nologists to push research in that field to the
fullest extent possible, confined solely by
the state of our art. It does, however, ex-
clude development of exotic systems and de-
ployment, which is pay dirt. SALT 1, conse-
quently, shows as a culprit.

CONUS Defense:
A Dilemma for U.S. Allies

The absence of CONUS defense also
creates dilemmas for this country’s friends
overseas. The so-called “nuclear umbrel-
la," which U.S. leaders still promise to al-
lies, has leaked like a sieve since we lost nu-
clear superiority during the last decade.
Massive retaliation against the Soviet Union
would no longer be a rational response for
this unprotected nation if Moscow tried to
seize NATO territory or struck U.S. con-
sorts in other countries. That fact of life also
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dilutes deterrent powers of U.S. tactical nu-
clear weapons because we cannot control
escalation by threatening to strike the So-
viet homeland with our Sunday punch.

No changes in SALT Il ceilings to ensure
“equality” could cure that situation. The
crucial requirement is for CONUS defense,
which is constrained by SALT I, not SALT
I,

Soviet Medium-Range
Bombers and Missiles

Some critics fault SALT Il for failing to
control theater nuclear systems, but not
everyone considers those findings well-
founded.

Sophisticated Soviet Backfire bombers
are basically problems for our allies and as-
sociates along the Soviet periphery, not
the United States, according to the U.S.
intelligence community. So are SS-20
intermediate-range  ballistic  missiles
(IRBMs) with MIRV warheads. Our arms
controllers have struggled unsuccessfully
to limit such “theater” systems since 1965,
when we seriously started to pursue mutual
and balanced force reductions (MBFR) in
Europe. SALT Il conferees struck the same
stone wall, partly because of complications
caused by U.S. forward-based fighter air-
craft, which we have not considered nego-
tiable for SALT purposes.

SALT Il, however, does not restrain
U.S. and allied strategists from creating
comparable capabilities by installing me-
dium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs)
and more medium bombers (such as
FB-Ills) on allied soil. Intermediate-range
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMSs)
would also be acceptable once the protocol
expires in December 1981, provided de-
velopment is complete.

The question, therefore, is not whether
we can station new nuclear systems in West-
ern Europe with the express purpose of
striking the Soviet Union. The question is
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whether we should. Brezhnev says we would
be “playing with fire,” and some respected
U.S. analysts believe him. Return strikes
conceivably could incinerate targets in the
United States, instead of Western Europe.

Finally, better air defenses for U.S. al-
lies are perfectly permissible as a means of
balancing the Backfire menace. An ABM
shield for friends remains beyond reach be-
cause SALT 1 restrictions forbid us to pass
them present or future technology in that
field.

THE foregoing summary of SALT impli-
cations culminates with seven conclusions
concerning this country’s nuclear strategy
and force requirements, if the illustrative
input suits your fancy and you accept the
procedures:

« SALT Il, in and of itself, does very little
to enhance or undercut U.S. security. Al-
most every notation says “Neutral.”

e Serious U.S. problems prevail, with or
without the proposed pact, but all can be
solved without scrapping SALT.

« SALT 1l constraints on the Soviets,
however slight, would help curtail future

U.S. force requirements and conserve costs.

« SALT 1l verification clauses, however
incomplete, would simplify intelligence es-
timates of Soviet strength.

= Some form of mobile ICBM s essential
to a U.S. triad with three dependable legs.

« Allied problems are not soluble by
SALT at this stage.

« SALT | ABM restrictions should be re-
considered.

We should therefore approve the SALT Il
pact in its present form, provided a mobile
ICBM system of our choice is admissible and
the administration takes immediate steps to
install it.

The foregoing assessment is, of course,
incomplete. Many other military matters
might be mentioned. Economic and polit-
ical linkage, ifyou like, is missing.

No attempt has been made to sell SALT
or scuttle it. The purpose simply was to
demonstrate a decision-making technique
which shows that calculations concerning
SALT can lead to sound conclusions only in
context with strategies. Playing a simple
“numbers game” is simply not enough.

Alexandria, Virginia

The security of the American people begins with the realization that all hu-
man beings on earth are in the same lifeboat and that we are not benefiting
ourselves or anyone else by demonstrating that we can drill larger holes in
our end of the boat than the Russians can drill in theirs.

N(orman) C(ousins)
"The Selling of SALT 11"
Saturday Review, August 4, 1979



"There has been agrowing feeling in some quarters
that military participation in international relations
Is an unwarranted incursion that can only lead to
the militarization of U.S. foreign policy."

