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EDITORIAL

My Friend Mich and the Dual-Track System

Y friend Mich is a fighter pilot. He

flies Mirages for the Belgian air force.
He is a very good fighter pilot, well re-
spected by his peers and his superiors for
his abilities. [n addition, he serves his unit
as a NATO exercise evaluation officer, plan-
ning and conducting the exercises that keep
the unit in top readiness. He has been very
helpful in assisting the collocated Ameri-
can unit in developing its own exercises as
well as joint exercises. He is bright and ca-
pable, just the type of officer every wing
commander wants to have in the unit. He
will never be promoted again.

Mich is a commandant in the Belgian air
force. That is the rank given to those officers
who have chosen the *‘other track’ in a
dual-track system. Recent changes in the of-
ficer evaluation system and various re-
sponses to the current shortage of pilots
have generated discussion concerning the
United States Air Force considering some
form of dual-track system. Should the Air
Force decide to seriously consider a dual-
track svstem, we would be well advised to
check into the existing dual-track systems
of our allies to avoid possible pitfalls. If we
want a dual-track system, then we must be
willing to make the effort to ensure that it
works.

As Air Force Chief of Staff Larry D. Welch
points out when he speaks about the new of-
ficer professional development system, we
must time the selection point late enough in
a career so that individuals are sure they
really want to opt out of the command/pro-
motion track and perform their current du-
ties for the rest of their careers. It is very
easy when you are a young captain to say
you don't care about promotion but just
want to fly. The choice may not be so simple

a few years later. By the time individuals
reach the 12- to 15-year point, they have a
much better feel for what they really want
out of the rest of their career. In the mean-
time, young officers need to stay on a single
track, learning their jobs and preparing for
the future, whichever path they choose.

We must set a high standard for selection
to either career option. The people we select
to remain in their functional career fields
must be chosen based on proven excellence.
They must be very capable and highly mo-
tivated like Mich but must, for their own
reasons, have decided not to pursue the
path to higher rank and command. We
would be making a selection that the Air
Force and the individual will have to live
with for the rest of that person’s career.
These people must be selected against the
most stringent of standards. If we allow the
standards to be lowered simply to fill all the
authorized slots or if the specialty track be-
comes a place to hide individuals who sim-
ply aren’t hacking it in the command/
promotion track, then the system will fail.
Poor performers are poor performers regard-
less of the option. The second track cannot
afford to be a place for the sick. lame, and
lazy to rest. Selection to the second track
must be every bit as competitive as the com-
mand/promotion track. If it is. the individ-
uals selected can be the corporate
knowledge base that keeps their organiza-
tions strong and effective.

We can make the second track a useful
tool in Air Force personnel management by
controlling entry into it. It can be a tool that
fills the needs of the individuals in the sys-
tem as well as the system itself, one that al-
lows our most capable people to stand out—
people like my friend Mich. MAK



ricochets

Letters to the editor are encouraged. All corre-
spondence should be addressed to the Editor,
Airpower Journal, Walker Hall, Maxwell AFB AL
36112-5532. We reserve the right to edit the ma-
terial for overall length.

MORE ON "“YOUNG OFFICERS"

Bravo to Lt Col Stephen C. Hall's comments in
“Shortchanging Our Young Officers: Military
Traditions Denied" in the Fall 1987 issue. How-
ever. traditions are important only if they sup-
port why we are here.

For example, my role in the Air Force became
clear at SOS but not in the expected way. At SOS
it was those people sitting around me. my peers,
who had fought in some of the most recent con-
flicts and who would fight in any conflict in the
near future. My job was to support these people
with command and control computer systems. If
a system works poorly. it becomes one less re-
source available to support their mission and
successful return.

My resolve was to ensure our computer sys-
tems would be ready and capable of supporting
the mission. No excuses of old technology. lack
of trained programmers, or other common rea-
sons would prevent us from realizing every last
capability of the system. It was gratifying to note
that this same insight and resolve had an equally
motivating effect on the folks who worked for
me. We subsequently made some breakthroughs
and plan to make more.

I suspect traditions come from striving in a no-
ble endeavor and will come and go as needed.

Capt Bruce Benson, USAF
Neubruecke, West Germany

OPERATIONS AND INTELLIGENCE

I want to commend Capt Brian P. Tice for his ar-
ticle “Air Force Operations and Intelligence:
Getting It Together.” Winter 198788 issue. and
add several observations of my own. Captain
Tice correctly points out that a good interface or
relationship between intelligence and opera-
tions must exist for the US Air Force to have an
effective warfighting and winning capability. To

bring about this relationship, he concentrates on
overcoming cbstacles at the squadron and wing
levels. While there's nothing wrong with this ap-
proach as a starting point, I would go several
steps further to expand the scope of this relation-
ship to include the entire Air Force (actually any
military) organizational framework.

As a professional intelligence officer now on
“temporary loan" to the political-military affairs
field, I too, like Captain Tice, have worked down
at the squadron and wing levels, both in CONUS
and overseas. In addition, I've had assignments
up through the major command and joint levels.
Regardless of where the jobs have heen, there's
been one constant factor: a pressing need to im-
prove the operations/intelligence relationship.
Fortunately, over the last few years, a marked im-
provement has taken place. Credit is due to the
efforts of many from both the operations and in-
telligence areas of the Air Force.

Intelligence needs to do even more. Several
general thoughts for improvement to supple-
ment Captain Tice's proposed solutions come to
mind. These support enhancements will happen
only in a context where intelligence is used and
understood. While much sensitive intelligence
should remain strictly **need to know,” the old
“behind-the-green-door” syndrome is going
away slowly. An effective relationship today de-
mands that intelligence personnel make them-
selves and their resources more useful and
understood. Said another way, they have to be-
come more credible.

Gaining credibility requires considerable ef-
fort. However, it is essential that intelligence
people do just that, regardless of where they fit in
the Air Force organization. The resources avail-
able might not be as limited as Captain Tice
states. According to recent figures published in
Air Force Magazine, over 3,400 officers and
13.000 enlisted personnel are in Air Force intel-
ligence. From my perspective, that's a lot of peo-
ple—many with considerable experience and
capability—to help make the extensive intelli-
gence community work. These professionals
have access to some significant man-made re-
sources, including much high technology and

to 90



THE SIOP

What Kind of War Plan?

