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So long as no acceptable theory, no intelligent analysis of the conduct of
war exists, routine methods will tend to take over even at the highest levels.

Clausewitz’

Since time immemorial, soldiers within the judaeo-Christian heritage have seen themselves
standing as a barrier between their people and the savagery beyond, symbolized by the Four
Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Conquest, War, Famine, and Pestilence.

For just as long, one of the most subtle and pervasive factors impairing their efforts has been the
deadening effect of routine, the natural tendency to allow the rnythms of peacetime to supplant
carefully thought-out preparation for war. This was bad enough in Clausewitz’s day when many
of the activities of garrison duty—close order drill, inspections of equipment and horses,
riding—had obvious and direct operational utility. It is incomparably worse in an age when the
marvels of science and technology push the realities of war far beyond the experience of
ordinary life to rival in stark reality the symbolic horrors of the Apocalypse. Potential for War and
Conquest exist in abundance, and even Pestilence has made its debut as an instrument of
repression in the hills of Laos and the arid valleys of Afghanistan.

Under such circumstances, routine must be put in its proper place, a difficult task at which we
have not always enjoyed spectacular success, as witness the “Dr. Pepper War”’ in Southeast Asia.
Did our strikes against the North tend to go in at ten, two, and four o’clock because that was
when the enemy was most vulnerable? Or was it because we lacked the will power to disturb for
long our accustomed routine of sortie generation?

Reflection on the deadly persuasiveness of the siren song of peacetime routine and the hazards
of yiellding to it produced the following, not quite tongue-in-cheek, emendation to The Book of
Revelation 6:8.

And there went out another horse that was well groomed and immaculately accoutered,
properly maintained in accordance with the appropriate directives. He who sat upon him
possessed an unblemished record of administrative excellence and a boundless capacity for
detail, and in his hand he bore a briefcase. In his unceasing pursuit of perfection, he caused
honest soldiers to forget the other horsemen. And his war cry was “Efficiency’’; and his name
was Routine, and Heﬁ followed after him.

J.F.G.

Notes

1. On War, Paret and Howard, tr., p. 154.
2. From the advertising slogan ““Good at ten, two and four.”






MAY-JUNE 1982 Vol. XXXIll No. 4

e

WESTERN DETERRENCE. POSTURE AND RATIONALE .t itiintiieietrnereeroeacasonanoeenncasaeaconcaonns 2

Group Captain R. A. Mason. Roval Air Force

THEATER NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL AND FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS t.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinnennnnneenns 11

John Borawski

PARTNERS TODAY FOR TOMORROW THE AIR FORCE AND THE SPACE SHUTTLE .ot ivtiiitininrenennnann

Maj. James P. Moore, USAF

IRA C. EAKER ESSAY THIRD-PRIZE WINNER ¢ i iittteeenneeenennosoasnncnnnens

WHERE HAVE ALL THE MITCHELLS GONE:
Lt Col. Timothy E. Kline, USAF

.......

BEAM WEAPONS IN SPACE A REALITY WE MUST CONFRON T .ttt ttiiitteiettnnaenseersontronnasonaeees

Maj. Steven E. Cady, USAF

Air Force Review
THE FLIGHT OF THE BLINDBAT .............. v
Lt. Col Richard Earl Hansen, USAF 1 Ret

Military Affairs Abroad
TOSAVE THE P1LOTS LIFE—SOVIE T AIR RESCUE SERVICE
Lt. Col. Johnnie H Hall, USAF

In My Opinion

REFLE( N WINNING. LOs \D NEITHFR
Dr ] wan G. Mark

F BACK A U Wk Kt ) 1 RSHIP
.1 ( He A St 1 \F

Commentary

W ) VIL.R
Lo ( Wi A. Ba USAF

Ro 1 K

Alfred P. Ru

Books and ldeas
D HEFEROM A R S
May Wy \. B Jr., USAF
AL EH
Dr. Curus W 1

R} N AND Pp | Nl STRATEGY AND T FUTURYE

( Dena M I USAF
\ « FLOWERS FROM Hi Ch
Di. Gerald W Berd

Potpourri
Coniributors

20

28

33

..'-40

.18

58

61

. 64

. 66

. 68

.71

77

. 80

. 103



WESTERN DETERRENCE:
POSTURE AND RATIONALE

GROUP CAPTAIN R. A. MASON, ROYAL AIR FORCE

HE concept of deterrence is as old as man himself. Our

modern idea is little changed from that expressed in the

Latin word deterrere: to prevent an action by someone be-
cause of his fear of the consequences. Yet although the idea may be
essentially the same, the actions we wish to deter and the scale of
the threatened retribution have acquired a destructive power
beyond the comprehension of a Caesar. Man now has the capacity
not only to destroy his own generation and its environment but to
render that environment unsafe for future generations who them-
selves may have suffered genetically.



I believe that all responsible persons, mili-
tary professionals, and proponents of unilat-
eral nuclear disarmament view that prospect
with abhorrence. They would probably agree
that abhorrence alone is not likely to be suffi-
cient to prevent it; that prevention requires
realistic action and planning. And they would
probably disagree in the assessment of the util-
ity and desirability of different plans. We
should therefore keep in mind two underlying
thoughts: no one has a monopoly of wisdom
on the subject of deterrence and its implica-
tions; and no group, however well intentioned.
has a monopoly of morality. If we reduce the
discussion to factual negations on the one hand
or moral absolutes on the other, we not only
waste time but abdicate the individual respon-
sibilities that we hold as members of a practic-
ing democracy to ensure that a subject of this
magnitude is examined free from both factual
and emotional distortion. Thus, I should like
to summarize here the perceptions that have
led to the adoption by the United Kingdom and
NATO of the deterrence posture, explain the
constituent parts of alliance deterrence, and
make one or two observations on current
issues: Trident, cruise missile, Pershing II, and
the enhanced radiation weapon or neutron
bomb.

DL'RING World War II some
fifty million people died, and large areas of
Europe, the Soviet Union, and the Far East
were ravaged. Since 1945, an additional ten
million may have died, and the misery of mod-
ern warfare has been experienced in Southeast
Asia, South Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Latin
America, and Eastern Europe. Almost all the
destruction has been inflicted by so-called con-
ventional weapons. The impact on Beirut of a
couple of Israeli aircraft with a handful of
bombs readily demonstrates the destructive
power of modern weaponry.

At the heart of British thinking about deter-
rence lie four ideas:

e Nuclear weapons exist, and there is no
foreseeable way of disinventing them.

e One could never be certain, whatever guaran-
tees had been given in peacetime, that a nuclear
power in war would refrain from using nuclear
weapons if the advantages appeared to out-
weigh the disadvantages.

e Conventional war is not only itself unac-
ceptably destructive but contains the serious
risk of escalation to nuclear levels.

e The advent of nuclear weapons has fun-
damentally changed the nature of war and 1ts
role as a military instrument to achieve a polit-
ical objective. This view was recently expressed
as follows: “'In the past, wars could be fought
and won; with the present nuclear arsenals of
East and West that is no longer the case. There
would be no winners, only losers.””!

The roots of our current thinking lie in the
immediate postwar years, now increasingly the
preserve of the historian rather than the mem-
ory. The facts were a Western demobilization
and Soviet armies of occupation in Eastern Eu-
rope; the Soviet rejection of the Baruch plan for
international control of nuclear energy; the
redrawing of the boundaries of Western Russia
and Eastern Europe; the Soviet attempt to elim-
inate the embarrassment of West Berlin.

Certainly there was, and 1s, an almost para-
noiac Soviet concern with the security of the
Motherland. I have no doubt that the carefully
fostered memories of the Great Patriotic War,
with some twenty million Soviet dead. induce
in the Soviet people both an acceptance of the
need for heavy military expenditure and a fear
of Western aggression. But there is also the as
yet unmodified acceptance of the inevitability
of conflict with the West plus a crusading
ideology that, however bankrupt, remains the
declaratory rationale of Soviet foreign policy.

Regrettably, Soviet foreign diplomacy con-
tinues to make full use of the military instru-
ment to achieve its objectives. Indeed, the cynic
would observe that it has few other instruments
to call on. But of much greater significance to
me as a Western atrman is that the Soviet gov-
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ernment takes great pains to ensure that its
military establishment understands that nu-
clear weapons are as much a part of the war-
fighting inventory as the conventional or chemi-
cal alternatives. In what at first glance might be
seen as a mirror image of the West, Soviet offi-
cers learn that the aggressor will use nuclear
weapons. Never, to the best of my knowledge, is
he taught about Western theories of deterrence
and the unacceptability of nuclear warfare as a
means to a political objective.

The following extracts are taken from cur-
rent official Soviet textbooks used in training
by officers of the Soviet Armed Forces. First, on
the role of military force in diplomacy:

The Soviet Union and other Socialist countries,
by virtue of their increasing military potentual,
are changing the correlation of military forces in
the international arena in favour of the forces of
peace and socialism. This is exerting a very sober-
ing effect on extremist circles in imperialist states
and is creating favourable conditions for achiev-
ing Soviet foreign policy goals in the interna-
tional arena, based upon the principles of peace-
ful co-existence.?

An observation by Lenin worth noting is
that "‘the character of a war and its success
depend chiefly upon the internal regime of the
country that goes to war. ... Warisareflection
of the internal policy conducted by the given
country before the war."? Soviet officers were
advised in 1972 that this proposition is impor-
tant to an understanding of modern war.

While there is certainly an element of deter-
rence in Soviet military doctrine, though 1t 1s
never expressed as a philosophy in the same
way as in the West, there is equally no doubt
that a war-fighting capability is paramount.
For example:

However, attention must be paid to the fact that
the military might of the Socialist nations is not
viewed as a condition or a means for preventing
all wars generally, that is civil, national libera-
tion or in the defence of the sovereigniy of peo-
ples. The communists have always recogntsed
that along with reactionary and unjust wars,
there are also progressive and just ones.*

But perhaps most chilling of all are the rou-
tine Soviet comments on what is euphemisti-
cally referred to as “‘the revolution in military
affairs,” or, more simply, the impact of nuclear
weapons on warfare. For example:

In the arsenal of these weapons which are now
represented by a significant number of types of
different nuclear devices, the strategic nuclear
weapons play the main role. Precisely these weap-
ons have fundamentally altered the nature, con-
tent, forms and methods of conducting military
actions. Their combatand technical capabilities,
given basically in the second chapter of the book,
make it possible to draw sufficiently complete
and correct conclusions on the destructive force of
nuclear weapons which in essence is completely
beyond comparison with conventional weapons.

It must be stressed particularly that the basic
purpose of strategic nuclear weapons is a simul-
taneous strike against the enemy strategic nuclear
weapons and its military groupings, as well as
against the military and economic centres and
control centres. The effect of nuclear weapons on
the enemy's military and economic potential as
well as defence against enemy nuclear strikes
comprise the most important task of armed com-
bat under present day conditions. Nuclear weap-
ons are characterized by a great destructive and
devastating result as a consequence of the effect of
an entire complex of destructive factors includ-
ing the shockwave, radiant energy, penetrating
radiation and fall-out. The use of those weapons
has fundamenally altered the nature of combat,
the operation and the entire war as a whole. The
possibility of quickly achieving not only an op-
erational result directly but also a strategic one
comprises the main distinguishing feature of nu-
clear war. . . . Thus, the spatial boundaries of
combat, an operation and the war as a whole,
have undergone very substantial changes. Thisis
also the result of military technical progress, and
shows the new capabilities of nuclear war.’

This quotation is not the product of an ex-
tremist fringe or of a surrealistic freelance de-
fense analyst. It is a sober, officially sanctioned
pronouncement intended to establish the frame-
work for a comprehensive study by Soviet offi-
cers of the implications of using nuclear weap-
ons, by inference in Europe, against Britain
and against the rest of the Western alliance.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that I have



: oevidence whatever to indicate that the Soviet
nion intends to begin a nuclear war either in
urope or anywhere else. But whereas inten-

tions may change and in any event are often
fdifficull to define, the capabilities on which the
intentions must depend can, with modern
methods of intelligence collection, be very ac-
curately assessed.

Western deterrence rests on the idea that nu-
clear war not only must be prevented but that
in the light of published Soviet views of nu-
clear war fighting and of manifest Soviet nu-
clear war-fighting capability, we have to con-
vince them that under no circumstances could
a Soviet military commander ever advise his
political master that a military victory was feas-
ible. In other words, the Soviet U'nion must
perceive that any military adventure could not
succeed without running the risk of incalcula-
ble retribution. In competition between East
and West, the military instrument must be seen
to carry a penalty far outweighing any concelv-
able advantages.

I F the basic Western idea of deter-
rence is straightforward, its practical implica-
tions, when translated into the nature and size
of armed forces, are extremely complex. The
posture of Western deterrence is a structure of
three tiers: conventional forces, theater nuclear
forces, and the so-called strategic forces of the
Soviet Union and the United States that are
capable of striking each other’s heartlands.

As the 1981 British government statement on
the Defence Estimate commented:

The combination of geography and 1otalitarian
direction of resources gives the Soviet Union a
massive preponderance in Europe. The Western
democracies have enough economic strength to
match the East, if their people so chose. But the
cost to social and other aims would be huge. . . .¢

That has been the case since 1945. In an attempt
to redress the military imbalance in Europe
between East and West, NATO was formed in
1949 as a voluntary association to provide a
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framework for collective security and provide
mutual guarantees of assistance in the event of
external aggression.

The inherent paradox of the alliance is that
it exists to provide all its members with the
freedom of choice to decide whether to stay in it
or not; and, if staying in it, how much to con-
tribute from national resources toward the
common defense? One may compare these atti-
tudes with those in the Warsaw Pact on occa-
sions when one of the junior members of the
latter has been suspected of wishing to with-
draw from its voluntary commitments.

Asearly as 1953, NATO agreed on the size of
conventional forces required in Europe to de-
fend against possible Soviet aggression. Those
levels were never met, and instead the alliance
became increasingly dependent on nuclear weap-
ons to threaten unacceptable retaliation for any
Warsaw Pact incursion into allied territory. By
the midsixties, however, such a posture was
believed to be losing credibility in the face of
the Soviets’ own tactical and strategic nuclear
armory. Consequently, the Western alliance
shifted its strategic posture in 1967 from the
previous “‘tripwire’’ to what is known popu-
larly as flexible response. The position was
fully described in the Government Defence
White Paper of 1980:

Flexible response means that NATQO should have
at its disposal a range of options from which to
choose in making an appropriate military re-
sponse to aggression. In contrast to the tormer
NATO suategy of massive nuclear retaliation,
flexible response does not commit us to respond
in any pre-ordained way. The aim of the Alliance
is to make it very clear to any potential aggressor
that he would run a high risk of having inflicted
upon his country a degree of damage which no
objective could justify. To achieve this, the Al-
liance must have at its disposal a range of conven-
tional and nuclear military capabilities which
could be used in response o an attack. The de-
fence opuions these provide should not only be
militarily effective but also express with unmis-
takeable force and clarity the Alliance's determi-
nation to resist. The step from one level of force to
higher ones must not, however, be so severe that
an enemy might suppose that the NATO coun-
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tries would be unwilling to take it. NATO, there-
fore, needs a full range of options extending from
a limited response with conventional forces
through to a full-scale strategic nuclear strike.’”

Here we encounter a further paradox in the
alliance. We believe that no level of Soviet pres-
sure or outright aggression must leave the West
lacking a realistic alternative to surrender. More-
over, we must ensure that the Soviet leadership
perceives that to be the case. Therefore, our
basic strategy of deterrence must include an
ability to deny the Soviets victory at any level of
aggression on which they choose to embark. In
other words, if we demonstrate our ability to
fighta war with nuclear weapons, even though
we can see no political objective in so doing, we
will help to convince a potential adversary that
he could not expect to win one. The paradox
lies in the fact that because of Soviet nuclear
capability and the embracing by Soviet doc-
trine of nuclear weapons in war-fighting strat-
egy, the West must itself display a limited nu-
clear war-fighting capability in response, in
order to deter the Soviet Union from embark-
ing on such a course.

THE balance of military strength
between East and West can be measured in
many ways. Comparative numerical figures
can on their own be misleading. Morale, or-
ganization, human skills, weapon effective-
ness, command and control, leadership, avail-
ability of rapid reinforcement and alliance
cohesion—all must play a part in the equation.
Comparisons of nuclear forces contain their
own peculiar irregularities. Warhead numbers,
warhead sizes, delivery accuracy, number of
launch vehicles, and launch vehicle vulnera-
bility are factors that modify the raw figures.
Comparisons are further complicated when the
numbers and location of Western forces are pub-
lished in the open press while similar Soviet
information remains a closely guarded state
secret. However, a reasonably reliable overall
picture can be drawn.

At the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc-
tion talks in Vienna in 1980, the Warsaw Paci
claimed to have more than a million men
under arms in Eastern Europe excluding the
Soviet Union. NATO assessments were about
180.000 men higher.®! NATO forces in Central
Europe number approximately three-quarters
of a million. More seriously, the West is out-
numbered by some 10,000 in main-battle tanks,
by 5000 in artillery pieces, and by 1600 in fixed-
wing tactical aircraft.® I personally take little
consolation in the traditional military aphor-
ism that offensive forces require three times the
strength of the defense. Caesar did not, Napo-
leon did not, Frederick the Great did not,
Rommel did not, and Patton did not. Fortu-
nately, perhaps, Zhukov did, and there 1s no
obvious heir to the Pattons and Rommels
among the Warsaw Pact leadership.

Behind the Warsaw Pact forces deployed in
Eastern Europe, just a couple of hours airlift or
one day's rail move from the United Kingdom.
are the 67 divisions of the Soviet Army based in
the Western districts of the Soviet Union. Con-
versely, 3000 miles away are the eight United
States divisions earmarked to reinforce NATO,
while in Western Europe itself we have the
various national territorial reserves ready to
move out of their daily civilian trades to be-
come professional soldiers overnight; if each
national government is able to make a political
decision, notify all the reservists, equip and
transport them to their allotted defensive posi-
tions in the 48 hours generally quoted as the
most likely period of warning the West would
receive of impending attack.

The next level of confrontation is that of
theater nuclear weapons. Here the West has an
advantage in numbers of some 30 percent: 1200
missiles and artillery as opposed to 950, which
could be used in a battle area or close to it but
not in attacks from Western Europe on the
Soviet Union and vice versa. Another group.
medium range, is difficult to define precisely
because of different interpretations of aircraft
performance, but NATO has 180 missiles and



700 aircraft that could strike Warsaw Pact
targets in Eastern Europe, compared to 650
‘missiles and 2000 aircraft able to reach deep
into Western Europe from Warsaw Pact terri-
tory. Since December 1979 the United States
has unilaterally withdrawn 1000 nuclear war-
heads from Europe with no response from the
other side.

On the contrary, the Soviet Union has con-
tinued to modernize and expand her nuclear
delivery systems. In particular, she is deployving
new, modernized short-range missiles and has
considerably strengthened her tactical air forces
in Europe by the addition of fighter-bombers
possessing the range to attack most parts of
Western Europe at low level, by night, and in
all weathers with small, much-more-accurate
nuclear bombs. This is not a description of the
Backfire, but of the liule heralded twin-en-
gined Sukhoi-24(code-named Fencer by NATO),
which is already beginning to complicate still
further Western air defense planning. Because
it is not a spectacular departure from previous
Soviet equipment, because its entry into squad-
ron service has not been accompanied by any
presidenuial declaration, and because the So-
viet Union does not publish numerous glossy
aviation journals with colored pictures, Fencer
has not provoked any outcry in the West. Its
presence illustrates the difficulues of establish-
ing a common basis for beginning practical
steps 1n arms reduction.

It1s, however, the third group of theater nu-
clear weapons that are presently catching the
attention of both campaigners for nuclear dis-
armament and Western military staffs. Unutil
the late 1970s, the ability of the Soviet Union 1o
launch nuclear attacks from her own territory
against Western Europe depended on some 450
liquid-fueled SS-4-5 inaccurate rockets plus a
similar number of subsonic, obsolescent long-
range bombers.!? Since then, the older missiles
have begun to be replaced by the well-publicized
mobile SS-20, which, according to the Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies sources,
has three warheads each of about 150 kt, a range
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in excess of 3000 miles, and an accuracy of some
150 yards. Approximately 250 are now deployed
in the Soviet Union, ol which some two-thirds
threaten Western Europe, and their number 1s
increasing at the rate of more than one a week.
It is an accurate war-fighting weapon that can
reach the whole of Western Furope from sttes
beyond the Urals. In view of the Soviet defini-
tion of European Russia as ending at the Urals,
the location of these sites is of particular signif-
icance for arms control negotiations.

