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EDITORIAL

The Confidence of Quality

ELF-PRESERVATION is a basic hu-

man instinct. Not only is it the reason
that people band together into groups. it
also is the reason they compete with each
other. At the basic level, cooperation
between group members promotes each
person’s sense of self-preservation and
well-being. But people's instincts to ad-
vance their own cause may at times take
higher priority than the group’s need for
cooperation. This attitude sets the stage for
contention, competition. and hostility.
Such self-centeredness can emerge if peo-
ple feel that they have “‘lost” if someone
else “wins' something they did not. For
example. when the boss recognizes certain
workers, a coworker may resent their good
fortune and feel left out. With this outlook,
life begins to be plaved as a zero-sum
game.

The traditional ‘*management by re-
sults’ theory led to judging the worth of
organizations by their conformance to
arbitrary standards or their attainment of
imposed goals or quotas. Experience
shows that this theory brings out that old
self-preservation instinct and saps much of
the group’s energy because people begin to
look out for themselves and feel short-
changed if someone else gets a pat on the
back.

A better way of thinking indicates that a
team approach is much more effective in
accomplishing the real purpose of an orga-
nization, which is to perform its mission
with excellence and assure the long-term
well-being of its members. This approach.
called total quality leadership, invites
people into the decision-making process
and focuses the organization's energies on
performance. It requires studying the mis-

sion and the way it is accomplished,
building excellence into every aspect of
the organization, and—through team-
work—improving the quality of mission
accomplishment.

For the team approach to work, there
must be an atmosphere of cooperation
wherein the members feel confident, ap-
preciated. and essential to their group's
success. They must see that there is plenty
of recognition, satisfaction, and praise for
everyone. In such an environment, the
achievements of any member would be a
reflection on the entire group’s quality.

Military organizations are beginning to
appreciate the potential of total quality
leadership. But implementation will take
time. Several roadblocks are in the path—
especially in the context of a reduction in
the military force structure. Selective Early
Retirement Boards. talk of reductions in
force. and other uncertainties tend to
encourage self-preservation rather than the
confidence that is needed for teamwork.
Once the force trimming is over, however,
the path should be much clearer.

If the concepts of total quality lead-
ership are to take hold. we need funda-
mental, institutional changes and a re-
assessment of the ways we have tradi-
tionally operated. One target for evaluation
is the *‘up-or-out™ system, which is essen-
tially geared toward management by re-
sults. We must ask whether this system
stimulates the instinct for self-preservation
or whether it produces a mind-set that
encourages quality and teamwork. The
bottom-line question is, Does it nurture
careerism, or does it increase military
excellence in defense of the nation? RBC



Letters to the editor are encouraged. All corre-
spondence should be addressed to the Editor,
Airpower Journal, Walker Hall. Bldg. 1400,
Maxwell AFB AL 36112-5532. We reserve the
right to edit the material for overall length.

AIR BASE SURVIVAL AND
AIRCRAFT DISPERSAL

Captains Bahm and Polasek’s otherwise infor-
mative article, ““Tactical Aircraft and Airfield
Recovery” (Summer 1991), states that “*between
the Korean War and the Vietnam War. the Air
Force again neglected the critical role of run-
ways and air bases.’” Since many Air Force
leaders in that era had learned something about
combat airfields in World War II, this neglect
was not quite total.

During the late 1950s. United States Air
Forces in Europe (USAFE) and the Strategic Air
Command's air divisions in the European the-
ater completed one of the greatest peacetime
construction efforts in military history. From a
mere dozen or so mostly noncombat airfields at
the start of the decade. the Air Force built an
extensive network of more than 40 active main
operating bases stretching from England to
Morocco to Turkev. Only a rapidly shrinking
remnant of these remains today.

Although the USSR's conventional capabili-
ties were not yet much of a threat to most of
these installations in the 1950s, USAFE’s lead-
ership did not ignore the danger posed by new
Soviet nuclear weapons. As part of the nuclear
war-fighting doctrine of those days, Lt Gen
William H. Tunner, CINCUSAFE, implemented
an ambitious dispersal program for NATO's
Central Region in 1954 that went well bevond
the criteria recently established by Su-
preme Headquarters Allied Powers in Europe
(SHAPE).

USAFE's plan envisioned an extensive net-
work of dispersed operating bases. landing
areas, and parking areas (including “hideaway
bases” and autobahn strips) that would leave
no more than eight aircraft at each site when on
alert. Associated with this concept was a wide
range of infrastructure survivability measures,
such as hardened shelters and most of the pas-

sive defense techniques rediscovered in the
1980s. including inflatable dummy aircraft and
radar reflectors.

At first USAFE made rapid progress toward
this goal. at least in Germany while occupation
deutsche marks were available, but Washington
did not follow through on funding. By 1957 the
program had bogged down. The dispersed oper-
ating bases soon degenerated into standby
bases, several of which were reopened in
France with great difficulty during the Berlin
Crisis of 1961.

Another somewhat bizarre basing concept of
the late 1950s and early 1960s was the zero-
length launch (ZEL) program, which generated
considerable planning in USAFE and NATO as
well as a number of spectacular tests at
Edwards AFB, California. The ZEL program
would have strapped rockets to fighter-bombers
for instant takeoff from mobile trailers or spe-
cial hardened shelters—much like ground-
launched cruise missiles. Their mission would
have been the same: preplanned nuclear
strikes.

Details on these and many other related
topics may be found in my historical study,
USAF Aircraft Basing in Europe. North Africa.
and the Middle East, 1945-1980 (April 1981),
which is available at the Air University Library
and many Air Force history offices.

As addressed in the companion article by
Maj Jeffrey C. Prater, *VSTOL and Power Pro-
jection: A Leap in Faith"” (Summer 1991}, the
Air Force stubbornly resisted the development
and acquisition of aircraft designed for true dis-
persal, such as the Harrier. As reasons, it has
consistently cited performance limitations of
the aircraft and the logistical inefficiencies of
scattering support resources. Now, in an era of
shrinking defense budgets, it may be too late to
obtain a close air support aircraft capable of
deploying with the troops.

The main reason for the Air Force's tradi-
tional aversion to VSTOL combal aircraft has
probably been more cultural than technical.
Few people, whether aircrews or support per-
sonnel, join the US Air Force so they can live

continued on page 79
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THE COMPOSITE WING
IN COMBAT

BRIG GEN LEE A. DOWNER, USAF

N 17 JANUARY 1991, day one

of Operation Desert Storm, the

Turkish government quietly

granted border-crossing ap-
proval for offensive operations against
Irag. A cadre staff of the 7440th Composite
Wing (provisional) had already planned.
organized, and coordinated a series of
options that ultimately allowed the flaw-
less launch of a 20-ship package from
Incirlik Air Base, Turkey, within a few
short hours of that historic decision. This
first combat mission occurred in the midst
of the arrival of over half of the newly
formed wing's initial forces, equipment,
and personnel. The successful opening
actions—as Desert Storm raged—were a
tribute to the readiness of the units from

US Air Forces Europe (USAFE) that re-
ceived the call.

How the Wing Got Started

This unique organization originated dur-
ing the first few weeks after Iraq’s invasion
of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 when a hand-
ful of young officers in the 52d Tactical
Fighter Wing at Spangdahlem Air Base,
Germany, developed a concept to base
electronic combat support in Turkey to
support the forces preparing in the Gulf.
They wanted to complicate the Iraqi de-
fense problem by diverting the enemy’s
attention and resources should war com-
mence. The proposal picked up steam as it




moved through channels, ending up at
Headquarters United States European
Command (USEUCOM) where it was ap-
proved and forwarded to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (JCS). While the JCS staffing and
political approval process was under way,
USEUCOM began forming a joint task
force (JTF), later named |JTF Proven Force.
As the details and force options of this JTF
solidified. USAFE began to form the unit
that would provide the air component—a
composite wing whose commander would
also serve as the Air Force forces com-
mander. USEUCOM commander Gen John
R. Galvin and Gen Norman Schwarzkopf
agreed that the JTF and its Air Force forces
commander would be under the opera-
tional control of USEUCOM but that all
operations would be under the tactical
control of US Air Forces, Central Com-
mand (CENTAF).

To man the unit, I was given the oppor-
tunity to start with a blank sheet of paper,
as well as access to all of the personnel
resources of USAFE. My objective was to
surround myself with superstars, clear
obstacles for them, and then get out of
their way. Selection of the key staff—a
vice-commander: deputy commanders for
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operations, maintenance, and resources;
and the combat support group’'s com-
mander—was the priority task, one that
would affect the entire operation. Between
those key colonels and the home-station
wing commanders of deploying squadrons,
we sought out recommendations for the
best group of company- and field-grade
officers in the command to fill the key bil-
lets. The superstar approach worked es-
pecially well, giving us the intellectual
and technical horsepower to meet the
inevitable challenges.

Building the composite force was a bit
tougher. The most modern or most capable
systems were already serving in Southwest
Asia, offering a range of solid capabilities
but not all that were desired to meet the
potential JTF objectives. Some forces that
played an important role in our mission
were already present for duty at Incirlik.
As Operation Desert Shield began, a train-
ing detachment of F-111Es based at Royal
Air Force Base Upper Heyford, United
Kingdom, but operating from Incirlik, was
given orders to remain in place until fur-
ther notice. Additionally, a squadron of
F-16s from Torrejon Air Base, Spain—
deployed for a NATO exercise—was held
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in place to join the F-111Es. Later. when
President George Bush added more forces
to the US Central Command area, 10 F-15s
from Bitburg Air Base, Germany, and four
Strategic Air Command KC-135 tankers
from Dyess AFB, Texas, joined the base
complement. The four organizations oper-
ated on a peacetime training detachment
philosophy. retaining their home-station
chain of command for leadership. direc-
tion. and support.

As these future elements of the com-
posite wing operated at Incirlik, the wing’s
organization began to take shape on paper
at Headquarters USAFE. The first tasks

Aircraft and personnel of Joint Task Force (JTF) Proven
Force. Incirlik Air Base, Turkey, March 1991. Proven Force
eliminated any illusion of safety that the Iraqi leadership
may have had about northern Iraq.

included placing all the forces at Incirlik
under one commander, developing an
organization that could task and control
forces from several major commands. and
preparing to grow as the situation dictated.
The challenges of deplovment and the pos-
sibility of combat were two items in a long
list of obstacles to be addressed. At this
point, combat seemed remote, since major
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political and diplomatic hurdles still had
to be overcome. A cadre element deployed
in late December 1990 and early January
1991 to begin planning and preparation.
The 39th Tactical Group. Incirlik's peace-
time organization. worked hard to open as
many options as possible, pending a deci-
sion to increase forces.