THE MILITARY ROLE IN
INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS

Dr.John E. Lawyer.Jr.
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LITARY participation in major
nternational negotiations, whether
ilateral talks or large international
conferences,
over the past few years. In the 1950s and
'60s, apart from such directly combat-
related diplomatic activity as the Pan-
munjom armistice talks or the periodic
crises over access to West Berlin, military
officers seldom ventured further into inter-
national diplomacy than to conduct base
rights negotiations or work out a military
assistance package. The 1970s, by contrast,
have seen the military assume active roles
in such major international negotiations as
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) and the Law of the Sea Conference.
Base rights negotiations have become major
political events in their own right, as in the
case of the recent treaties with Spain, Pana-
ma, and the ongoing talks over the status of
Micronesia.

These changes have pushed the military
professional into a new and difficult role. A
great deal has been written about the sol-
dier-statesman, but much less notice has
been given to the soldier-negotiator, aside
from accounts of the diplomatic experiences
of such atypical figures as General George
C. Marshall or Walter Bedell Smith. Mili-
tary participation at the staff level as a nor-
mal element in the diplomatic process is a
relatively new phenomenon, and one that
deserves closer attention than it has yet re-
ceived.

The question is how best to integrate the
specialized expertise of the military officer,
with his own bureaucratic and professional
concerns, into the complex and delicate
process of international negotiations. The
subject is of interest because all the usual
questions of civil-military relations recur
with new complications introduced by the
diplomatic environment.

The inclusion of military staff officers as
a significant part of a negotiating team did
not come about by accident. In SALT 1 it

was recognized from the first that the pro-
fessional expertise of the military was essen-
tial. Despite the Strangelovian overtones of

has been steadily increasmge of the analyses, such matters as weap-

ons effects or the balance of strategic
forces could not be left out of account.1
Similarly, the military took the lead in U.S.
oceans policy; U.S. Navy and Air Force con-
cern over shrinking operating rights heavily
flavored the American position in the early
sessions of the Law of the Sea negotiations.2

The intrusion of the military into affairs
normally left to civilian policymakers grew
out of the realization that if the legitimate
though specialized concerns of the military
were excluded from the policy process, the
result would inevitably be bad policy—just
as if marine biologists were excluded from
involvement when drawing up a position on
fisheries regulation. The real danger, how-
ever, was not that flawed positions might
result but that the nonspecialists would not
realize that they were flawed. A delegation
could thus easily find itself committed to a
seemingly plausible position which was in
fact wunrealistic, or which might work
against the national interest, despite the
best intentions of its sponsors.

Military participation in international
negotiations has therefore generally been
accepted as a requirement of the situation,
though with varying degrees of enthusiasm
on both sides of the civil-military divide.
The hard questions have been about how
the military should proceed to fill the new
role. Recent experience has raised many
new problems for both sets of participants.

the problems involved

The first difficulty encountered is that when
dealing with experts of whatever persuasion,
once one has intruded on the specialist’s
domain, the expert tends to take over.
While critics exaggerate the degree to which
military participation in policymaking au-
tomatically leads to military dominance of
policy, there is some basis for their concern.



as was shown by the early prominence of
military factors in shaping the American
law of the seas positions previously cited,
or by the U.S. willingness to subordinate
concern for human rights to the need for
military alliances and foreign bases.

The layman faces much the same prob-
lem when dealing with a doctor, a plumber,
or any other specialist. This is not necessari-
ly a bad arrangement—few advocate do-it-
yourself brain surgery—but a note of skep-
ticism remains a necessary part of the
policymaker’s equipment. As the old adage
has it, you don’t ask the barber whether you
need a haircut.

The problem is highlighted by a necessary
distinction between direct and indirect in-
fluence on policy. Direct military influence
on policy flows through formal and explicit
recommendations or derives from control
over operations. Indirect influence stems
from the military’s ability to shape the
premises and provide the critical informa-
tion on which civilian decisions are made.
Direct military influence on policy has de-
clined since its peak during World War IlI,
when the military virtually ran U.S. foreign
policy. Paradoxically, indirect influence has
tended to grow over the same period. Mili-
tary factors largely defined the Cold War
environment, giving military experts signifi-
cant policy leverage, even though civilians
were making the final decisions.3

The situation brings to mind C. P. Snow’s
warnings about the danger of placing scien-
tists in sensitive political positions. While
modern governments cannot afford to do
without senior scientific advisors, a re-
spected scientist speaking from a policy
position can introduce an aura of bogus in-
fallibility to the decision-making process.
It is worth repeating Lord Snow’s point that
the problem exists independently of the pro-
fessional ability of the individual in ques-
tion. In fact, the higher his professional rep-
utation, the more difficult it becomes to
argue effectively against his policy recom-

THE MILITARY ROLE 29

mendations.4 As former Secretary gf State
Dean Rusk commented in the context of
SALT, the “problem for the policy officer
is to know whether a scientist is speaking as
a scientist or a politician.”6 It is a distinc-
tion which one suspects even the scientist
is often hard-pressed to make.