In addition, there is the supersonic Backfire
bomber, entering service at the rate of about 30
a year and, from its bases in Western Russia,
quite capable of attacking the United Kingdom
with standoff nuclear weapons by routes that
could bring it in over Southern Ireland.

In keeping with the rationale underlying our
deterrent posture, there must be no level at
which the Soviet Union might perceive a mili-
tary advantage sufficient to use either for politi-
cal pressure or with war-fighting confidence.
In all questions of perception in deterrence, it
is the perception of the Soviet Union that mat-
ters, not ours, and not that of the United States.

At present, no missiles except the French S-2
based in Western Europe have the range to
reach the Soviet Union. Seven squadrons of
USAF F-111s and the remaining Vulcan air-
craftin the Royal Air Force could penetrate the
steadily strengthening Soviet air defenses, buta
very high proporuon of them would be vulner-
able to an SS-20 attack on their airfields.

The new Pershing II missile, to replace the
older Pershings deployed with the U.S. Army
in Germany, could reach the Soviet Union and
will have an extremely accurate warhead. Per-
shing I will deny the Soviet Union any oppor-
tunity to seek to wage a nuclear war restricted
to Europe without risk of retaliation on the
Soviet heartland itself. It is tronic, therefore,
that it should be rather the deployment of
cruise missile in Western Furope which has
provoked both Soviet propaganda and wide-
spread Western antinuclear feeling. Cruise mis-
sile is a small, subsonic weapon, which, if
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launched from the United Kingdom against
the Soviet Union, would fly at perhaps 100 feet
at some 500 miles per hour. Even assuming a
straight line of flight, the missile would take at
least three hours (and probably nearer to five)
to reach Soviet territory. This fact 1s well
known in Moscow; I discussed it myself with
several members of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences in March 1981. There is no way that
cruise missile presents a surprise or preemptive
threat to the Soviets, and they know 1t. Under
no circumstances could it be thought to be
destabilizing unless the Soviet Union intended
to attack the West. Then, because of its mobil-
ity, it would be difficult to locate and destroy
on the ground and, because of its size and
height, difficult to destroy in the air. What it
does threaten is the obsolescence of Soviet air
defenses and enormous expense to develop new
protection. Thatis why it is the target of Soviet
propaganda.

The third theater nuclear weapon to make
recent headlines is the nuclear device that has
been constructed in such a way as to reduce the
effects of blast and heat in proportion to those
of radiation: hence the name enhanced radia-
tion warhead. There is nothing in such a pro-
cess beyond the current technical ability of any
of the nuclear arm powers. The Soviet Union
may have built such weapons or she may not.
She has certainly tested them. Since some of her
medium-range missiles are known to be armed
with nerve gas warheads, she may have con-
cluded that enhanced radiation weapon de-
ployment could be superfluous. On the other
hand, a Western nuclear weapon that threatens
to kill more invading Russians but reduces
damage to European land and buildings greatly
strengthens deterrence by reducing still further
the prospects for Soviet military success.

I was asked in Moscow if I could envisage
any political objective that would justify a nu-
clear war. My reply was that in an age of nu-
clear weapons, military aggression of any kind
would be a very dangerous political instrument
to select. The subject was abruptly changed.

In addition to the first two levels of conven-|
tional and theater nuclear force deterrence is
the strategic armory of the United States and
the United Kingdom. The United States triad
of land-based missiles, submarine-launched
missiles, and manned bombers has remained
basically the same throughout the last decade.
Warhead accuracy has been improved, and
submarine missile ranges have been increased.
Despite the nonratification of SALT II, subse-
quent deployments have remained within the
guidelines agreed on in the talks. The Soviet
program, however, has continued. In 1980 the
Soviet Union produced 250 new intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles (ICBMs). If the momen-
tum of such production is maintained. it will
prove a theoretical threat to destroy 90 percent
of all American land-based ICBM forces in a
surprise attack while using only a fraction of
her own ICBMs.!!

[t1s this fear that is driving the United States'
thinking toward a new ICBM weapon system,
the MX, which would be designed to forestall
any Soviet pressure that could be based on such
a preemptive and disarming ability. Western
interest in such deterrence is or should be self-
evident. If the United States should ever be
deterred from using her nuclear weapons in
defense of Western Europe by the perception of
overwhelming Soviet intercontinental nuclear
strength, then the bedrock of Western security
would indeed be threatened.

In this context we should examine the role of
the British independent nuclear deterrent and
particularly the decision to go ahead with the
Trident system. The four British Trident boats
could carry up to 512 independently targetable
warheads, and in a period of tension three of
them might be expected to be at sea. Again, itis
necessary to look at Soviet perceptions. The
British weapons, once deployed, are indepen-
dent of any foreign control even though they
could be included in NATO targeting plan-
ning. Should the Soviet Union ever come to
doubt the credibility of the United States strate-
gic nuclear guarantee to the alliance, the pres-



ence of the British system would *‘compel them
to regard the risks of aggression in Europe as
still very grave. This additional element of
insurance—the ‘second centre of decision’—
has been a feature of Alliance deterrence for
over 25 vears.!? As far as costs are concerned, we
revert to the exchange of value judgments. I
suspect that the Soviet Union will be far more
thoughtful about 500 nuclear warheads capa-
ble of destroying Soviet cities than of a few
more Western divisions designed to fight a
conventional war on somebody else’s territory.

But whereas the proportion of defense funds
allocated to Trident will be strongly influenced
by military opinion, the allocation of funds to
Trident as opposed to those allocated else-
where in the government'’s areas of responsibil-
ity (housing, employment, schools, social serv-
ices, etc.) remains the prerogative of the gov-
ernment. It is largely because of the presence
of a nuclear deterrent that the Briush govern-
ment retains the freedom to make such a choice,
and the British people still have the option
to get rid of the government if they disagree
with the policies which it is pursuing; these are
strongly held military beliefs. How much bright-
er would prospects for arms control be if there
were similar opportunities within the coun-
tries of the Warsaw Pact.

THERE are one or two factors
that impinge on both the positive rationale of
deterrence and alternative strategies. For in-
stance, Soviet proposals to discuss a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in Europe. Europe extends to
the Urals, yet many of the S$-20s are located
beyond the Urals. I was left in no doubt while
in Moscow that S$S$-20s beyond Europe, even
though targeted on Europe, would be very un-
likely to be included in any such negotiations.
In a nuclear-free Europe, how would the prob-
lem of massive Soviet conventional military
strength be resolved? When the Soviet Union
believes herself threatened from both East and
West. when she depends so heavily on military
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power as an instrument of policy and for her
security in Eastern Europe, how can we nego-
tiate confidently about force reductions in Fu-
rope alone? With her interior lines of communi-
cation and her massive airlift capability, her
forces, including her nuclear weapons, can be
switched rapidly from one part of her territo-
ries to another. How, when Soviet war-fighting
doctrine makes little or no distinction between
nuclear and conventional weaponry, would
British unilateral renunciation of nuclear weap-
ons make Britain a safer place? Unless, of
course, the United Kingdom were to withdraw
from NATO as well. That might not be a ra-
tional step in the light of modern European
history, but arguably it would be honorable.
Renunciation of nuclear weapons while con-
tinuing to shelter under an American nuclear
umbrella, on the other hand, seems 1o be less
than morally principled. Moreover, if we should
seek to establish some kind of nuclear weapon-
free area anvwhere, let us note the example of
Scandinavia. The retusal of Norway and Den-
mark to accept any kind of nuclear weapons on
their territory and the neutrality of Sweden and
Finland have not inhibited the Soviet Union
from amassing the enormous concentration of
conventional and nuclear forces just across the
border in the Kola Peninsula. As for unilateral
gestures and the power of example, we should
also remember that our decision to renounce
and destroy chemical weapons several years
ago provoked no reciprocal response from the
Soviet Union.

But none of these are reasons for abandoning
attempts to limit and reduce the number of
nuclear weapons in the military arsenals. As
Roy Dean, Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Research Unit of the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office, recently wrote,

Much remains to be done, not only to curb the
strategic arms race but also to limit theatre nu-
clear forces on both sides, to ban nuclear weapon
tests, to strengthen the non-proliferation regime,
to abolish chemical weapons completely, to tackle
the problem of conventional [orces and weapons,
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to reduce the appallingly high level of world
mlitary expenditure, to introduce militarily sig-
nificant confidence building measures, and much
more. The best hopes for progress lie in a meas-
ured approach by negotiation.!?

While these negotiations are taking place,
deterrence remains the guarantor of peace in
Europe and beyond. Paradoxically, as I have
sought to explain, an element in the credibility
of the deterrence posture is a demonstrated
ability to deny an opponent the military vic-
tory of his choice. Such a posture can, and does,
attract misunderstanding and criticism in the
West because of the inclusion of nuclear weap-
ons within it. Personally, I have no doubt that
the Soviet General Staff has no misunderstand-
ing whatsoever. They can see our defensive po-
sitions in Central Europe and elsewhere; they
can read about our policy changes and re-
equipment programs; and they fully compre-
hend the differences between the deterrent and
war-fighting strategies.
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THEATER NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL
AND FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS

JOHN BORAWSKI
PRINCIPAL componentof the U.S.
theater nuclear force posture in Eu-
rope concerns forward-based sys-

tems.! This term primarily denotes USAF F-

111 and F-4 fighter-bombers and Navy carrier-

based A-6 and A-7 aircraft capable, by virtue of

their geographic deployment, of delivering
nuclear strikes against forces and assets within
the western military districts of the Soviet Un-
ion. These forward-based systems, coupled
with MIRVed Poseidon SI.BMs assigned to

SACEUR for targeting purposes, allied nuclear-
capable delivery vehicles, and the projected
NATO force of Pershing Il ballistic and Tom-
ahawk ground-launched cruise missiles (and
possibly sea-launched cruise missiles in the fu-
ture), contribute to the central leg of NATQO's
flexible response triad. The triad consists of
conventional, tactical ‘theater nuclear, and cen-
tral strategic nuclear forces intended to deter
and, if necessary, respond to Warsaw Pact ag-
gression at any level it should occur.
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During both the SALT I and SALT II nego-
tiations (1969-79), the U.S.S.R. persistently at-
tempted to effectuate limitations on FBS, which
it considers but an extension of U.S. strategic
forces along with ICBMs, SLLBMs, and B-52
heavy bombers. With equal adamancy, the
United States refused to countenance raising
the FBS issue in the SALT context. However,
now that negotiations specifically focused on
U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range (1000-4000
mile range) nuclear forces are under way in
Geneva as of 30 November 1981, the West can
no longer avoid discussing FBS at the bargain-
ing table, especially if NATO is to succeed in
achieving negotiated restraints on the bur-
geoning Soviet SS-20 IRBM force and the Back-
fire bomber. What weapon systems will fall
within the scope of the talks or the type of arms
control restrictions that will be produced, how-
ever, are questions that remain far from resolved.

The purpose of this article is to review the
role FBS has played in the SALT negotiations
and to address the problems likely to be en-
countered during the INF negotiations.

An Awkard Linkage

Although both the SALT I Interim Agree-
ment on Strategic Offensive Arms and the
SALT II Treaty refer, for example, to ICBM
launchers in terms of range in excess of the
shortest distance between the northeastern bor-
der of the continental United States (CONUS)
and the northwestern border of the U.S.S.R., or
a distance over 5500 km, Moscow has never
been entirely satisfied with this definition in a
generic sense. Rather, the Soviets understand
strategic to include any weapon that can im-
pact upon their territory. Thus, just as the
U.S.S.R. pressed for removal of foreign mil-
itary bases and the creation of nuclear-weapon-
free zones during the era of massive retaliation,
so too during the early period of SALT did it
demand offsets for FBS by way of either U.S.
withdrawal of the aircraft from Europe or vi-
carious compensation through being allowed a

higher ceiling on strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles than that permitted the United States.

Washington, naturally, found this approach
totally unacceptable and countered that its
nuclear-capable aircraft were intended primar-
ily for the defense of Europe and not for stra-
tegic missions inside Soviet territory, and that
if Moscow wished to raise that issue, then FBS,
could not be discussed in 1solation from the|
Soviets’ own Eurostrategic forces. In response,
Moscow claimed that its bombers and missiles
targeted on NATO Europe were irrelevant be-
cause they could not reach the United States
and, thus, were not strategic.

Although the debate was eventually resolved
in favor of the U.S. position in the 20 May 1981
joint communiqué, as Thomas W. Wolfe notes:
“the Soviet Union’s claim that it deserved
compensation for ‘geographic and other con-
siderations’ [FBS] . . . appears to have been
taken partly into account in the differential
ceilings of the Interim Agreement favoring the
Soviet side of ICBM and SLBM numbers.’'2
More specifically, as Joseph J. Kruzel, a member
of the SALT I delegation, wrote in 1973: the
FBS issue, “‘more than any other reason, i1s why
there is an interim agreement rather than a
permanent treaty on offensive forces."*

At SALT II, the Soviets again raised the FBS
issue with proposals for the dismantling of
U.S. fleet ballistic missile submarine bases at
Holy Loch, Scotland, and Rota, Spain (the lat-
ter unilaterally deactivated in 1979—forfeiture
of a potenual bargaining chip?) and for re-
stricting carrier movement in European waters
while refusing to consider limits on Soviet
theater nuclear forces. Intervention at the high-
est level during the 1974 Vladivostok summit
set aside FBS for the second time, but. as before,
not without substantial American concessions:
FBS would be excluded from SALT II but at
the price of the United States abandoning its
quest for a cutback in Soviet heavy S§S-9 SS-18
ICBMs, which pose a growing threat to Min-
uteman, and constraints on the controversial
Backfire medium bomber. Furthermore, FBS



also figured in the decision to set the SALT 11
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles ceiling at
2400 instead of the 1800-2000 ceiling proposed
by Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance in March
1977 as well as being used to defeat renewed
attempts at that time to secure limits on the
Soviet heavy ICBM arsenal.*

Thus, whereas the United States successfully
barred FBS from both SALT agreements, cer-
tainly, in at least a tacit sense, a linkage was
established between SALT and a few hundred
United States Air Force and Navy fighter-
bombers.’ The caveat to this background con-
nection, however, concerns a proposal explic-
itly offering an FBS package advanced by the
West on 16 December 1975 at the NATO-
Warsaw Pact negotiations on mutual and bal-
anced force reductions in Vienna.

Known as Opuon III and occasioned by
Dutch initiative and U.S. congressional con-
cern over the rationale and security of the
American nuclear munitions stockpiled over-
seas, the plan offered the withdrawal of 29,000
USAREUR troops and 36 Pershing I-A launch-
ers, 54 Phantoms, and 1000 nuclear warheads
(ued to obsolescent systems like Sergeant and
Honest John SSMs, Nike Hercules SAM. and
atomic demolition mines) in exchange for the
withdrawal of a five-division tank army from
the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (68,000
troops and 1700 tanks). But instead of ac-
knowledging a tradeoff between armored
strength (a Warsaw Pact advantage) and tacti-
cal/theater nukes (a NATO advantage in terms
of warheads, although the vast majority are
tied to systems of under 100-mile range), the
Warsaw Pact responded in 1976 with an offer to
trade 54 Fitter aircraft of unspecified type (the
Soviets deployed at that time both the advanced
C/D Su-17/20 and older A Su-7 in Poland and
the U.S.S.R.) for 54 Phantoms, an equal but
unspecified number of Scud missiles for Per-
shing launchers, 36 SAM-2 for Nike Hercules,
and the withdrawal of an unspecified number
of nuclear warheads.

Although Option III was abandoned by
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NATO in December 1979 in favor of exclusive
concentration on manpower reductons (bhoth
sides, however, subsequently undertook uni-
lateral partial compliance with Option III's
provisions), it is illuminaung by way of adum-
bration for the INF negotiations to note the
inequities of the 1976 Warsaw Pact counter-
offer. For example, although the Soviets did
not specify which generation Fiuer they con-
templated withdrawing, neither the A nor C/ D
type is equivalent in capability to the Phan-
tom. The Fiuter A 1s a 20-year-old system, as is
the F-4, but of inferior range and payload ca-
pacity. The Fiuer C'D, introduced over 1973-
76, has improved avionics and capability for
low-level penetration and delivery of air-to-
ground ordnance® but falls short of the Phan-
tom's combat radius and payload capacity (a
more appropriate match being the MiG-23 /27
Flogger).” Because the Fitter A was being
phased out as part of the Soviet Frontal Avia-
tion modernization program, however, it is
plausible that it was this type which the Soviets
had in mind for arms control, thus rendering
the gesture essentially meaningless.

To be sure, as Army Colonel John G. Keli-
her, former representative on the U.S. MBFR
delegation, argues, regardless of which genera-
tion plane would be withdrawn, the geograph-
ic disparity could not but work in the So-
viet's favor: “‘Returning the 54 F-4's 1o Europe
would require a long over-water flight involv-
ing mid-air refueling. For the Soviets, Fiuers
based in western Russia could be back into the
area literally in a matter of minutes.””® Of
course, the same could be said of any U.S.-
Soviet aircraft trade which involved with-
drawal to the homeland, illustrating one of the
formidable complications attendant on pros-
pects for fashioning an INF regime encompass-
ing FBS, to which we now turn.

Where to Begin

There can be no question that the Soviets
will demand inclusion of FBS in an INF
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agreement. Although Moscow reportedly con-
ceded to the American position that the Geneva
negotiations should be phased (1.e., agreement
secured on land-based intermediate-range mis-
siles prior to discussing aircraft and sharter-
range systems),” as Soviet Foreign Minister
Andrei A. Gromyko informed the United Na-
tions General Assembly on 22 September 1981:

. the question of limiting medium-range
nuclear weapons and those of corresponding
forward-based systems of the United States
should be examined and settled concurrently in
an organic interrelation with due account of all
factors determining the stragetic situation.”!?
In other words, the durability of a first phase
INF agreement on Soviet SS-20s, SS-4s, and
SS-5s, and U.S. Pershing II and cruise missiles
will be directly tied to whether a satisfactory
follow-on FBS agreement will obtain. And, as
noted in the preceding section, even if the
Europe-centered Geneva negotiations had never
evolved, no SALT III (or, to employ the new
bureaucraticacronym, START—Strategic Arms
Reductions Talks) agreement could cover So-
viet heavy ICBMs and the Backfire in isolation
from FBS.!" Yet prior to the fashioning of se-
rious proposals, agreement on counting rules
1s obviously fundamental—but what touch-
stone should be used?

According to former Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown,'? USAF has 1000 aircraft apart
from the B-52s that are capable of delivering
nuclear weapons whereas the Navy maintains
about 120 A-6 Intruders and 280 A-7 Corsairs as
partof its carrier wings. Within the 1000 figure
approximately 324 F-4s and 156 F-111s are
based in Western Europe, and two carriers are
normally on duty in the Mediterranean with a
total of 20 Intruders and 40 Corsairs aboard. In
addition, USAF F-16s being deployed in Fu-
rope as of January 1982 will also contribute to
the theater nuclear force posture. Although
only about 30 to 50 percent of the Euro-based
force is thought to be actually allocated to the
nuclear role,”* all could accomplish sorties
against target areas in the Soviet Union in that

role. Further, given appropriate warning, “‘ad-
ditional USAF aircraft could fly to Europe and
four more carriers could be brought forward.
This would roughly double the number of nu-
clear capable aircraft forward based in a posi-
tion to strike the Soviet Union.”!¥ Indeed, as
part of the NATO 1978 Long-Term Defense
Program, the United States is planning for the
capability to triple the number of combat
planes in the European theater within seven
days and is moving forward with programs to
provide shelter and support facilities for rap-
idly deploying tactical aircraft.!’ Yet as Brown
also noted:

There 1s a difference, however, in an aircraft
having the technical capability to strike the So-
viet Union and in having an operational mission
to do so. Whether or not these aircraft actually
would be utilized to strike the Soviet Union
would depend on a number of factors: e.g., how
they have trained and their primary mission task-
ing, mission flight profiles, the provision of ex-
ternal fuel tanks, whether a particular mission is
one-way or includes a return, how far forward the
aircraft are staged. . . . As importantly, these air-
craft are not programed for strikes into the Soviet
Union and their training emphasizes use in
theater—e.g., Central Europe or Korea. And their
use on missions against the U.S.S.R. would di-
vert them from higher primarily shorter range
missions. !¢

While the Soviets are not very likely to accept
these disclaimers with equanimity, an enor-
mous quantitative gap is nevertheless apparent
between U.S. and Soviet dual-capable aircraft
at various levels. For example, according to the
International Institute for Strategic Studies,'”
if the criterion is set at a 1000 km unrefueled
combat radius assuming high-level transit,
low-level penetration of air defenses, and aver-
age payload, a five-to-one ratio in favor of the
Soviet Union obtains with the U.S. total at 176
(156 F-111 E F and 20 A-6E) and the Soviet
total at 980 (65 Tu-22M '-26 Backfire B. 310
Tu-16 Badger, 125 Tu-22 Blinder, 480 Su-24
[Su-19] Fencer). Including 84 F-111D and 60
FB-111A CONUS-based aircraft that might be
assumed available to reinforce Europe, the U.S.