Secretary of State James Baker's visit to
President Turgut Ozal of Turkey on 12 Jan-
uary 1991 set many wheels in motion,
allowing the bulk of the 7440th Composite
Wing staff to deploy. The possibility of
substantial force increases at Incirlik now
became a reality—the forces that had
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already been identified were immediately
given a JCS warning order to deploy. They
received execution orders on 16 January
and deployed the next day—day one of
Desert Storm. As yet, the deployment
order did not include approval for combat
operations, but the order itself was a major
step toward that end. We remained skepti-
cal but did not diminish our massive effort
to prepare for every eventuality. With the
crushing initial blows of the air war al-
ready in full swing, 24 F-4G Wild Weasels,
six EF-111s, four additional F-111Es, 14
additional F-15s, eight additional KC-135s,
three E-3Bs, and three EC-130s launched
for Incirlik from bases around Europe.
Finally—approximately midday—with air-
craft, people, and equipment landing every
few minutes, the 7440th received word
that the government of Turkey had ap-
proved US unilateral offensive operations
from Incirlik Air Base as soon as the Turk-
ish General Staff could provide imple-
menting instructions.

Since early January 1991, we had been
closely linked with CENTAF. which had
given the wing a series of targets and times
that would mesh the day-one and day-two
attacks in northern Iraq with those from
CENTAF, taking various potential force
mixes into account. In the event Wild
Weasels for surface-to-air missile suppres-
sion or F-15s for counterair and other
electronic combat support were not avail-
able, we had built an option to attack less
heavily defended targets. Sensing that
border-crossing authority was imminent
and understanding that offensive opera-
tions should be demonstrated as soon as
practical, we narrowed our focus to a night
attack on four early-warning sites rela-
tively close to the border. CENTAF agreed.
With acceptable risk, the F-111s could
ingress Iraqi airspace at low altitude,
attack assigned targets, and return with
limited support. The takeoff at 2350 Zulu
(Greenwich mean time) on 17 January
1991 came only a few hours after the
awaited implementing directive from the
Turkish General Staff, but with the de-
tailed planning, coordination, and solid
training base of all participants, the mis-
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sion went like clockwork. USAFE and the
7440th were in the war.

Organization

Organization of the wing was tradi-
tional. My experience as a wing com-
mander made the organization of the
deputy commanders easy to deal with.
Superficially, the organization was identi-
cal to that of a regular wing—in actuality,
however, it was significantly different.

The deputy commander for operations
led 10 organizations of varying sizes.
Additionally, he supervised intelligence
and led a control center with two director-
ates—current operations and combat
plans.

The deputy commander for maintenance
subsumed the Incirlik-based consolidated
aircraft maintenance squadron (CAMS)

F-16 pilots of the 7440th Composite Wing (provisional) in a
preflight briefing at the squadron operations center at
Incirlik AB. Handpicked commanders planned the mission.
picked the routes, and briefed all participants about three
hours before launch time.

and provided guidance to the eight tactical
aircraft maintenance units, each of which
continued to report directly to its opera-
tional squadron commander. The big air-
craft (KC-135s and E-3Bs) combined main-
tenance under one organization with a
command relationship similar to that of
the aircraft maintenance units. The main-
tenance operations center and the quality
assurance, statistical analysis. mainte-
nance scheduling, and ammunition units
were all part of the CAMS. To improve the
span of control and provide visible flight-
line leadership with the authority to pri-
oritize tasks and equipment, the deputy
commander adjusted the organization after



a few weeks. That is, he created the
equivalents of an aircraft generation
squadron commander and equipment
maintenance squadron/component repair
squadron combined commander. Since the
aircraft maintenance units reported di-
rectly to their operational commanders,
these new positions were more like flight-
line coordinators than commanders, but
the troops understood their purpose and
better flight-line results were immediate.
Operational squadron commanders under-
stood the relationship. since it was very
similar to the standard used in peacetime
weapons training detachments throughout
the command.

The deputy commander for resources
owned transportation, supply, and budget.
His biggest challenge was unifying the
supply systems for the various units in the
wing. The three squadrons that had de-
ployved to Incirlik prior to the war were
well established on the Incirlik supply
computer, but it took several weeks to
include the subsequent units. Eventually,
even the E-3Bs from Tactical Air Com-
mand were managed from a single com-
puter, providing excellent visibility into
problem areas in mission capability parts
for all aircraft.

The combat support group continued its
normal functions, augmented to support
the 5.500 additional people who were
eventually based at Incirlik. The group
also provided support for 550 people at
Batman, an austere Turkish air base 300
miles east of Incirlik where special forces
and combat search and rescue forces were
located.

Command and Control

The command relationship that CEN-
TAF tailored to Proven Force allowed us
considerable flexibility in mission execu-
tion. Although the 7440th did not receive
a true mission type order, our instructions
came close to that. We were told to destroy
the war-fighting capability of northern Iraq
and were given a target list—developed
and approved by CENTAF—but we had
the latitude to develop a campaign that
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would best attack those targets. As the
Proven Force staff became experienced
with the northern one-third of Iraq, we
began to nominate other targets for CEN-
TAF approval. The 7440th combat plans
function, in coordination with the JTF
Proven Force staff, developed a campaign
to attack the targets provided and ap-
proved by CENTAF in a prioritized man-
ner that minimized risks to attackers yet
ensured maximum target destruction.

Two people were key to the operation—
the chief of combat plans and the mission
commander. The former assisted JTF/]3
(Operations) in developing the campaign
plan, consolidated the daily operations
concept, and produced the air tasking
order (ATO). The initial inputs came from
CENTATF as target lists, sometimes with
CENTAF priorities or other special in-
structions attached. JTF/]3 then wrote a
daily operations order, which finalized the
JTF commander’s priorities. From this
order. combat planners then coordinated
with maintenance, resources, tactical
squadrons, and off-station supporting
units (such as the RC-135s at Hellenikon
Air Base, Greece) to propose an operations
concept to the composite wing’s director
of operations. Operations tempo, decep-
tion plans, weaponeering, package com-
position, and limitations—if any—were
essential ingredients at this point. When
approved, the plan was transformed into
an ATO. Approximately 28 hours elapsed
from the beginning of the cycle to the start
of the execution day—beginning at 0001
Zulu. Throughout Operation Desert Storm,
the wing flew two to three packages per
day—two during the day and one at night.
Efforts to remain unpredictable and to sus-
tain the maintenance health of the wing
drove the changing tempo. Since the ef-
forts of thousands of people were affected
by the ATO, creating this document was a
critical process.

Mission Planning
and Execution

Once the ATO was published, the mis-
sion commander—one per package—took
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over. Selected from officers in the attack-
ing squadron, the mission commander was
one of a small number of the unit’s most
experienced flight leaders—typically a
squadron commander, operations officer,
or flight commander. Some of the mission
commanders were graduates of fighter
weapons instructor courses, and some had
attended NATO's tactical leadership pro-
gram. In addition, the many missions that
they led or participated in during various
flag exercises at Nellis AFB, Nevada, or
Cold Lake, Canada, provided perfect train-
ing and allowed these leaders to suc-
cessfully accomplish the critical task of
mission commander from day one. Mis-
sion commanders put the package plan
together. picked the route or routes to the
target. assigned specific duties to the sup-
porting forces. and briefed all the par-
ticipants—usually three hours prior to
package-launch time. The overall task
required a flight plan. launch plan, tanker
plan, and tactics and backup plans—a con-
siderable work load that required delega-
tion of effort and constant attention. At the

end of the mission, one of the most impor-
tant tasks given to this busy officer was the
mass debrief. This session, involving all
participants in the package, was always
rich with incisive observations and no-
holds-barred critiques of every aspect of
the mission. The vast amount of informa-
tion that we learned from Proven Force
operations can be attributed in large meas-
ure to this critical event.

As mission commanders became experi-
enced in the process, it became obvious
that they needed some nonflying help.
Thus, mission monitors were created to
assist the mission commanders and relieve
them of some of their tasks. A monitor (a
captain or major with extensive opera-
tional experience) was assigned to each
package and stayed with it from creation
of the ATO to final reporting of mission

The night Wild Weasel mission was probably the most
challenging mission early in the war. pitting F-4s and F-16s
against unseen electronic threats. Additional investments in
advanced night-fighting technology will help integrate all
players in this increasingly critical environment.




results. This officer ensured that the pri-
orities in the daily operations order were
clearly understood. attended the mass
brief, briefed the wing commander on the
entire package. followed the progress of
the mission in the wing operations center.
attended the mass debriefing. and made
sure that all reporting was completed.
Most importantly, the mission monitor
provided the commander and chief of
combat plans with direct feedback on the
specific successes and failures of each
package as part of a constant correction
process. Without a doubt, the six mission
monitors of the 7440th made a major con-
tribution to the mission.

Results

The composite wing's accomplishments
are impressive. We were tasked to open a
second front, prevent Saddam Hussein
from creating a sanctuary in the north, and
prevent his defenses from concentrating
on the south. In the months of intense
planning between August 1990 and the
beginning of the war, CENTAF had not
counted on Turkish approval for offensive
support to Desert Storm. As the air offen-
sive plan developed. it was necessary to
convince the Iraqis that no target in the
country was safe from coalition attack;
therefore. aircraft based in Saudi Arabia
were tasked to attack a number of strategic
targets in northern Irag. To continue this
operation, however, would have diverted
coalition efforts from and diluted their
effect on the Kuwaiti theater of operations
and other important southern targets.
From an operational standpoint, the trip
north was no trivial matter. The distance
from Taif. Saudi Arabia. to northern Iraq
is 900 nautical miles versus 400 from
Incirlik. Furthermore, attacks from Saudi
Arabia would require increases in tankers
and would run the risk of not having the
necessary E-3, Wild Weasel. and Compass
Call support. Proven Force joined all the
coalition forces in phase one of Desert
Storm, but when forces in the south made
the transition from strategic operations to
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isolation and preparation of the battlefield
and finally to the ground campaign,
Proven Force stayed in the strategic phase.
We were too far from the Kuwaiti theater
to contend with a battlefield situation.
Our lack of precision-guided and hard-
structure munitions dictated a different
tactical plan than that prosecuted by
CENTAF. The Proven Force campaign
ensured that specified nuclear, chemical,
biological, and missile production facili-
ties were systematically destroyed and that
over 100 other key command-and-control,
war-production, and airfield targets were
seriously damaged. But most of all, Proven
Force eliminated any pretensions to safety
that the Iragi leadership may have had for
the north.

Observations

Given this background. the key question
remains, Does the composite wing work in
combat? The answer is obvious: Abso-
lutely, with no reservations. I will not dis-
cuss dollar or manpower costs. specific
aircraft, munitions, or quality of people,
since each is a separate success story that
needs more telling. Rather, 1 will answer
the question by commenting on various
observations that have come to light as a
result of the 7440th’'s experience. The
story would be incomplete without men-
tioning the positive things that allowed us
to organize and operate with virtually no
preparation. Any lesson learned from the
wing, however, must be tempered by cer-
tain unique circumstances. For example,
not all bases have Incirlik’s facilities and
space. Looking to the future, I also com-
ment below on a number of matters that
would enhance our ability to do this again
or that would need more work to ensure
success in the next contingency.