~ DRSTEPHEN |. CIMBALA
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will do) and action policy or force structure
(what we can do or have the forces to do it
with), then deterrence may be based on
bluff.

This essay considers the subject of war
plans, more specifically US nuclear war
plans. There is some argument that war
plans are not always matched to political
leaders’ goals and objectives, or to the actual
capabilities of strategic nuclear forces. The
results of these mismatches may be war
plans that, in the event that deterrence fails,
adversely affect national security and the at-
tainment of war aims.

Nuclear war plans are not like war plans
of the past. There is no “Schlieffen Plan™ for
a war between nuclear-armed superpowers,
and even if there were, history is testimony
to the fact that the best drafted plans can
fail. Accordingly, it might be wise to assume
that US nuclear war plans, if tested, will
also fail to some extent. However, our
preoccupation with their catastrophic fail-
ure in a nuclear **Pearl Harbor” may be mis-
placed. Failures caused by something other
than total surprise may also lead to national
defeat.

How Flexible?

There has been a struggle between poli-
cymakers and military planners since the
Kennedy administration, if not before, over
the issue of how flexible US plans for nu-
clear war must be. According to historical
documents, plans during the Eisenhower
administration called for massive attacks on
Soviet, East European, and Chinese military
and civilian targets.!

When President Kennedy assumed office,
a comprehensive assessment of US nuclear
war plans was undertaken. Secretary of
Defense Robert S. McNamara sought to in-
troduce flexibility into the single inte-
:rated operational plan (SIOP)—the central

iuclear war plan for strategic forces—he
rherited from the Eisenhower administra-
on. In his commencement address at the
niversity of Michigan in 1962, McNamara
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provided public notice of this shift in
emphasis:
The U.S. has come to the conclusion that to
the extent feasible basic military strategy in a
possible general nuclear war should be ap-
proached in much the same way that more
conventional military operations have been re-
garded in the past. That is to say, principal
military objectives, in the event of a nuclear
war stemming from a major attack on the Al-
liance, should be the destruction of the ene-
my's military forces, not of his civilian
population.?

This call for *'counterforce’ targeting would
be misunderstood by some of McNamara’s
contemporaries and by future nuclear his-
torians. He was not saying that the oppo-
nent’s cities or economic and social values
would be spared in US retaliatory strikes
under all conditions. Nor was he saying that
the two sides could engage in a gradual and
reciprocal process of escalation, trading ex-
changes of air bases, submarine pens, and
missile silos while withholding attacks
against cities and bargaining with the
adversary.

Later theorists and policymakers would
call for variations of these two ideas rejected
by McNamara: purely counterforce war or
graduated and controlled strategic nuclear
warfighting. McNamara was skeptical that
these ideas could be implemented with any
existing or future force structure. What he
wanted was the capability to retaliate
against any set of targets after the United
States had absorbed the worst possible So-
viet first strike. Therefore, McNamara de-
sired forces sized according to the “‘greater-
than-expected threat,” which would allow
for numbers adequate to fulfill the require-
ments of worst-case scenarios. His deputies
in the Pentagon set 20 to 25 percent of the
Soviet population and one half to two-
thirds of its industrial capacity as guide-
lines beyond which additional destruction
would be politically and militarily
insignificant.?

In setting these criteria, McNamara and
his associates were trying to set limits on
force acquisition, especially on the growth



of the US strategic land-based interconti-
nental ballistic missile (ICBM) force. How-
ever, the argument about numbers of
fatalities following a US nuclear retaliation
took on a life of its own. To this day, mutual
assured destruction has the acronym or
nickname “MAD" that its opponents gave
to it, referring to its dubiously ethical re-
quirement for a given number of fatalities to
guarantee stable deterrence. However, MAD
does not really do this because the numbers
it prescribes are irrelevant to actual strategic
decisionmaking. They are so high as to be
meaningless to any real-world policymaker
or military planner. Long before nuclear
war has escalated to the level of assured de-
struction, it will have ceased to make sense.

Useful Options

The Nixon, Ford. and Carter administra-
tions all sought to reconcile force planning



and war plans with declaratory policy. All
to some extent succeeded, but large gaps re-
mained. According to National Security De-
cision Memorandum (NSDM)-242, as
explained by former Secretary of Defense
James R. Schlesinger in 1974, US policy-
makers sought flexible nuclear targeting, es-
calation control, and the capability to
withhold early strikes against certain
classes of targets.* Flexible targeting meant
the use of less than full SIOP options in re-
sponse to a Soviet attack on Western Europe

or other American allies. Escalation control
implied that the United States would want
to limit the destruction attendant to war in
order to induce reciprocal Soviet restraint.
For example, strikes could be withheld on
targets such as the highest political leader-
ship or cities, which the United States
might want to hold in jeopardy for bargain-
ing purposes later.®

The targeting studies of the Carter admin-
istration led to modifications in the SIOP
that continued the evolutionary trends of
Schlesinger toward increased numbers of
smaller and more flexible options. *“Coun-
tervailing’ strategy purported to meet So-
viet aggression, including nuclear attacks,
with proportional responses while seeking
war termination under the best possible
conditions.® Although dubbed a war-win-
ning strategy by its critics, countervailing
strategy was described by former Secretary
of Defense Harold Brown as a continuation
of previous developments in the 1970s. And
so it was, for the most part.

There was some additional declaratory
emphasis in the Carter strategy in the tar-
geting of Soviet leadership. both political
and military. This had been a component of
US planning previously but had not been
broadcast very loudly in press and aca-
demic accounts of American nuclear war
plans. The Carter doctrine allegedly also
called for plans and forces that would per-
mit American forces to fight an extended or
protracted nuclear war. This placed heavy
emphasis upon the command, control, and
communications (C3) system required to
fight such a war over a period of weeks or
months.” The public exposition of Presiden-
tial Directive (PD)-59 in 1980 called these
components of the Carter plans to public at-
tention and created debate among strate-
gists that continued into the early Reagan
years.