‘1otal increases to 320. But if one sets the crite-
rion at 400 km combat radius, then the Soviet
total jumps to 3095 (adding 500 MiG-23 Flogger
D. 700 Su-17 Fitter C D, 165 Su-7 Fitter A, 750
MiG-21 Fishbed J-N) while the U.S. total, in-
cluding the aforementioned CONUS-based air-
craft, only increases to 684 (adding 40 A-7E and
394 F-4). Even when NATO European allied
and French dual-capable aircraft are added, the
ratio stands at 3095:1314 in favor of the Warsaw
Pact. Given these numbers, coupled with the
air defense advantage accruing to the Soviets
(the NATO Warsaw Pact ratio in field SAM
launchers stands at 1768:6293 excluding the
10,000 SAM launchers of the Soviet strategic air
defense force PVO-strany), even to suggest that
parity can be achieved through negotiation
would be absurd.

Combat radius, however, obviously does not
afford ideal negotiating guidance, especially
given the fact that shorter-range Soviet fighter-
bombers could easily be deployed forward in
East Germany or Poland and strike a wide
target array on NATO soil and return to
friendly territory while, for example, “'the F-4
would have to be staged close to the FEBA,
carry external fuel tanks and fly at an alutude
which maximizes its range (in turn making it
very vulnerable to intercept) to penetrate into
the Soviet Union.”’'® Yet if one looks to other
criteria, the imbalance in favor of the U.S.S.R.
does not diminish. Comparing all Euro-based
U.S., allied, and French dual-capable aircrafi
with comparable Soviet aircraft yields a war-
head ratio of 263:122 favoring the U.S.S.R. in
terms of arriving warheads (i.e., a measure ob-
tained by factoring the number of available
warheads [896:526 favoring the U.S.S.R.| and
survivability, reliability, and penetration prob-
abilities). And as Army Lieutenant General
Edward L. Rowny informed the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee on 12 July 1979, a
comparison of U.S. FBS with equivalent Soviet
systems yields a Soviet potential destructive
power ten times that of the United States and
megatonnage 20-25 times as great.!?
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In addition, a complex verification issue
manifests itself. How can it be discerned whether
a given aircralt is actually allocated to the nu-
clear role or capable of loading nuclear ord-
nance within a short time frame? How are the
munitons aboard aircraft with internal bomb
bays to be verified? What of cruise missiles on
external store points with either conventional
or nuclear warheads? Certainly the SALT II
technique of functionally related observable
differences would be of only tangenual avail in
these cases, and declaratory measures are hardly
the foundation for an enduring and stable
agreement (or one that would withstand Senate
scrutiny). Yet although the Reagan adminis-
tration has apprised the Soviets that future
arms control accords will require on-site in-
spection and other verification measures beyond
“national technical means,”’2° Soviet President
Brezhnev has stated, “*We are convinced that
each side’s own means guarantee the necessary
verification.’'?!

Lastly, it should also be observed that given
the vast Soviet Frontal Aviation modernization
program over the past decade, it 1s unlikely that
Moscow will be willing 1o grant concessions
that would even begin to restore the situation
to some semblance of parity or appreciably
mitigate the offensive orientation of its frontal
aviation. The air threat to NATO Europe has
drastically changed from one oriented primar-
ily to air defense toward a posture indicating
increasing all-weather, close air support, deep
interdiction capabilities, enhanced payload ca-
pacity and payload versatility, and improved
ECM and range. Indeed, roughly 80 percent of
frontal aviation now consists of aircraft intro-
duced over the past ten years. As Secretary
Brown warned:

Because of their ranges and payloads, they give

the Soviets—for the first time— the capability to

attempt deep air supertority and interdiction
missions. We would expect them to wry, at the
outset of an attack, to hit targets such as com-
mand centers, nuclear storage sites, airfields sup-

porting nuclear delivery aircraft, stockpiles of
ammunition and cquipment, and the maritime
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and aerial ports through which reinforcements to
Europe might come ... We continue to expect the
Soviets to introduce new design tactical combat
atrcraft by the mid-1980s.22

Although Brown noted that Soviet avionics,
munitions, pilot training, and flying time do
not approach U.S. requirements, this trans-
lates into an arms control qualifier about as
smoothly as 1t engenders occasion for smug-
ness. For as the International Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies observes, “‘the Warsaw Pact’s air-
craft appear to be better able to survive and
penetrate to their targets than NATO’s” given
the facts “that Soviet aircraft are generally
newer than NATO's and that Pact air defences
are somewhat denser.’'23

On the other hand, "Combat performance of
late model US aircraft, F-14, F-15, and F-16 1s
markedly supertor to the Soviet Flogger, Fitter,
and Fencer. . . .2 The General Dynamics F-16
1s slated to serve in a theater nuclear role. Con-
sideration should also be given to assigning a
nuclear ground attack mission to the McDon-
nell Douglas night, all-weather F-15 Strike Ea-
gle. As Lieutenant Colonel Hiram Hale Burr,
Jr. (USAF), rightly suggests: **. . . the F-151sa
tremendous air superiority fighter and at pres-
ent 1s assigned only this single mission. . . .
Why not buy the bomb racks and air-to-surface
munitions and train the pilots for the multi-
mission capability the F-15s inherently pos-
sess?’'25 Presumably the McDonnell Douglas
multimission F A-18 Hornet will inherit the
nuclear strike mission of the Navy A-7F it has
been developed to replace.

It should also be noted that the projected
force of 572 Pershing Il and ground-launched
cruise missiles, with late 1983 iniual opera-
ttonal capability, may allow some dual-capable
aircraft to be released from early commitment
to the nuclear reserve for conventional mis-
sions. The GLCMs in particular could assume
the fixed targets assigned presently to aircraft
so that more aircraft could be used against high
priority, time sensitive mobile targets and thus
enhance the operational [lexibility of the FBS

posture.?¢ Tt must be stressed, however, that
deployment of these missiles will not redress
the overall INF imbalance favoring the U.S.S.R.
in the absence of additional NATO defense and
arms control initiatives.

Prospects

Upon reflection, the following exchange
at a congressional hearing succinctly sums up
the forward-based system problem:

Senator Humphrey: As a matter of fact, it would
have been to our advantage if both sides had
included so-called forward-base systems in SALT
II because the Soviets are vastly superior in those
systemns?

General Haig: Had it been manageable. I think
we would have recoiled from the unmanageabil-
1ty of it to some degree.?”

Because the INF negotiations have begun, the
United States can no longer “‘recoil,” yet given
the numerical imbalance between U.S. and So-
viet dual-capable aircraft, the geographic asym-
metry, and verification impediments, a “'man-
ageable’ solution is not readily conceivable.
However, a comprehensive result is probably
not desired at least in the initial phases. There-
fore, a follow-on accord to a settlement of the
politically sensitive issue of intermediate-range
land-based missiles might deal only with bomb-
ers rather than attempt to cover shorter-range
tactical aircraft. For example, according to the
data that the U.S. negouators apparently are
using in Geneva,?® an agreement which cov-
ered U.S. F-111sin Britain and West Germany,
CONUS-based FB-11ls and F-11ls, Briush
Vulcan and French Mirage IV bombers, and
Soviet Backfires, Badgers, and Blinders would
vield almost identical ceilings of approximately
400 aircraft for each side. Although London
and Paris are not participating in the negotia-
tions, the Soviets count British and French nu-
clear forces and allied nuclear-capable delivery
vehicles (West German Pershing I short-range
ballistic missiles) to support their claim thatan
overall INF balance exists and are likely to



! insist that they be applied toward the American
total. Although objections might be raised to
including CONUS-based aircraft, in principle

“inclusion of these aircraft is akin to what the
United States is asking of the Soviets in connec-
tion with a Phase I intermediate-range nuclear
forces agreement, that is, coverage of Soviet
SS-20 missiles based in the Far East targeted on
the People’s Republic of China.?® Moreover,
since the FB-111 and F-111 were excluded from
SALT. itis only logical that they are appropri-
ate candidates for the INF negotiations. This
rough balance, however, is dramatically upset
when the Su-24 Fencer, which has a combat
radius only 300 km less than that of the F-
111E/F and equal to the Mirage IV A, is added.
If the Fencer is excluded, then some form of
compensation should be granted to the United
States in another area of the agreement such as
land- or sea-based forces.

But farther down the combat-radius scale,
ceilings do become increasingly unmanage-
able and the role of potential aircraft candi-
dates for arms control more ambiguous. It
would not prove impossible to imagine the
sundry sources of casuistry and deadlock that
could arise between (and within) the two dele-
gations. Indeed. it is informative to note in this
context that although the Soviets consider U.S.
F-111s, FB-111s, F-4s, A-6s, and A-7s all eligible
for the Geneva negouations, their own esti-
mates of their forces include only the bombers
mentioned above while excluding the almost
3000 Su-17s. Su-24s, and Mi1G-27s,*° which ob-
viously is not only a position the United States
cannot tolerate but one that casts doubt on
whether either side seriously expects the Ge-
neva negotiations to produce agreement across
the entire theater nuclear force spectrum.

However, an agreement that exempied tacti-
cal aircraft, especially Soviet Frontal Aviation
units, would at once prove artificial and incon-
sonant with other positions the United States
has advanced in Geneva. For example, Ameri-
can officials have stated that subsequent agree-
ments must include “'collateral restraints’ pro-
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hibiting increases in the number (and presum-
ably range) of shorter-range Soviet missiles
(SS-12, SS-22, §S-N-5) which could, if deployed
in and around Eastern Furope, cover a large
percentage of targets now covered by the inter-
mediate-range SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5. Other-
wise, as Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard
Perle stated, an agreement on the lauter systems
would be “"Hopelessly vulnerable to circum-
vention.’"3! Likewise, the Soviets could argue
that American plans o deploy several hundred
sea-launched cruise missiles on attack subma-
rines?? and possibly surface units for the U.S.
central strategic reserve would circumvent an
agreement on ground-launched cruise missiles
since those missile platforms will be operating
near Soviet territorial waters (and this argu-
ment can be used against the Soviets as well in
relation to U.S.S.R. cruise-missile submarines
and cruisers). By applying this same rationale
to aircraft, it could also be said that excluding
Soviet shorter-range aircraft would invite cir-
cumvention of an accord limiting Backfire and
older medium-range bombers since tactical
MiGs and Sukhois could be forward-based on
short notice near NATO borders and cover
targets assigned 1o bombers based in the U.S.S.R.

One possible solution worth examining
would involve not negotiated ceilings. even
though no arms control accord can be exactly
symmetrical but restricted-deployment zones
wherein the basing of certain tactical aircraft
would either be forbidden or constrained at a
certain level on a permanent or rotational
basis. Movement of prohibited aircraftinto the
zone would justify immediate suppression and
automatically give warning of impending ag-
gression. Restrictions on ordnance, nuclear
munitions storage sites, forward maintenance
facilities, and fuel stocks, among other things,
would complicate an aggressor’s task, while
on-site inspection at airfields could assist in
verifying compliance.?* Although RDZs would
not affect the size or ulumate capability of air
forces in the same sense reductions, mothball-
ing, and dismantling would, and possibly
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hamper conventional readiness unless high-
confidence verification could be agreed on to
distinguish nuclear-assigned from convention-
ally assigned aircraft—and probably neither
side would prove unequivocally eager to allow
intrusive inspection—such zones avoid the ar-
cane technical dilemmas associated with quan-
titative/qualitatuive tradeoffs.

IN THE final analysis, however, the United
States cannot expect the Kremlin to adopt a
philanthropic attitude, and neither side at the
INF rounds will have available 1o it the dila-
tory tactics that affected the SAL'T 1 1] negotia-
tions. Thus, serious thought must be devoted
to examining modifications necessary to revi-
talize the FBS posture so that potential in-
ducements for Soviet concessions are not uni-
laterally forfeited and so that inflated expecta-
tions of the role arms control can play in re-
straining widely disparate force compositions
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Partners Today
for Tomorrow

the Air Force
and the

Space Shuttle \!T

MAJOR JAMES P. MOORE

The Space Shuttle will give us a reliable means of
getting into near-Earth orbit, and then the Air
Force-developed inertial upper stage will carry our
payloads out to geosynchronous orbit—the new
“high ground.”

. . . the Department of Defense is not just an in-
terested bystander to the Space Shuttle. We are _ \
depending heavily upon it, and we've got missions ‘
stacked up throughout the next decade waiting for
the Shuttle to become available to us.






Between-mission processing and recycling in-
cludes easing the Columbia into the Orbiter Pro-
cessing Facility (right) . . . and installing pallet-
ized experiments into the shuttle’s payload bay ( be-
low); the international implications of the Colum-
bia are suggested by the Canadian arm and the
British Aerospace Corporation U-shaped pallet.




ing command of the Air Force Systems Com-

mand, General (then Lieutenant General) Robert
T. Marsh told members of the American Astronauti-
cal Society why the Space Shuttle is so attractive
and important to Air Force and defense planners.
Compared to expendable boosters, the Shuttle
offers greater reliability and increased payload,
weight, and volume capacity. The Shuttle will also
provide new capabilities to recover and service
spacecraft, conduct on-orbit testing, and assemble
large structures in space.

To date, the Space Shuttle has been ostensibly a
civilian program. Most of the public sees the Shuttle
as a product of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration; NASA programs, processes,
launches, and controls all missions. The Depart-
ment of Defense, however, through the Air Force as
executive agent, has a vested and continuing inter-
est in the development and performance of the
Space Shuttle—more correctly, the Space Trans-
portation System.

The Space Transportation System (STS) consists
of four elements. The first and most familiar element
is the Space Shuttle, including the orbiter vehicle,
external fuel tank, and solid rocket booster. The
second element consists of the complementary upper
stages, including the inertial upper stage. Third are
the STS ground and airborne support systems. Fi-
nally, STS includes application elements, such as
the European-developed spacelab.

The United States Air Force participates in and
supports every aspect of the STS. Current support

I N ONE of his last public statements before assum-

A major Awr Force contribution to the shuttle pro-
gram is the tnertial upper stage (1U'S ), which will
accommodate both military and cnnlian payloads.

includes direct faunch and contingency support. Air
Force and NASA counterparts also work and train
together for both present and future operations.
Concurrently, the Air Force is engaged in develop-
ment and construction activities aimed at expanding
STS capabilities in the near future. Finally, the Air
Force is continuing to examine applications of the
Space Shuttle to future defense missions and
needs. This article briefly reviews each of these four
areas.?

WHEN the Space Shuttle lifts off
from Launch Pad 39A at NASA's Kennedy Space
Center, Air Force personnel play key roles in pre-
paring and launching the vehicle. The responsibility
for Air Force support to the Space Shuttle program
is assigned by the Department of Defense to the
Commander, Air Force Space Division, Los Angeles
AFS, California. Air Force agencies in turn work
with NASA in the design. development, test, and op-
eration of the Space Transportation System. One
group works with counterparts in NASA ground
processing for the Space Shuttle, including vehicle
refurbishment and launch and solid rocket booster
retrieval and refurbishment. A test and evaluation
(T&E) team gathers data for Department of Defense
assessment of the Space Transportation System
capabilities while acquiring experience with STS
hardware and computer systems and procedures.

Beginning in August 1978, the Vandenberg Oper-
ations Team, the nucleus of Air Force space opera-
tions at Vandenberg AFB, California, participated in
verification exercises for the Enterprise (officially
known as Orbiter Vehicle or OV-101) and launch
preparations of Columbia (OV-102). Team members
occupy positions in the Orbiter Processing Facility,
the Vehicle Assembly Building, the Launch Control
Center, and on Launch Pad 39A.

The Eastern Space and Missile Center (ESMC)
provides a wide range of support directly to Space
Shuttle missions. The Center’s Safety Office, for ex-
ample, monitors each flight from launch to orbital
insertion to assure the mission follows its planned
profile. Deviations from the plan could lead to acti-
vation of the flight termination system to reduce the
hazard inherent in an errant launch vehicle. ESMC's
Eastern Test Range (ETR) sensors—including
radar, telemetry, optical, and direct visual
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Essential components of the Space Shuttle, before being mated with the Orbiter, are the
reusable, solid fuel, strap-on booster rockets (left)and the expendable external fuel tank
(right), shown here in its oniginal form, coated with white thermal reflective paint.

observation—provide flight monitoring data to both

Air Force and NASA decision-makers. As the lead

range for STS missions, the ETR also coordinates,

processes, and transfers data from several national

ranges to ensure that the most complete and cur-

rent information is available to mission controllers.
Air Force units also provide direct support, if

needed, during any contingency in an STS mission.

Air Force and DOD contingency support is coordi-
nated by a twelve-officer organization at Patrick Air
Force Base, which oversees personnel planning
and coordination and directs rescue, communica-
tions, and other resources to meet contingency re-
quirements during launch and recovery phases of
STS flights. Their predecessors coordinated DOD
rescue and recovery forces during earlier United
States manned space flights.

While some Air Force members directly support
current STS missions, others are preparing for fu-
ture responsibilities in training programs. The Van-
denberg Team, for instance, combines direct expe-
rience with training for future roles. Team members
receive on-the-job training in STS launch process-
ing and procedures for future application to DOD
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missions at Kennedy Space Center and at
Vandenberg.

Similarly, the Air Force Manned Space Flight
Support Group at Johnson Space Center, Houston,
Texas, is training Air Force people for command
and control of Space Shuttle flights. The training
program will produce specialists in mission han-
dling for flights carrying either civilian or DOD pay-
loads. Ultimately, the Houston group's experience
will permit assignment of trained and qualified STS
flight controllers to the planned Consolidated Space
Operations Center near Colorado Springs,
Colorado.

Direct support to STS missions and training for fu-
ture flights, however, are merely a fractian of Air
Force involvement in the Space Shuttle. Less ap-
parent, primarily because so much is still under de-
velopment, are the considerable financial and time
commitments to complementary components of the
STS. These Air Force efforts center on the inertial
upper stage and the Vandenberg Air Force Base
launch complex.

In the inertial upper stage (IUS), the Air Force is
working to develop the capability for STS missions



In the final prelaunch mating process, the Columbia s lowered onto her strap-on

boosters and external fuel tank prior to the s

cond launch: hoisted in the launching

gantry ileft)and shiding mmto place (right). alongside the rocket boosters and fuel tank.

to carry spacecraft destined for high earth orbits.
The IUS is designed as a two-stage, solid fuel boos-
ter. which can be mated to a spacecraft and loaded
in the Shuttle cargo bay. Once in low-earth orbit
(about 150 miles), flight crews will release the IUS-
spacecraft package from the bay and maneuver the
Shuttle a safe distance away. The IUS will be ignited
to carry the spacecraft to the desired orbit, poten-
tially a geosynchronous equatorial orbit or an inter-
planetary trajectory.

Even though still in development, the IUS prom-
ises to help the transition from expendable launch
vehicles (ELV) to the STS. In particular, the IUS is in-
tended to form the final stage of the Titan 34D, latest
in the Titan family of ELVs. The IUS replaces the
transstage in the Titan IIIC. During the STS orbital
flight test and initial operating phases, ELVs like the
Titan 34D and the Atlas family of boosters will con-
tinue to help meet defense requirements in space.