Why the Composite Wing Worked So Well

The composite training undergone by the
wing's personnel contributed to the suc-
cessful completion of their mission. The
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key leaders in each of the 10 squadrons of
the wing had all participated in at least
one flag-type exercise. Squadron com-
manders, therefore, easily adapted to the
organization. Most importantly, selected
mission commanders were typically expe-
rienced in flag exercises and, in some
cases, were graduates of NATQO's tactical
leadership programs and USAF fighter
weapons instructor courses. The ease with
which the operators made the transition
from peacetime to wartime operations is
surely a tribute to our entire training
investment. All aircrew members (the
wing had over 450) felt ready to do their
jobs when the war started. This is not to
say that they did not desire more informa-
tion or ask questions, but that they felt
confident because of the training they had
received. The extensive planning, exercis-
ing, integration. and training done be-
tween August 1990 and January 1991 by
units based in the south were not available
to the 7440th. Instead, the years of training
and exercises that were common to all the
squadrons allowed the composite wing to
enter the fight on the run from day one of
the conflict. Was everything perfect? No.
The basics were there, but much was done
to improve the initial integration of all this
combat power.

Evaluation and Inspection. Tactical
evaluations. operational readiness inspec-
tions, and other readiness exercises have
created a solid foundation of training in
both units and individuals. Squadrons,
command-and-control functions, and
quick-response teams went directly to
work. The breakout of combat gear, run-
ning checklists, work-center activations,
and dispersal of critical assets occurred
with virtually no direction and without a
hitch. The beginning of Desert Storm at
Incirlik appeared to be no different than
the start of hundreds of exercises that had
kicked off over the last 10 years. The battle
staff only had to clear a few obstacles and
concentrate on the details of the ‘“‘real-
world’’ tasking. The tens of thousands of
hours of hard work and the (sometimes
reluctant) participation in evaluation and
exercises paid off handsomely.

Mission-Planning Systems. The money
invested in advanced intelligence and
mission-planning systems is proving to be
well spent. State-of-the-technology equip-
ment such as Sentinal Byte, Intratheater
Intelligence Communications (IINCOM)
network, Constant Source, Mission Sup-
port System II, and Identification of Com-
mand and Control Operations Nodes
(ICON) performed with excellent reliabil-
ity. Although all operators were not famil-
iar with this equipment, it was so user
friendly that they learned to use it without
difficulty. The growth potential in these
systems for intelligence data management,
threat and target analysis, mission plan-
ning, and campaign planning will keep
operational intelligence people busy for
some time to come. We must continue to
stay on the leading edge of this exciting
technology. This type of system must be
organic to any wing and must be used in
peacetime training as much as possible.

Incirlik Air Base. Operating from an
established main base designed for combat
operations made a substantial difference in
our ability to posture, receive forces, and
conduct combat operations. Parking areas,
dual-access loops for hardened shelters,
robust fuel storage and distribution sys-
tems, and an extensive NATO infrastruc-
ture of hardened facilities made our effort
easier than it would have been had we
deployed to a bare base. This experience
suggests that there are significant advan-
tages to using collocated operating bases in
Europe or in other areas of the world.

Turkish Air Force Support. Rapid deci-
sions on airspace control procedures, gen-
erous offers of facilities, increased security
forces, and air defense of the air base were
all vital contributions to the success of
Proven Force. The courageous decision by
the government of Turkey to allow offen-
sive operations from Incirlik was one of
the diplomatic highlights of the war.

Areas That Need More Attention and Work

Much is left to do to bring the concept of
the composite wing to maturity. The chal-



lenges we overcame in one way or another
illustrate the most obvious needs and are
worth brief comment. These translate into
observations to analyze for potential
lessons learned. We will learn many les-
sons from this war, and most of them are
mirrored in the experience of Proven
Force. I mention only those lessons that
bear upon the composite wing.

Night Operations. We need to get
serious about conducting composite activi-
ties—not just individual training—at
night. Further, the night should not be
reserved just for attack fighters, but should
include supporting aircraft as well. The
most challenging activity early in the war

Personnel from the 52d Tactical Fighter Wing, Spangdahlem
AB, Germany, attached to the 7440th Composite Wing,
watch their F-16s taxi into takeoff position at the Incirlik AB
flight line. Despite its ad hoc creation, the joint task force
was able 1o operale smoothly. especially as its members
gained experience under combat conditions.
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may have been the night Wild Weasel mis-
sion. F-4s and F-16s were flying tactical
formation in moonless skies and dueling
with unseen electronic threats, all the
while trying to keep from becoming totally
disoriented. In addition, AGM-88s (high-
speed antiradiation missiles—HARM)]
streaking through the night sky were
enough to evoke a few surprised knee-jerk
reactions from the rest of the players in the
package. Until every one of the crews
understood what each of the other aircraft
types brought into the fight and how they
affected the mission, each night brought a
few new surprises. Clearly, aircraft with
state-of-the-art night capabilities did sig-
nificantly better, but we must continue to
invest the time and dollars to integrate
all players in this increasingly critical
environment.

Day and Night Operations. The aircrew
ratio (i.e., the number of squadron air-
crews to the number of assigned aircraft)
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was augmented to allow some squadrons
to more efficiently engage in 24-hour oper-
ations. Although all units may not be
tasked for 24-hour operations, those that
are may require extra aircrews. Typically,
supporting missions cause the problems—
if night bombing is required, then Wild
Weasels, F-15s, and tankers may be crucial
to success. Even though this is a tough
issue for peacetime costs and aircrew pro-
ficiencv., we might well achieve surge
increases in aircrew ratio through innova-
tive means that would be well worth the
additive costs. The maintenance work
force had few problems adjusting to the
24-hour operation since current technol-
ogy made certain that reliable, easily main-
tained aircraft could fly virtually any
sortie rate for some period of time. The
limiting factor during Desert Storm was
the number of aircrews.

Tasking and Targeting. Significant por-
tions of peacetime flying training should
be tasked via the ATO. We should do this,
not to prove that the squadrons can break
out the ATO and read it. but to guarantee
that the process of building, integrating,
and coordinating the order is an ingrained
part of the training and quick execution of
the combat plans function. The mecha-
nism should be in place to facilitate the
immediate transition to contingency or
wartime operations.

In addition. training must be integrated.
For example, to be considered effective,
much of an'F-15 pilot’'s training should
include work with E-3s and electronic
combat aircraft. Further, an attack pilot's
training should include the use of E-3s,
F-15s, and Wild Weasels to ensure that
training sorties are integrated. The plan-
ning., communications, mutual support.
and execution should be routine events in
all of the training and exercising for the
composite wing.

Campaign Planning. The entire team—
intelligence, combat plans, current opera-
tions, weapons, resources, and mainte-
nance—must practice solving problems to
be sure that the wing can flow smoothly

into wartime planning and operations.
There are endless variations on this con-
cept, but just reacting to current events
would be a start. A team with a basic
fighter or bomber background should be
prepared to handle scenarios of at least
moderate difficulty only a few hours after
tasking, and a wing commander should
expect a well-trained team to develop an
initial target list within a few days. Contin-
uous analysis and research will refine and
improve the product, assuming that time is
available.

Intelligence. We still have work to do
here. Without a doubt, the aircrews and
planners received a great variety of mate-
rials, analyses, and data. Because of the
work done in the theater-level production
centers and technical squadrons that rou-
tinely support USAFE's central region mis-
sion, the streamlined wing intelligence
staff at Incirlik obtained information and
imagery filtered for Proven Force opera-
tions. In addition, the intelligence com-
munications systems proved invaluable in
efficiently moving much of the data from
the production center to the wing, but the
aircrews were still dissatisfied with the
imagery that they received to plan and fly
their missions. Much of the imagery they
had at the start of the war did not allow
the desired level of detail for planning dif-
ficult targets. mobile targets, or targets in
areas where accidentally inflicting collat-
eral damage was a distinct possibility. In
addition. wing-level planners lacked
bomb-damage assessment imagery. Some
targets were successfully struck—and
attacked again; others needed to be reat-
tacked before engaging other targets of
lower priority. Aircrews and planners also
felt that electronic orders of battle did not
sufficiently reflect their current experi-
ence. To some degree. this problem has
roots in our peacetime training. Aircrews,
planners. and especially commanders
need to task their intelligence staff prop-
erly. Asking the right question can be an
enlightening experience. Some of the prob-
lem would be easily solved with addi-
tional focus and a rejuvenated concern



with the “customers’ needs.” not just their
stated requirements.

Imagery. A dedicated and flexible
source of imagery for the use of aircrews
and planners is critical to the successful
and efficient tasking of fighters and
bombers that employ precision weapons.
The imagery must be compatible with the
sensor used to attack the target. That is, if
the sensor is a visual, digital, or video sys-
tem. then photographs are important. If it
is radar. then one needs radar imagery. In
addition, commanders and planners need
damage assessment imagery for campaign
planning and execution.

Air Base Defense. As tactical ballistic
missiles become available and proliferate,
air defense—specifically, air base de-
fense—becomes a critical problem for the
deployed commander. Air defense mis-
siles provide the only active deterrence or
counter to the threat from tactical ballistic
missiles. A composite wing that is rela-
tively close to an adversary's border and
that operates from a base with limited
hardened shelters for fighters and open
ramps for larger aircraft would be vulner-
able to even a modest attack. An active air
base defense would allow the wing's lim-
ited air superiority aircraft to perform
offensive rather than defensive counterair.
Support from dedicated. rapidly deploy-
able Army air defense assets that trained
and evolved with the composite wing
would ease the active defense problem. By
the same token, engineers need to develop
a mobile sheltering system to meet the pas-
sive aspects of this issue.

Two-level Maintenance. Although the
7440th was not a pure two-level organiza-
tion or part of a controlled test of that orga-
nizational scheme. most of its intermediate
support came from home wings. Military
Airlift Command’s channel and specially
managed theater airlift supported engine
repair and the repair of avionics ‘‘black
boxes.”” This concept kept most of the
wing's aircraft flying well in excess of
rates characteristic of peacetime training
and ensured that the aircraft were always
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available to meet taskings. In fact, the wing
enjoyed a 99.4 percent rate of scheduling
effectiveness over the 42 days of Desert
Storm.

Although the supply of spare parts was a
success story, the timely delivery of those
parts is a challenge that must be addressed
for the sake of future composite wings.
Two-level maintenance puts an increased
burden on the transportation system. Bro-
ken parts should be shipped efficiently to
the repair facility or home base, and
repaired parts should be sent back quickly
to meet the wing’s new requests.

A composite wing includes flexible,
mobile forces that integrate a number of
reinforcing capabilities. These forces
should be able to operate with some
degree of autonomy for a short time while
heavier or single-aircraft-type wings mobi-
lize and deploy. Thus, the organization
should be as light as possible without sac-
rificing combat capability. A small con-
tingent of dedicated—although not neces-
sarily assigned—tactical airlift aircraft,
however, could improve efforts to resup-
ply parts and make a vital difference in the
wing’s ability to face all challenges.