The Reagan administration did not re-
write the Carter declaratory strategy, nor
did it attempt to drastically modify its war
plans. The early Reagan years were spent
trying to purchase the forces and the C? sys-
temn to implement the Carter countervailing
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strategy, including the controversial MX/
Peacekeeper ICBM. In 1983, however, the
president declared his intention to launch a
research and development program to de-
termine whether technology could make
nuclear weapons obsolete. The Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI) was formally begun
in response to the president’s charge. It
would. if developed into technology ac-
cording to the president’s vision, change the
balance of nuclear terror by threat of retal-
iation into something else. The ““‘something
else” would be a balance of denying attack-
ing warheads access to American, and pre-
sumably Soviet, society. In between where
we are now and where we are going, accord-
ing to the advocates of the ‘‘defense transi-
tion,"” is a limbo of negotiated reductions in
offensive capabilities accompanied by a
buildup of defenses. The administration's
“strategic concept’ as explained by chief
arms control adviser Paul H. Nitze outlines
a similar three-stage progression, from the
present offense-dominant world to a new
defense-dominant one.

Key Questions

We have pointed out the kinds of policies
that may or may not be consistent and have
identified the stages through which US nu-
clear war planning has progressed from
1960 to the present. An assessment of the
adequacy of nuclear war plans under pres-
ent conditions is now pertinent, with the
caution that this assessment is based on un-
classified sources only.

First, it would appear that the United
States has reached the feasible limit of flex-
ibility in strategic nuclear war planning.
The SIOP 6 of the Reagan administration ap-
parently identifies some 50,000 separate
targets (designated ground zeros), although
obviously not all could be attacked in the
same war plan.* Additional flexibility might
be a trap instead of a virtue. As the "“wish
list" of possible targets becomes larger rel-
ative to the list of targets that any real force
can actually attack during the first 30 min-

utes to one hour of war, the wish becomes a
fantasy. The number of US strategic war-
heads on bombers, submarines, and land-
based missiles surviving a Soviet first strike
would depend on whether those US forces
had been previously *“‘generated” or had re-
mained on day-to-day alert. In the fully gen-
erated case, approximately 7,000 US
weapons would arrive on target, destroying
some 8,700 military, political, and eco-
nomic targets. Forces on day-to-day alert
would provide some 3,800 weapons de-
stroying an estimated 5,400 targets.® There-
fore, the abundance, if not surfeit, of
potential targets in relation to surviving
weapons argues against the need for plans
that are excessively fine tuned.

Second, the feasibility of war plans de-
pends not only on the number of weapons
available and surviving attack but also on
other factors. An additional factor of ob-
vious importance is the US C* system for
nuclear crisis and war.

The US command system has been sub-
jected to more study in recent years, partly
as a result of programmatic emphasis in the
Reagan and Carter administrations. Ana-
lysts seem to agree that the system can pro-
vide for retaliation of some kind under all
but the most drastic conditions. But the
kind of retaliation, and under what condi-
tions, is more debatable. Bruce G. Blair has
suggested that the Soviet Union could do se-
rious, and possibly fatal, damage to the US
command system by attacking key com-
mand centers, communication networks,
and warning/intelligence systems early in
war. And the Soviets might do this with
only a fraction of the forces they would have
to expend to disarm the American retalia-
tory forces.!® On the other hand, Ashton B.
Carter has noted that the Soviet target plan-
ner attempting to destroy the US nuclear
command system would have a formidable
task. Eventually the candidate target list
would grow so large that it would be vir-
tually indistinguishable from an all-out at-
tack against American society."

Then, too, the more that plans call for
very calibrated and selective exchanges ac-



companied by continued warning-and-at-
tack assessment. the more stress there will
be on the US command system to perform
its assigned missions. including sub-SIOP
ones. The compression of time within
which decisionmakers will have to act in a
nuclear war might preclude their careful
scrutiny of the entire menu, assuming they
could understand it if time permitted. Few
US presidents have shown any serious in-
terest in the details of nuclear war planning,
and their successors in the constitutionally
prescribed chain of command would doubt-
less be worse off, for the most part. Having
available targeting options for extended war
presupposes that neither side will deliber-
ately attack the other’s central command
system, otherwise those extended and lim-
ited options would become superfluous.
And there is little to suggest that the Soviet
approach to the targeting of US C* would be
sparing of it.

Less is known about the viability of the
Soviet command system during crises or
wartime operations of the type that nuclear
war might cause. Stephen M. Meyer has
suggested that the Soviet command system
would not be fragile. It has many redundant
command centers for military and political
leaders, alternative pathways for reconsti-
tuting communications, and an enormous
target list that would have to be covered.'?
However, the operation of the Politburo
would depend on whether the Soviets an-
ticipated a surprise attack *‘out of the blue,”
escalation from conventional war, or the
collapse of a US-Soviet nuclear crisis (as in
Cuba in 1962) into nuclear exchanges.

A third issue in American nuclear war
planning that is not yet resolved concerns
the purpose of the planning. What is the ob-
ject for which the war is presumably being
fought? We frequently hear the statement
that nuclear war is so destructive as to be
pointless. If superpower exchanges escape
control altogether, this hunch may be cor-
rect. But total loss of control in a nuclear ex-
change is not foreordained. American
planners have to prepare for the possibility
that even if they do not acknowledge the
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possibility of limited nuclear exchanges for
specific objectives, their Soviet counter-
parts might.?

Three possible objectives for the United
States in a nuclear war are to deny the So-
viet Union victory in attaining its war aims,
to achieve a US victory according to some
prewar definition of policy objectives, or to
terminate the war under the most favorable
conditions possible provided the survival
of American and allied political indepen-
dence and territorial integrity are guaran-
teed.' Once nuclear exchanges begin, even
those short of attack on American and So-
viet territory per se, both sides might find
war termination the most expedient
alternative.'®

However, war termination could be diffi-
cult to arrange. Nuclear detonations and
their attendant destruction would inflame
passions of leaders and publics alike and
would partially destroy or make unreliable
the command systems on both sides. The
ability of US leaders to communicate with
their Soviet counterparts would be uncer-
tain; neither side might with assurance
know who was in charge in the Kremlin or
in Washington.