While the IUS remains under development, work
is proceeding at Vandenberg AFB to transform part
of that base into the nation's West Coast STS
launch facility. On North Vandenberg, the 8000-foot
runway is being extended to 15,000 feet for Space

Shuttle landings. Shuttle processing will take place
in the orbiter maintenance and checkout facility
with orbital maneuvering system (OMS) pod servic-
ing in a nearby hypergolic maintenance and check-
out facility.

In the southwest corner of the Vandenbergcom-
plex, 16 miles from the landing site, work is under
way to modify existing facilities at Space Launch
Complex 6 (SLC-6) to handle the STS. Modifications
include reinforcing the mobile service tower (MST),
a remainder from the Air Force’'s manned orbiting
laboratory program, and replacing and upgrading
the tower's heavy duty crane. Workers will also
construct a payload changeout room, which, to-
gether with the MST, will move on the pad to as-
sist in stacking the STS components. (At Kennedy
Space Center, this stacking takes place on a mobile
launch platform inside the vehicle assembly build-
ing; the entire assembly is then transported to the
launch pad.) Near the pad, other new facilities will
handle solid rocket booster segments, as they arrive
at Vandenberg AFB by train, and external tanks
transported by sea.

In all, STS projects at Vandenberg AFB will in-
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I'alidation of a concept: The Columbia in repose after
her first flight, April 1981 tabove ), and moving onto Pad
394 at Kennedy Space Center for her third flight in
March 1982 (left); note the unpainted auxiliary fuel tank.

clude nearly 250,000 cubic yards of concrete
(enough for 25 miles of four-lane highway) and
enough steel to build a 120-story office building.
When completed, the Vandenberg AFB facility will
complement the Florida launch site, providing a
capability for STS launches of military or civilian
payloads into polar or retrograde orbits.

Beyond today's direct support and development
efforts aimed at expanding STS capabilities in the
near future, Air Force officials are already looking
toward application of the STS to defense roles. The
most recent statement of Air Force doctrine identi-
fied space operations as one of the USAF's nine
basic operational missions.* It remains to be seen
how this will ultimately translate into programs.
Space Division Commander Lieutenant General
Richard C. Henry has noted, "Every spacecraft now
being developed by the Space Division is destined
to ride into oribit on the Shuttle.”* These include the



efense Satellite Communications System (DSCS)
and the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS)
‘satellites.

A 1978 Air Force-sponsored panel, looking at the
effect of the Space Shuttle and military man in
space on space operations, foresaw Shuttle em-
ployment “to assemble large structures in space, to
test military space subsystems, to repair valuable
spacecraft, to act as a command post during con-
tingencies, and a variety of other evolving man-
enhancing missions.” The key factor in current
planning for STS utilization in space is the exten-
sion of existing roles (e.g. communication, naviga-
tion) enhancing the capabilities of forces on or near
the earth's surface.

FUTURE applications appear to many as “blue sky”

Notes

1. “Making Space Accessible and Practical.” presented by
Lieutenant General Robert T. Marsh, Commander, Electronic Sys-
tems Division, to the October 1980 annuat meeting of the American
Astronautical Society, Boston, 22 October 1980. Reprinted in the
Supplement to the Air Force Policy Letter for Commanders, Janu-
ary 1981, pp. 12-13.

2. The general discussion of Air Force support to the Space
Transportation System is based on a variety of sources, including
the Depantment of Defense Press Kits for STS-1 and STS-2 and
the following: “Space and the Air Force Mission,” U.S. Air Force
Fact Sheet 80-26; “Department of Defense Role in the Space
Transportation System.” Headquarters, Space Division Fact Sheet;
“Space Shuttle System Operation at Vandenberg Air Force Base,”
Air Force Space Division Fact Sheet 81-84; and "Vandenberg
Space Shuttle Launch Complex.” Western Space and Missile Cen-
ter Fact Sheet

coming...

in our July-
August issue

or “pipe dreams.” Yet, who among those who saw
the early Wright brothers' flights would have imag-
ined today's high performance aircraft and huge
jet transports? Experience with heavier than air craft
suggests, however, that as the STS becomes
operational—thanks to Air Force and NASA support
and cooperation in development and operations—
access to and use of space will become simply a
matter of course. As President Carter noted in cer-
emonies at Kennedy Space Center in October
1978, “Paradoxically, the most exciting thing about
the space shuttle is that it will make our use of
space in the future routine and perhaps not very
exciting. . . ."s

Eastern Space and Missile Center
Patrick AFB, Florida

3. Air Force Manual 1-1, Functions and Basic Docltrine of the
United States Air Force, 14 February 1979, pp. 2-6 and 2-8

4."View from the Top,” interview with Lieutenant General Richard
C. Henry, Commander, USAF Space Division, in Military Electron-
ics/Countermeasures, July 1981, p 21.

5. “The Air Force in Space,” speech by Major General William R.
Yost, Director of Space Systems and Command, Control, and
Communications, DCS/Research, Development and Acquisition, to
the combined meeting of the Dunedin and Tampa (Florida) Air
Force Association Chapters, February 1980. Reprinted in the Sup-
plement to the Air Force Policy Letter for Commanders, June 1980,
p. 20.

6. “Space Policy and its implications on Shuttle," a paper by
Brigadier General Robert A. Rosenberg and Lieutenant Colonel
Wayne L. O'Hern, Jr., presented to the 1979 meeting of the Ameri-
can Aeronautical Society. Reprinted in the Supplement to the Air
Force Policy Letter for Commanders, January 1980. p 18.

® Requirement for Combat Airlift
® Space Power Doctrine

® The Future of the Soviet Empire
® Restoration of Control in Poland



WHERE HAVE

IRA C. EAKER ESSAY
THIRD-PRIZE WINNER

ALL THE MITCHELLS GONE?

LIEUTENANT COLONEL TIMOTHY E. KLINE

Lord God of Hosts, my life is a stewardship in Thy
sight...lask unfailing devotion to personal integrity
that | may ever remain honorable without com-
promise.

From the Cadet Prayer,
USAF Academy, 1960

Z n THE lone portrait leans forward at
\';": 'a\‘! the base of a raised platform where
¥ 4)" guests and staff take meals in ele-
-

==~ vatedsplendorwithinthe Air Force
Academy’s glass and aluminum centerpiece,
Mitchell Hall. The entire wing appears three
times daily before the stern glare of that leath-
ery face. That face, more than any other, is the
face of air power ascendant—American air
power. It is assurance to a budding genera-
tion of military aviation specialists that things
of the spirit can transcend career considera-
tions; that nation and honor supersede the
narrower traits of group conformity and safety
that mark the serviceman’s routine.

William “Billy” Mitchell seems an ironic pro-
fessional focal point for a military service char-
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acterized today by careful managers on the
leading edge of American technology. Yet each
of the famous architects of the bright legend
that spawned an independent U.S. Air Force
rode the shock wave of Mitchell’s defiant vi-
sion. Henry “Hap” Arnold, Carl “Tooey” Spaatz,
Ira C. Eaker—famous disciples of a combat
leader whose cashiered career set in motion a
triumph he would not live to see. Posthumously
he was given the Medal of Honor. In a lucid
piece recounting that legacy in detail, army of-
ficer Lieutenant Colonel George M. Hall re-
cently wrote of Mitchell: “The individual who
responds to the imperatives of honor under
circumstances when honor encompasses duty
may be tempted to act against the grain of duty
when it does not coincide with the same im-
peratives.”! Mitchell, in an army uniform, cut
across the grain of a tradition that considers
“military individualism” a potential spoiler of
democracy. Speaking independently, he pre-
cipitated an expected reaction by the institu-
tional leadership of the older services.? Profes-
sor Stanley Falk, in examining the “apparent
incompatibility” of the national predilection for



ilitary leaders who are independent heroes
hile at the same time operatives in a “precise
ureaucratic imperative,” determined that “in-
ividualized values are a threat to the entire
nge of traditional military norms.”” Mitchell
as the upshot, deliberately and quite legiti-
ately dispatched by a military tribunal that
ecognized him as a threat to its order and
tability. Yet he looms large there, where a
housand and more formative minds can collec-
ively consider his compelling gaze and reflect
hat rugged countenance. What must the en-
hrinement of such a noble man mean to those
still being nurtured on the rudiments of air
power? Should they incline to emulate the
principled performance of that exemplar? Could
they succeed by doing so?

As it fell from Elijah to Elisha, so the mantle of
Mitchell passed smoothly to that next genera-
tion of airmen. Those witnesses of his banish-
ment to Fort Sam Houston, Texas; his reversion
to the rank of colonel; the dramatic court-
martial; and then his resignation were ardent
personal boosters. They had stood by Billy Mit-
chell despite threatened careers. Arnold, Spaatz,
Eaker, and even Mitchell’s immediate boss, the
sagacious General Mason Patrick, backed him
fully.: Arnold won five stars. Spaatz and Eaker
launched an air war in Europe that finally set the
Air Force free. Their mentor’s words became
their own words. “Wars will be won or lost with
the military capability possessed when war
starts,” echoed Eaker.® “The nation that hangs
its destiny on a false preparation will find itself
hopelessly outclassed from the beginning,”
Mitchell warned long before.¢ The fruitfulness
of that first wave of Mitchell adherents was im-
pressive: the combined bomber offensive was
their unique achievement. But how potent is
that impulse in the Air Force today?

Success models in the new Air Force tend to
be managerial. Caution is in the wind. Everyone
knows that courage can boost a career only so
high. Robin Olds and Charles “Chuck” Yeager
are handy examples of such eclipsed glory.
They shone brightly, served rather long, and

were quietly dismissed by fiat. They were good,
solid heroes who each got a star as Mitchell did,
but they went home to intact legends, books,
talk, conventions, and memory. Of course they
balked at times, but neither one was pressed by
honor to lift the banner of national unpre-
paredness as Billy Mitchell was. Their's was
another calling. They retain useful personal im-
ages of immense benefit to a service that must
still justify its existence by wielding a glittering
sword born up on wings by men of bone and
blood.

The apparent dichotomy in thrust of the Air
Force leadership ideal is strange. The officer
corps is bound by an effectiveness rating system
that emphasizes careful husbanding of resources
over boldness and values caution over ardent
spirit or daring innovation. Individuals occupy-
ing officer billets must wonder whether the fa-
miliar Mitchell image is a valid behavior model
or whether it is a warning that outspokenness
will bring swift and sure retribution.

Since Mitchell, no dissenting military leader
has suffered or, for that matter, been offered
the forum of a public court-martial.” Modern
generals are keptin line by a tight infringement
of First Amendment freedom of speech rights.
Free expression of ideas among military men is
understood to disturb civilian control. Major
Felix Moran, commenting on the case of Major
General John K. Singlaub, USA (Ret), noted:
“When civilian supremacy has actually been at
stake, administrative actions, such as removal,
reassignment, and forced retirement have been
taken against the errant officer” in lieu of rigor-
ous enforcement of Article 88, UCM], prohibi-
tions of free speech.s

The general officer environment now seems
so politically precarious that most senior offi-
cers must feel wholly submerged in a pervading
atmosphere of intimidation. Maureen Mylander
examined this situation with bemusement in
The Generals: Making It, Military Style. Later
she would write, “It took me some time to
discover that beneath the facade of ‘supreme
power,’ generals themselves act more like fright-
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ened little boys than the conspiratorial heavies
of Seven Days in May.”? What is it that emascu-
lates modern leadership? Blame an inordinate
fear of outspokenness or controversy, other
generals with more stars, and civilian bosses
who, “even on a whim, can pack a hapless
general off to Camp Swampy where, like Gen-
eral Halftrack, he will wait month after month
for the message the Pentagon will never send.” 1

Instead of simplifying military life and stream-
lining military mores, the impact of burgeoning
aviation and electronic technologies has brought
increasing complexity to the employment of air
power. Force application, like the enforcement
of discipline, has suffered from “a greater re-
liance on explanation, expertise, and group
consensus’'!! as the Air Force moves farther and
farther from the dominance of authoritative
leadership. Perhaps the trend to less personal,
less vivid leadership was inevitable. Yet the old
order gives way grudgingly. We want to stick
with comfortable images. Small things such as
colorful nicknames brand the halcyon days of
that past with a certain bright distinction. Why
don’t we label modern leaders with affection-
ate tabs like “Tooey,” “Hap,” or “Jimmie” Doo-
little? What about “Possum’ Hansell and “Ro-
sie” O’'Donnell?12is it possible the present gen-
eration brooks no affection for authority until it
proves worthy of admiration in combat? Was it
only the infusion of civilian recruits on a massive
scale in World War Il that boosted informality in
such a pronounced way? Nonetheless, they
were good times for airmen. Perhaps it is symp-
tomatic that we seem to reverence our leaders
less and accuse them of far more distance from
reality than they deserve. It may well be true, as
Colonel Robert D. Heinl, Jr., observed, that
“the uniformed services today are places of ag-
ony for the loyal, silent professionals who
doggedly hang on and try to keep the ship
afloat.” s If so, the patient performance of duty
that marks the modern hierarchy is most praise-
worthy. Still, a Billy Mitchell every now and then
would provide just the right flavor to make
service life more savory. The large, relatively
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docile officer corps yearns for a cause célebre to'
forge a renewed commitment to air power,
amid all the promise those colorful words
portends.

The Air Force desperately needs a new Mit-
chell. Not to do battle with the establishment
but to provide a vision for air power’s future.
This need surpasses the requirement for another
iteration of computer chips and reaches well
beyond bean counting exercises to determine
new life expectancies for tired airframes. The
sobering reality of knee-jerk reactions to suc-
cessive revelations of Soviet weaponry has be-
numbed us all. Itis time for a visionary—maybe
even a prophet. Someone must articulate a di-
rection for the Air Force from within its most
vital constituency, the officer corps. We have
rested too long on the pen of Ira C. Eaker. He
has been the most widely read airman. He
spoke when no one else would speak. His sce-
nario for the future was bleak, pending emer-
gence of a will to contend:

One day, over the hot line from Moscow, may
come this message to our Commander-In-Chief
in the White House. “Mr. President, we order you
not to interfere with our operations against Israel.
Obviously you will comply, for your own Chiefs of
Staff will confirm that we have overwhelming mil-
itary superiority!” If present conditions continue
much longer, no President of the United States
will have any option but to comply with that ul-
timatum, amounting to surrender. !4

General Eaker and company won a costly
combat victory providing a place in the sun for
air power. Why has the burden of spokesman
been thrust on such a valiant standard-bearer
for so long? Those who have followed his words
in critical editorials over the years may realize
now how bold each stroke has been. One
should not discount his warnings as being made
from the safety of retirement but remember the
caution of Maureen Mylander about generals:

Ultimately he will fade into retirement where—
under Title 10, Section 888 of the U.S. Code, threat
of court-martial and loss of retirement pay—he
will be forbidden to use “contemptuous words™
in speech or print against the President, Vice-
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~ President, Congress, Secretary of Defense, Secre-
tary of a Military Department, Secretary of the
Treasury, or the Governor or legislature of any
state."”

dmiring the sagacity and skill of American air
wer’s foremost spokesman comes easy.

Are all the doors of military opinion sealed by
e caution of careerism? The few attempts by
icers on active duty to counter corporate-
yle logic or challenge the incoherencies of
ivilian control have met dismal fates. One of
e most poignant of these was an Air War
ollege commandant’s attempt to examine crit-
cally, in a forum ostensibly protecting his re-
arks with a nonattribution policy, the folly of
igh-level management of the air war in Viet-
am. Sadly, for Major General Jerry D. Page,
emarks to a closed professional audience proved
ust as damning as a letter to a left-wing daily.¢
‘He nearly disappeared, except for the Pueblo
lincident, where he emerged briefly as a minor,
‘but positive, actor in that drama. His memory is
one that sounds a warning Klaxon to incipient
free speakers.

A number of surveys were proffered in the
last decade to Air Force Academy graduates
“electing to depart active duty for the allures of
the civilian marketplace. Not the least of their
registered complaints involved the integrity of
Air Force commanders.!” Some have suggested
these young officers were too easily dismayed
by a rigid outlook on officership produced by
four years training under the Academy’s Honor
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BEAM WEAPONS IN SPACE

a reality we must confront

MAJOR STEVEN E. CADY

N a report entitled The Effects of Nuclear War (1979), the Office of

Technology Assessment summarized estimates made by various

agencies of the federal government. According to these estimates, a
nuclear attack on the United States would result in 70 million to 160
million fatalities within the first 30 days following the attack. Millions
more would die later as a consequence of radiation sickness, insufficent
medical care, exposure to cold, food shortages, and major epidemics.
The magnitude of the devastation inflicted on the United States would
render it questionable whether the nation “would ever recover its posi-
tion as an organized, industrial, and powerful country.”!

These and similar estimates make minimizing the likelihood of a
nuclear attack on the United States a national priority of the first
order—perhaps the most important single national concern. Of the
three theoretically possible courses of action for minimizing that proba-
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bility, only one is both practical and acceptable
to Americans. A failure to resist aggression
would lead to eventual military, political, and
economic domination of the United States by
the Soviet Union, with permanent loss of the
freedoms so cherished by Americans. A preemp-
tive attack against the Soviet Union, though an
almost unimaginable violation of America’s
national spirit and ideals, might have suc-
ceeded 1n the late 1940s or early 1950s. Today,
with the Russian giant in a position at least of
military parity vis-a-vis the United States, such
an attack would provoke an immediate nuclear
counterattack on America, probably equally as
destructive as a Soviet first strike.

The only feasible alternative remaining is a
policy calculated to deter any would-be aggres-
sor from attacking the United States: that pol-
icy symbolized by the motto of the Strategic Air
Command, ‘“Peace. . . . is our Profession.” Stra-
tegic deterrence requires a recognized Ameri-
can capability to inflict unacceptable retaliatory
casualties and destruction on any aggressor—
including the Soviet Union—combined with a
manifest will to use the nation's power, if need
be, to visit such punishment on an adversary.

SO-CALLED experts, both within
and without the American defense community,
have often said that the United States possesses
sufficient nuclear power to kill the entire pop-
ulation of the Soviet Union—or even of the
whole world—many times over. The nation'’s
deterrent power derived from its nuclear and
other military arsenals is, however, probably
much lower than most American military per-
sonnel assume i1t to be. Two separate sets of
circumstances reinforce each other to justify
this conclusion.

First, the United States relies heavily on its
putative ability to obtain advance warning of
an impending Soviet attack—as a substitute for
taking additional necessary steps to assure its
survival in case such an attack materializes.
However, the customary low-alert status of So-

viet forces, a change in which the United States
could detect and which helps explain its confi-
dence, could change permanently at any time.
Furthermore, history shows that nations are
often surprised by their enemies for a variety of
reasons: (1) signals of an approaching crisis
tend to remain unrecognized amid competing
and contradictory signals; (2) aggressors prac-
tice deliberate deception to mislead the nations
they intend to attack; (3) bureaucratic pressures
promote the interpretation of incoming in-
formation in such a way as to confirm estab-
lished policies and theories; and (4) there is a
tendency for a nation’s political and military
leaders to believe that their adversaries share
their conceptual framework when, in fact, they
do not.2

Second, many responsible American leaders,
including Department of Defense officials,
have—as already indicated—come to accept the
myth of an overkill capability on the partof the
United States. This myth maintains that the
United States has more nuclear power than
needed to destroy the entire population of the
Soviet Union. Belief in the myth fosters a dan-
gerous complacency. Actually, however, (1)
much of the Soviet Union’s population 1is
widely dispersed in rural areas, so that such
population is almost immune to nuclear at-
tack; (2) after absorbing a Soviet first strike, the
number of weapons available to the United
States with which toretaliate in a counterstrike
would be much smaller than before the strike;
(3) the nation’s plans for an optimal counterat-
tack would be disrupted by the destruction re-
sulting from the Soviet first strike; and (4)
America’s present retaliatory plans call for the
destruction of economic, political, and mil-
itary targets, not of the Soviet Union’s civilian
population as such.?