Command-and-Control Connectivity.
Like air defense, communications are
rarely dedicated to peacetime units. How-
ever, a unit that is expected to enter the
fight on the run must understand the basic
connectivity it has with other units—
whether at the deployed location or
dispersed—and with its tasking headquar-
ters, wherever it may reside. Discovering
and solving communications limitations
during the heat of battle will lead to ineffi-
cient or burdensome systems that limit the
unit’s combat potential.

Conclusion

The 7440th Composite Wing's achieve-
ments are now a part of history. The efforts
to get the wing into the war are a special
success story that should be told in more
detail in the future. As is usually the case.
once the decision to go was made, the suc-
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cess of the effort was up to the people who
were tasked to make it work. Their accom-
plishments clearly show that they as-
sumed the challenge with a great deal of
enthusiasm and skill. They knew their
jobs, did not hesitate to make decisions,
and kept improving the operation as they
became seasoned and experienced. Since
the future of the composite wing concept
is in the hands and minds of Air Force

people, I am not worried. There are no
fundamental reasons why the concept will
not succeed. As we look to a smaller Air
Force that will be tasked with responding
to a wider range of conflict in the context
of Secretary of the Air Force Donald B.
Rice’s vision of ‘“‘Global Reach—Global
Power,” the composite wing will prove to
be a most important capability. O
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T A PENTAGON briefing on 15
March 1991, Air Force Chief of
Staff Gen Merrill A. McPeak
summed up his service’'s role in
the recently concluded Persian Gulf war:

‘For comments and suggestions, both heeded and un-
heeded. the author gratefully acknowledges Lt Col Price T
Bingham. Maj Matt Caffrev. Lt Col Harvey }. Crawford. Lt Col
Gary P. Cox. Col Dennis M. Drew, Lt Col James K. Feldman.
Col William F. Fortner, Lt Col Bernard E. Harvey, Dr David
Macisaac. Dr Peter Maslowski, Dr David R. Mets, Lt Col

Phillip S. Meilinger. Dr Earl H. Tilford. Jr.. and Dr Harold R.
Winton
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“This is the first time in history that a field
army has been defeated by air power.""!
General McPeak could indeed take a large
measure of satisfaction from the Air
Force’s performance in the war. In less
than 40 days, a devastating display of
aerial might had mauled Saddam Hus-
sein's military machine, enabling a
“hundred-hour blitzkrieg’’ to oust Iraqi
forces from Kuwait.

President George Bush proclaimed that
the totality of the triumph erased the

17
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stigma of an American defeat 16 years
earlier in the jungles of Southeast Asia.
After announcing a cease-fire. he declared,
“By God, we've kicked the Vietnam syn-

drome once and for all.”’2 Bush had em-
phatically insisted that a war in the
Persian Gulf would not be another Viet-
nam, and the specter of that debacle
guided American military leaders, air com-
manders in particular, as they girded
themselves for combat in the Middle East.

The Southeast Asian backdrop pro-
foundly affected both the planning for and
the conduct of the air campaign against
Iraq. Yet to say that Operation Desert
Storm's remarkably decisive air war
exorcised the demons that had plagued the
bombing campaigns against North Vietnam
would be premature. Although the efforts
to apply the perceived lessons of Vietnam
contributed greatly to air power’s success
against Iraq, the unique circumstances of
the Persian Gulf war were equally signifi-
cant in making air power a decisive

ey ‘F-ﬁ- P .'

During the Vietnam War, the Air Force paid a high price to
achieve little against a highly resourceful enemy. From
1964 10 1973, the service lost more than 600 fixed-wing
aircraft over North Vietnam. Here. F-100 pilots return from
an early Rolling Thunder mission in the spring of 1965.

weapon. Moreover, an analysis of Viet-
nam's impact on the Desert Storm air war
reveals that a few ghosts from Southeast
Asia continued to haunt—and leaves the
suspicion that in dispatching demons from
Vietnam, the Air Force may have gener-
ated a phantom from the desert.

Against the North Vietnamese. the Air
Force paid a steep price to accomplish
meager results against a highly resourceful
enemy. From 1964 to 1973, the service lost
617 fixed-wing aircraft over North Viet-
nam.' The United States also suffered
economic costs from bombing that far
exceeded those inflicted on the enemy. In
early 1967, the Central Intelllgence Agency
estimated that rendering $1.00's worth of



bomb damage on North Vietnam cost
American taxpayers $9.60.* North Viet-
nam's gross national product actually
increased during the bombing, as Ho Chi
Minh skillfully played off the Chinese
against the Soviet Union to secure a vast
amount of militarv and economic support
from each.5

Few American civilian or military
leaders had envisaged such dismal results
when planning the air campaign even-
tually labeled Operation Rolling Thunder.
President Lyndon Johnson's characteriza-
tion of North Vietnam as a “‘raggedy ass lit-
tle fourth rate country’' typified the sub-
stance if not the style of most American
views of the enemy.6 Dean Rusk. Johnson's
secretary of state. remembered, ‘1 thought
the North Vietnamese would reach a point,
like the Chinese and North Koreans in
Korea, and Stalin during the Berlin airlift,
when they would finally give in.”” Adm
U. S. Grant Sharp. commander of Pacific
Command and the individual charged
with the operational conduct of Rolling
Thunder, initially shared Rusk's faith that
limited air attacks would pay dividends.
In early April 1965, one month after the
sustained bombing of North Vietnam
began, he notified the Joint Chiefs that
“the damage inflicted by these attacks on
LOCs [lines of communication] and mili-
tary installations in North Vietnam will
cause a diminution of the support being
rendered to the Viet Cong.... Manpower
and supplies will undoubtedly have to be
diverted toward recovery and rebuilding
processes.’®

Convinced that the Viet Cong insur-
gency in South Vietnam could not con-
tinue without large doses of support from
the North and that the threat of aerial
destruction would persuade Ho Chi Minh
to abandon that assistance. American civil-
ian and military chiefs embarked upon
this country’s longest bombing campaign.
They subconsciously assigned their enemy
Western values and translated a guerrilla
war into a conventional conflict that they
could better understand, only to discover
that a preponderance of firepower could
not overcome firmly entrenched tenacity.
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Not until the spring of 1972 did air power
have a telling impact on the course of the
war, and that impact was largely for-
tuitous. Hanoi's decision to mount a large-
scale conventional invasion of the South,
President Richard Nixon's détente with
the Soviet Union and China, and Nixon's
willingness to exit South Vietnam without
a total victory for the South Vietnamese all
combined to create conditions that favored
bombing for limited ends.

The stark differences between the nature
of the war during Johnson’'s Rolling
Thunder (1965-68) and during Nixon'’s
1972 Linebacker air offensives have gone
unnoticed by many of the war’s air com-
manders, who contend that a Linebacker-
like assault against North Vietnam in early
1965 would have achieved victory in short
order.® This assertion, however, ignores
that Nixon's notion of “victory" differed
from that of his predecessor. Johnson
sought an independent, stable., non-
Communist South Vietnam, capable of
standing alone against future aggression.
He also wanted to achieve that aim with-
out undue cost to the United States. In par-
ticular, he did not want to run the risk of
war with China or the Soviet Union over
Vietnam, nor would he permit Vietnam to
eclipse his Great Society programs. Thus,
the rapid aerial destruction of North Viet-
nam’s war-making capability, which air
commanders estimated they could achieve
in 16 days,!° was not a viable option.

Moreover, destroying North Vietnam'’s
capacity to fight was no guarantee that the
insurgency in South Vietnam would stop.
During the entire Johnson presidency, the
vast bulk of the Communist army in South
Vietnam consisted of Viet Cong units who
fought. along with their North Vietnamese
allies, an average of one day a month.
This infrequent combat produced a re-
quirement for such a small amount of
external supplies that no amount of bomb-
ing with conventional ordnance could
have prevented their arrival. Nor did the
Viet Cong need—or want—a large amount
of North Vietnamese direction. As Larry
Cable has convincingly shown in Unholy
Gruil, the Viet Cong sought to minimize
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Northern influence in the National Libera-
tion Front throughout the war.!2 In short,
eliminating North Vietnam from the war in
1965 would likely have accomplished lit-
tle towards achieving a stable, indepen-
dent South. By the time that removing the
North would have made a difference—after
the 1968 Tet offensive—the American pub-
lic had lost its stomach for the war and the
goal had changed to **peace with honor.”
Such disparity between political goals
and military objectives did not exist in the
Persian Gulf, and the clear-cut nature of
our announced aims heightened the pos-
sibility that air power could be a decisive
instrument in a war against Iraq. In his 16
January 1991 announcement of hostilities,
President Bush reaffirmed that the Iraqis
must immediately and unconditionally
withdraw from Kuwait. allowing the
emir's government to return: they must
fully accept the United Nations resolu-
tions: and they must release all prisoners

of war, third-country nationals, and the
remains of those who died in Iraqi
hands.!'3 Bush also stated that American
bombs were not aimed at Iraqi civilians,
whom he urged to overthrow Saddam Hus-
sein, although the president later acknowl-
edged that Saddam himself was not a
specific target.!*

With very few exceptions, President
Bush and Secretary of Defense Dick
Cheney left the choice of targets to the
military!>—a notable difference from the
“Tuesday lunch approach” of target selec-
tion employed by President Johnson dur-
ing the Vietnam War. The unprecedented
United Nations mandate permitted Bush to

Lt Gen Charles A. Horner, air component commander of
Operation Desert Storm, briefs the press corps on the air
war against Iraq (helow). His chief air planner. Brig Gen
Buster Glosson, related. “Chuck [Horner] and | remember
flying in Vietnam With less than a full load of weapons. You
can bet we were not going to let that happen again.”




apply air power with minimal restraints;
he did not have to worry about Soviet or
Chinese intervention as had Johnson. Yet,
like Nixon, Bush had to consider the
potentially fragile nature of support from
the American public, especially given the
instantaneous reporting capability of tele-
vision news agencies. The trauma of Viet-
nam suggested to him and his advisers that
the American home front would not toler-
ate a conflict that was lengthy, bloody, or
less than decisive.