A second difficulty the military staff has
to resolve when functioning as part of a
diplomatic mission is that of conflicting
loyalties. The sense of responsibilities to the
individual military service or bureaucratic
agency is often more concrete than the con-
cept of the national interest, especially
when the latter is still being formulated.
The main task of the negotiating team,
however, is often precisely to determine just
what the national interest is or requires in
a particular diplomatic context. The temp-
tation is thus to define national interest
largely in terms of subordinate bureau-
cratic interests.

The desire to defend service autonomy
can even be justified by reference to the
principle of civilian control of the military.
From the military perspective, civilian con-
trol is often interpreted along the lines of
an old-fashioned division of spheres of
influence. While usually content to let
civilians make their own choices, the mili-
tary is almost universally resentful of any
perceived nonreciprocity, i.e., civilians
telling them how to run their show.6

A corollary to this outlook, which is com-
mon to all parts of the bureaucracy and not
just the military, is that U.S. military partic-
ipants in diplomatic negotiations occa-
sionally find themselves in the uncomforta-
ble position of having more in common
with, say, British or even Soviet military
counterparts than with their own civilian
representatives. On issues such as narrow
territorial waters or a freer hand to test new
strategic weapons, higher political authori-
ties in London, Moscow, and Washington
may all be leaning in one direction, while
their respective military staffs incline
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toward the other. This is simply one aspect
of the growing importance of transnational
relations, not particularly different from the
international confraternity of central bank-
ers, who have for decades made common
cause against the free-spending ways of their
respective higher authorities.7

The third problem that military staffs
encountered as they began operating in the
diplomatic arena stems from the fact that
defining the rules of the game is not the
same as playing it. While player involve-
ment may be helpful when making the
rules, the players must function in radically
different fashion when doing so than when
battling it out on the field. Although it
would be going too far to say that all diplo-
matic activity is of a rule-setting nature, the
major diplomatic negotiations of the recent
past have certainly had a large element of
this about them. The Law of the Sea nego-
tiations are an effort to draw up a consti-
tution for the world’s ocean space and the
air space above it. The 1976 base rights
negotiations with Spain resulted in a com-
plex treaty which, with its supplements and
annexes, frames the whole range of U.S.-
Spanish bilateral relations. The SALT
agreements are likewise efforts to set the
terms and outer limits of allowable strate-
gic competition between the two major
powers.

The problem of defining limits is compli-
cated by the fact that it is never neutral to
the outcome of the game. Expanding or
contracting the arena invariably favors one
player over another.8 The essence of the
limit-setting debate is political, though all
sides use the technical issues to shore up
their political and strategic biases.9 This
was the reason why SALT could not be left
to the technicians, though that was the ini-
tial impulse. The magnitude of the task
exceeded the competence of a bureaucracy
split among specialized interests; and what
iIs true of SALT applies to other negotia-
tions as well.

Beyond these three general issues—relat-
ing experts to the policy process, bureau-
cratic parochialism, and the special con-
straints of international negotiations as
limit-setting exercises —certain attitudes
that may have some survival value in the
Pentagon produce less positive results when
carried over to a diplomatic delegation.
The tendency of any bureaucracy is to
hedge against those irrational or unpre-
dictable elements that cannot be satisfacto-
rily handled by its standard routines. In the
case of the military, this is most often done
by overconservative force estimates and
worst-case analysis, neither of which is par-
ticularly helpful, for example, when en-
gaged in realistic arms limitations negotia-
tions. Moreover, within the bureaucracy
“facts” often derive their salience from their
usefulness in advancing one’s case. SALT |
showed that military staffs are not above an
advocacy that relies on occasional rigging
of the assumptions or manipulation of data
to favor the case that one believes correct,
usually from the best of motives. This is not
so much a matter of duplicity as a reflection
of the truth of one observer’s lament: “Ad-
vocacy, alas, often relies on a stiff dose of
self-deception.” 10

Finally, the military component of a U.S.
delegation is likely to feel that its main job
is to keep civilian policymakers from form-
ulating agreements whose net effect would
be to diminish military control over factors
in the international environment which the
military considers important. The closer
these factors impinge on actual military
operations, the more inclined the military
is to veto changes. This was particularly
evident in the Law of the Sea meetings,
where freedom of transit over the high seas,
through international air space, and across
international straits were major agenda
items.