From these considerations, it follows that the
Soviet perception of America's deterrent capa-
bility is likely to be much less favorable than
that of the leaders of the United States. To this
fact must be added the possibility or even prob-
ability that the Soviet conceptual framework



does not make nuclear war 1n pursuit of na-
tional goals as unthinkable as it is by American
standards: Soviet leaders may well be willing to
sustain greater population and property losses
in the quest for victory than their American
counterparts. Moreover, the possibility can
never be eliminated entirely that the Soviet Un-
ion will, at some future time, make an irra-
tional decision to attack the United States, as a
consequence of fear. misinformation, overcon-
fidence, or even some accident. Prudence, there-
fore, mandates the conclusion that the existing
situation is incompatible with the greatest pos-
sible present and future security of the United
States. The situation is not maximally condu-
cive to America’s survival as a nation.

The Soviet Challenge

American achievements such as the first
landing on the moon by astronauts in July
1969 and the first launching and return of a
reusable space shuttle in April 1981 illustrate
the awesome potential of American science and
technology. However, that potential is being
challenged by the Soviet Union, a determined
opponent convinced that its national destiny is
superior to that of the United States, intensely
dedicated to realizing its own purposes, and
skeptical of the strength of the corresponding
American dedication.

As Lieutenant General Jerome F. O'Malley
has pointed out, it was or is the Soviet Union,
not the United States, that:

e orbited the first earth satellite of any kind.

e orbited the first manned earth satellite.

e orbited the first manned space station.

e landed the first man-made object on the
moon.

¢ launched the first woman into space.

¢ developed the first nonnuclear antisatellite
(ASAT).

o orbited the first unmanned ferry and space
station resupply vehicle.

® has accumulated the most man-hours in
space.
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e has orbited the longest-duration continu-
ously manned space system.

e has the only operational ASAT .4

Although the United States spends more
each year on eating out, alcohol, and tobacco
than it does on national defense,’ the Soviet
Union spends as much money as it considers
necessary on military preparedness. Former
Soviet Premier Aleksei N. Kosygin once re-
marked, “We don’t have any contradictions in
the Soviet Union between appropriations for
space research and the needs of the popula-
tion.”'¢ As a consequence, the United States is
no longer the strongest nation in the world on
land, at sea, or in the air.” Comparing the
American and Soviet military efforts, the late
General George S. Brown, former chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, admitted that, “in
terms of space weapons capability, they [the
Soviets] are ahead and are likely to continue in
the lead for the next several years.”’8

These specifics support the general consid-
erations presented earlier, justifying the con-
clusion that the deterrent power of American
strategic forces is insufficient today; it no
longer minimizes the probability of a nuclear
attack on the United States. Restoring the effec-
tiveness of the deterrent is, therefore, a matter of
the greatest possible national importance and
urgency.

New Space Technologies

During the first two decades of the space age,
both American and Soviet military capabilities
in space were limited almost entirely to passive
functions such as gathering weather informa-
tion, facilitating long-distance communication,
assisting accurate navigation on and below the
earth’s surface, and conducting surveillance
operations. One purpose of the latter was, and
remains, providing the earliest possible warn-
ing of a ballistic missile attack actually launched
by an enemy nation.

Continued advances in space technology
now permit contemplating the possible use of
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space for “active’” military functions. Space-
craft such as these could be developed:

® Bombardment satellites carrying nuclear
weapons directed at enemy earth targets on ra-
dio command from ground stations

® Space shuttles capable of snatching enemy
satellites out of orbit

® Space shuttles used to mine the orbital
paths of enemy satellites, with those satellites
exploding when they hit the mines

e Hunter-killer satellites capable of pulling
up next to enemy satellites and exploding, de-
stroying the enemy satellites as well as them-
selves

e Satellites firing laser beams across thou-
sands of miles to destroy enemy satellites, or
ground-based enemy missiles immediately af-
ter their launch, or selected enemy targets on
earth

e Similar satellites firing particle beams—
beams of electrons, protons, ions, or neutrons—
with the same destructive purposes and effects.

These last two possibilities, involving so-
called beam weapons or directed-energy weap-
ons placed aboard satellites, offer a remarkable
potential for restoring America’s deterrent
power. A weapon system capable of destroying
all ora high percentage of the missiles launched
against the United States in a future war would
almost certainly dissuade the Soviet Union
from initiating an attack certain to trigger dev-
astating retaliation.

A Question of Legality

Does the United States have the right to loft
directed-energy weapons into orbit?

Such weapons could probably be used against
enemy targets on earth. It can, therefore, be
argued that they would violate one of the pro-
visions of the 1967 Treaty on Principles Gov-
erning the Activities of States in the Explora-
tion and Use of Outer Space, Including the
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (also known
as the Treaty on Outer Space). Article IV of the

Treaty, towhich both the United States and the
Soviet Union are signatories, states in part that
the “‘parties to the Treaty undertake not to
place in orbit around the Earth any objects
carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of
weapons of mass destruction ... . or station such
weapons in outer space in any other manner.""?
Whether beam weapons aboard satellites would
violate the cited provision of the Treaty on
Outer Space is a question outside the scope of
this article. If, however, the United States per-
ceived placing directed-energy weapons in or-
bit as essential to 1ts security, it would (under
Article XVI) have the option of withdrawing
from the Treaty on one year's notice to all other
signatories.

More to the point is the fact that, throughout
history, great nations wishing to remain great
have interpreted principles of law in a manner
consistent with their own needs and interests. A
preoccupation with the niceties of law would
be appropriate in a utopian world. In the real
world, which includes adversaries acting en-
tirely on the basis of self-interest, such preoc-
cupation has always been the road to disaster.
The United States cannot afford to go down
that road—its responsibility is not merely to
itself but to all of the free world. The nation 1s
accountable to history and to humanity.

Questions of Practicality

Despite the apparent attractiveness of a beam-
weapon system for restoring U.S. deterrent
power, serious arguments have been raised,
questioning the practicality of such a system.
Seven such arguments merit consideration.

Directed-energy weapons are not yet feasible
and may never become feasible. This first ar-
gument has been leveled against almost every
new weapon and other important inventions
by those lacking the vision to look to the future
and the courage to advance into it boldly. The
automobile and airplane were also decried as
impractical, or their importance sadly underes-
timated, in the years immediately following



their invention. A recent Defense Department
study has reportedly concluded that there are
compelling reasons for initiating an acceler-

ated laser-weapon program:

—Laser-weapon technology now being de-
veloped makes existing arsenals of strategic
nuclear weapons dangerously vulnerable.

—A constellation of space laser systems would
be capable of checkmating a massive intercon-
tinental ballistic missile attack.

—Such systems could also deal effectively
with high-altitude aircraft, hostile satellites,
and submarine-launched ballistic missiles.

—The systems could perform ancillary mil-
itary functions, such as interdicting enemy air-
lift operations, suppressing airborne air de-
fense radar, and destroying aircraft sent up to
intercept a friendly bomber penetration.'®

A more specific version of this first argument
points out that the speed of light at which
directed-energy weapons function is notenough
to make them working weapon systems. It is
necessary to determine that the target to be
attacked is there; to track the target, keeping the
beam on it long enough to stop it or destroy it;
and to know when the target has been stopped
so that the beam can be switched to another
target.

While coping with these problems is a tech-
nologically difficult undertaking, there is no
particular reason to believe that the problems
are insoluble. The sooner the United States
begins full-scale work on beam weapons, the
sooner it will have a functioning directed-
energy system in space.

Laser-weapon technology is in its infancy, so
1l 15 necessary to wait for significant design
improvements before commatting large sums
of money to the new weapon system. The fal-
lacy of this second argument is that significant
technological advances in laser-beam and par-
ticle-beam weapons will be continuous for
many years to come. A nation that keeps wait-
ing for the most propitious moment to plunge
into the actual development of a new weapon
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system is going to be preempted by its adver-
sary. As with any other new weapon system, the
time is now.

It would be too easy to nullify a space beam-
weapon system. The proposed satellites could
be countered by means of decoys, electronic
jamming, and-or a proliferation of missiles.
Furthermore, an expensive laser station in
space would itself become the first target of an
enemy nation planning an attack. However, itis
difficult to see why an extensive system of
directed-energy weapons in space would not be
able to destroy missiles or satellites sent to at-
tack it. Such an attack would also prompt an
immediate nuclear first strike against the at-
tacking nation. As for the general argument, it
1s in the nature of war for each new weapon to
produce countermeasures, against which other
countermeasures are developed, and soon in a
never-ending cycle. In any adversarial relation-
ship, one side cannot afford to stand still while
the other moves ahead, developing and deploy-
ing new weapons. In November 1980, the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Science, Technology,
and Space concluded that the Soviet Union is
expending between three and five times as
much money on high-energy laser technology
as the United States.!! We cannot afford to fall
farther behind.

The proposed new weapon systems are too
expensive. Estimates of the amount needed to
make the new systems both operational and
effective range from $10 billion to $500 billion.
That cost must be measured against the value
of America’s survival as a free nauon. If surviv-
al has a greater value, then the money needed
for the new weapon systems must be appro-
priated. Greater efforts can be made to reduce
waste and duplication in other defense expen-
ditures, to reduce outlays on less important
weapon systems, to decrease government ex-
penditures in the social welfare sector, and to
increase federal taxes. Americans should be
willing to make some sacrifices—even consid-
erable sacrifices—for the sake of survival.

The Souviet Union would not permit the
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United States to install a directed-energy weap-
on system in space. Any laser satellite, for in-
stance, would be attacked while it was still
being assembled in orbit. The possibility must
also be entertained that the Soviet Union might
launch a ballistic missile attack against the
United States in desperation before the new
American weapon system made its missiles use-
less. Since the Soviet Union may well be ahead
of the United States in developing such a sys-
tem, the United States would be establishing
parity only by also developing a system. More-
over, other options would be available to the
Soviet Union, including a hardening of its stra-
tegic systems to make them less vulnerable to
beam weapons. Most important, perhaps, the
record of the Soviet Union in its foreign and
military policy has never been one of rashness:
it has avoided or drawn back from confronta-
tions with the United States, as in Cuba and
Vietnam, to prevent igniting a nuclear holo-
caust. [tis reasonable to assume that the Soviets
would act with similar prudence if the United
States opted for directed-energy weapons. The
overriding consideration is the certainty that if
the United States does not, the Soviet Union will.

Existing weapon treaties may be expanded
in coming years specifically to include space-
borne directed-energy weapons. Such an ex-
pansion, if it materialized, would make the
new weapon systems obsolete and the large
financial investment in them a loss. However,
if these systems provided the United States with
a deterrent power needed, affording it a meas-
ure of security that it seeks but does not now
have, there would be no logical reason for the
nation to become a signatory to any agreement
outlawing beam weapons in space. Nations do
not willingly dispense with what they regard as
essentials.

If both the United States and the Soviet Un-
wn establish full-fledged beam-weapon sys-
tems in space, these systems will cancel one
another. What of it? The long-term result will
be akind of mutual invulnerability. The United
States would certainly not want to forgo im-

munity to nuclear attack simply because its
chief adversary was similarly immune. The
consequence of such an invulnerability might
be a shift of strategic emphasis to low-flying
cruise missiles or to other weapons against
which directed-energy weapons would be large-
ly ineffective. Furthermore, it is likely that, in
the years to come, China and other nations will
develop significant nuclear capabilities, and
the United States needs to protect itself against
possible adversaries other than the Soviet Union.

MA]OR General George Kee-
gan, former intelligence chief of the United
States Air Force, reports that the Soviet Union
has already tested the first particle-beam weap-
on and the world's largest laser weapon at Sary-
Shagan, Kazakhstan (in west-central Asia). The
Soviets are, therefore, on their way to an unac-
ceptable superiority over the United States,
which “*has no choice but to begin an urgent
national crash program surpassing anything
since the Manhattan Project.”'12

If General Keegan is correct, then there is,
indeed, not 2 moment to be lost: the United
States is under a categorical imperative togoall
out for a beam-weapon system in space. There
are knowledgeable individuals—physicist Ber-
nard T. Feld, editor of the Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists, for instance—who dismiss
Keegan's warnings as alarmist and unfounded.
Yet, with national survival possibly at stake, it
is safest to err on the side of conservatism and
adopt an alarmist rather than a complacent
attitude. As a rule, the United States has had a
tendency to underestimate its potential adver-
saries: Germany and Japan before World War
II; Communist China in the postwar years gen-
erally, and in the Korean War in particular;
Hanoi in the Vietnam War; and the Soviet Un-
ion in its scientific, technological. and military
progress over the past 30 years. Against this
background of habitually discounting the
strength, know-how, and hostile intentions of
its potential adversaries, the only sensible course



that the United States can follow today is to
assume that General Keegan's facts are essen-
ually correct, and embark on the crash pro-
gram he advocates. .

William N. Jackomis, former Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) negotiator and mem-
ber of the Defense Nuclear Agency, recently
observed that ““the Soviets understand military
power. They have been increasing their pres-
ence throughout the world, and the only way to
put that in check is to have a very, very strong
military position.”"!? To achieve that position,
the United States must urgently maximize its
deterrent power. Developing an adequate space
laser or particle-beam weapon system should
help achieve that objective.

There isa certain historic inevitability about
man's exploration of space. What he can do, he
eventually will do. Beam weapons can and will

Notes

1. "*Science and the Citizen: War without Winners.” Scientific
American, May 1981, pp. 86-99.

2. Roger D. Speed, Strategic Deterrence in the 1980s (Stanford,
Califormia: Hoover Institution Press, Stanford University, 1979), pp.
20-22.

_ 3. Ibud., pp. 23-27.

4. Lieutenant General J. F. O'Malley, “The Air Force in the
Space Era,” address presented at the Johnson Space Center, Hous-
ton, Texas. 1 November 1980, Supplement to the Air Force Policy
Letter for Commanders. January 1981, p. 4.

5 Robert J. Hermann, “Salute to Space Division,” address pre-
sented at the Air Force Association Naunonal Convention, Washing-
ton, D.C., 16 September 1980, Supplement to the Air Force Policy
Letter for Commanders, November 1980, p. 15.

6. Walter A. McDougall, “The Scramble for Space,” Wilson
Quarterly, Autumn 1980, p. 81.

7. Licutenant General Richard C. Henry, ""Making Use of Space
Hardware,” address presented at the Beverly Hills Rotary Club,
Beverly Hills, Califormia. 18 August 1980, Supplement to the Ar

BEAM WEAPONS IN SPACE 39

be built. The laws of physics do not prohibit
them; the constraints of technology and eco-
nomics make them difficult to develop but cer-
tainly not impossible.

Longtime newspaper columnist Stewart Al-
sop once wrote that:

... man will use the fourth dimension of space as
he has used the earth, the sea, the air—to assert his
power, to make his will prevail, perhaps to make
war on other men. Because this is so, we cannot
afford to fall behind in the race for space.'4

The decision concerning the development and
deployment of directed-energy weapons in space
must be made in the light of that truism.
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THE FLIGHT OF THE
BLIND BAT

LIEUTENANT COLONEL
RICHARD EARL HANSEN, USAF (RET)



HE heavy flak jacket under the many-
pocketed survival vest, together with a web-
belt holding a water canteen on one side and a
.38 pistol and spare ammunition on the other,
made flying the airplane a bit difficult. Para-
chute straps, buckles, seat belt, shoulder har-
ness further insulted the body and limited mo-
bility in the cockpit.

We lined up on the runway in the heavy
black afterburner smoke that lingered from the
flight of F-4s preceding us. With tower clear-
ance, we accelerated, and I felt the surge of
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thrust against my back while charging down
the narrow runway at Ubon Royal Thai Air
Base (RTAB) that evening in June 1970. Into
the darkening sky to the east, climbing to cruise
alutude, we contemplated the mission ahead.
Would this be a night of easy pickings and
light flak, or would it be one of ‘‘those nights’’?

Ordnance was a relatively insignificant part
of the aircraft’s gross weight. Fuel took up the
major portion, for this would be an extended
mission. The “‘frag” (our fragment of the daily
theater Air Operations Order) directed us, as
one of six similar aircraft, to put in more than
six hours over the target zone, with nearly an
hour each inbound and recovering.

Ground radar called, turning us toward the
north. Soon our camouflaged bird with its
dull-painted underside, all lights now extin-
guished, crossed the friendly line into ‘‘bad-
guy’’ territory on its specialized mission. Over
the target area, we would be joined and work
with several other aircraft on the night strikes.
Those planes’ underwing pylons would be
hung like Christmas trees with assorted bombs,
rockets, napalm, and other nasty stuff. The
targets? They would be the trucks, armored
vehicles, and transshipment storage points of
military equipment for the North Vietnamese
forces. This particular war materiel was not
moving south to the Viet Cong, but rather, it
was moving west to the North Vietnamese in-
vaders engaged in another part of the war in
Southeast Asia. This segment of the war was
along heavily traveled Route 7 and its tributar-
ies, the main supply route through northern
Laos, known as the Barrel Roll operations
area. To the south, in the panhandle of Laos,
other aircraft like ours would be working this
night in the operations area called Steel Tiger
along the north-south routes that supplied the
war hardware to the Viet Cong insurgents and
North Vietnamese invaders in the Republic of
South Vietnam.

What, you ask, is a four-engine turboprop
C-130A doing in a strike mission over North
Vietnamese-dominated Laotian territory? The

answer 1s that this was only one of six that
would fly this night, had flown for several years,
and would fly every night for many months
hence. Everybody called the mission by its call
sign, Blind Bat, but formally it was known in
the Seventh/Thirteenth Air Force’'s combined
plan as a strike control and reconnaissance
mission (SCAR). In crew jargon and infor-
mally, the mission was described as a night
FAC (forward air controller), directing the
night air strikes of fighters and attack aircraft
of the Navy and Marine Corps as well as the Air
Force. But operationally it was simply Blind Bat.

On 3 April 1965 an Air Force C-130—equipped
with flares and accompanied by two B-57's—flew
a night mission over routes 12, 23, and 121 in the
southern panhandle of Laos. The crews of the
three aircraft searched for Communist vehicles
and other enemy targets moving down the Ho
Chi Minh trail toward South Vietnam and Cam-
bodia. The mission marked the beginning of Op-
eration Steel Tiger. . . .!

Some pilots and crew liked the mission and
its sense of accomplishment; others hated and
dreaded it, and some managed to avoid the duty
for more routine tasks. One thing for certain, it
was not an ordinary ‘‘trash-hauling’ mission
within the borders of South Vietnam (usually
considered the province of the A-model), al-
though some of the normal tasks of C-130 air
resupply, such as those into heavily besieged
Khe Sanh and An Hoa, can hardly be called a
piece of cake.

On this soft, tropical night late in the war, 1
had taken the place of a pilot on duty not
including flying (DNIF). Since the mission
called for flying unpressurized over the moun-
tains for many hours, respiratory ailments and
ear infections took a toll.

As an instructor pilot and the newly installed
squadron commander of the 21st Tactical Air-
lift Squadron, I needed to become intimately
familiar with all the missions my squadron
crews would be asked to fly. I was to get my
“*dollar ride” tonight on an OJT flight with a
pilot already knowledgeable in these highly



specialized duties. Pilots acted as the forward
air controllers on these missions, and the suc-
cess of the strikes depended on proper briefing
and control of the fighters. The Detachment
Operations Officer solved the problem by sched-
uling an experienced copilot. one who had
acted as FAC on many previous missions.
The Blind Bat detachment complement came
from the 374th Tactical Airlift Wing (TAW).
The wing was stationed on the island of Oki-
nawa in the Ryukvu Islands chain southwest of
Japan, six flying hours from Ubon RTAB,
Thailand. Similarly, all ground and aircrews
as well as aircraft were taken from the 374th
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TAW for rotational duty 1o Blind Bat.
Personnel who elected to volunteer for full
duty at Ubon were welcomed for continuity but
were not rewarded with the shortened overseas
tour of one year as were those troops assigned
directly to duty in Vietnam and certain other
parts of Southeast Asia. The only benefits ac-
cruing to volunteers were the known schedules
and enhanced opportunities for R&R. They
continued to serve the eighteen months unac-
companied tour prescribed for Okinawa.
Ground crews, maintenance personnel, and
certain cargo handlers were also supplied by
the 374th TAW, butall other support functions

Tools of the trade: flares stacked alongside C-130As
await onloading for the night’s festuuties. The [lares
were intensely combustible, and an internal fire, once
started, would almost immediately be uncontrollable,
a fact of which Blind Bat crews were acutely aware.
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came from the host base operated by the tactical
fighter wing at Ubon. The mission was alien to
the operation of the fighter wing, and its fight-
er planes were seldom, if ever, controlled by
Blind Bat on strikes. Its fighters were mainly
assigned day bombing or air superiority mis-
sions generally in North Vietnam. As a conse-
quence, the fighter wing felt little in common
with the Blind Bat people. They were generally
tolerated as *"those C-130 guys, " a breed mainly
looked down on with scorn by the fighter pi-
lots. In spite of these social and professional
differences, the combat support group at Ubon
furnished most adequate assistance in housing,
messing, medical, finance, ordnance, logistics,
flight line, and other areas to the letter of their
written support agreement. That the Blind
Bats were able to furnish needed airlift to the
fighter wing at crucial times did not hurt the
relationship, however.