Once the war started. an additional
motive argued strongly for swiftly apply-
ing massive doses of American military

Unlike President Johnson's “Tuesday lunch approach™ to
target selection during the Vietnam War, President Bush and
Secretary of Defense Cheney, with very few exceptions. left
the choice of targets to the military. Below. chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Gen Colin L. Powell. bniefs Desert
Storm reconnaissance photographs to the president in
February 1991.
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power—Saddam Hussein's attack on Israel
with Scud missiles. To avoid an expanded
conflict that threatened the fabric of the
coalition, Bush had to persuade the
Israelis that he could eliminate the Iraqi
menace to the Jewish state. An intensive
air offensive offered him the means to do
so. On the other hand, an air campaign
devoting significant attention to Scud sites
reduced the number of aircraft available to
attack Iraq's key strategic targets, increas-
ing the time needed to destroy them.!®
Throughout the planning for the Desert
Storm air campaign, American military
and civilian leaders alike were conscious
of Vietnam ghosts lurking in the back-
ground. 'l measure everything in my life
from Vietnam,"” observed Gen H. Norman
Schwarzkopf, the commander in chief of
Central Command, who served two tours
of duty in Southeast Asia.!” President
Bush noted in his war message on 16 Janu-
ary 1991: “'I've told the American people
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The erratic intensity of Rolling Thunder differed from the
continuous air campaign of Desert Storm, which did not give
the enemy time (0 catch its breath.

before that this will not be another Viet-
nam and I repeat this here tonight. Our
troops will have the best possible support
in the entire world, and they will not be
asked to fight with one hand tied behind
their back."!8 Air Force Lt Gen Charles A.
Horner, Desert Storm's air component
commander, received full authority to
direct virtually all air elements—Air
Force, Army, Navy, Marine, and allied—as
he saw fit. No analogous position had
existed in Vietnam. There, the individual
services waged autonomous air wars over
the South, rarely coordinating with the
South Vietnamese air force. Over the
North. the inability to gauge the precise
effects of bombing on the enemy war effort
yielded another method of measuring
results—sortie count. Competition devel-
oped between the US Air Force and Navy
for the highest daily sortie total, leading to
missions with reduced ordnance to raise
the count.!® Both Horner and his chief air
planner. Brig Gen Buster C. Glosson. had
fought in Southeast Asia, and the experi-
ence colored their judgments regarding
Desert Storm. ‘‘Chuck [Horner] and I
remember flying in Vietnam with less than
a full load of weapons.’” Glosson re-
counted. “You can bet we were not going
to let that happen again.”’20

In trying to avoid the perceived mistakes
of Vietnam, air commanders sought to
destroy Iraq’'s war-fighting capability and
will to fight. Those two objectives had
been goals of Rolling Thunder, as well as
of American air campaigns in World War
Il and Korea. Air chiefs had believed that
by attacking vital economic centers they
could destroy an enemy’'s war-making
capacity, which would in turn produce the
loss of social cohesion and the will to
resist. The logic proved flawed for Rolling
Thunder. The multitude of political. mili-
tary, and operational restrictions on bomb-
ing, multiplied by the guerrilla nature of
the ground war in the South, emasculated

the air campaign. enabling North Viet-
namese leaders to use it to create popular
support for the war at a minimum cost.
During Linebacker I and II. the logic
proved more suitable to the unique condi-
tions that then existed. The relaxation of
political controls, resulting from Nixon's
détente: the development of precision-
guided munitions; and the conventional
nature of the 1972 North Vietnamese
offensive. which required massive logisti-
cal backing and was exceedingly vulner-
able to air power. all helped to make
Nixon's bombing more effective than
Johnson’s.



Neither Rolling Thunder nor the two
Linebacker operations aimed to kill enemy
civilians. but air commanders did target
civilian morale after attacks directed
exclusively against the North's war-
making capability failed to produce deci-
sive results. This action meshed well with
the conduct of past American air cam-
paigns; air leaders in World War II and
Korea had also resorted to attacks against
civilian will after discovering that bomb-
ing aimed specifically at war-making
capability did not yield quick victory.?!
During Rolling Thunder, attacks against
morale occurred in early 1967 in concert
with raids on North Vietnamese electric
power facilities and industry, and the
entire Linebacker Il campaign targeted
Northern resolve.?2 In both cases, air com-
manders bombed military facilities close
to population centers (not the civilian pop-
ulace) or structures such as electric power
plants that were deemed essential to both
the Communist war effort and the normal
functioning of North Vietnamese society.

Against Iraq, airmen broke with tradi-
tion and designed an air offensive that tar-
geted war-making capacity and enemy
morale from the start. The rationale for the
approach rested on two key considerations
affected by the Vietnam experience: the
perception of the enemy’s *‘center of grav-
ity”’ and the technological prowess of
American air power.

In his nineteenth-century magnum opus
On War, the Prussian military theorist Carl
von Clausewitz defined ‘‘center of gravity”
as ""the hub of all power and movement,
on which everything depends ... the point
against which all our energies should be
directed."'* Air Force colonel John War-
den focused on this concept in his own
book, The Air Campaign: Planning for
Combat, arguing that the center-of-gravity
notion should guide target selection in
offensive air operations.2* A Pentagon staff
officer and fighter pilot. Warden had flown
211 missions as a forward air controller in
Vietnam, and his views significantly influ-
enced the concept of air operations used in
Desert Storm.?s

Colonel Warden contended that an
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enemy nation’s center of gravity consisted
of five concentric, strategic rings. The cen-
ter ring, the essence of an enemy’s war
effort, was its leadership. Surrounding this
core was a second ring containing key pro-
duction facilities such as oil and elec-
tricity. Next came a third ring of infra-
structure consisting primarily of the means
of transportation and communication. The
civilian populace made up the fourth ring.
While noting that air power should not be
used to target an enemy population
directly, Colonel Warden also maintained,
“It's important that people [in the enemy
nation] understand that a war is going on,
and they put some pressure on their lead-
ership to stop the war.”’2¢ Surrounding the
band of population was a fifth ring of
fielded military forces. Warden insisted
that fielded forces should not be the initial
focal point of an air campaign, because
those forces served only to shield the crux
of an enemy’s war effort, the internal rings,
which contained the vital targets.?’

In Rolling Thunder, air commanders had
concentrated on severing North Viet-
namese direction and support of the Viet
Cong insurgency by attacking targets in the
second, third, and ultimately fourth rings.
The effort failed because of the nature of
the war; North Vietnamese support and
direction were not essential to the Viet
Cong’s war-making capacity. Colonel War-
den observed, 'Air |power] is of marginal
value in a fight against self-sustaining
guerrillas who merge with the popula-
tion.”28 During the Linebacker campaigns,
however, attacks against essentially the
same targets as in Rolling Thunder paid
dividends. The 1968 Tet offensive had
decimated the Viet Cong, and Hanoi's
1972 Easter invasion consisted of 12 North
Vietnamese Army divisions backed by
large numbers of tanks and heavy artillery.
Linebacker, along with the aerial mining of
Northern ports and massive doses of close
air support in South Vietnam, wrecked
Hanoi's capacity to wage offensive warfare
and contributed to the willingness of
North Vietnamese leaders to negotiate a
peace ending American involvement in
the war.
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Air planners noted the similarity be-
tween Iraq’s predicament following the
invasion of Kuwait and North Vietnam's
after the Easter offensive. Both nations
possessed armies waging conventional war
and sporting large amounts of Soviet
equipment that needed heavy logistical
support. Blockades limited the amount of
imports available to the two countries. Yet
planners noted that Iraq was even more
vulnerable than North Vietnam to an aerial
assault against the first. second. third. and
fourth rings of Warden's model. Whereas a
six-man Politburo led North Vietnam in
1972, Saddam Hussein was a monolithic
force in Iraq whose approval was required
in tactical as well as strategic decision
making. The bulk of the North Vietnamese
populace lived as rice farmers in the Red
River Delta, while 70 percent of the Iraqi
population lived in cities.?? Iraq was also
relatively industrialized, containing nu-
merous modern oil refineries and the asso-
ciated benefits of an oil glut, such as
sophisticated transportation and com-

24

Saddam Hussein chose not to launch air attacks on coalition
hases and ports but instead grounded his air force in
shelters. Once those shelters hecame vulnerable to precision
weapons, many of his aircraft flew to Iran to sit out the war.
Above, the remains of an Iraqi Su-25 Frogfoot, apparently
destroyed by coalition forces before it ever got airborne and.
right. a destroyed hanger containing Iraqi helicopters.

munication facilities.3 North Vietnam had
to import all of its petroleum needs,
boasted a single steel mill and one cement
factory. and had only one railroad that ran
the length of the country.

The North Vietnamese, however, pos-
sessed a key advantage that Iraq lacked—a
unified populace. The fractured ethnic and
religious backgrounds of the Iragi people
made Saddam Hussein more dependent
than ever on the means of communication
to exercise control, and ties to the army
and his secret police were the primary
methods of exercising that authority. Iraq's
transportation and communication facili-
ties were also more vulnerable than those
of North Vietnam. which the Linebacker



offensives had wrecked. By 1972 the North
Vietnamese had constructed an oil pipe-
line through Cambodia and Laos to South
Vietnam,3! and the dense. triple canopy
foliage obscured the redundant muititude
of roadways and paths merging to form the
Ho Chi Minh Trail. The barren environ-
ment of the Iraqi desert stood in stark con-
trast to the Southeast Asian jungles. The
vital road and rail links to Iraqgi troops in
Kuwait could not be concealed. nor could
vehicles traveling on them be hidden.

The combination of these factors—an
urban populace accustomed to many of the
conveniences of twentieth century indus-
trialization and splintered in its support
for the government, a dictator who de-
pended on ties to his army and his police
force to stay in power. an army that waged
conventional war, and an almost complete
isolation by the international commu-
nity—made Iraq an ideal target for a strate-
gic air campaign that simultaneously

- ~
/‘

= —
- - .;‘~
- p— - -
~ {:-,, =
R o™
o'e TS T T
o . - =
gl o X ¥
- T : (¥
[ - 4 -3 ,A“-
o ol (o -
- 2 -
. i q- \;_ v
-
- .‘l p _(
~ 4

N\

TS P < S
-,%T\\‘”‘Q}

OF DEMONS, STORMS, AND THUNDER 25

attacked war-making capacity and the will
to resist.

An essential facet of General Horner's
ability to attack Iraq’'s capability and will
with devastating effect was another legacy
of Vietnam—the widespread use of preci-
sion guided munitions. The United States
had first employed ‘‘smart’ bombs in
Southeast Asia in late 1967, but it was
during Linebacker I that the ordnance
achieved significant results. On 10 May
1972, 32 Air Force F-4 Phantoms dropped
29 electro-optically and laser-guided
bombs on Hanoi’s key span across the Red
River, the Paul Doumer Bridge.32 The
bridge collapsed the next day. On 12 May,
Phantoms from the Air Force’s 8th- Tactical
Fighter Wing used smart bombs to wreck
the defiant symbol of North Vietnam that
had remained standing throughout the
three and one-half years of Rolling
Thunder—the infamous *‘Dragon’s Jaw"
bridge at Thanh Hoa.
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After the Vietnam War, the accuracy of
precision guided munitions improved dra-
matically. Modern laser, electro-optical,
and infrared targeting systems used against
Irag enabled Air Force pilots to bomb
within one to two feet of a target even at
night.33 The combination of precision
guided munitions with another technologi-
cal wonder—the F-117A stealth fighter—
made the dream of an invulnerable preci-
sion bombing capability a reality. ‘“‘Desert
Storm was ... a vindication of the old con-
cept of precision bombing,”” commented
former Air Force Chief of Staff Gen
Michael Dugan. ““The technology finally
caught up with the doctrine.”3% F-117As
destroyed an estimated 95 percent of all
key targets in Baghdad, and on one occa-
sion a fighter guided a bomb through an
air shaft in the roof of the Iraqi air defense
headquarters.?s The ability to achieve such
amazing accuracy from unseen locations
against military targets in densely popu-
lated areas permitted American air com-
manders to attack the will of a populace in
a manner previously thought impossible.
General Horner stated that he scheduled
the middle-of-the-night raids against tar-
gets in Baghdad to remind Iraqgis that a war
was being fought and that Saddam was
incapable of containing it, as well as to
destroy the command and control network
of the Iraqi military.3® Given that Iraq was
already vulnerable to air power, the mer-
ger of stealth and precision guided muni-
tions had a devastating impact on the Iraqi
war effort. A captured senior Iraqi officer
termed the air campaign shocking, and
listed its precision as a key reason for its
impact. Many of his comrades shared his
conviction.3?