Finally, the Soviet concept of war termi-
nation might be very different from the
American or Western one.'* One of the more
interesting cases to be made for any par-
tially effective missile defense system is the
possibility that it could contribute to war
termination by preserving essential com-
mand, control, and communications facili-
ties and personnel beyond the initial phases
of a nuclear conflict. Apparently, the Sovi-
ets, having deployed the only current BMD
system around Moscow, have noticed this
possibility.

Conclusion

The SIOP has evolved over the years into
a plan that calls for increasingly numerous
and flexible nuclear responses to attacks
against American or allied interests. We
may now have reached the sensible limit be-
yond which additional ‘“‘options’’ are
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merely paper ones instead of realistic alter-
natives. The US command system might
provide for immediate retaliation against a
very large target set, but whether it could
conduct flexible and protracted attacks over
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IRA C. EAKER AWARD WINNER

/]

Dr Jacob W. Kipp

for his article

“Soviet Tactical’ Aviation in the Postwar Period:
Technological Change, Organizational Innovation, and
Doctrinal Continuity”

Congratulations to Dr Jacob W. Kipp on his se-
lection as the Ira C. Eaker Award winner for the
best eligible article from the Spring 1988 issue of
the Airpower Journal. Doctor Kipp receives a
$500 cash award for his contribution to the Air
Force’s professional dialogue. The award hon-
ors Gen Ira C. Eaker and is made possible
through the support of the Arthur G. B. Metcalf
Foundation of Winchester, Massachusetts.

If you would like to compete for the Ira C.
Eaker Award, submit an article of feature length
to the Airpower Journal, Walker Hall, Maxwell
AFB, AL 36112-5532. The award is for the best
eligible article in each issue and is open to all
US military personnel below the rank of colonel
or equivalent and all US Government civilian
employees below GS-15 or equivalent.
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THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE
IN THE MILITARY CONTEXT

Lt CoL G. E. MyERs, USAF

HERE has been much written over

the past five years on the seeming re-

birth of strategic defense as embod-

ied in the president’s Strategic De-
fense Initiative (SDI). Much of the literature
argues the feasibility of exotic technical
proposals. Other publications isolate arms
control and discuss how SDI will affect our
efforts to obtain an agreement with the So-
viet Union. Still others advance a scholarly
discourse on the effect of SDI on our posture
without reviewing the real military require-
ments for and the effects of such a system.
Rarely do any of the authors attempt to
place the SDI program into a military con-
text. To many, the system may appear to be
politically motivated. Regardless of the rea-
sons for the system's development, how-
ever. SDI mav be in the hands of the US

defense establishment and operating within
a complex set of requirements and threats
ranging from antiterrorist operations to the
prevention of a nuclear holocaust.

The purpose here is to address the mili-
tary context. This discussion does not di-
rectly address the technologically feasible
argument. It does not attempt to solve the
arms control puzzle except to suggest that
we are not likely to get something for noth-
ing. The article addresses SDI's effect on ,&’l/s
our strategic posture by suggesting that
while it cannot make nuclear weapons
impotent or obsolete, it may play a sig-
nificant role in our overall strategic ™,
force posture. It also examines the ef- 3|
fect of the SDI program on “tactical” or
“theater” requirements, which in the
long run are every bit as important as a
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“No enemy vehicle of attack must be permitted to have
a free ride." Even a partially effective SDI would end
the 30-year-old free ride for Soviet missile systems
such as this SS-20.

Soviet “bolt-from-the-blue" nuclear attack
on the continental United States. But first,
since SDI is a concept for strategic defense,
it would be useful to place it within the his-
toric context of defense of the American
homeland.

The Historical Context

The US historical experience does not
stress the need for defenses in the classic
sense. We have relied on two oceans to pro-
tect us from overseas threats; we have had
benign neighbors to the north and south:
and we have possessed the defensive ad-
vantages of a large landmass. (World Wars I
and II, Korea, and Vietnam taught us the ad-
vantages of fighting wars over somebody
else’s territory.) In addition. the advent of
nuclear weapons along with the rapid
means of their delivery over intercontinen-
tal distances seemed to make the idea of
strategic defense meaningless to many
American strategic theorists.

Even in the 1950s and early 1960s era of
large strategic defense forces (before inter-
continental missiles made their presence
felt in a major way), the threat of absolute
destruction, or massive retaliation, was the
primary engine of our military defenses. We
obviously did see our defensive forces as
playing a role in the calculus of deterrence,
but we certainly did not believe that our in-
terceptors and air defense missile batteries
would make Soviet bombers obsolete or
eliminate the threat of nuclear weapons.' As
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles said in
1954. the United States would “depend pri-
marily upon a great capacity to retaliate in-
stantly by means and at places of our
choosing.””? While the United States and the
Soviet Union relied on the nuclear offensive
as their primary military instrument during
this era, the United States did not ignore its
active defenses even though they could not,
as large as they were, be seen as totally ef-
fective.? Bernard Brodie captured the idea:

There is a rough rule-of-thumb that no en-
emy vehicle of attack must be permitted to
have “a free ride.” The enemy should not be
relieved of uncertainty with respect to any
avenue of attack which is feasible for him to
use.?

But as the nuclear era progressed. we ne-
glected our active defenses to the point of



almost total abandonment by the 1970s.
Through the late 1960s and 1970s, the So-
viet threat came increasingly from a grow-
ing ballistic missile fleet and less from
bombers. Of course, we toyed with the con-
cept of ballistic missile defense during this
time but eventually gave it up as “destabil-
izing" to the Soviet-American strategic re-
lationship as too expensive and as a nut that
was too tough to crack with then-existing
technology.®

We then codified the “mutual hostage”
relationship in 1972 with the Antiballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty and settled into what
many in the United States termed mutual
assured destruction (MAD), which assumed
that stability between the superpowers
could be assured only if both sides could
maintain the capability to destroy the
other.® Destruction in this case means dev-
astation—the intentional targeting of cities
rather than weapon and command systems.
(Official US declaratory policy called it as-
sured destruction, the “mutual” part being
added by think-tank analysts.)