The rolling mountains and sharp upthrusts
of the karst formations common to this part of
Asia fell behind us as we cruised at 20,000 feet
in pressurized comfort. With the assigned work
zone coming up, the drill was to contact the
airborne battlefield command and control cen-
ter (ABCCC) ““Alleycat’ aircraft to check in and
advise them that we were in their area for our
night FAC operations. The ABCCC aircraft
was another C-130 especially outfitted as an
on-the-scene airborne command post to coor-
dinate strike and, if necessary, rescue opera-
tions in their area of responsibility. They gave
us, this night, no priority missions over our
published frag.

With this formality over, we began the un-
pleasant part of the mission: depressurizing so
we could begin operations. The rush of humid
tropical air even as we descended through
12,000 gave every member of the crew a special
whiff of the intense effort ahead. It was a sort of
olfactory warning to the nervous system, and
each of us felt his senses keyed up to the combat
level.

The cargo deck with its pallets of flares and
markers and the tailgate dispensing mecha-

nism engaged the attention of the loadmasters,
who would soon be loading and releasing these
pyrotechnic devices. Jettison mechanisms for
dumping the load were carefully checked lest
one of the flares that burn at metal-melting
temperatures should malfunction and ignite to
hang up in the launching chute. Two types of
pyrotechnics were carried on all Blind Bats:
target-marker flares, which burn with a bright
lightfor many minutes like arailroad fusee; and
illuminating flares, which descend by para-
chute, providing high intensity light on the
terrain below.

The navigator, who now would be the ob-
server, readied his bicycle seat mount in the
paratroop door usually on the starboard side.
From this perch, he would use a night observa-
tion device (NOD) to scan the roads and trails
for North Vietnamese traffic that would be the
targets for the fighters.

The NOD ampdlified the available light, then
magnified it much like a rifle’s telescopic sight
only with a wider angle of view. I found it to be
an astonishingly effective device. By naked eye
from the same vantage point, nothing but the
shadows of terrain features could be seen, ex-
cept, maybe, under a full moon. But with the
NOD., the same terrain was as visible as morn-
ing daylight, and the roads, trails, rivers, vehi-
cles, truck parks, and storage areas were plainly
visible. This, of course, was not the case for the
strike aircraft pilots, who could see only the
shadows. In contradiction to its moniker. Blind
Bat provided them with their eyes.

Now unpressurized, the tailgate of our C-
130A lowered for dispensing flares and markers,
we descended farther to the operating altitude
governed by the local high terrain and regu-
lated to keep us just above the reach of small
caliber weapons. The navigator for the first
stint at the NOD got strapped in position and
readied his night scope for surveillance.

This night's frag told us that intelligence
gained from the previous day's photo missions
of Laos pointed to the existence of a munitions
storage area on Route 7 between Muong Soul



and Ban Ban. Its location had been scrubbed
down (o a forested area on the eastern edge of
the Plain of Jars, just west of and enclosed by a
fork of the road. This ammo dump. plus any
opportune road traffic, would be the objects of
our forward air control activities this night.
We set up an orbit to the right on the selected
altitude and settled in for our night's work.
The copilot made the contact with the first
fighters that we would control: two Navy A-ds.
They might have been from carriers out in the
Gulf of Tonkin or from the overloaded base at
Da Nang in the north of South Vietnam. Navy
aircraft always seemed to have more than the
average time over the target. Although they
were fast movers, they were exceptionally dili-
gent and skillful, while others seemed lacklus-
ter giving only perfunctory performances in
striving to get their bombs on the targets. The
Navy strike aircraft were always welcome arriv-
als in the night's work. Personally, having
been a fighter pilot in World War II in the
Pacific, I would hate to trade places with the
pilots of the A-4s, roaring along at about 300
knots and practically blind at night, down
among those steep pyramids, obelisks and
spires of limestone karst so typical of the Lao-
tian countryside. It has to be the ultimate fight-
er pilot’s nightmare, one that would make you
wake up with sweaty palms and a queasy feel-
ing in the stomach. The A-4s made two passes
each with bombs, then worked the target over
with their guns, and before long were gone.
Later, we were told by "“Alleycat’’ that our
next strike aircraft would be an A-1; we could
tell from the call sign. It was an ancient, Navy-
developed, piston-banger bird, and actually
huge for a single-engine attack aircraft, now
flown by the Air Force. The A-1 carried a tre-
mendous load of explosive ordnance and hun-
dreds of rounds of ‘‘twenty mike mike,”" 20 mm
cannon shells. It also carried plenty of fuel to
stay in the target area to get familiar with the
night's aiming points and to exploit the unex-
pected: those opportune events that always oc-
cur in war. Tonight, this A-1 was not to disap-
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point us on any of these counts, even though
the longer over the target the greater the proba-
bility of his taking battle damage. Blind Bat
was able to aid in preventing this. By noting
from its better vantage the locations of origi-
nating anuaircraft arullery (AAA) fire, the
FAC can change the axes of attack to place
intervening ridges in the way and minimize the
effectiveness of that particular battery’s fire.

The inbound A-1 was briefed by the FAC on
the general terrain, the weather, escape routes,
location of friendlies, known AAA, and the
specifics of the target itself. At the same time, or
shortly thereafter, the Blind Bat would make a
run over the target using much the same aim-
ing techniques as for resupply container drops
to place marker flares in such a way as to make
unambiguous the FAC's later descripuon of
the run-in to be made by the fighter-bomber.

For example, this ammo dump, located in
the hollow of a split in the east-west road, was
marked by one long-burning flare laid on the
grounddue south and two more were left burn-
ing about the same distance to the north of the
target. Describing it to the A-1 pilot, the FAC
explained to him that he should make his run
west to east, perpendicular to the line between
the single flare on the south and the group of
two to the north, placing his ordnance midway
between them.

After the delivery of the bombs, the NOD
operator would conduct bomb damage assess-
ment (BDA). Scanners would reportany second-
aries (explosions subsequent to the bomb
bursts themselves indicating target damage) or
any persistent fires started. If these existed,
placement of ordnance, in part, was simplified.
The auacker could then lay his bombs in the
vicinity, with the near certainty that other lucra-
tive targets were sharing the same concealment.

Occasionally, it was necessary to try elimi-
nating a particularly nasty and harassing gun
battery, so as to minimize risk on later bomb
runs. Although the AAA fire this night was
especially active, lighting up the sky like a
fireworks extravaganza, it was not very accu-
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rate. Neither the A-1 nor our Blind Bat was
greatly hazarded. As others who flew these mis-
sions can attest, those North Vietnamese on
Route 7 in Laos were lousy gunners, even
though they threw a lot of iron at us.

After the second bomb run, one of the load-
master scanners spotted a fire in the target area
and this information was relayed to the A-1
pilot. Using the fire as his aiming point (the
NOD confirmed that it was a burning truck),
the pilot executed several subsequent runs
from differing axes of attack. On the last of
these runs, we spotted what we always hoped to
see: multiple secondaries! The A-1 had laid its
bombs right in the heart of the suspected am-
munition area of the invaders.

This strike raised a hornet’s nest of antiair-
craft fire from the surrounding hills, where
previously silent batteries opened up with the
heavy stuff. You could tell it by the bluish-
white blast down at the gun tubes followed by
the eye-popping airbursts like looking into a
camera flash many times muluplied. The 37
mm batteries hosed the lower altitudes, where
the A-1 was dusting them off with the explosive
shells of his “twenty mike mike.” Up where we
orbited, the heavy stuff would burst mostly
above and behind us, but it did not make us feel
any better knowing that those shells were go-
ing through our altitude unseen to get up there.
We moved the location of our orbit.

Previous crews had reported the strange
phenomenon of “hail” falling from clear skies
that could only be the antiaircraft burst shrap-
nel pelting the tops of their aircraft. Minor
incidents of flak damage requiring sheet metal
repairs were not unusual, but one C-130A and
crew vanished in a fireball in the heavily de-
fended area on the trail near Mu Gia pass.

Soon, the A-1, having expended all its ord-
nance, asked for preliminary strike BDA and
broke for home base. Things quieted down at
the AA batteries, but we had already logged
their locations as best we could for the intelli-
gence debriefing. No more flights of attack air-
craft arrived, which was good, because the

weather had begun to worsen. At the end of our
briefed time on station, we headed back to
Ubon.

INEVITABLE questions crop up
from the recounting of this not atypical Blind
Bat mission from a war now more than a dec-
ade gone. Why was the C-130 strike and recon-
naissance mission set up in the first place? Lo-
gistics movements of the North Vietnamese in-
vaders were mostly at night to avoid daylight
exposure to more certain and accurate attack.
As a consequence, the pressure had to be kept
on these resupply convoys round-the-clock. A
ready answer was to continue fighter attacks
throughout the hours of darkness. The prob-
lem was that our fighters and attack aircraft in
those days were not equipped to locate their
own targets and so needed nighttime assist-
ance. An aircraft of long endurance—one with
a stable platform for observation and muluple
crew positions, one with carrying capacity for-
the needed flares and markers as well as their-
accurate dispensing—was the requirement. The
C-130 A-model was early on the airlift scene in
Southeast Asia (B and E modifications would
follow), and it was a logical choice. The mis-
sion remained with the “A.”

In another vein and looking ahead, will
those skills and the same type of strike control
and reconnaissance mission likely be needed in
the future? Many of the new generation fighter-
bomber and attack aircraft have their own
target acquisition equipment, giving them a
reconnaissance and strike capability. However,
there is also the strong possibility that in a
major proximate conflict many previous-genera-
tion aircraft will be thrown into battle. Most of
these do not have the precision navigational
gear, the 1arget acquisition radars, or infrared
imaging to make night strikes, and some form
of SCAR aircraft will be needed as a night team
member. New technology coming into service
in the form of the AWACs (airborne warning
and control system) aircraft, the TR-1 standoff



recce, and the like may permanently obviate the
necessity for future C-130 Blind Bats. However,
it remains a cheap and ready solution in a
pinch.

If the C-130s could put flares and markers
with relative precision in the vicinity of targets
visible to observers with night scopes, one
may ask why not put explosive ordnance on
board to destroy those targets? Would not this
save immense expenditures of fighter fuel,
bombs, ammo, and crews? First, the unique
combat environment in which Blind Bat oper-
ated must be emphasized. It was the same that
obtained over most of Southeast Asia (exclud-
ing North Vietnam of course), and we tend to
overlook it in too many discussions—that is,
we had complete air superiority. This permit-
ted both the C-130A Blind Bats and the strike
aircraft they controlled to operate in target
areas with impunity from air attack.

Further, radar gun-laying is becoming the
norm these days, and, missiles cover the air-
space from the ground up, knowing neither
night nor day. The environment has become
more hazardous by an order of magnitude. In
answer to the question, there wasand isa C-130
that carried its own explosive armament and
did a tremendously successful job in Southeast
Asia. It was called ““Specter,” a C-130 fitted
with side-firing cannon up to forty millimeter,
enhanced by highly developed NODs plus in-
frared and other detection devices to locate and
destroy ground targets. The problem is that it
too must operate in tomorrow’s conflict that
may not include local air superiority and will
certainly include precision antiaircraft guns
and missiles.

Notes

). Carl Berger, editor, The United States Air Force in Southeast
Asia, 1961-1973 (Washington| Office of Air Force History, 1977), p-
100. See also pp. 104. 105, 115, and 226. Facing page 100 is a color
photograph captioned, " A flare is readied for drop during a night
mission."” It shows a loadmaster placing a flare or marker in the

AIR FORCE REVIEW 17

Looking back on the flights of the Blind Bat,
1t can be said that the A-model C-130, the oldest
in the inventory, provided a vital link in the
continuous harassment and destruction of the
flow of North Vietnamese war materiel to the
Viet Cong insurgents in South Vietnam and to
their own invading forces in Laos, Cambodia,
and South Vietnam.

The crews and aircraft of the 374th Tactical
Airlift Wing, in addition to the assault airlift of
troops and supplies, performed a tactical, war-
fighting job. Incidentally, no crews were trained
in the mission before their arrival in the
theater. In fact, few in the continental United
States (CONUS) or even in the Southeast Asia
theater knew of its existence, and the Blind Bat
contribution has been buried in obscure unit
histories.

Colonel Noble F. Greenhill, Commander of
the 374th TAW when it ended its Blind Bat
operation in 1971, made a point of disputing
the basis for award of decorations to airlift air-
crews.? He noted that, among other criteria,
“combat’’ aircrews were awarded combat med-
als on the basis of many fewer missions than
were required of airlifters. What Colonel Green-
hill did not include was that for several years,
nightafter night, his C-130A aircrews flew mis-
sions against the North Vietnamese such as the
hazardous Blind Bat night forward air con-
trollers over the Ho Chi Minh trails.

Prattville, Alabama
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chute near the port paratroop door of a C-130. The scene is typical
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TO SAVE THE PILOT’S LIFE—
SOVIET AIR RESCUE SERVICE

LIEUTENANT COLONEL JOHNNIE H. HALL

HE conflict in Southeast Asia prompted

)

“ the growth and development of the Aero-
2 " - space Rescue and Recovery Service (ARRS) of
% = the Military Airlift Command. The successful

: S b recovery of aircrews in combat in Vietnam was

¥ )
b
s

enhanced by improved rescue helicopters and
tactics that integrated command and control
aircraft, strike aircraft, and recovery helicopters.
“Of those who ejected successfully, reached the
ground alive, and established radio contact,
more than 80% were recovered.”’! Today ARRS
continues to train and maintain its combat
readiness as a vital part of combat support op-
erations because we learned that “‘combat rescue
saves fighting resources.”? Has this use of the
helicopter in a rescue role in Vietnam been as
apparent to the Soviets as was the use of the
helicopter in airmobile operations?

Although not as widely publicized as their
airmobile forces, the Soviets have an estab-
lished and active air rescue service. Their air




Tescue service appears o fit the description
‘provided in their Soviet Military Encyclopedia:

59. dviatsionnaya Poiskova-Spasatel’Naya Sluzhba
(air rescue service). A special service that organizes
and conducts search and rescue of crews and pas-
sengers on piloted airborne platforms. Its mis-
sions are: to search, to render assistance, and to
evacuate crews and passengers on airborne plat-
forms in distress; to provide crews with emer-
gency rescue equipment and equipment for self-
aid and mutual aid: to train the flight crews how
to act during a forced landing or abandonment of
an airborne aircraft and to use emergency rescue
equipment; to organize a notification system of
airborne platforms in distress and the sequence
for transmitting and receiving distress signals.
Search and rescue operations are performed by
airplanes, helicopters, ships, vessels, and ground
facilities equipped with radar search apparatus
and rescue equipment, by ground search teams,
and by parachute landing groups. Search and
evacuation of cosmonauts and descending space-
craft modules can also be entrusted to the air
service. For example, the United States has an
aerospace rescue service intended for search and
evacuation of astronauts and spacecraft as well as
for search, rescue, and evacuation of the crews
and passengers of aircraft in distress.*

The Soviets have only recently started to
publish significant information about their air
rescue service. The fact that military and ci-
vilian aircraft losses are not reported* means
that most of the information on the air rescue
service comes from reports and articles on
training procedures and training exercises.

“To Save the Pilot's Life,” by Lieutenant
Colonel G. Serebrennikov, published in the
Ocrober 1971 Soviet Military Review, has been
the siarting point for my research. Colonel
Serebrennikov discusses ejection and parachute
training in Soviet Air Force units. When de-
scribing the survival kit, he poinis out that a
chemical dye that colors the water **. . . helps
the air rescue service crews locate the pilot."s
He indicates thatall Soviet Air Force units have
a special parachute rescue service that provides
annual egress-type training and supervises the
parachute static training and the parachute
Jumps made by the pilots. Colonel Serebren-
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nikov further states that “at regular intervals
air force units conduct complex drills 1o teach
the pilots the elements of the procedures from
ejection to landing and operations by search
and rescue teams and aircrafi.”¢

Using the definition of the Soviet air rescue
service quoted earlier and the tasks of this spe-
cial parachute rescue service found in Soviet
Air Force units, [ aimed my research at defining
what survival equipment was provided and
what survival techniques were taught to Soviet
Air Force crew members, what aircratt and hel-
icopters were used by the air rescue service,
where air rescue service fits into the Soviet mil-
itary organization, how the Soviet air rescue
service would execute a rescue mission to re-
cover a downed pilot, and what operational
techniques they used. Underlying all my effort
was an attempt to determine the combat rescue
role, if any, of the Soviet air rescue service.

Survival Equipment and Training

In the book MG Pilot, Lieutenant Viktor
Belenko tells of an event that occurred prior to
his defection 1in 1976:

Sometime back a pilot had parachuted from a
disabled plane into a remote wilderness, where he
eventually died of privation and hunger. Hunters
who came upon the skeleton many months later
found a diary in which the pilot recorded his
suffering and complained about the lack of any
equipment that might have enabled him to sur-
vive in the wilderness. The last entry read,
“Thank vou, Party, for taking such good care of
Soviet pilots.” Soon combat pilots were issued
pistols and their aircraft equipped with survival
kits containing food, water, medicine, fishing
gear, flares, matches, a mirror, and shark re-
pellant.”

These initial survival kits were a permanent
issue-type item. However, after a pilot used his
pistol to commit murder, the pistols were re-
called and only issued for the duration of the
flight.® Lieutenant Belenko does not provide
an accurate time reference of the first survival
kit issued to Soviet pilots, but in 1970 a Soviet
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article discussed survival kits in ejection-
equipped aircraft and described the contents as
follows:

The emergency ration includes food, medicines,
radio, flares, and other means. A desert version
includes a supply of water too. If the pilotis tofly
over the sea, he will inevitably wear a life jacket
carrying a special chemical dye that colours the
water around the pilot in bright colours.?

In 1978, V. Volovich, candidate of medical
science (and a prolific writer on survival equip-
ment and training)described a survival kit that
was very sophisticated compared to the one
described by Lieutenant Belenko:

The personal suvival kit—the NAZ—has great
significance to autonomous survival. It contains
aradio set and signaling resources which help the
pilot to establish communication quickly and
transmit his location when search airplanes and
helicopters arrive.!?

The NAZ, a ''pilot's portable emergency
supply kit,”!! comes in a land and water ver-
sion. If over water, the life raft i1s inflated after
ejection. A distress signal from an emergency
beacon i1s also activated upon bail out. The
emergency beacon can be turned off, and then
the pilot selects two-way operations. ‘“The
emergency radio (receiver-transmitter) operates
in the USW [ultra short wave| band and per-
mits contacting search aircraft and helicopters
at a distance of 70 km. . . .”"12 The NAZ* in-
cludes a PSND signal cartridge (day-night
flare), grenade dischargers which propel a light
signal 100 meters into the air, and uranin
powder which is used as a sea dye marker or a
snow dye marker. The food ration contains
3500 calories along with an average water
supply of 2.5 liters. Water distillation kits for
ocean and sandy soil are included along with a
solar water-film condenser. Matches, fuel tab-
lets, fishing gear, cartridges for personal weap-
on, compass, light filter glasses, mosquito

It is unclear whether or not the NAZ includes a mirror. How-
ever, V. Volovich states that the mirror is a daytime signal.

netting, plastic canteen, and a blade-saw knife
make up the other miscellaneous items. The
medical kit has iodine, bandages, etc., with *“. . .
drugs for self-help colds, gastrointestinal ill-
nesses and injuries and decontamination
means.’'3 Volovich ends his discussion of the
NAZ with an observation that pilots must
know how to use the equipment and that they
are taught . . . in classes so that they can
overcome any difficulties.”!4

What we would call emergency egress and

bail out (parachute) training is the responsibil-
ity of the parachute rescue service, the PDS.
The Soviet Air Force units place great empha-
sis on procedures and actual parachute jumps,
all led and supervised by the parachute rescue
service in the Soviet Air Force unit.!®

The fliers study the design, functioning and
principle action of the survival aids during
classes. They are also taught the rules governing
the use of these means. After the pilots pass a test
in theory they are permitted to train on a ground
ejection seat trainer (developing 8-12g). Here the
pilots get a taste of impact loads during ejection
developed by explosive charge. They acquire
habits essential for the recovery procedure during
ejection (removal of the canopy, firing the seat
charge) and after ejection (opening the clasps of
the strapping system, abandoning the seat and
simulation of opening of the main parachute).!®

Although the primary training emphasis in
published articles is on the ejection and egress
followed by a parachute descent, it appears that
the responsibility for teaching proper use of the
NAZ and its contents is also the responsibility
of the parachute rescue service. I found no
other organization or training structure for
teaching use of the NAZ after successful bail
out. The Soviets have also publicized the exten-
sive survival training their cosmonauts receive
to prepare for the contingency of a wilderness
landing where they might have to live off the
land until a rescue team could reach them.
Cosmonauts were pictured using the signaling
devices and being picked up by hoist from an
Mi-8 helicopter (NATO designation Hip)."”