The net result of these attitudes tends to
be a conservative drag on policy innovation.
Samuel P. Huntington has dubbed the dis-



tinctive outlook of the military profession in
international politics as “conservative real-
ism,” though heads of delegations have been
known to come up with more colorful
phrases to describe it.1l Tactically, senior
civilian officials faced with this dislike of
new departures tend to react by retaining
all the important decisions in their own
hands, sometimes not even informing lower
level officials of significant changes in poli-
cy. Or they may resort to an equally unfor-
tunate tendency to overcontrol, the senior
civilian  officials taking sweeping
personal charge; the military come to feel
their role has been preempted by amateurs
at the higher reaches of power.2 Neither
approach particularly enhances the conduct
of American diplomacy.

the lessons of experience

Before attempting to evaluate recent ex-
perience in this field, one should note that
the changing role military officers play in
diplomatic negotiations reflects wider
changes in the nature of international rela-
tions. According to the earlier, realist
school of thought, international politics
were characterized by three broad assump-
tions: (1) states act as coherent units and are
the chief figures in world politics; (2) inter-
national relations are in essence a series of
power struggles, in which force or the threat
of force is the policy instrument of ultimate
effect; and (3) international political issues
fall into a natural hierarchy, with the quest
for military security dominating questions
of economic or social adjustments between
societies.13

Increasingly, however, U.S. policymakers
find themselves confronting a different
environment today. In the present interna-
tional situation, multiple channels connect
governments, usually complementing
though sometimes competing with the sin-
gle, senior "official” channel, as in the mul-
tifaceted Law of the Sea negotiations. Sec-
ond, the U.S. Government is committed to
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many important relationships in which the
threat of military force is not a significant
element through our numerous bilateral
ties to friends, allies, and trading partners
abroad. Third, contemporary international
agenda are more comprehensive in the
range of issues covered and more charac-
terized by the lack of clear priorities than in
the past. Even the broad strategic balance
defined in SALT | and Il is only a part of
a larger U.S.-Soviet dialogue that includes
such diverse matters as patent and copyright
arrangements, joint space ventures, and
long-term wheat sales.

This does not mean that force has ceased
to matter in international relations, by any
means. Drastic changes in economic or po-
litical conditions could once again lead to
major or minor war. As Soviet activities
in the Horn of Africa and Cuban incursions
in Angola and Zaire remind us, military
leverage remains a popular way to seek polit-
ical ends short of war. But the changed role
of force in contemporary international re-
lations does complicate the integration of
military and political considerations, for
both the substance of policy and the process
by which it is formulated.

The field of international relations has
grown looser, broader, and more diffuse
than it used to be. Traditional points of
contact between nations have become cen-
ters of multiple informal networks. Less
than a fifth of American officials in diplo-
matic posts abroad are State Department
representatives, according to one estimate;
the other 80 percent are scattered among
several dozen U.S. Government agencies. 4
Almost every major Washington depart-
ment or agency has developed “miniature
foreign offices,"” usually headed by an As-
sistant Secretary for International Affairs
(or variously, International Security Affairs,
International Labor Affairs, etc.), to han-
dle its particular interests in the interna-
tional arena. There are no less than six
separate staffs in the Pentagon directly
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concerned with foreign policy, with a com-
bined budget and manpower exceeding that
of the State Department itself.16

Like the expanded scope of international
negotiations, the proliferation of inter-
governmental organizations since World
War Il has speeded the erosion of tradi-
tional “single-channel” bilateral diplomacy.
As a current survey concludes, we need to
think of international relations less in terms
of institutions and more as “clusters of
intergovernmental and transgovernmental
networks associated with the formal institu-
tions.”16

One of the chief lessons that can be
gleaned from our experience with military
participation in international affairs to date
is that in this new environment the profes-
sional military officer has moved far beyond
the role of a simple “manager of violence.”
As force loses its relative preeminence, so
does the direct importance of the military
manager of force; but as force retains its
absolute importance, the military profes-
sional cannot afford to ignore those polit-
ical factors that condition its use and likely
results.7

There has been a growing feeling in some
quarters that military participation in in-
ternational relations is an unwarranted in-
cursion that can only lead to the militariza-
tion of U.S. foreign policy. As one writer re-
cently put it, “The most important institu-
tional step that can now be taken to rees-
tablish a proper balance between military
and nonmilitary considerations in foreign
policy would be to substantially reduce the
role of military men in the policy formula-
tion process.”18 The argument that it is not
up to the military to integrate nonmilitary
factors into policy recommendations, how-
ever, is something of an oversimplification.
In most instances the distinction between
military and nonmilitary factors, like the
boundaries between policy and policy ad-
vice, is not so clear-cut as to permit that
neat a separation.