This was the situation (admittedly sim-
plified here for brevity), or at least the pub-
licly believed situation, throughout the
1970s and into the 1980s—except for those
naysayers who argued that assured destruc-
tion or MAD really never existed and that
the United States had been targeting Soviet
weapons and they ours for as long as the
technology to do so had existed.” Then there
were those who were opposed to MAD in
the first place and who opposed even a de-
clared policy of assured destruction. Fred S.
Hoffman (of ‘*Hoffman Report’’ fame)
summed up the anti-MAD view this way:

IMAD advocates] generally leave implicit
the remarkable assumption that the Soviets
would devote their entire (and . . . presumably
undamaged) missile force to attacks on cities,
ignoring military targets in general and not
even making an attempt to reduce our retalia-
tory blow by attacking our nuclear offensive
forces.®

It would therefore seem, as another ob-
server put it, “that the only consequence of
the ABM Treaty was to ensure that offensive
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(damage-inflicting) and defensive (damage-
limiting) capabilities would henceforth be
embodied in the same weapons.'” This
means simply that even though the MAD
advocates appear to have carried the day
with respect to US nuclear targeting philos-
ophy, what has happened is that we are
forced to build a counterforce capability
since, militarily speaking, it makes abso-
lutely no sense to target Soviet cities when
doing so would invite a similar response by
their reserve weapons that will survive be-
cause they were not targeted.

The Military Requirement

To make matters worse, it became evident
to some observers by the 1970s that the So-
viet Union did not subscribe to the assured
destruction concept. As one writer de-
scribes it, the Soviets believe that “however
awful, nuclear war must be survivable and
some kind of meaningful victory attaina-
ble.”** This means that they do not view
their nuclear weapons as some sort of myst-
ical out-of-sight, out-of-mind force reserved
only for use against the very thing that
would bring about their own destruction—
the American cities. Rather, their philoso-
phy centers on the ability to fight a nuclear
war in the classic sense. Their weapons are
designed with the accuracy and numbers to
attack and do tremendous damage to both
our hardened nuclear weapons and com-
mand centers.

The upshot of all this is that the Soviet
leaders plan to disarm us first if they must
fight a nuclear war. We must remember that
the reason the United States has maintained
the triad of three separate nuclear force ele-
ments all these years is to prevent the Sovi-
ets from doing just that. They are not likely
to attack our cities and leave us free to do
the same to them and are not about to be-
lieve any claims to the contrary from us."

Leon Sloss, noted strategic analyst and
deputy director of the Future Security Strat-
egy Study, insists that for these reasons the
United States is ‘““‘moving away from the pu-






Jpponents of SDI argue thal sca-launched cruise
nissiles are undeleclable. But even a modest ballis-
ic missile defense would increase Soviet uncer-
ainty about the success of their altack.
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nitive concept of assured destruction to-
ward a more flexible and variegated
concept.” He goes on to say that the “doc-
trine was threatening to become self-deter-
ring.”’*? The United States plainly could not
continue threatening Soviet industrial and
population centers as a response to a Soviet
attack on US intercontinental-range weap-
ons, especially when it became obvious that
no matter what the United States did the So-
viets would retain a sufficient strategic re-
serve to exact similar retribution.

Efforts to improve the situation have until
recently centered on passive defense of our
offensive forces to reduce their vulnerabil-
ity (submarine basing and intercontinental
ballistic missile [ICBM] silo hardening) and
on accuracy improvements to our weapons
to provide, as former Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger stated with respect to
the new Peacekeeper (MX) ICBM, a
“prompt capability to hold time-urgent
hardened Soviet assets [missile silos, com-
mand centers—counterforce targets] at
risk.”® Weinberger made a similar argu-
ment for the new Trident II submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM).1* It
should be noted (if the reader has not al-
ready done so) that the theoretical targets
for a strategic doctrine based on assured de-
struction are cities that are not considered
“time-urgent hardened Soviet assets.”

This leads in a rather roundabout way to
the real topic—strategic defense, particu-
larly SDI. All rhetoric about more “enlight-
ened” political motivations aside, strategic
defenses in the generic sense can and do
perform a valid military function. even
though legions of analysts have made it
abundantly clear that a reliable defense of
our major population centers is for all prac-
tical purposes impossible.’ The oft-ex-
pressed notion during the recent SDI
debates that anything less than perfect de-
fense is no defense at all has little relevance
to the military issue at hand—the utility of
an attack on American cities, knowing we
can respond in a like manner. The key is to
make sure that we always can respond and
deny the enemy any plausible avenue to
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military victory—that we can respond
against his weapons and command and con-
trol or against his population if required.
The first and most direct effect of strategic
defenses, be they the currently envisioned
SDI program or something else, is to en-
hance the effectiveness of our strategic of-
fensive forces. As Sir Michael Howard
writes, they have the effect of ‘“’keeping our
nuclear weapons in business . . . rather than
rendering them "impotent and obsolete.’ "¢
This is a strictly military requirement.

The Essence of Deterrence

Secretary Weinberger said during a 1982
hearing before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee that

to deter successfully, we must be able—and
must be seen to be able—to retaliate against
any potential aggressor in such a manner that
the costs we will exact will substantially ex-
ceed any gains he might hope to achieve
through aggression."’

The advent of the SDI program has not
changed this requirement. As mentioned
above, we must assure that the Soviets un-
derstand that they cannot disarm us (and
then hold our cities hostage) and that we
can and will respond in an appropriate
manner to any attack. Active and passive
defenses can enhance the ability of offen-

The target. A Peacekeeper missile on alert in its silo. It
is unlikely that a Soviet atlack would be aimed at our
cities and leave our retaliatory capability undamaged.




sive forces to deliver their retaliatory strikes
by assuring that enough such forces survive
to do so.'® Active measures need not be per-
fect or massive if they are combined with
passive defense measures such as mobility,
deceptive basing, or increased hardening.
The presidentially directed Future Security
Strategy Study reinforced this notion when
it reached the following conclusion as
stated by Leon Sloss, its deputy director:

Former Secretary of Defense Weinberger said the
Peacekeeper ICBM {shown in its rail-mobile mode}
represents a “‘prompt capability to hold time-urgent,
hardened Soviet assets at risk.”” Even with an effective
SDI, such systems would remain a necessary part of
our arsenal in order to threaten Soviet assets held in

reserve.
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Even a U.S. defense of limited capability can
deny Soviet planners confidence in their abil-
ity to destroy a sufficient set of military targets
to satisfy enemy objectives, thereby strength-
ening deterrence.'*

We should remember that even during
the period of our greatest reliance on offen-
sive nuclear power in the 1950s, we main-
tained large active defense forces, though,
as Bernard Brodie pointed out, they were
not seen as totally effective.