Volovich, who writes extensively on survival



techniques,® presents the same type of basic
survival information that is familiar to U.S.
Air Force crew members.'” However, in an aru-
cle on air crew survival, Volovich also discusses
training. ““If an aircrew is to acquire the skills
of using survival gear and rescue resources, it
must undergo training.”™ Citing an incident
of a Soviet pilot who took too long to secure
himself to the hoist cable, he faults the train-
ing. Without openly criticizing the survival
equipment training program, a three-stage
program is advocated. The first stage is famil-
iarization with operational areas, survival gear,
and the information on search and rescue re-
sources. The second stage consists of hands-on
training and hoist training with nets, chairs,
and belts. During the third stage, the air crew
would practice in natural surroundings after a
simulated force landing.?!

Much of the survival information published
by Volovich seems to be informauon that air
crews should know and receive during annual
survival refresher-type training along with
their parachute training. In addition, Volovich
implies that a better survival training program
1s needed. My inference may be influenced by
the bias in information I had available. The
bias was in favor of the fighter pilot. Since the
Soviet fighter pilot gets much more coverage in
articles, it is difficult 1o be confident of the
quality of survival training that transport and
helicopter air crews receive. Based on the in-
creased information available from Soviet mil-
itary writers during the last five years, it is safe
to say that Soviet concern with survival and
recovery of pilots who eject or crash land suc-
cessfully has increased.

Air Rescue Service
Aircraft and Helicopters

My research into the aircraft and helicopters

*V. Volovich has published articles on desert-survival tech-

:iques. Taiga (wilderness) techniques, and use of the NAZ (survival
11).1
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used by the Soviet air rescue service produced
nothing conclusive about the aircraft used, but
all indications point to the Mi-8 as the helicop-
ter recovery vehicle. The Mi-8 has been photo-
graphed providing training for cosmonauts
and performing humanitarian rescue and re-
supply during flooding in western Byelorussia.
These photographs have appeared in Souviet
Life.2 A rescue hoist is part of the Mi-8
equipment:
The multipurpose Mi-8 helicopter has won rec-
ognition of specialists in many countries, thanks
to its excellent performance characteristics and
simplicity of operation. It can be used for carry-
ing passengers . . . for executing rescue operations
whereby people or cargoes are picked up with the
machine hovering in the air. The Mi-8 is an all-
weather helicopter which can fly at any time of
the day or night.?

The Mi-8 is a twin-engined transport heli-
copter with five main rotor blades and three tail
rotor blades. It has nonretractable gear with a
steerable twin-wheel nose gear. It is all-weather
with rotor blade, engine, and wind screen deic-
ing. The Mi-8 can accommodate 24 passengers
or 12 litters along with the crew of three, two
pilots and a flight engineer. It is equipped with
a winch to aid in loading cargo, and an electri-
cally operated hoist can be installed in the
doorway for hoist recoveries. As a luxury item,
the heating system can be exchanged for a full
air-conditioning system. The Mi-8 is fully in-
strumented and has a four-axis autopilot. Stan-
dard communication equipment includes a high-
frequency transceiver, very high-frequency
transceiver, radio altimeter, and an automatic
radio compass. Normal range is 289 miles with
a normal hovering ceiling out-of-ground effect
of 2625 feet. The Mi-8 is a heavily armed heli-
copter.?! [t appears that any available helicop-
ter can be pressed into the rescue role, depend-
ing on the circumstances; and many helicopter
pilots fly a variety of missions ranging from
attack to rescue.?

The Mi-8 1s comparable in speed and hover
capability to the HH-3E but approximately 20



A Souviet M1-8 Hap (left), equipped with
external stores, can be fitted with an
electrically operated rescue hoist above

the left cabin door. Hips can be used as
gunships, transports, or rescue helicopters.

. Afghan freedom fighters stand trium-
phant over a douwned Mi-4 Hound helicopter
(below). The Mi-f entered production in 1952
and is comparable to the Stkorsky H-19, which
left the USAF inventory in the early sixties.




percent heavier. The HH-3E. Jolly Green, is
equipped for air refueling, thus making its
range far exceed that of the Mi-8. Our HH-53,
Super Jolly, also air refuelable, exceeds the Mi-
8 in speed and hover capability. The Mi-8 can
be much more heavily armed than can the
ARRS Jollys. Although the Soviet air rescue
helicopter is very capable, the specialized de-
velopment such as seen in the HH-53 1s lacking.

Even more lacking in the Soviet air rescue
service isa comparable aircraft to perform high
altitude search and command and control mis-
sions. An early 1975 article discussed the use of
the An-14 (NATO designation, Clod) as the
search vehicle equipped with special homing
equipment. The An-14 is 20 knots slower than
the Mi-8 and 150 knots slower than the HC-130H
used by ARRS.?26 The An-14 was mentioned in
only one article; other articles discussed trans-
port aircraft with special homing equipment,
but no specific designations were given. I
found many references to an aircraft on alert
along with a helicopter, but I could not reach
any conclusions about what types of aircraft
were being used today by the air rescue service.
However, the An-14 is inferior in all respects
(speed, search equipment, navigation capabil-
ity, and command and control capability), to
the HC-130.

Soviet Air Rescue
Service Organization

I had difficulty determining exactly where
the air rescue service fits into the Soviet Air
Force organization. Although helicopters be-
long to Transport Aviation and Frontal Avia-
tion, there is not a specific designation for air
rescue service or for a search and rescue squadron:

The Soviets have organized their combat rotor-
craft into Independent Helicopter Regiments
which number two to three per Tactical Air Army
(TAA). Four are located in Eastern Europe while

the remainder are located in each Soviet military
district.?’

Usually, helicopter regiments have assault
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and transport squadrons. The Tactical Air Army
can be tatlored for specific missions; thus, there
is no specific organizational structure.?8

All TAA [Tactical Air Army] aircraft are VVS
[Soviet Air Forces] assets employed in a direct
support role. This integrated role with a subor-
dinate helicopter command relationship is con-
sistent with Soviet doctrine combined arms oper-
ations. This task organization is structured 1o
take full advantage of the helicopter's mobility
and speed to achieve the ground commander’s
objective.?®

The ransport helicopter, in a direct support
role as outlined earlier, appears to be subject to
the desires of the Commander of the Air Army
(or subordinate commanders) as to how an air
rescue service will be organized and how it will
funcuon. Soviet articles have discussed a *‘search
and rescue squadron’ in the Central Asian Mil-
itary District, while an arucle from the Moscow
Air Defense District uses the generic term
“unit.” Theregiments responsible for air rescue
appear to have some flexibility in their organi-
zauon to accomplish what appears (o be a sup-
port mission of rescue. Although referiing 1o
SAR as a collateral mission, the previously ref-
erenced article indicated a requirement for
both fixed-wing and rotary-wing resources to
be on alert. I have no evidence as to how the
fixed-wing assets are organized or from where
they are tasked. The secrecy associated with
aircraft incidents and the tailoring of the Tac-
tical Air Army obscure the Soviet air rescue
service organization.

The helicopter regiment designates a trans-
portsquadron (or crews from a transport squad-
ron) todevelop search and rescue expertise and
operate some number of rescue-configured Mi-
8 helicopters. The crews provide rescue alert
coverage for military flying and civilian disas-
ters. The fixed-wing complement is probably
allocated by the Military District commander
from airlift forces available to him. The fixed-
wing assets provide high altitude search and
control capabilities while sharing alert with
the helicopters.
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Soviet Air Rescue Operations

In describing a helicopter rescue training
mission, Captain Yu Soldatenko writes, “The
fighting men of the search and rescue service*
are ready to come to the aid of persons in trou-
ble whenever they receive the distress signal, in
any weather, atany time of the nightor day."*®
After that introduction, Captain Soldatenko
describes a simulated distress message from a
pilot to the command post followed by a heli-
copter search and rescue mission. The air rescue
crew, carrying an emergency surgery brigade,
was launched to an estimated ejection point.
With low clouds and reduced visibility (one-
half to three-quarter miles), the air rescue
squadron commander proceeded toward the
area and picked up the beacon of the downed
pilots. En route the emergency medical care
brigade (a neurosurgeon, an anesthesiologist,
and an internist) set up anesthetic equipment
and heart sumulation instruments. Approach-
ing the area, guided by the directional finding
compass, the air rescue helicopter descended
through the clouds. After spotting a signal
flare, the rescue helicopter recovered the pilots
by hovering.

A special seat was lowered from the helicopter on

a winch-operated line. The flight engineer quickly

made the necessary switches on the control panel

to operate the winch and lift the victims on board.

Rescue work in the hover regime lasted just a
minute.*!

Although thisair rescue squadron was recog-
nized as having outstanding knowledge of the
combat equipment and its use, the narrative
gave no hintof any simulation of combat or use
of combatequipment. No further mention was
made of the medical care brigade after the
pickup. Captain Soldatenko did state that the
medical care brigade had performed operations
and provided various medical treatments in the

*Due to the various ways to translate or interpret Russian into a
common U.S. military language, air rescue and search and rescue
are interchangeable. Based on the Soviet encvclopedia’s transla-
ton. I have used air rescue to provide continuity.

past. He also pointed out that the downed pi-
lots were played by two experienced parachute
jumpers with the rank of warrant officer in the
Soviet Army.3?

While that exercise in the Central Asian Mil-
itary District was accomplished with a single
helicopter, the next example of air rescue in-
volved a helicopter and a SAR (search and
rescue) team and took place in the Moscow Air
Defense District:

. even 1if there is an unforeseen emergency
situation, the airmen must be sure that somebody
will immediately come to their assistance. While
flights are in progress, a SAR aircraft or helicop-
ter is on alert at the airfield.?

Launched from alert, the air rescue helicopter
crew used direction-finding equipment to pro-
ceed directly to the area with the training mis-
sion of locating the survivors. The survivors’
parachute canopies had been arranged as a tri-
angle to signal a need for food and warm cloth-
ing. Quickly spotting the panel, the air rescue
commander relayed the information to the
command postand then *“. . . skillfully guide[d]
the regiment’s SAR team to the site. . . .”

The unit pays a great deal of attention to improv-
ing the expertise of the crews participating in
SAR operations. Special drills and training ses-
sions are conducted on a regular basis here. The
airmen learn to locate the site of an “'accident™
accurately and quickly and they learn to make a
skilled assessment of it. During their training, the
trainees acquire skills for rendering first aid. For
example, they must be able to make an impro-
vised lean-to out of the materials at hand and they
must be able to prepare hot food.*

These “‘airmen’’ may be members of a rescue
group that is a part of the Soviet air rescue
service. Some support is provided by Volovich:

Today's search and rescue service is outfitted with
sophisticated resources ensuring a quick search
for disaster victims and delivery of rescue groups
[SAR team] to the place of the incident to render
assistance [first aid, build lean-to. prepare hot
food] and evacuate the group.?®

Engineer-Colonel V. Frolov described a rescue



group as being composed of a doctor and two
experienced parachute jumpers.® Frolov's arti-
cle was about a sea rescue in which a helicopter
dropped an inflatable boat to the downed pi-
lots, and then the rescue group jumped down
to help them. All were recovered by the helicop-
ter using the winch.*®

The third type of air rescue mission is one in
which fixed-wing aircraft provide high-altitude
electrical search while the helicopter provides
low-altitude visual (and electronic) search. This
training exercise, reported by Lieutenant Colo-
nel I. Osokin, began with a distress call to the
command post. The search and rescue airplane
was launched from a nearby field where 1t was
on alert. Poor visibility and cloudy weather
were reported by the airplane, which had
climbed above the weather. The airplane lo-
cated the beacon and provided coordinates to
the helicopter. Because of poor visibility, the
helicopter experienced navigation difficulties
and arrived later than it should. Colonel Osokin
described the homing capabilities of both the
airplane and the helicopter used to locate the
survivors’ position. He discussed the relation-
ship between altitude and ability to receive the
beacon signal. Visual search was reported as
best at an altitude of 200 1o 300 meters, and
night visual search was conducted using spe-
cial lights at an alutude of approximately 250
meters.3’

Colonel Osokin went to great lengths to ex-
plain how the helicopter could be directed to
the survivors’ position by homing on the air-
plane’s radio signal transmitted when the air-
plane flies over the survivors’ position. This
homing procedure works in weather condi-
tions, day or night. Helicopter crews are re-
quired to familiarize themselves with the area
so they can land anywhere at night in all
weather conditions.?8

These four search and rescue training exer-
cises present nothing new or surprising, but

~ rh_c rescue mission that Caprain Soldatenko reported used para-
chute jumpers 1o play the role of downed pilots.
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they do outline some standard characteristics of
the Soviet air rescue service units portrayed.
The aircraft radio direction-finding equipment
and the helicopter recovery procedures seem
similar enough to be part of a larger air rescue
service. There is no indication of how these air
rescue forces would be used, if used at all, in a
combat role. Most likely they will be used as
existing conditions permit.

BEFORE drawing any conclusions
about Soviet air rescue, one must remember
that we are dependent for information on what
the Soviets have cleared for release in journals
for the free world. The recent increase in the
number of articles indicates a desire 1o gain a
favorable public image from the humanitarian
efforts as well as provide confidence and moti-
vation for Soviet Air Force aviators.

Tradiuonally, each Soviet military aircraft’s
crew is charged to assist (and to rescue, if possi-
ble) the downed crew of a friendly aircraft.
However, Military Districts” Aviation Com-
mands probably establish, organize, and task
the air rescue forces from the Tactical Air Army
helicopter regiments and from the airlift forces.
The recovery helicopter, the Mi-8, is quite cap-
able of performing the rescue role. The exact
position of the Soviet air rescue service in the
military organization within the Military Dis-
trict 1s obscured. It is part of the Military Dis-
tricts’ Aviation Command structure.

AIr rescue service procedures {or recovering
downed pilots appear normal. One item stands
out, however, and that is the highly qualified
medical team that accompanies the rescue he-
licopter, a luxury indeed in any nation. The
parachute rescue service, common to all Soviet
Air Force units, is responsible for training
flight crews in ejection, parachuting, and sur-
vival. The base command post provides launch
and mission control for the air rescue service.
Included 1n the air rescue service are parachute
landing groups that provide medical aid and
assistance to the downed crew members. All of
the missions of the Soviet air rescue service, as
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outlined by the Sowviet Military Encycloped:a,
are being performed by the air rescue service.
The positive influence to morale and spirit
when a unit’s pilots are successfully rescued in
a combat environment is hard to quantify, but
the return of an experienced pilot is clearly
measurable. The Soviet Air Force may be experienc-
ing some of these positive influences in Afghan-
istan today. The Soviets certainly have an air
rescue service organization to provide a combat
recovery capability in operations such as Af-
ghanistan. The first Soviet military pilot given
the highest award of the “Hero of the Soviet
Union' in Afghanistan was a helicopter pilot
who rescued his comrades from a downed he-
licopter in a combat situation. Whether they
have dedicated the resources to provide rescue
coverage for Afghan forces remains to be seen.
The secrecy of their activities in Afghanistan
prevents the free flow of information that
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in
my
opinion

REFLECTIONS ON WINNING,

LOSING, AND NEITHER

DR. JONATHAN G. MARK

I was an AFROTC student during the period

of the Vietnam War on a campus that had an
active antiwar movement. It was an exciting
but distressing time to attend college. There
were times when it was inadvisable to wear a
uniform on campus. The harrassment could be
intense because the political atmosphere was so
highly charged by the time I graduated and
went on active duty, I felt I had already been
through a campaign of sorts.

But when I left active duty four years later
and returned to the campus for graduate school,
the Vietnam War was over and so was the cam-
pus unrest. Since then, as a graduate student
and later as an instructor of undergraduate stu-
dents in American government courses, I have
tried to watch the campus closely for signs of
student reaction to the contemporary political
environment. I have developed an interest in
the way students react to such issues as compul-




sory military service because I think that their
reaction can be reflective of what the rest of the
country thinks about these issues.

AS a reserve officer involved In
undergraduate education, I have had an excel-
lent opportunity to observe today’s college-age
youth. Some of my observations follow.

No one has been drafted for nine years, but to
many students the prospect of being drafted for
service in a future war is real and disconcerting.
They seem to know that we live in a dangerous
world and that it is the young who are always
called on to fight. But despite what I read about
rising ROTC enrollments and the end of the
Vietnam syndrome, 1 believe that the bulk of
today's students would oppose a return to the
draft on principle. The reason is still the Viet-
nam experience.

In class we discuss the presidency, foreign
policymaking, and inevitably the War Powers
Resolution of 1973 that formally limits the
President’s personal power to make war. The
best written and most interesting of the fresh-
man American government textbooks dwell
extensively on the problems experienced by
postwar American presidents in their role of
Commander in Chief. The impression created
by these readings is that our postwar presidents
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have been less than masterful in the foreign
policy arena and that the country has, on occa-
sions such as Vietnam, paid a high price for
their failures.

Vietnam is more than just history to these
students because they fear that history may re-
peat itself. They do not lack patriotism or loy-
alty or any other virtue, so far as I can tell, but
because of Vietnam, they do seem to be short on
confidence in our current national leadership.
They feel that civilian leaders of the Vietnam
era lacked the skill to avoid war or to win it, and
they want to be convinced that the leadership
gap of the postwar years has been permanently
closed.

Many students today feel that Vietnam was a
fool’s errand for their older brothers—that the
really smart guys found a way to get out of
serving. Others feel that their older brothers
had no choice but to serve, yet they were mis-
used in the process. These seem 10 be among
the main reasons why there are still strong res-
ervations on campus about compulsory mil-
itary service. But these reservations also reduce
interest in serving in the all-volunteer forces of
today, particularly in the combat arms. Such
service is largely shunned by college-trained
youth—among our most qualified potenual
soldiers and officers—not because it is difficult
or possibly dangerous work but because doubts
remain about the quality and intentions of our
top civilian leadership. Most of all, students
seem to wonder if our nation will get involved
in another war that the top leadership has less
than complete interest in winning.

As we move through the 1980s, there may be
opportunities or obligations to use military
power to achieve political ends. But even if the
nation has left behind the Vietnam syndrome,
it still seems premature to assume that the na-
tion is ready to use conscripted manpower to
produce an outcome in another country which
1s again less than decisive in military terms. It
seems clear to the students that achieving a
decisive military outcome was never the main
objective in Vietnam. The main objective seems
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to have centered on restoring the political sta-
tus quo in another country. For good reason or
bad, the students still do not understand what
this kind of thing has to do with the defense of
the United States or why they might be in-
volved in such a campaign someday.

What they do understand, and speak clearly
about, is the distinct difference between win-
ning and losing; that getting killed when your
side does not really want to win can seem pretty
senseless. Soon the debate will build around
the question of whether we should scrap the
all-volunteer policy and return to the draft. But
military service of any kind seems tied to the
leadership question. To many students there is
the notion of a contract about military service.
If they are sent to war, they want to know that
our civilian leaders intend to win, not reck-
lessly, but decisively. If they are sent to war,
they want to know that the need will be clear
and unambiguous. On noaccount will there be
enthusiasm on campus for a war that seeks to
achieve political-military objectives which are
either poorly defined or militarily inconclusive
in nature. The experience of the Vietnam vete-
rans makes this a certainty.