To guarantee that the air power had a
maximum effect on the Iragis, American
military leaders, including General
Schwarzkopf and the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Army general Colin L.
Powell, called for a massive, nonstop air
campaign. Air planners initially dubbed
the air offensive ‘‘Instant Thunder'”—a
conscious effort to eliminate any vestige of
the gradual approach to bombing that had
plagued Lyndon Johnson’s air war against

North Vietnam. General Horner also de-
signed the air campaign to give the Iraqis
no time to catch their breath. Rolling
Thunder's bombing pauses had provided
the North Vietnamese the chance to repair
damage and move supplies in safety, and
American commanders during Desert
Storm intended to deny Iraq the same
opportunity. *“The air part of the campaign
will last until the whole campaign is
over,” General Powell declared during the
war's first week.38

American military leaders were further
determined not to underestimate Saddam
Hussein's military machine. In contrast to
the disdainful American attitude towards
Ho Chi Minh’s army following its victory
over the French in the First Indochina
War, Schwarzkopf and his lieutenants
entered the Persian Gulf gravely concerned
about Iraq’s combat capability. With a pop-
ulation one third the size of Iran’s, Iraq
had fought off repeated Iranian advances
in the bitter 1980-88 war and ultimately
prevailed. In that conflict, Saddam
Hussein used chemical weapons against
Iranian troops and Irag's Kurdish minority.
After achieving complete air superiority,
his air force provided over 200 close air
support sorties a day in late 1982 and early
1983. when Iranian ground assaults threat-
ened to score a major breakthrough, and
then turned to attacking Iranian cities.3® By
the war's conclusion. Saddam possessed a
million-man army backed by more than
5,500 tanks and an air force of more than
500 aircraft.®*© Moreover. in 1990 Irag
reportedly owned the largest supply of
chemical weapons in the third world. had
developed the means to produce them.
and had improved its ballistic missile
force through modifications to its Soviet
Scuds.!

To wreck Saddam's war-making capa-
bility. Horner attacked Iraq’'s vital compo-
nents in methodical fashion. Memories of
Southeast Asia produced the ‘'‘nuts and
bolts” of the Desert Storm air campaign—
the air tasking order (ATO). Horner desig-
nated targets for all coalition air forces. as
well as for the Navy's Tomahawk missiles,
on a single air tasking order that often ran



700 pages a day and listed the sorties
scheduled during a 24-hour span.** Lt Gen
Jimmie V. Adams. then Air Force deputy
chief of staff for plans and operations.*
observed: “*We've got nine services singing
off the same sheet of music—we didn't do
that in Vietnam. There’s one ATO for
evervone who flies over Saudi Arabia.”*

The air campaign itself was a multi-
phased effort. The first phase, scheduled
to last seven to 10 days, targeted Iraq's
command and control facilities; airfields:
Scud missile sites: nuclear, chemical, and
biological warfare plants; and other war-
making industries. Many of those targets
were located in Iraqi cities, which guaran-
teed that the populace could not ignore the
air campaign while precision guided
munitions kept civilian losses to a mini-
mum. Phase 2 consisted of destroying
enemy air defenses to permit allied air
forces to fly unhindered over Kuwait.
Phase 3 targeted supply lines, Iraqi troops
in Kuwait, and the Republican Guard.
Originally projected to occur in successive
increments totaling about 30 davs,* the
three phases actually transpired simul-
taneously because of the abundance of
coalition aircraft available. Phase 4, the
final phase. focused on providing allied
troops with air support once the ground
offensive began. By that time. however,
air power had substantially wrecked
both Iragi capability and will to resist.
Saddam’s command and control facilities
were in shambles, and he could not resup-
ply his battered army. whose units in
Kuwait and along its border had suffered
50 percent attrition.** The Iraqi army had
become an eggshel! that cracked once it
was tapped by advancing allied ground
forces. David Hackworth, a Vietnam
infantryman-turned-journalist. accom-
panied American troops into Kuwait and
concluded. “Air power did a most impres-
sive job and virtually won this war by
itself. "+ ‘

While the Vietnam legacy contributed
enormously to air power’s success in

*Now a four-star general and commander in chief of
Pacific. Air Forces (PACAF)
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Desert Storm, one demon from Southeast
Asia threatened to cast its evil eye on the
air campaign. That ogre was the same Air
Force mind-set that had been present on
the eve of Rolling Thunder—a war-fighting
doctrine geared to the policy of contain-
ment and stressing potential combat with
the Soviet Union. Before the active in-
volvement of the United States in Viet-
nam. this focus had led to the conviction
that adequate preparation for ‘‘general
war” with the Soviets would suffice to win
any limited war. The 1959 edition of the
Air Force's basic doctrinal manual, which
guided the service through the initial
stages of planning for Rolling Thunder,
stated: ‘'The best preparation for limited
war is proper preparation for general war.
The latter is the more important since
there can be no guarantee that a limited
war would not spread into general con-
flict.”’+7 Unfortunately, the guerrilla war
waged by the North Vietnamese and the
Viet Cong did not suit the mold. and Roll-
ing Thunder was doomed to failure from
the start.

A similar doctrinal void existed on the
eve of Desert Storm. The unexpected end
of the cold war had left the Air Force with
a basic doctrinal manual, dated 13 August
1984, little changed in substance from that
of 1959. The belief of many air com-
manders in Southeast Asia that Linebacker
Il had single-handedly achieved the 1973
Paris Peace Agreement served to vindicate
the pre-Vietnam doctrine emphasizing a
potential war with the Soviets. As a result,
Air Force planning following Vietnam had
focused on fighting the Soviets where they
were considered to be the greatest threat—
Europe. Planners envisioned Strategic Air
Command’s bombers and missiles overfly-
ing the battle area to accomplish the inde-
pendent mission of strategic bombing
against the Soviet homeland with nuclear
weapons. Meanwhile, Air Force fighters
would support the ground defense of the
continent.

Tactical Air Command helped the Army
design its AirLand Battle doctrine that out-
lined those fighters' specific tasks.# In
tying bombers to the strategic nuclear mis-
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sion and fighters to the mission of tactical
air support, air planners neglected provi-
sions for an independent air campaign
using conventional weapons against a non-
Soviet enemy. ““The doctrinal paradigm
since the 1950s has been an Air Force that
separated strategic and tactical applica-
tions of air power institutionally, organiza-
tionally, intellectually, and culturally,”
noted Maj Gen Robert M. Alexander, the
Air Force's director of plans, deputy chief
of staff for plans and operations. ‘‘There
was a need for an offensive conventional
independent air campaign plan against
Iraq. However, there was no provision in
the paradigm.’’+9

Doctrinal semantics contributed to the
Air Force's difficulty in designing an inde-
pendent air campaign against Iraq. Strate-
gic Air Command had long equated ‘stra-
tegic’® with “‘nuclear.”s® This emphasis on
the nuclear mission resulted in B-52 crews
arriving for duty during the Vietnam War
“with only the barest introduction to con-
ventional tactics’ and using modified
nuclear bombing procedures against
enemy targets.5! Yet with the exception of
Linebacker II. the giant bombers' primary
mission in Southeast Asia was battlefield
interdiction or close air support. Mean-
while, fighter aircraft conducted most of
the strategic missions—those aimed at
North Vietnamese war-making potential
rather than their deployed armed forces—
during Rolling Thunder and Linebacker I.
Despite the example of Southeast Asia, the
perceived Soviet threat after Vietnam
caused SAC's primary focus to return to
the nuclear mission, while TAC, viewing
its main role as assisting ground forces on
the battlefield, focused on the AirLand
Battle. TAC thus shunned planning for
“strategic conventional’ operations, even
though, in terms of precisely delivering
ordnance against such targets as factories
or electric power stations, the capability of
TAC’s fighters had far outstripped that of
SAC's bombers.

Rather than devising a makeshift air
campaign against Iraq from strategies
designed for war with the Soviets, air
chiefs kept the Vietnam demon at bay by

improvising. ‘“There were no formalized
procedures for the approval of the plan-
ning and execution of the conventional
strike,”” General Alexander stated. *‘In
response to this requirement, the Air Force
headed an ad hoc joint working group
under the auspices of the Joint Staff and
provided the broad conceptual planning
that was necessary.''s2 Colonel Warden
directed this diverse assembly, which
comprised 30 to 40 officers from the Air
Force, Army, Navy, and Marines. Relying
on many of the ideas articulated in his
book, he developed a concept of opera-
tions emphasizing a conventional, strate-
gic air assault as the fundamental under-
pinning of an air campaign. Generals
Horner and Glosson took Warden's con-
ceptual design, modified it to suit their
views, and then hammered out the spe-
cifics of the Desert Storm air offensive.>3

Many observers of the operation. how-
ever, have failed to note the emphasis
placed on the air campaign’s first phase—
and that the phase 1 attacks were key to
destroying Iraq’s war-making capability.
Instead. they focus on phases 3 and 4 of
the air assault (which occurred simul-
taneously with phase 1), contending that
Desert Storm vindicated AirLand Battle
doctrine.5 Yet air planners in the after-
math of Vietnam had envisioned AirLand
Battle as a tactical concept to counter a
Soviet thrust into Western Europe. The
doctrine proved adaptable to guide an air
offensive aimed at Iraqi forces in Kuwait
and on the Kuwaiti border. AirLand Battle
did not, however, provide for a strategic
application of air power against the war-
making capability and will to resist of an
enemy nation. For that conceptual design,
the Air Force had to rely on happen-
stance—and fortunately turned to a colo-
nel with profound insight who was serving
on the Air Staff when Iraq invaded
Kuwait.

In contrast to air commanders after Viet-
nam, air leaders after Desert Storm must
avoid the temptation to conclude that the
air doctrine with which they entered the
war was appropriate for it. Despite the
spectacular success of the Desert Storm air



campaign, the Gulf war ofters no blueprint
guaranteeing a successful application of
air power in the tuture. Linebacker II had
helped achieve Nixon's goals in December
1972 because of unique circumstances, but
many air chiefs ignored the changed
nature of both the Vietnam War and Amer-
ican objectives in it to argue that such
bombing would have achieved decisive
results during Rolling Thunder. The situa-
tion in Iraq 19 years after Nixon's Christ-
mas bombing was also unique, and its
uniqueness related directly to the magni-
tude of success achieved by air power. The
combination of a tragmented. semi-
industrialized, third-world enemy waging
conventional war with Soviet equipment

“The air part of the campaign will last until the whole
campaign is over.” declared General Powell shortly after
the start of Operation Desert Storm. Here, General Powell
and Col John M. McBroom, then commander of the Ist
Tactical Fighter Wing from Langley AFB, Virginia. discuss
the air war at a base in Saudi Arabia.
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in a desert environment and being led by
an international pariah who personally
made all key military decisions and relied
on an intricate command and control net-
work for their implementation is unlikely
to recur.