Nor will it suffice to invoke the spectre
of a militarized foreign policy, since senior
military advisors are not demonstrably more
hawkish than their civilian counterparts. A
recent survey of all major Cold War deci-
sions in which the use of force was con-
sidered concluded that “The stereotype of a
belligerent chorus of generals and admirals
intimidating a pacific civilian establish-
ment” is simply not supported by the evi-
dence.9

The theoretical basis advanced for ex-
cluding the military from sensitive foreign
policy matters is that civilian officials are
more accountable to the people, through
the democratic process. Whatever the va-
lidity of this as a general proposition, an-
other of the lessons to emerge from recent
experience is that bureaucrats are bureau-
crats whether in uniform or out, and all fol-
low their own bureaucratic bent. There is
little difference in accountability between
the usual civilian and military participants
in any major international negotiation.
Though the channels of accountability may
show minor variations, a ranking foreign
service officer is hardly more subject to
higher authority than an army colonel,
and an ambassador is not less accountable
than the head of a unified command; nor
is there any real difference in accountability
at the senior levels, say as between the Secre-
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, or
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The feeling against military participation
in international negotiations is not con-
fined to civilians. Some military officers still
believe they can safely ignore what the
“striped pants set” is up to, though few dis-
play such indifference when the interna-
tional community begins to impose re-
straints on their activities. Often those re-
straints are indeed unsafe, unwise, and moti-
vated chiefly by extraneous political con-
cerns that make little real sense to anyone.
Yet simple impatience on the part of the
military is a shortsighted reaction. Whether



the development is welcome or not, more
and more matters of concern to military
operations are coming under the purview
of international agreements —the impact of
the Law of the Sea negotiations on shrinking
international air space and seaways is only
one of the more pressing examples. ) A
more constructive approach on the part
of the military is to accept the need for con-
tinued involvement in the diplomatic proc-
ess through which the new consensus is
hammered out.

IN highly institutionalized so-
cieties, defining the relationship of civilian
leaders to senior military professionals is
often a complicated problem. Though only
a variant on the old conundrum of how to
integrate the generalist and the specialist,
in the case of civil-military relations, as
Huntington points out, the integration ac-
quires a special urgency from the vital na-
ture of the common task (ultimately, as-
suring national survival) and from the
prominent influence the military wields in
most modern governments. He suggests that
the correct formula is to maintain the dif-
ferences between the military profession
and the civilian society around it, while
minimizing the distance between the two.2l

To accomplish this linkage in the specific
context of international negotiations re-
quires chiefly that both sets of parties accept
the need for it. Continued educational op-
portunities for career officers in programs
and institutions that will acquaint them in
depth with the full range of international
policy issues is thus a clear necessity, es-
pecially as they move toward the higher
ranks.2 But education alone is only half
the story; the other vital means by which
Huntington’s difference/distance formula
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1 John Newhouse Cold Daum (New York: Holt. Rinehart and
Witmon. 1975), p. IS.
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can effectively be implemented is for mili-
tary officers to continue to share in the
policy formulation process, both in Wash-
ington and at the scene of international
negotiations.

This is not to argue that military consid-
erations should dominate the foreign poli-
cy process; they should not. But neither
should they be excluded. This means in
practice that U.S. participation in interna-
tional negotiations must remain structured
so as to include the military professional’s
active input, as there is little likelihood that
the civilian officials would be denied a seat
at the conference table.

What is required, then, is informed
participation by both civilian and military
policy professionals, each sensitive to the
contributions of the other to the ongoing
policy process. The precise balance of in-
fluence wall vary from situation to situation.
Keeping military experts on tap but not on
top, to use Lord Snow’s phrase, is a diffi-
cult process that must be lived with, not a
problem that is solved once and for all; but
if the military is denied a role in interna-
tional negotiations, the experts will not even
be meaningfully on tap.

In this as in other aspects, the civil-mili-
tary relationship must remain an open
equilibrium, maintained by mutual trust
and respect. Both parties must freely accept
the legitimacy, importance, and necessity
of their own role and of that of their coun-

terpart. Given the increasingly transna-
tional character of international politics,
active military participation in foreign