No weapon technology or military strat-
egy. whether offensive or defensive, has
ever been perfect, nor should we reasonably
expect them to be in the future. Yet there are
those who insist that a strategic defense
must be perfect, that we can somehow elim-
inate offensive nuclear weapons, and that
such a strategic “‘shield’” may be attainable
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sometime in the near future.?® The Soviets
will be able to circumvent a ballistic missile
defense (BMD) system by increasing their
reliance on sea-launched and air-launched
cruise missiles (SLCMs and ALCMs) and
even gravity weapons from bombers.?' That
alone does not constitute sufficient reason
not to attempt a BMD system, especially
with such large numbers of weapons deliv-
ered by Soviet ballistic missiles. In some
cases, a properly timed SLCM or ALCM at-
tack could strike US coastal cities and mil-
itary installations before Soviet ICBMs.
This could present a particularly potent
threat to the central US leadership in Wash-
ington, especially since we have an ac-
knowledged inability to detect incoming
cruise missiles.?> A modest air defense sys-
tem would serve to increase Soviet uncer-
tainties even here, but the historical lessons
indicate that nuclear weapons, from what-
ever source, will always be able to penetrate
the defense we do build, no matter how
complex.

It would indeed be a blessing to mankind
if the “civilized" nations were able to attain
the SDI proponents’ dream of rendering nu-
clear weapons “impotent and obsolete.”
However, it is highly unlikely that the
United States and the Soviet Union will
ever be able to deter nuclear warfare solely
by threatening to destroy incoming ballistic
missiles or, as Weinberger said to a group of
European leaders. by producing a situation
in which “the Soviets would simply have
no reason to continue their huge invest-
ments in offensive arms” because ICBMs
and shorter-range missiles were *“*approach-
ing obsolescence.’'??

It is most probable, however, that defen-
ses could enhance a deterrence that is al-
ready firmly based on a strong offensive
capability. This author must agree in this in-
stance with McGeorge Bundy and his col-
leagues (though not with all their
conclusions) in their assessment that SDI
“will have a level of political support un-
related to reality” as long as the American
people believe that it offers a real hope of
achieving President Reagan's stated goal of

making nuclear weapons obsolete.?* In
other words, if US leaders continue to over-
sell the program, political pressure may
eventually force them to attempt a system
that is unbuildable, at least with the degree
of sophistication and lethality projected by
many SDI supporters. The United States
simply cannot return to the time when it
was safe behind two great oceans; SDI will
not provide a satisfactory substitute for this
bygone era.?

If developed, ground- and space-based
defenses most likely will play an important
role in dissuading an attack on the United
States. However, to foster the idea that the
United States will shift its strategic empha-
sis from the threat of nuclear retaliation to
that of a “comprehensive national defense”
is not only unwarranted at this early date
but dangerous at any time. The preferable
view in this case was offered by Fred
Hoffman:

The relevant question for the foreseeable fu-
ture is not whether defenses should replace of-
fensive weapons but whether we should rely
exclusively on offensive weapons or whether a
combination of militarily effective and dis-
criminating offense and defenses will better
meet our strategic requirement for deterrence
and limiting damage.?*

What defenses the United States does de-
ploy should increase Soviet uncertainty as
to their ability to successfully disarm us or
to separate our leadership from our forces.
What we should avoid is an SDI program
that unduly threatens other vital military
programs. An unbalanced approach could
be dangerously destabilizing since in the
absence of comprehensive offensive arms
control, the Soviets could attempt to over-
whelm our defenses with minimum con-
cern over US retaliation, especially if they
have built a defense of their own (which
they already have done against our aircraft).

The essence of deterrence will continue
to be the ability to respond to a nuclear
strike—to first place the enemy's ability to
do the United States harm at risk and then,
if need be, to pose a threat to his people.
(After all, weapons capable of destroying



opposing hardened weapons sites can cer-
tainly do grievous harm to soft population
centers.) If active defenses can contribute to
this goal. they should have a place in US
strategic calculations. A limited defensive
system could at least provide much-needed
protection against a third nation’s missiles
or against an accidental launch and also
could provide some level of protection for
our vulnerable national leadership. How-
ever, billing SDI as a technological answer
to the nuclear reign of terror and as a way to
shift to defense-based deterrence may very
well force us to drain resources from our
strategic offensive forces and from much-
needed measures such as deception and
mobility that would provide more effective
passive defenses probably a good deal
cheaper than many of the exotic SDI
proposals.?’

Americans have a long-standing love af-
fair with high technology. and nowhere is it
more evident than in the Defense Depart-
ment. This is not necessarily bad. but we
must not allow ourselves to be blinded by
the prospects of unproven technologies and
promises of miraculous solutions to what is
perhaps man's greatest dilemma. New tech-
nological innovations from the longbow to
the H-bomb have regularly changed the face
of battle, but none have provided a solution
to the problem of war.

The Tactical Perspective

The SDI program has the potential to af-
fect far more than the traditional strategic
balance. Directly or indirectly the new em-
phasis on strategic defense can also gener-
ate tremendous change in the tactical or
battlefield environment. Before exploring
these potentials, we need to clear up some
commonly held misperceptions about the
concept of strategic and tactical operations.

Since World War Il and the advent of nu-
clear weapons, we have tended to compart-
mentalize our military forces into
convenient strategic or tactical categories.
Fhe general public and even many within
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the military have come to associate inter-
continental-range and nuclear weapons
with the “‘strategic force' category while all
else is thrown into a *‘tactical” or *theater”
force pot. How often have we heard senior
Defense Department or administration offi-
cials discussing ‘‘strategic’’ weapons in a
context that can only mean intercontinental
nuclear weapons? The Strategic Arms Re-
duction Talks (START) are not intended to
reduce strategic weapons but rather long-
range nuclear weapons. This apparent di-
vision of labor between ‘'strategic’’ and
“‘tactical” forces is purely arbitrary.