Nor is it likely that the United States
will soon confront a commander as inept
as Saddam. He granted the allied coalition
five and a half months to refine planning
and marshal forces, allowing its units to
undergo extensive training in desert war-
fare. During that span (and throughout the
war), his commanders suffered from a lack
of intelligence data, while Generals
Schwarzkopt and Horner received enor-
mous quantities of information from satel-
lites, reconnaissance aircraft, and remotely
piloted vehicles.>s

Saddam also failed to take any signifi-
cant military action that might have
aftected the course of the war. Shunning
an advance into Saudi Arabia after over-
running Kuwait. which would have de-
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nied coalition forces key staging areas. he
did not seriously threaten the allied bases
once the war began. ""All you have to do is
stand in Dhahran and look at the huge
amounts of equipment we were bringing in
there,” General Schwarzkopf remarked. “If
they [the Iragis] had launched a persistent
chemical attack that had denied the port of
Dammam to us, obviously this would have
been a major setback.’’*® The American
commander further noted that an attack by
Iragi aircraft on Riyadh Air Base in Saudi
Arabia could have caused tremendous
damage. Saddam, however, chose to
ground his air force in hardened shelters.
Once those shelters proved vulnerable to
American bombs, much of the remainder
of his air force fled to Iran.

[n the final analysis, Iraq's vulnerability
to General Horner's air offensive could
have stemmed as much from Saddam’s
attempt to apply the perceived lessons of
Vietnam as it did from efforts by American
civilian and military leaders to exorcise
Southeast Asian ghosts. The Iraqi presi-
dent believed that Vietnam permanently
sapped American will to fight a long war
abroad. ""Yours is a society which cannot
accept 10,000 dead in one battle,”” he told
American ambassador April Glaspie before
attacking Kuwait.5” He likely thought that
five months of waiting would cause the
American public to reconsider the merits
of combat. and that the high casualties he
expected to inflict once war began would
have the same impact on American will to
fight as had_the bloody 1968 Tet offensive.
Apparently to goad General Schwarzkopf
into a premature ground attack. Saddam
lobbed Scuds at Israel and Saudi Arabia,
launched assaults into Saudi Arabia
(Khafji was one example), and dumped
Kuwaiti oil into the Persian Gulf. These
ventures failed to have a major impact on
the war because of allied air power. a
capability that Saddam dismissed from the
start of the crisis. *“The United States relies
on the Air Force." he declared on 30
August 1990, “and the Air Force has never
been the decisive factor in a battle in the
history of wars.’’s® Desert Storm proved
otherwise.

Saddam Hussein was no Ho Chi Minbh,
and the next enemy is unlikely to be a
Saddam Hussein. The relaxation of super-
power tensions makes it probable that
there will be a next enemy—sooner rather
than later. The bipolar world of the cold
war tended to restrain regional conflicts,
as the Soviet Union and the United States
could use their leverage to keep client
states in line. Now, however, uncertainty
prevails on the world stage. Secretary of
the Air Force Donald B. Rice highlighted
this instability in the foreword to his white
paper, “‘Global Reach—Global Power,"
published a little over a month before Sad-
dam's invasion of Kuwait. He noted:
“*Extraordinary international develop-
ments over the last few years have created
the potential for a significantly different
security environment as we approach the
beginning of the twenty-first century.
These changes demand fresh thinking
about the role of military forces."’s9

Given the changing world scene, the Air
Force needs a doctrine underscoring the
flexible nature of air power. Air Univer-
sity's Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research, and Education (AUCADRE) is
currently putting the finishing touches on
a new version of Air Force Manual 1-1 that
will go far towards eliminating much of
the dogma of the 1984 edition. In particu-
lar. the manual notes that no universal for-
mula exists for the proper application of
air power and that strategic operations are
defined by their objective rather than by
the weapon system used. type of muni-
tions, or location of the target. General
McPeak's call for composite air wings that
combine fighters and bombers should also
help eliminate the largely artificial distinc-
tion suggested by the titles Strategic and
Tuactical Air Commands.

The magnificent melding of technology.
sophisticated planning, adroit leadership.
and highly trained. courageous personnel
in Desert Storm bodes well for the serv-
ice's ability to respond to future con-
tingencies. For over half a century. Air
Force leaders have maintained that air
power could be the decisive element in
war. and Desert Storm has finally vindi-



cated the claim. More importantly, how-
ever, air power again demonstrated that it
is—above all else—a flexible instrument of
national policy. If used inflexibly (as in
Rolling Thunder), its application can be
disastrous. but if unshackled from dogma
and applied with imagination and creativ-
itv (as during Desert Storm), it may be a
decisive force.

Despite forthcoming cuts in both man-
power and funding. the Air Force of the
future can continue to play a significant
role in American military operations by
focusing on flexibility as the fundamental
underpinning of service doctrine. The key
to applying air power successfully is meld-
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AIR POWER IN
DESERT STORM

AND THE NEED FOR
DOCTRINAL CHANGE

LT CoL PRICE T. BINGHAM, USAF

ONTRARY to the underlying as-
sumptions found in much of the
US military’s current doctrine, air
power dominated the conduct of
Operation Desert Storm. As a result, per-
haps the most important lesson the US
military could learn from Desert Storm is
that it needs to change its doctrine to rec-
ognize the reality that air power can domi-
nate modern conventional war (as opposed
to revolutionary war and some military
activities short of war like Operation Just
Cause). Surface forces are still very impor-
tant, but campaign success now depends
on superiority in the air more than it does
on surface superiority.!
Changing our doctrine to acknowledge
that warfare can be dominated by air
power is necessary because doctrine plays

a key role in guiding how our future mili-
tary forces will be organized, trained,
equipped, and employed. As the 1940
defeat of France showed, this guidance can
spell the difference between victory and
defeat.?2 Unfortunately, ensuring that doc-
trine provides the best guidance is an
immensely challenging task. One reason is
the difficulty we have in calculating accu-
rately how various developments, such as
low-observables, smart weapons, and night
sensor technologies, will affect the future
conduct of war.3 An even greater obstacle
could be the difficulty of persuading those
satisfied with current guidance that it
needs to be changed.* This is especially
true now since our success in the Gulf war
provides little incentive for making what
are certain to be painful institutional
changes. We should keep this second
obstacle particularly in mind as we com-
pare the conduct of Desert Storm to Air
Force, Navy, Army, Marine Corps, and
joint doctrine. This comparison should
allow us to see where the guidance in our
current doctrine differs from Desert Storm
and thus where we need to make changes.




During Desert Storm. Gen H. Norman Schwarzkopf achieved
campaign objectives and kept down allied casualties by
effectively utilizing ground forces to support the emplovment
of air power.

Air Force Doctrine

Desert Storm validated much of the
guidance found in Air Force Manual 1-1,
Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United
States Air Force. For example, Air Force
doctrine claims what Desert Storm demon-
strated—that air power ‘‘can be the deci-
sive force in warfare.”'s Anticipating how
air power was employed in Desert Storm,
Air Force doctrine charges an air com-
mander with developing *‘a broad plan for
employing aerospace forces to undertake
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strategic and tactical actions against the
will and capabilities of an enemy.’s The
strategic actions it recommends are the
same as those taken by Gen Norman
Schwarzkopf. They involve "'the system-
atic application of force to a selected series
of vital targets” that make up the enemy’s
“*key military, political, and economic
power base.”’’ Accurately calculating the
effectiveness that was achieved, Air Force
doctrine states that “integrated strategic
and tactical actions produce a cumulative
effect on the enemy’s ability to wage
war.”'8 The lack of Iraqi resistance to the
coalition's ground offensive provides still
more evidence that Air Force doctrine is
right when it states,

Regardless of an enemy’s will to fight on the
field of battle, the stresses imposed by per-
sistent and coordinated attacks and the lack
of needed logistics and command guidance
can make it physically and psychologically
difficult, if not infeasible. to remain effective
on the battlefield.”

The coherency and consistency General
Schwarzkopf achieved when he used a
joint air component commander to employ
air power in Desert Storm also validates
the emphasis Air Force doctrine puts on
unity of command. Air Force doctrine
calls for command arrangements that cen-
tralize control of all theater air power
under a single air component commander.
which it recognizes may not be an Air
Force officer. To stress this point. Air
Force doctrine quotes Gen William W,
Momver. USAF. Retired. who wrote that

for airpower to be employed for the greatest
good of the combined forces in a theater of
war, there must be a command structure to
control the assigned airpower coherently and
consistently and to ensure that the airpower
is not frittered away by dividing it among
army and navy commands.'

Our experience in the Gulf war revealed
that another important strength of Air
Force doctrine is the priority it assigns to
gaining control of the air. According to Air
Force doctrine, air superiority should be
the first consideration when emploving
aerospace forces.!' Air superiority is essen-



tial to success in modern conventional
warfare because it prevents the enemy’s air
force from interfering effectively with the
ability of friendly air forces to conduct
strategic attacks, air interdiction, sur-
veillance and reconnaissance, airlift. close
air support. and other important air opera-
tions. Friendly control of the air not only
makes these air operations more effective,
which in turn greatly enhances the effec-
tiveness of surface forces, but also can
enhance the effectiveness of surface forces
by preventing detection and interference
with their employment by the enemy’s air
force. In addition, control of the air denies
these same advantages to the enemy.

The Gulf war revealed that the silence of
Air Force doctrine on the exercise of oper-
ational art is one area where change is
needed.!? Air Force doctrine’s lack of guid-
ance on the exercise of operational art may
explain why some Air Force officers before
the Gulf war seemed to believe that the
sole purpose of theater air power was to
support a ground commander’s scheme of
maneuver. As a result, these airmen did
not realize that campaign objectives could
be achieved more effectively by using sur-
face forces to support an air component
commander’'s scheme of employment.

During Desert Storm, General Schwarz-
kopf demonstrated that it was possible to
achieve campaign objectives at an extraor-
dinarily low cost in terms of friendly cas-
ualties when surface forces were used to
support the employment of air power. He
did this by using coalition ground and
amphibious forces at the beginning of the
campaign to “‘fix"' Iraqi units into posi-
tions where air interdiction could inflict
terrible destruction, as was achieved by
“tank plinking,” while simultaneously
denving these units effective resupply.
During this time, General Schwarzkopf
also used surface forces to protect his air
bases and disrupt Iraqi surface-based air
defenses. After his air power had de-
stroyed the ability of the Iragi army to fight
effectively. he used the maneuver of his
surface forces during the ground offensive
to seize lraqi air bases as well as to force

Iragi units into the open where air power
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could pursue them and inflict even greater
destruction like that on the “Highway of
Death.”