affairs should be recognized as the healthy
evolutionary development it is, not misread
as a danger sign that the military is getting
out of control.
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INCE the celebrated oil crisis of 1973-
74, there have been an increasing num-
ber of studies, analyses, and articles pub-
lished dealing with the controversial subject
of energy shortages and their consequences;
energy seems to be the new bandwagon of
public policy much as the Great Society
was during the mid-1960s. Yet in the inter-
vening five years since the oil embargo, the
fundamental issues of resource shortages,
the potential for conflict, and the impact on
military capabilities have only been tan-
gentially alluded to if at all. Former Secre-
tary of State Henry A. Kissinger warned the
oil-producing nations in 1974 that cutting
off oil supplies was “economic strangula-
tion” and the U.S. would react “appropri-
ately.”1 In 1978, Under Secretary of State
for Economic Affairs Richard N. Cooper
warned that failing to prepare for the com-
ing oil shortage threatens “. . . the prosper-
ity and cohesion of the western industrial-
ized nations . . . putting in jeopardy our own
security and ultimately our way of life.”2
Even though history shows that resource
shortages have frequently been a major
source of international conflict—even war
—and have adversely affected military prep-
aration for conflict, why do we ignore
these central issues? Indeed, unless the possi-
bilities are identified and explored, there
may be little hope of avoiding the apparent
consequences. That such a potential for
conflict and diminished deterrent capabil-
ity still exists in Western Europe, a geo-
graphical area of major importance to the
U.S., is the thrust of this article. At worst,
impending oil shortages within the next
ten years could be the source of conflicts
within the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion countries, between NATO countries
and the United States, and between NATO
countries and the Soviet Union and/or
Eastern Europe; at best, oil shortages may
The views expressed in this article are those of the author and do
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adversely affect the military preparedness of
the alliance. These possibilities thus have
major policy implications relating to NATO
political solidarity as well as to economic is-
sues affecting its ability to adequately per-
form its alliance function of meeting exter-
nal military threats. This study explores the
issues of conflict and capability by address-
ing the broad question of oil shortages, ex-
amining the question in terms of Western
Europe, looking at the energy situation in
the Soviet Union, and attempting to draw
some conclusions about NATO political
solidarity and military preparedness.

An Oil Crisis?

Studies of resource shortages range from
doomsday predictions that if present con-
sumption patterns continue the world will
soon run out of key resources, resulting in a
collapse of the economic and social system
as we know it,3to more optimistic views that
most of the earth’s essential resources are
virtually infinite and that advances in tech-
nology will allow us to exploit them, substi-
tute one resource for another, or recycle
present materials. Then there is the argu-
ment that the oil companies and govern-
ments have conspired to contrive shortages
in order to force up prices.4

On the other hand, it is argued in the
literal sense that there is no crisis but only a
problem: people can still buy as much en-
ergy as they wish even though the price may
be high. Thus, the shortages are a problem
of distribution rather than a matter of sup-
ply. Indeed, the shortages are nothing more
than a manifestation of a normal economic
phenomenon: the decreased supply and in-
creased cost of a commodity are reflections
of an impending scarcity. Addressing the
problem now might avoid a true future
crisis.

From the confusing, often competing
views of the nature of the resource problem,
there nevertheless seems to be emerging a

consensus that some natural resources—oil
in particular —are finite. Concerning oil,
most differences exist over the timing of ex-
haustion rather than the question, with the
timing of oil depletion appearing to be a
function of several factors: consumption de-
mand, conservation measures, and the sub-
stitutability of other resources for oil.

the international outlook

Several recent studies indicate that despite
the warning inherent in the 1973-74 oil em-
bargo, world demand for oil as an energy
source continues to increase in spite of ef-
forts to reduce consumption.5 The increas-
ing demand appears to come from several
sources: a lack of awareness or acceptance
of the fact that shortages are imminent; a
lack of commitment to conserve;6 pressure
on governments to stimulate economic
growth in order to reduce unemployment
and compensate for unfavorable trade bal-
ances* (many as a result of buying oil); and
the increasing delay rates in finding suitable
substitutes for oil as an energy source.

The substitution problem is particularly
acute. In most industrialized countries, for
example, hydroelectric sources are presently
developed almost to capacity. Nuclear en-
ergy has not become the panacea it was first
thought to be because of technical problems
and environmental concerns. Technology to
use coal more efficiently or oil shale as a
source is at least a decade away, as is the
economic use of solar energy.7 This is not to
imply that substitutes will not be found, but
only to emphasize the point that the delay in
doing so means that demand for oil as the
primary energy source will continue to in-

*Several studies have correlated annual changes in gross national
product with annual changes in energy consumption and found a di-
rect relationship: an increase in GNP of ] percent generally leads to
an increase in energy consumption of | percent, although the past
few years have indicated that a break to this link is possible. ("Major
Oil Shortages Seen by 1985," Washington Post, june 6. 1978. pp
A 1. A-7) When GNP was overlaid by oil consumption rates, they,
too. followed in lockstep with GNP (William D. Wiard, Energy Sec-
tion of the Systems Acquisition Study, Andrews AFB. Maryland:
Headquarters Air Force Systems Command, 27 October 1977).



crease significantly through the 1980s until
suitable substitution begins to have an im-
pact in the 1990s.

Thus, even with major energy savings
forecast as a result of conservation and slow-
er economic growth (savings estimated to be
10 to 15 percent in the U.S. and 5 to 10 per-
cent in Japan and Western Europe),8 the
total demand of the industrialized nations is
conservatively estimated to increase to 15
percent of the 1976 consumption by 1980
and to 40 percent or to about 100 million
barrels per day (mb/d) energy equivalent by
1985.9 These figures do not include Soviet/
Eastern European demand nor that of the
developing nations.