It is not the weapon used but how it is
used that is important. As Dr Robert Kup-
perman points out, the systems we have
considered to be strategic, such as our
bombers or even our ICBMs, *‘can attack
theater targets while long-range theater sys-
tems can attack some strategic targets as
well.”’? Thus, the difference between a stra-
tegic and tactical ICBM (or fighter-bomber)
is determined by what is targeted. not by its
size, range, speed, or destructiveness. It
should be mentioned that the Soviets see
our Pershing and cruise missiles in Europe
as strategic since they can accomplish stra-
tegic tasks against Soviet targets. The Euro-
peans are just as sensitive to our
classification of Soviet SS-20s and Backfire
bombers as tactical theater systems. The va-
porization of 10 Downing Street is just as
strategic to the British as 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue would be to Americans.?

The point of all this, of course, is that the
same thing applies to our “‘strategic’’ defen-
ses. More to the point, we should be careful
not to confuse strategic and tactical defen-
ses as we have done with the offense. Once
again, whether a defensive system is stra-
tegic or tactical is mostly a matter of seman-
tics. The same fighter aircraft that provides
strategic defense of the United States is used
to defend against enemy aircraft and cruise
missiles over the plains of central Europe.
The same ground-based interceptor mis-
siles used in Europe could be used at home;
and many of the more exotic SDI systems, if
proven effective against ICBMs, could be
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just as useful against intermediate-range
ballistic missiles (IRBMs) in Europe—
maybe more so given the slower reentry
speed of IRBM warheads.

The president and the secretary of de-
fense have repeatedly said that any defenses
we deploy will also extend to our allies.™
There is little doubt that some sort of de-
fense against intermediate- and interconti-
nental-range missiles (if not their shorter-
range battlefield or tactical cousins) can
be fashioned even now from existing tech-
nology. The United States has conducted a
successful test of a direct-impact (nonex-
plosive} ICBM interceptor. According to
one report, the interceptor was able to hit a
dummy ICBM warhead 100 miles above
the earth at a combined closing speed of
18,000 mph."* Of course, it does not matter
a bit whether the warhead destroyed by
such a system is aimed at a strategic or a tac-
tical target or whether the interceptor is
launched from West Germany or the United
States—the results are the same. The same
applies to any future SDI offspring such as
space- or ground-based lasers, particle-
becam generators or high-energy kinetic im-
pactors—what is strategic can in many
cases also be tactical.

So the first and possibly most important
effects SDI may have on the tactical arena
are to create increased emphasis on defense
against shorter-range weapons among our
various alliances and, as a spin-off of SDI re-
search, to provide some of the technologies
required to provide such defenses. The
United States and its European allies are al-
ready actively discussing the development
of a theater-based antitactical missile
(ATM) for use against both nuclear and con-
ventionally armed Soviet missiles. There
would be no difference in the ATM used for
either purpose.* The primary effect of this
system would (or should) be to “heighten
substantially the risks and incalculable fac-
tors confronting the Soviet planners of an
attack thereby strengthening the overall
NATO deterrent.””** Just as we should not
artificially limit the fruits of the SDI pro-
gram to just strategic defense, we should not

assume that all space weapons technology
will necessarily be limited to the defensive
mission just because SDI is a defensive ef-
fort that may see some of its systems de-
ployed in space.

The Air Force has made clear that it in-
tends to “‘exploit the military potential of
space, focus technology development, and
redress deficiencies across all mission areas
in space.”" (Emphasis added.) While there
is little doubt that the SDI program itself is
intended as a defensive system, much of the
related research into space weapons may
produce spin-off systems that could be used
for these other missions, including antisat-
ellite (ASAT) and space-based tactical or
strategic offensive weaponry. Space-based
surveillance, navigation, warning, and com-
munication systems already exert a tremen-
dous influence over the way we plan to
conduct all forms of military operations: we
are now reliant on our space systems for all
sorts of support and enhancement func-
tions. Former Secretary of Defense Wein-
berger has further accused the Soviet Union
of preparing space- and ground-based offen-
sive ASATs as well as defensive antimissile
systems for deployment as early as the late
1980s.%* It seems obvious that any further
development and deployment of more com-
plex systems such as lasers. rail guns. and
ground-launched ASATs by the United
States. the Soviet Union, or other advanced
nations will have strategic, tactical, offen-
sive, and defensive applications against tar-
gets in space or on earth.*

Additionally, the SDI program is struc-
tured to investigate primarily nonnuclear
means of accomplishing its defensive mis-
sion. Highly advanced detection. tracking.
and guidance systems at the heart of any
forces deployed as a result of the SDI pro-
gram hopefully will allow interception of
attacking forces bv such systems as inter-
ceptor missiles or kinetic impactors, if not
space-based laser weapons.”” Again, these
advances will have other battlefield
applications.

Kinetic energy weapons may be useful
against tanks, and lasers are already in use



for aiming and guiding a host of nonnuclear
weapons. In the future they may very well
be useful for direct weapons application.
These technologies, if deployed, would
hopefully foster a reduction in US reliance
on nuclear weapons from both the offensive
and defensive perspectives. The Defense
Department is actively pursuing new tech-
nologies (ET—emerging technologies) that
may provide long-range, highly accurate.
nonnuclear weapons with sufficient accu-
racy and destructiveness to allow them to
supplant nuclear weapons in many in-
stances, especially for tactical (vice stra-
tegic) operations.* In fact, the US Congress
has directed the Defense Department to sub-
mit a report on the applicability of SDI re-
search to the tactical defense of theater-
based conventional forces and in 1987 offi-
cially authorized about $500 million to
study SDI spin-off technologies applicable
to both conventional weapon systems and
antitactical missile systems.*