Lack of guidance on operational art may
be the reason for another deficiency of Air
Force doctrine. It never mentions the
impact air base availability and operability
can have on the ability to conduct effective
air operations in a campaign. Fortunately
for the conduct of Desert Shield and Desert
Storm, Saudi Arabia had made a large
investment in basing infrastructure. As a
result, the obstacles General Schwarzkopf
faced were not of the same magnitude as
those that hampered the employment of
air power in World War II. Korea, and
Southeast Asia.!3

Navy Doctrine

Comparing the conduct of Desert Storm
to guidance provided in Navy doctrine
could be a problem since the Navy, unlike
the other services, does not publish formal
doctrine except for that dealing with fleet
tactics. However, the Navy's leadership
did articulate a maritime strategy which,
like the doctrines of the other services, is
used as “‘a key element’ in shaping pro-
grammatic decisions.! Thus, maritime
strategy can be used to compare the Navy's
view on the role of air power to the con-
duct of Desert Storm.

The focus of the Navy's strategy is on
using offensive sea control to defeat Soviet
maritime strength “‘in all of its dimen-
sions, including base support.’’!5 Perhaps
because of this focus on fighting the Soviet
navy, the Navy's strategy needs significant
change since it does not provide much
guidance on how naval power, especially
carrier-based air power, should be em-
ployed in a third-world contingency such
as Desert Storm. For example, while it
does address the importance of “‘antiair
warfare™ in protecting the fleet by counter-
ing "‘the Soviets' missile-launching plat-
forms.” maritime strategy makes no men-
tion of the importance of gaining and
maintaining control of the air over the
land. Nor does it explain how carrier-
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based air power should be employed to
achieve and maintain control of the air.!8 [t
also does not mention the importance of
waging a strategic air campaign or explain
how air interdiction can contribute to cam-
paign success.

Maritime strategy’s failure to provide
guidance on the employment of carrier-
based air power in theater campaigns may
also be due to the problems presented by
such air operations. These air operations
tend to require aircraft that can deliver a
fairly significant payload against targets
located far from where a carrier can safely
operate. Yet only 20 A-6E medium-attack
aircraft in a conventional carrier wing of
86 aircraft possess such a capability.!” The
limited deep-attack capability of carrier-
based air power helps explain why during
the first two weeks of Desert Storm the
Navy was reported to have provided only
3,500 sorties (12 percent) of the total
30.000 sorties.!'® Moreover, even this effort
required six of the Navy’'s 14 deployable
carriers. dependence on massive Air Force
refueling support. and carriers positioned
in waters that independent naval analysts
had previously considered too dangerous
for carrier operations.!'?

Gen George B. Crist, USMC, Retired.,
who served as commander of Central Com-
mand before General Schwarzkopf, called
attention to limitations in the Navy's
capability before Desert Storm. He noted
that *‘the US Navy is well equipped with
the hi-tech weaponry to wage combat
against the Soviet Union; it is not so ade-
quately prepared to deal with Third World
contingencies, as the Persian Gulf experi-
ence [of 1987 and 1988] demonstrated.”
General Crist concluded that correcting the
problem "will take a shift from the Admi-
rals’ fixation with forward-deployed car-
rier battle groups and the ‘maritime strat-
egy’ to the more mundane missions of
controlling sealanes, moving troops and
providing naval gunfire and tactical air
support to amphibious operations.'’20

Such a shift must include attention to
command arrangements. Not surprisingly,
in ignoring the role of carrier-based air
power in third-world contingencies, mar-

itime strategy does not address the com-
mand arrangements needed to integrate
the employment of carrier-based air power
with land-based air power. However,
before Desert Storm demonstrated the
value of unity of command, the Navy’s
position that carrier-based air power
should not be controlled by a functional
air component commander had been ex-
pressed numerous times and had posed a
serious problem in the conduct of air oper-
ations in both Korea and Southeast Asia.?!

Army Doctrine

Several commentators have already
credited Army doctrine found in Field
Manual (FM) 100-5, Operations, with
being the key to Desert Storm’s success.??
Perhaps because it is called AirLand Battle
doctrine, many of these same commenta-
tors also mistakenly believe that it is Air
Force as well as Army doctrine. Yet, de-
spite the opinion of these commentators
and the *‘air” in its title, comparison of
Army doctrine to the conduct of Desert
Storm reveals that it failed to anticipate
the dominant role played by air power.
Given this failure, it should not be a sur-
prise that Army doctrine also provides
remarkably little guidance on how land
operations could be conducted to comple-
ment the employment of air power.

To its credit. Army doctrine does recog-
nize that ‘‘the control and use of the air
will always affect operations: the effective-
ness of air operations in fact can decide
the outcome of campaigns and battles."'?3
The problem is that Army doctrine pro-
vides little guidance on how land opera-
tions can help achieve and maintain con-
trol of the air. The lack of guidance is
especially apparent in the doctrine’s dis-
cussion of what it calls ‘“deep opera-
tions.”’2* Army doctrine makes no refer-
ence as to how such operations might con-
tribute to gaining control of the air, per-
haps by seizing air bases or areas suitable
for air bases. which is how Gen Douglas
MacArthur employed land forces in his
extremely successful campaigns in the
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Although air base availability and operability has a critical
impact on the air campaign, il is not addressed in Air Force
doctrine.  Fortunately, Saudi Arabia had established an
extensive hasing infrastructure that accommodated allied
flight vperations duning Desert Storm. Above, F-15s from
the Ist Tactical Fighter Wing. Langley AFB. Virginia.

prepare for another Desert Storm mission at an air base in
Saudi Araha.

Pacific.2s Nor is there any mention of con-
ducting deep operations to disrupt an
enemy's surface-based air defenses, as Gen
Ariel Sharon did when his tanks crossed
the Suez during the 1973 war and Army
AH-64s and special operations forces did
during Desert Storm when they attacked
Iragi radar sites.26

Of course, achieving air superiority is
only a means to the desired end—permit-
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ting both air and surface forces to operate
more effectively, while denying these
advantages to the enemy. Thus, once air
superiority is achieved, campaign success
depends on how a commander exploits
control of the air. General Schwarzkopf's
conduct of Desert Storm shows that one of
the best ways to exploit control of the
air is through strategic air operations.
Yet Army doctrine makes no mention
that such operations can make a signifi-
cant contribution to the success of land
operations.

Air interdiction is another way to ex-
ploit control of the air. Army doctrine does
note that interdiction performed by what it
calls “air fires" is one of the activities typ-
ically conducted as part of deep opera-
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tions.?? It also states that arms and services
complement each other by posing a di-
lemma for the enemy. The problem is that
Army doctrine seems to see air interdic-
tion only as a means to ‘‘support maneuver
on the ground.’’28 In contrast, Desert Storm
revealed that the deployment of coalition
ground forces served to “‘support’ coali-
tion air forces by fixing Iraqi forces in a
position where air interdiction could
inflict such devastating destruction that
many Iraqi soldiers welcomed the coali-
tion's ground offensive so they would have
the opportunity to surrender and escape
death from the air.

Perhaps one of the reasons the Army's
doctrine fails to see the full potential of air
power can be found in its use of history.
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AirLand Battle doctrine uses Gen Ulysses
S. Grant’s Vicksburg campaign during the
Civil War, rather than campaigns that
employed air power such as those con-
ducted by General MacArthur in the
Pacific during World War 11, to illustrate
the fundamentals of the offensive.2® Given
the ““air’” in its title. this is somewhat akin
to a book on the conduct of modern foot-
ball containing only discussion and dia-
grams for running plays.

The Navy does not publish a formal doctrine except for that
dealing with fleet tactics. Its “Maritime Strategy.” a similar
document to the other services' doctrine. does not provide
adequate guidance on how carrier-hased air power should
be used in a third-world contingency such as Desert Storm.




Marine Corps Doctrine

Since the Marine Corps possesses both
air and ground elements, some might
assume that Marine Corps doctrine would
provide effective guidance on how air and
ground forces should be employed to-
gether in a campaign. However, comparing
Fleet Marine Forces Manual (FMFM) 1-1,
Campaigning, which "‘establishes the
authoritative doctrinal basis for military
campaigning in the Marine Corps," to Gen-
eral Schwarzkopf's conduct of Desert
Storm shows that this would be a bad
assumption. Like AirLand Battle doctrine,
Marine Corps doctrine does make some
extremely good points about operational
art.3° Yet it is similar to Army doctrine in
requiring change because it almost totally
ignores how air power has dramatically
changed the conduct of war.

Evidence of the Marines' neglect of the
dominant role air power can play is found
in the fact that, like the Army, the Marines
use Civil War campaigns fought before the
invention of aircraft changed the conduct
of war to illustrate their doctrine.3! Sur-
prisingly, when Marine Corps doctrine
does refer to more modern campaigns, it
does not discuss the Solomons campaign
of World War II in any detail.32 At Guadal-
canal and throughout the war in the
Pacific, at the operational as opposed to
the tactical level of war, Marine ground
elements “‘supported” the air elements by
seizing and holding air bases—in this case,
Henderson Field. Henderson Field was the
key to US success in this extremely impor-
tant campaign because it extended the
range of land-based Marine, Navy, and
Thirteenth Air Force aircraft so they could
achieve air domination over the Solomon
islands, and in doing so, break the back of
Japanese air and surface forces. It will
probably astonish marines who fought in
World War II that instead of using as
examples campaigns in the Pacific—where
the Marine Corps played such an impor-
tant role—Marine Corps doctrine generally
refers to campaigns from the European the-
ater, such as Gen Dwight D. Eisenhower's
design for the reconquest of Europe.3?

AIR POWER IN DESERT STORM 39

Moreover, in none of these examples,
including Eisenhower's, is there a single
mention of air power’s critical role.

To its credit, Marine Corps doctrine
does address strategic actions and their
impact on the conduct of a campaign.*
However. its examples include only one
mention of air power, the 1986 raid against
Libya. As with the Solomons, this doctrine
fails to mention the crucial contribution
the Marine Corps made to strategic actions
in World War 1l by seizing the Mariana
islands. The Marianas were critical to the
war in the Pacific because they provided
the Twentieth Air Force with air bases for
its B-29s that made it possible to conduct a
strategic air offensive against Japan. This
strategic air offensive was so successful
that a costly amphibious assault on Japan
was not necessary to end the war.3"

Another deficiency is that organization
arrangements receive only indirect atten-
tion in Marine Corps campaigning doc-
trine. After making reference to how his
organic aviation allows a Marine air-
ground task force (MAGTF) commander to
project power well in advance of close
combat. this doctrine states, *A MAGTF
commander must be prepared to articulate
the most effective operational employvment
of his MAGTF in a joint or combined cam-
paign.’'3¢ [t then notes that “*if he cannot.
he will in effect depend on the other serv-
ices to understand fully the capabi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>