Most Vietnam veterans have now passed
through college, but they have more than left
their mark. I say “‘passed through'' because
some of them seemed unable to collect their
wits sufficiently while they were there to con-
struct a degree program of any kind. As a grad-
uate student and college instructor, I have
known dozens of them, and they generally fit
into two categories: veterans of the combat
arms and veterans of all other types of South-
east Asia service. There is no doubt that vet-
erans who saw heavy action are different from
those who did not. While veterans without ser-
vice in the combat arms seemed generally able
to get on with their lives, the others so often
were to be the lost souls of campus life. Many of
them apparently have not been able to draw a
line between the past and the present; they
either write passionate poetry about love or
they love to start barroom brawls. But in the

end, they are just passing through.

The younger students, without any kind of
military experience, normally do not know
what to make of the lost souls. But the smarter,
more sensitive students sometimes think they
see a connection between the anger in some
veterans and Southeast Asia service in the com-
bat arms. Sometimes they think such a veteran
was attracted to this type of service because he
had always been a fighter or because he had
once been a young man with something to
prove about himself. But more often they think
that the veteran learned all he ever knew about
fighting in the service and that he was still
fighting years later because he did not know
how to stop.

There are still a few Vietnam veterans on
campus. Some, the most distressed, seem to
carry around feelings of personal failure about
the way the Vietnam War was fought and
ended. In Vietnam, there was a conflict be-
tween the winning tradition of the American
military services and the apparent objectives of
the American civilian leadership. The leader-
ship sought at most the preservation of Ameri-
can pride and honor—a worthy goal but not
one immediately essential to the survival of the
American way of life and one which, in any
case, was not focused firmly enough on winning.

As a result, some Vietnam veterans may feel
personally responsible for the way the war
turned out. Their younger brothers hold them
blameless, but the effect that military experi-
ence has had on the lives of these men is widely
known on campus. I suspect that their impact
has been at least as strong in other sectors of
American life. The veterans have had an effect
that tends to inhibit the natural urge to serve in
those who follow.

THE end of the Vietnam syndrome
does not mean that we have wiped the slate
clean of the past—that Vietnam never happened—
only that we no longer choose to be fascinated



and inhibited by our own recent history. We
can and should proceed with confidence that
we have the ability to protect American inter-
ests around the world with military force if
necessary. But what is written on that slate is
that many young Americans will always resist
the opportunity to fight for the kind of objec-
tives apparently sought in Vietnam.

Our civilian leadership continues to carry a
burden. It is the burden of translating Ameri-
can interests into policies that reflect the values
young Americans instinctively want to defend.

FEEDBACK ... A UNIQUE
KEY TO LEADERSHIP

LIEUTENANT COLONEL HENRY A. STALEY

E have been wringing our hands for the
past decade over the decline of personal
integrity and the slow slide of professionalsm
down the slope toward occupationalism. Most
of our precommissioning and professional
military education (PME) institutions devote
blocks of instruction to integrity, leadership,
professionalism, officership, and the like. Peri-
odic conferences and symposia bemoan the
apparent lack of professionalism among the
troops. Specific definitions are seldom forth-
coming, but the emotionally soggy words pro-
fessionalism, leadership, integrity, officership,
etc., make for good press. Merely mouthing the
words seems to give some leaders the sense they
are actually doing something constructive to
mend the tattered fabric of our profession.
Written or spoken words rarely lead to sig-
nificant behavioral change unless those com-
munications are consistently supported with
action. Our integrity, our professionalism, and
our officership erode a little every time we see
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When students sense that this process 1s com-
plete, they will have renewed enthusiasm for
military service. To draft them, before the proc-
ess is complete, would be to risk repeating er-
rors in a period of history when the price of
failure could be higher.

The campus is now quiet. Occasionally
someone organizes a rally against some aspect
of American foreign policy or against draft reg-
istration. But few people ever show up. Now i1s
a waiting time. The students are waiting to see
what we have learned.

Tulsa Junior College, Oklahoma

the leadership pull a tast one, act inconsist-
ently, or fail to meet that seldom defined ideal.
For me, that *ideal’” conjures up a definite
mental picture. I see an officer who has the
strength of character to be humble and the wis-
dom to be reasonably suspicious of *'gut reac-
tions.” I see someone who sincerely values the
opinions of others and considers many alterna-
tive paths to the objective. Even when time
limits full consideration of all paths, I see an
officer who never stops trying to find them. I
see an officer who is intellectually stimulated
by open debate.

Above all, I see a person who is acutely aware
of that almost “‘mystical isolation from reality”
that slowly and insidiously overtakes a leader
as he or she advances in rank. I am critical of
that isolation because it is one of the underly-
ing causes of the perceived decline in integrity,
officership, and professionalism. I formerly
blamed staffs for isolating their decision-
makers, but the more I have studied and re-
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flected on the matter, the more [ am convinced
that the staffs are really powerless to correct the
problem. They have become their own worst
enemy.

I learned long ago never to criticize without
offering alternatives for improvement. There-
fore, I will introduce my suggestion by men-
tioning a grassroots activity that occurs in
thousands of situations throughout the Air
Force every day. It plays an important role in
all human relatonships. It is called feedback.
But the type of feedback usually provided by
staff officers brings multiple injuries to our
profession every hour of every day: it is “'death
by a thousand cuts.”

Allow me to set the stage on which this
hourly drama unfolds. . . .

Psychologists and sociologists tell us that we
were drawn to military careers for a variety of
complex reasons: three of them are our needs for
order, conformity, and authority. (Some would
substitute “‘a father figure’ for authority.) Add to
these needs a precommissioning regimen that
stresses ‘‘yessir, nosir, no excuse, sir,”’ and we tend
to create a majority of fawning officers who be-
come emotionally frazzled at the mere suggestion
of disagreeing with anyone in the authority
chain.

I won't belabor this truism since we have all
witnessed our share of yes men—careerists,
opportunists, manipulators, etc. You may be
one of these types yourself. In fact, we are all
members of that overwhelming brotherhood
and sisterhood to some extent.

Is there something wrong here? Am I sug-
gesting that we should overcome our basic na-
tures? Should we resist those aspects of USAF
training and education that reinforce the ‘‘yes-
sir, yessir, three bags full”” mentality?

Yes! There s something wrong here, and
you can sense it. And, yes, | am suggesting we
overcome the traditional approach. But, first,
let’s return to that hourly drama.

The staff assembles (collectively or individually)
and, if fortunate, they are allowed to comment
—to give their views on “Issue X.” Being bright
troops, they intuitively sniff out the atmosphere.

“What's the boss really after here?”’ **Does he/she

s

want to support ‘Issue X'?

Most of the staff members will slant their com-
ments so that they agree with the perceived objec-
tives of the decision-maker (leader). There may be
conventional recognition of opposing viewpoints,
but it will most likely be written or spoken in a
less than emphatic fashion. Thus, armed with the
“supportive wisdom” of his or her siaff, the
decision-maker rides off into the sunset toward
another calamity, another success, or another
nonproductive but expensive rearrangement of
the status quo.

End of hourly drama.

On the other hand, a truly effective leader
—here comes the ‘“‘bottom line”’—literally
squeezes, begs, demands, and cajoles the staff 1o
provide all the reasons “Issue X' may or may
not be logical. Equal emphasis is given the
position that runs counter to the decision-
maker’'s personal viewpoint. A truly effective
leader understands the basic character of the
corps — the basic need to *‘yessir, yessir, three
bags . . ." ad nauseam. And in understanding
it, he overcomes it through personal action.
How many times have you heard these com-
ments from a decision-maker?

Now, (insert your own name here), I know what
you wrote on “Issue X,"" but I think you're hedg-
ing. Tell me what you really think. Tell me
which side of the log you'd roll off if the decision
were yours. The Air Force is paying you to think
and render judgments based on your expertise
—it does not pay you to flatter me. Now let’s have
it without the honey.

You haven't heard a conversation like that very
often, have you?

A truly effective leader has the strength of
character to realize that his or her intuitive
judgment is usually a poor substitute for the
collective wisdom of the staff. And, in those
rare cases when intuitive judgment is best, lis-
tening to the viewpoints of the opposition will
neither weaken a sound intuitive decision nor
strengthen a poor one.

A truly effective leader's success will hinge in
no small part on frequent and meaningful re-
ward for honest feedback. This reward can be as



informal as, " Thanks for that candid and pro-

‘vocative viewpoint,” or as formal as specific
‘comments on Officer Effectiveness Reports in
‘the blocks labeled Judgment and Decisions,
Leadership. Communications (Oral and. or
Written), or Professional Qualities.

A truly effective leader realizes that “*fighting
for feedback " really is a fight, a personal battle.
Staff members will resist it; their eyes will dart
from right to left furtively looking for escape
hatches and rat holes. After all, this is a new
experience. It short circuits all of their subser-
vience training and career survival wisdom.
They will sense ulterior motives on the part of
the decision-maker. An effective leader must
struggle doggedly against these initial reac-
tions. In other words, a true leader must lead.

There is obviously no grand design or com-
plex conspiracy aimed at shielding leaders
from bad news or contrary viewpoints, but the
effect is almost the same. What I am suggesting
is really quite simple. It requires no great intel-
lect, creanve genius, or long string of classic
leadership traits. It takes only a personal com-
mitment by the leader 1o demand and reward
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honest feedback. And, unlike many of the com-
plex leadership/followership issues we read
about, the responsibility for effective or ineffec-
tive feedback rests squarely on the leader’s
shoulders.

Some people (including myself) suggest that
our precommissioning and PME systems should
approach officership training and education
from a more enlightened perspective—that we
should, among other things, nurture a more
questioning, creative, and assertive approach in
our professional programs. Instead of preach-
ing “'yessir, yessir, three bags full, ..." we
should be teaching “‘yessir, we can probably do
what you ask, but the costs will be. . . ."" Indeed,
until a decision-maker actually decides, the staff
officer should be compelled by his or her profes-
sional integrity to render a thorough, “'no-
punches-pulled’” assessment of every staff issue.

Until that time comes (if ever), the key 1o
opening the lock to honest feedback waits in the
pocket of every leader. The truly effective leader
will reach for it.

Air Command and Staff College
Maxwell AFB, Alabama

The United States Army War College, the United States Army Center of

Military History, and the United States Army Military History Institute
will sponsor an international symposium on the subject, *“The Impact of
Unsuccessful Military Campaigns on Military Institutions, 1860-1980."" 10
be held at the United States Army War College, Catlisle Barracks, Pennsyl-
vania, 1-4 August 1982.

Separate sessions are planned for the following subdivisions of the
theme: The Nineteenth Century, The Far East and Suez, Europe: 1918-
1942, and Vietnam.

Requests for registration materials and other communications regard-
ing the symposium should be sent to: Lieutenant Colonel Charles R.
Shrader, USA, 1982 Symposium Coordinator, U.S. Army Military His-
tory Institute, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania 17013.
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WHY NOT VLRs, NOW?

Lieutenant Colonel William A. Barry

THE significance of Dr. Roger A. Beaumont’s
article “Between Two Stools: Very L.ong-Range
Aircraft in Sea Control,” in the September-
October 1981 issue of the Review, has been
fittingly escalated by the recent announcement
that naval priorities are to get increased fund-
ing under the Reagan administration. One gets
the impression from reading press clips of the
announcement that only the U.S. Navy and its
carrier-dominated forces can be relied on to
take part in missions involving enemy ships.
Dr. Beaumont has raised the valid point that
there may be another way of combating the
Soviet Union’s growing surface fleet other than
sailing in harm’s way all the way to the ap-
proaches of Murmansk.

We are constantly stressing the technological
superiority of the West in comparison with the
U.S.S.R., so what is wrong with using a U.S.
version of the Backfire bomber to threaten So-
viet surface vessels with a variety of high tech-
nology, standoff weapons? Based in the contin-
ental United States or on the territory of
friendly and allied states, such a land-based
force might restrict the advance of the Soviet
Navy's surface combatants long before such
ships were capable of interdicting vital West-
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ern sea lines of communication. The alterna-
tive is to continue to invest up to $17 billion in
each carrier task group designed to do the same
job.

It is not simply a question of carriers or no
carriers. It 1s more a case of designing forces
economically to suit a given strategy and area.
The aircraft carrier proved its worth in World
War II as a power projection force. There are
still a number of areas on the earth’s surface
that the United States has decreed as vital to its
national interest but in which we have noallies
or cannot arrange basing for sufficient air
assets to put military teeth behind our diplo-
matic pronouncements. In these areas. U.S.
Navy carriers retain a valid mission, and we
should continue to press along with the Navy
for the largest and most modern of sea forces
necessary to ensure successful operations in
these waters. In other world regions, however,
the Navy's present mission is likely to be one of
force protection rather than force projection,
and here the glorious tradition of carrier-
launched naval air may have been overtaken by
modern technology.

An example of this is the Navy's own land-
based fleet of Orion antisubmarine warfare air-



craft, which do a superb job against Soviet
submarines from bases on both coasts of the
United States and from scattered overseas loca-
tions. They have replaced the World War Il
airborne submarine hunters whose impressive
performance against German U-boats Dr. Beau-
mont catalogued in his article.

Unfortunately, no such glittering historical
tradition can be invoked in the name of reestab-
lishing a U.S. very long-range (VLR) force
with a primary mission of attacking enemy
surface ships. In the 1920-30s, the peacetime
U.S. Army Air Force proved it could sink an-
chored dreadnoughts and find civilian liners
far at sea. In so doing the AAF won a role in
coastal defense that in turn provided a ration-
ale for development of the B-17 bomber. In
wartme the B-17 became a fabled workhorse of
the strategic bombing campaign in Europe,
but its record as a naval bomber was less than
spectacular. On the random occasions when
B-17s were able to find the Japanese ships they
were sent against. few successful bombings
were achieved.

Thus, noinvocation of a previously effective
U.S. VLR antisurface ship force can be made in
parual justification of establishing a new one.
The case for a modern VLR force must be made
on the basis of technological advancement and
economic efficiency. Vast areas of the globe
that in World War Il required carrier-launched
air in order to ensure continuing air cover over
them can today be protected by the longer
range aircraft which more than thirty years of
technological advancement have made possi-
ble. Furthermore, aerial refueling can extend
aircraft time on station to the limits of crew
endurance over these same areas. Modern re-
connaissance systems, both airborne and space-
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based, can provide near real-ume tracking of
enemy vessels so that open ocean searching for
assigned targets will no longer be necessary.
Similarly, standoft weapons, electronic coun-
termeasures, and smart bombs have increased
the vulnerability of large naval ships to air
attack. Consequently, a much better case can be
made for VLRs since Japanese vessels last
dodged the high-alutude attacks of B-17s.
Advances in technology alone should sug-
gest the imparual examination of the use of
VLRs in an antishipping role for the present
day. The assignment of a high priority to the
mission of engaging the Soviet fleet well out-
side of areas considered vital to ourselves and
our allies only increases the case for such an
examination. In a time of growing Soviet naval
strength, our own continuing fiscal restraints
require that our future force structures be in-
creasingly based on deriving maximum mil-
itary potential from available technology at the
least possible cost. Past organizational struc-
tures and roles, no matter how gloriously em-
bellished or strictly defined. should not estab-
lish inflexible parameters within which we
must build those future forces. If there is a
priority need to engage the Red Fleet deep in its
own waters, it does not follow automatically
that the U.S. Navy and its existing force struc-
ture are the only or even the best method of
going about the task. Ongoing political, eco-
nomic, and technological developments add
increasing weight to Dr. Beaumont's argument
in favor of a U.S. VL.R force with a sea-control
mission.
Hq SAC

Lieutenant Colonel William A. Barry (USAFA; M A, University of
Notre Dame) is Chief, Political Fconomic Division, Headquarters
Strategic Anr Command, Offutt AFB, Nebraska.



ROLLING THUNDER
RECONSIDERED

Alfred P. Rubin

WHILE W. Hays Parks’s case study creates a
false impression of military-civilian splitin the
Department of Defense regarding Rolling
I'hunder, it 1s absolutely correct in pointing
out the utility of legal input to policy at all
levels.* However, "Rolling Thunder and the
[.aw of War' raises questions that need serious
consideration, particularly by those who think
international law is a mere technical specialty
that can be ignored without significant politi-
cal or military consequences.

Having been a civilian in the Pentagon in
1961-67 (with a little military experience be-
forehand)and a lawyer for Assistant Secretary of
Defense International Security Affairs (ASD
ISA) particularly charged with responsibilities
for our Southeast Asian entanglements in 1963-
65. [ have very mixed feelings about parts of the
article. The law 1s no doubt sound. The criti-
cism of civilian leadership is a bit too harsh,
particularly when it implies an absence of mil-
itary input to key decisions. In fact. no lawyers,
civilian or military, were consulted about Roll-
ing Thunder to my knowledge. My first reac-
tion when I heard of it was that it was surpass-
ingly foolish from both a legal and political
point of view.

International Security Affairs is also con-
demned with rather too broad a brush. If I
remember correctly, about half or more of the
ISA people involved in our Vietham entan-
glements were military, seconded from the ser-
vices and maintaining back-channel, if not
front-channel, communication with their home
services. I heard as much nonsense from them
as from the civilians.

*W. Hays Parks, “Rolling Thunder and the Law ol War.,™ i
[ niversity Review, Januars-February 1982, pp. 2-23.
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Thus, in my opinion the problem was never
lack of military input but unwillingness at all
levels, military and civilian, to listen to any-
body, military or civilian, who had any in-
sights that the leadership, military and civi-
lhan, was uncomfortable hearing. The impli-
cation that the Air Force Chief of Staff and the
Joint Chiefs did not have a direct channel to the
President through which their unhappiness
could have been expressed is patently false.
And I am not aware that they consulted their
lawyers either; certainly no rumor of such a
consultation reached me, as it should have if
the military lawyers were exercising their usual
diligence 1in marshaling allies within the bu-
reaucracy to back a request for reconsideration
of Presidential policy.

There i1s ample blame to spread around
without singling out civilians in McNamara's
Pentagon, and I would place it first on the
military leaders who obeyed orders without us-
ing the levers at their command to make the
countercase and press it in the usual way. One
of the facts of political life in the United States
is the subordination of military to civilian
leadership. but to balance the picture, the bu-
reaucracy is available 1o military as well as
civilian leadership to assure that the final deci-
sion is based on an expert evaluation of the
facts. When the top civilian leadership fails to
use its expert resources, the top military leader-
ship is at fault for not leaping into the gap.

There is an even deeper problem that Parks
correctly hints at, but, by properly focusing his
article on a narrow issue, he does not bring it
fully out in the open. That is the relationship
between the law of war and broad national
policy. In my opinion. military strategists, ci-
vilian and military, who draw up plans in disre-
gard of the law of war as it impinges on major
policy decisions, like the fundamental decision
to resort to bombing at all in Vietnam or, to put
itin current terms, the fundamental decision to
prepare for some sorts of chemical or nuclear
warfare, are begging for disaster when they re-
gard international law, parucularly the law of



war, as unimportant. The disaster comes from
the loss of contact with the broad constituency
that elects congressmen and ultimately con-
‘trols policy through control of public money.
Unless that constituency is satisfied that the
overall policy is “'legal,” its implementation
gets caught ina political web in which “moral-
ity becomes the issue. The issue does not dis-
appear when strategists disregard it; it is re-
flected in elections (like the recent *“‘nuclear
freeze”’ votes in Vermont, which must be noted
by the congressional delegation from Vermont
and elsewhere) and ultimately in appropria-
tions and statutory restrictions on military
action.

If most international lawyers were convinced
that some aspect of military policy reflected
military considerations in disregard of the fun-
damental rules of “‘necessity,”’ etc., set out so
well by Parks in his arucle (which is extraordi-
narily clear and convincing on these points),
then to plow ahead with that policy is 1o beg for
congressional repudiation. That is not the way
to safeguard our national security. In fact, in
the Vietnam situation I doubt that the pre-
ponderance of lawyers was convinced of the
illegality of much that we were doing, but the
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refusal to “make the case’ left the dissenters
unrebutted. And when parts of the case were
finally made, the papers came out weak and
argumentatively unconvincing. 1 suspect that
was a result ol many years of disregard by the
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