Unfortunately, none of this implies that
such technologies will banish nuclear
weapons from the face of the earth or even
make them truly obsolete. They may pro-
vide new defensive options previously un-
available and other wartime options short of
nuclear weapon use. Carl Builder writes in
his study of nonnuclear strategic warfare
that even though new nonnuclear technol-
ogies may magnify incentives not to use nu-
clear weapons:

Nuclear weapons remain unique in their
credibility as a threat to destroy entire cities
and societies in a single attack. Because of that
unique quality. they will also remain the most
potent political instruments and national sym-
bols of power. The advent of nonnuclear stra-
tegic weapons [which is really nothing at all
new| will not eliminate the interest and value
that resides. and will continue to reside, in the
possession of nuclear weapons.*®

The psychological bottom line of nuclear
deterrence (some would say all deterrence
in the nuclear age) will always be the threat
of a holocaust even if both adversaries do
not plan a “city-busting” campaign. The
sheer destructiveness of these weapons
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lends tremendous international political
clout to the nations possessing them. How-
ever, as Builder maintains, the advances in
modern nonnuclear weapon technology (in-
creasing accuracy and destructiveness) and
the acknowledged destructiveness of nu-
clear weapons will provide “'both the incen-
tives and the means to avoid resorting to
nuclear weapons, even in conflicts fought
over strategic objectives at intercontinental
ranges.””*' Many of the advances in such
weaponry will undoubtedly come as a di-
rect or indirect result of research on the SDI
program.

It could be said, then, that the SDI pro-
gram through directly deployed nonnuclear
defensive systems and through the techno-
logical spin-offs to other areas could signif-
icantly enhance our ability to conduct
offensive and defensive, strategic or tactical
warfare. It is important to emphasize that
this is what deters war in the first place.
This cannot be provided by one element
such as SDI or long-range nuclear weapons
in isolation. The nuclear arsenal did not
prevent either the Korean or Southeast
Asian wars, and SDI will not of itself suc-
ceed where nuclear weapons failed.

Some Conclusions

Fred Hoffman captured the most impor-
tant function of defenses in the nuclear era:

Ballistic missiles now offer an attack plan-
ner a degree of simplicity and predictability
associated with no other weapon system. Plan-
ning a ballistic missile attack is much more
like building a bridge than it is like fighting a
war. The distinguishing characteristic of war-
fare. an active and unpredictable opponent, is
missing.*

It should be the purpose of strategic de-
fenses to provide that characteristic of war-
fare—an active and unpredictable
opponent—to enhance in the enemy’s mind
Clausewitz’s fog of war or, as Bernard Bro-
die put it. to ensure that enemy weapons do
not have a *‘free ride.”” This author does not
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agree that planning a missile strike is quite
as simple as Hoffman implies. The precise
timing of hundreds of missiles and
hundreds of aircraft to within a matter of
very few minutes to prevent or to blunt a re-
sponse is no simple matter. However, if we
interject even a marginally effective active
defense or an enhanced set of passive defen-
ses, these uncertainties grow much worse,
even if an enemy does add more offensive
systems. This, then, is the first and most
crucial conclusion drawn from this discus-
sion—that defenses can and do serve a valid
military purpose in spite of the assured de-
struction rhetoric that has been so pervasive
over the past two decades.

It is equally important to understand the
second major conlusion: strategic defenses
cannot by themselves deter an attack on the
United States. Simply stated, an adversary
not fearful of retribution becomes the bold-
est sort of enemy; he must see consequences
that are more serious than merely the
possibility of a failed attack. Defenses can
enhance but cannot provide such conse-
quences.

If we do manage to reduce our reliance on
nuclear weapons, it will be due as much to
advances in nonnuclear offensive weapons
(including SDI spin-off systems) as defen-
sive ones. There are certain crucial targets
that must be covered in order to deny an en-
emy victory and to reduce damage to our-
selves. If these are targeted by highly
effective nonnuclear weapons, so much the
better.

Even so. the bottom line of deterrence
will likely remain nuclear weapons. They
may be smaller and we may eventually
agree with our allies and adversaries to re-
duce their overall numbers, but their de-
structive power and resulting political
importance make it imperative that we not
only possess them but that we are seen to
possess at least a rough balance with our ad-
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versaries even if defenses are deployed.
This balance becomes even more important
as arms control efforts reduce their num-
bers. It is at this point of reduced weapon
levels that defenses (active or passive) have
their greatest impact in assuring that we
have the capability to respond to Soviet
attack.

In sum, the SDI program can make vital
contributions to both our strategic and tac-
tical mission capabilities as long as we do
not see the program as the technological
remedy for the nuclear ‘“reign of terror.”
There were many who believed early on
that nuclear weapons would put an end to
war; they obviously have not. They have
probably prevented the titanic clash be-
tween the world's two superpowers, and we
should be grateful for that. It was, however,
the presence of nuclear weapons that made
the surrogate state challenge the problem it
is today and that fostered our reliance on
those same nuclear weapons, which in turn
left us militarily unprepared to deal with
contingencies in Korea and Southeast
Asia.¥?

There is a relevant military lesson here
that bears directly on the SDI debate today.
In an era of increasingly available. sophis-
ticated. nonnuclear weaponry and growing
worldwide nuclear presence, we cannot al-
low vague promises of obsolete interconti-
nental missiles and useless nuclear
weapons to blind us to the very real need for
a balanced military force structure that is as
able to deal as effectively with third-nation
conventional aggression or the worldwide
terrorist infrastructure as with the Soviet
Union's massive nuclear arsenal. SDI and
many of the technologies resulting from the
program have the potential to contribute to
that vital military balance as long as US mil-
itary and civilian leaders approach it as a
military system intended to play a military
role in a very complex environment. []
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HEN the United States de-
v clared war on Germany on 6

April 1917, the US Air Service

was a branch of the Signal
Corps. Its inventory consisted of one squad-
ron equipped with obsolete airplanes; no
machines fit for frontline service; no fun-

1

-

damental knowledge of ai g
fewer than 50 trained pilots; no pilofs, save
those serving with the French or British air
forces, capable of performing a battle mis-
sion; a total of approximately 1,120 person-
nel; and only five officers in Europe, none of
whom had yet acquired any advanced tech-
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