Demand forecast figures obviously have
meaning only in relation to projected supply
forecast figures for the same period. Be-
tween now and 1980, industrialized country
energy production is expected to expand at
the rate of about 4 percent per year, reflect-
ing significant increases in oil production
from the North Sea and the opening of the
Alaskan pipeline. Beginning in 1980, how-
ever, production growth is expected to slow
significantly, perhaps to as low as 1 percent
annually.10 This means that by 1985, the in-
dustrialized countries will be producing only
63 to 66 mb/d oil equivalent,* or about
two-thirds of the projected demand.ll The
gap will thus have to be filled by imports
from external sources—the nations of the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries (OPEC) —during this period as signifi-
cant substitutes for oil as a major energy
source are unlikely to be available until the
early 1990s.

Turning to the OPEC nations to supply
oil, however, assumes that they will be both
willing and able to fill the supply gap. Sev-
eral studies indicate that aside from the is-
sue of willingness, OPEC nations may be
unable to provide the necessary oil required

<A term describing the total energy from various sources (such as
coal, nuclear generated electricity, natural gas) equated to their
equivalent energy output in barrels of oil.
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by the industrialized nations.2 By 1985,
total world demand for OPEC oil, including
that of nonindustrialized and communist
countries, is likely to be from 47 to 51
mb/d.B Yet maximum production capac-
ity-even if expanded significantly by Saudi
Arabia, the only producer with reserves
sufficient to support production at this level
—will fall short of these figures by from 4 to
12 mb/d, or about 16 percent of total world
demand.X4

As the Saudis are the key to the severity
of the shortages in the mid-1980s, some
mention needs to be made of their willing-
ness to expand production. Even if they
could expand production to meet world de-
mand, they would very likely resist pressures
to do so because the required production
rates would risk rapid resource depletion as
well as create overwhelming capital sur-
pluses—at present prices (and the prices
would almost certainly rise with increased
demand) about $128 billion per year. Such
surpluses would have important interna-
tional economic consequences since the
Saudis would be unable to absorb that
much per year.15

In summary, several studies indicate that
beginning in the early 1980s, world oil de-
mand will exceed total production capacity
by significant amounts. The point is this:
as substitutability of other energy sources
is unlikely to be possible before the 1990s,
when worldwide oil depletion will be occur-
ring at rapid rates,16 the 1980s promise to
be a decade of increasing and intensive
competition among the industrialized na-
tions for the available limited supply of oil.
Since we are particularly concerned with an
impact on NATO, an analysis of the pro-
jected oil situation in Western Europe will
be useful.

the European outlook

The pressures on the industrialized nations
as a whole leading to increased demands for
oil are presently no less severe in Europe
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than in the rest of the industrialized world.
Europe, too, is sensitive to the need to in-
crease industrial growth in order to offset
imports and reduce unemployment; it is
also having technological and cooperative
problems with substitutions,17 and is having
problems in conservation due to a general
lack of consensus over the severity of the
need.

Europe differs slightly from the rest of the
industrialized world in that demand will re-
main relatively constant at 25 to 27 mb/d
oil equivalent through 1980 and then in-
crease gradually to about 33 mb/d oil
equivalent by 1985. In terms of oil de-
mands, this translates to about 14 mb/d
through 1980 and about 17 mb/d in 1985.18
(The figures include a saving of 3 mb/d oil
equivalent because of slower capital invest-
ment and economic growth rates than most
of the rest of the industrialized world over
the period.)

Western Europe is unique among the
Western industrialized nations in that it
alone has major energy sources that can be
developed between now and the mid-1980s
to satisfy a major portion of its increasing
demand for energy: North Sea oil and gas.
Indeed, projections indicate that Western
European energy production will almost
double by 1985 (from 11 mb/d oil equivalent
in 1976 to between 19 and 21 mb/d oil
equivalent), largely as a result of oil and
natural gas production from the North Sea
oil fields.I Apart from North Sea resources,
however, nuclear energy is the only alterna-
tive source that can be exploited before the
mid-1990s, and technological and environ-
mental problems will limit its contribution
to energy supplies to about 2 mb/d oail
equivalent by 1985.2

Although North Sea oil has great poten-
tial for British and Norwegian energy needs,
it is not the panacea for the West European
energy demand it was hoped to be. Indeed,
the most optimistic production figures of
from 4 to 5 mb/d of oil and 5 to 6 mb/d oil

equivalent of natural gas by 1985 will supply
only about one-third of the West European
total energy demand and only about one-
fourth of its oil needs. Far from being an oil
exporter in 1985, for example, Britain will
only be energy self-sufficient. More impor-
tant, however, the mid- to late-1980s is the
period in which North Sea oil production is
expected to peak and gradually begin to fall
off, again making Great Britain a major oil
importer by the early 1990s.21

Thus, the prospect of Western Europe’s
being able to double its energy production
by the mid-1980s cannot mask the problem
it has in common with the rest of the indus-
trialized world: a significant gap between
total energy demand and supply —some 12
to 13 mb/d oil equivalent by 1985. Even
though Western European countries can ex-
pect to lower the amount of its total energy
needs contributed by external sources,22
either by using North Sea oil and gas or sub-
stituting nuclear energy, dependence on im-
ported oil from the Middle East will con-
tinue.

the Soviet outlook

Even though our focus is on NATO, oil,
and the potential for conflict, it is not a
problem that can be considered in isolation.
Just as it was necessary to review briefly the
world’s oil supply and demand situation to
put the NATO issue in perspective, it is also
necessary to review the Soviet oil supply and
demand situation since it has direct bearing
on the question of NATO.

Like the Western industrialized nations,
the Soviets also have a problem with a pro-
jected gap between energy demand and
supply. Unlike the West, however, it ap-
pears that the Soviet problem is driven
more by future production limitations than
by a rapidly escalating demand for energy.
Nevertheless, increasing demand is clearly a
major factor in the Soviet Union as well.

The Soviets currently produce more oil



than they use and export about one-fourth
of their production.Z However, their ex-
ports are a major source of a projected de-
mand increase since more than half of their
exported oil furnishes almost three-fourths
of the oil required by the communist coun-
tries of Eastern Europe. Inasmuch as sup-
plying oil obviously provides significant in-
fluence in Eastern European affairs, it
seems likely to be a relationship that the So-
viets would like to continue. With the coun-
tries of Eastern Europe as anxious to expand
their economy as the rest of Europe, rapid-
ly increasing demand in Eastern Europe
thus means increasing demand on Soviet
resources. In addition, exports of oil pro-
vide a major source of foreign exchange,
the hard currency needed to buy Western
technology and equipment, much of it for
the more efficient exploitation of its own
petroleum reserves. The Soviets also need
hard currency to buy Western goods and
technology to continue expansion and mod-
ernization of its own industry, the expan-
sion of which will also contribute to an
increasing energy demand.

In addition to increasing Eastern Euro-
pean demand and the need for foreign ex-
change, several other factors will also con-
tribute: the introduction of a rapidly grow-
ing number of trucks and cars; increased ef-
forts to mechanize agricultural production:
and efforts to shift industrial growth and
production into an energy-intensive con-
sumer goods sector. In summary, the So-
viets’ energy consumption demand is in-
creasing at an annual rate greater than
their annual production increase.

Oil production appears to be the major
problem area contributing to the projected
Soviet demand-supply gap. The nature of
the problem is twofold: new Soviet deposits
will not be found rapidly enough to ensure
acceptable reserves-to-production ratios:
the Soviet Union is experiencing severe dif-
ficulties in production.2d As a result Soviet
oil production is expected to peak by the
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early 1980s and then decline sharply. The
problems apparently derive from the Soviet
approach to developing their oil resources,
identified as a “forced draft approach”:5
short-term production goals are floors rath-
er than ceilings: rewards for exceeding goals
are given without regard to productivity
over the long-term. The consequences are
emphasis on development drilling rather
than new exploration and overproduction of
existing fields using low productivity tech-
niques that reduce the total amount of re-
coverable oil. %

Several other factors also contribute to
the projected decline in Soviet oil produc-
tion. First, while substitutability of other
resources for oil will be possible in the long
run—mainly using coal, natural gas, and
hydroelectric and nuclear power —delays
are likely to last for many years because
of the large capital investments required
and the technical problems of long-distance
power transmission.Z/ Second, since West-
ern Soviet oil fields are beginning to become
depleted, the Soviets must turn to reserves
located in primitive areas east of the Urals
and in the northern half of West Siberia.
The inaccessibility of these areas makes de-
velopment very costly and difficult. In
swamp areas, for example, road construc-
tion costs exceed 500,000 rubles per Kkilo-
meter (roughly $1,642,000 per mile).*
Great numbers of tractors and heavy equip-
ment are lost in the marsh areas each year,
and each well requires a mari-made island
which takes years to construct. In northern
West Siberia and most of East Siberia,
road construction costs are reportedly 1.1-
1.6 million rubles per kilometer (roughly
$3,000,000 per mile).B

Third, Soviet energy production and
transportation consume a significant
amount of the product, thus reducing the
net energy available to meet demand.
Fourteen percent of the energy produced
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