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EDITORIAL

Where Would You Like To Go?

FEW YEARS ago, some officers who

were studying Air Force officer pro-
fessional military education (PME) made
an interesting discovery. Amazing as it
seems in today’s total-quality environ-
ment, we have no clearly articulated
description of what we want our officer
PME system to produce.

Army Air Forces Regulation (AAFR) 20-
61, Organization, Air University—the
guidance in effect on 3 September 1946
when the first postwar officer PME classes
began at Maxwell Field, Alabama—didn’t
give Gen Muir S. Fairchild, the first com-
mandant of Air University (AU), very
much direction. It simply said that AU
would “be responsible for the supervision
and operation, in accordance with policies
established by the Commanding General,
AAF,” of the three schools under its con-
trol (page 1). It didn't say what the prod-
uct of the education was supposed to be.
Perhaps we can understand this lack of
direction. After all, those early pioneers
had just victoriously concluded the most
demanding war in history and were in the
throes of organizing the nation'’s first sepa-
rate air service.

Unfortunately, the guidance hasn’t got-
ten much more specific. Despite a multi-
tude of revisions over the years, the cur-
rent guidance still doesn’t tell what the
product of the PME system should be.
What kind of officers are supposed to
come out the other end of the educational
system? What should they know? What
should they be able to do? How would we
like them to feel?

The Report of the Educational
Requirements Board on Professional
Military Education of 1963 highlighted
this lack of guidance, and the Air Force
made an honest attempt in 1966 to

improve the situation by publishing Air
Force Manual (AFM) 53-1, United States
Air Force Officer Professional Military
Education System, which actually con-
tained a description of the professional
Air Force officer. There isn’t room on this
page to quote the entire description, but
part of it said (please remember it was
written before gender-neutral language
was required),

The professional Air Force officer is the
aerospace expert of the nation’s fighting
forces. He understands the nature of war and
is proficient in the art of waging it under any
level of conflict. He is a leader of men in
both peace and war. . . .

He combines military bearing and self-confi-
dence with loyalty, integrity, self-discipline,
versatility and adaptability. His ethics and
conduct are based upon the idea of service
above self.

He communicates effectively and works effi-
ciently with people at all levels. . ..

The professional Air Force officer recognizes
that he must continually expand his knowl-
edge and understanding of the art of war. He
recognizes his responsibilities to the Nation,
both as a citizen and a military officer. He
thus seeks to maintain those high intellec-
tual, ethical and physical standards requisite
to a corps of professional officers which mer-
its the trust and respect of the society which
it serves. (Page 2)

Although there is room for discussion as
to the completeness or accuracy of the
description, at last the PME system had a
product description to work toward.
Unfortunately, succeeding revisions have
dropped any such description of the pro-
fessional Air Force officer.

Certainly. an educational system is not a
production-line factory from which exact



duplicates with interchangeable parts
issue forth on graduation day. Strict con-
formity of thought is not the goal. Even if
it were achievable, it would not be desir-
able. Diversity is the key to both survival
and progress. On the other hand, if we
don’t know where we are trying to go, it
doesn’t really matter which path we take.

Besides, how would we know when we
got there?

Maybe the current system is doing the
best job that can be done. There's no way
of knowing until we determine what it is
we are trying to produce. As Stephen R.
Covey says, we need to “begin with the
end in mind.” RBC

.l

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.
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Capt Graham W. Rinehart’s article on “A New
Paradigm for Organizational Structure” (Spring
1992) was very interesting, considering the
emphasis placed on total quality management
today. I always read several articles in each
issue. Keep up your good work!

SMSgt Frank ]J. Wallace, USAF, Retired
Austin, Texas

I have grave concerns about Captain Rinehart’s
basic assumptions regarding the effectiveness
of Dr W. Edwards Deming’s quality improve-
ment philosophy as it applies to the military.
In a purely business-oriented. profit-motivated
organization, the philosophical ideals of qual-
ity improvement certainly have merit. Admit-
tedly, there are practical points we should
adopt in the Air Force as they apply to procure-
ment, research and development, and other
similar “business” activities. However, |
wouldn't try to take them to the battlefield and
expect them to work.

Captain Rinehart implies that the current
pyramidical command structure was born out
of a response to the early industrial revolu-
tion—that is, as a method to control its devel-
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opment. In fact, the early leaders of the indus-
trial revolution simply adopted a proven sys-
tem: the centuries-old military command
structure. Since the time of Genghis Khan and
Alexander the Great, this has been the domi-
nant structure of countless military organiza-
tions, and for good reason. We simply didn't
“invent” the military command structure dur-
ing the industrial revolution of the 1700s and
1800s.

As the industrial revolution ended and we
moved into a technological revolution, condi-
tions changed, thus requiring a review of the
way we do business. This led to Dr Deming's
statistical methods. These methods should not,
however, be a substitute for the proven require-
ment of the military command structure. The
“continuous improvement” ideal of Dr
Deming's philosophy works well under the
conditions of a peacetime, business-oriented
atmosphere. As long as we have the time and
resources to identify the customers, establish
goals, analyze the processes, and so forth, the
system will be effective. But I am afraid as we
ingrain this attitude in our young airmen, non-
commissioned officers, and officers, we will
risk losing our military identity, which will
result in a total failure of the discipline that
allows an airman or soldier to enter combat
without question.

I have certainly experienced this attitude. As
a young second lieutenant during a mobility-
employment exercise, I was in charge of a con-
tamination-control area with over 100 personnel
assigned to me. Recognizing that the airmen of

continued on page 78



DESERT STORM
AS A SYMBOL

IMPLICATIONS OF THE AIR WAR IN THE DESERT

CoL Dennis M. Drew, USAF, RETIRED




ICTORY IN the Gulf war

brought with it both euphoria

and controversy. Almost noth-

ing could dampen the euphoria
which followed such a successful short
war that produced remarkably few casual-
ties. The controversy has been mostly
good-natured, centering on the question,
Who won the war? Success has a thou-
sand fathers, and proud airmen, soldiers,
sailors, and marines are quick to trumpet
their contributions to the victory.

In truth, everyone is correct. It was a
great victory for joint warfare. The stran-
gling naval blockade, the devastating air
campaign. the integration of space assets
into all operations, the lightning-fast
ground maneuvers, the threatened
seaborne invasion—these and many other
operations define the essence of joint war-
fare. The spirited controversy between the
services is good fun, even if it sheds little
useful light on the event.

There is, however, a serious side to
what might otherwise be harmless macho
posturing by airmen, soldiers, sailors, and
marines. Operation Desert Storm symbol-
ized a fundamental shift in the traditional
method of waging mechanized warfare.
The stunning performance of coalition air
power symbolized both the maturity of air
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power and its dominant position in late
twentieth-century warfare. Most impor-
tant, however, victory in the Gulf war
symbolized the need to reevaluate and
reform traditional ways of thinking about
the art and science of war.

The Real and Symbolic
Victory

The story of what happened in the air
during Desert Storm is well known.
Beginning in mid-January 1991, coalition
air power (note that the term is air power,
not air force) seized control of the air over
both Kuwait and Iraq within hours and
within a matter of days achieved total air
supremacy. In nearly simultaneous
actions, air power “blinded” the Iraqi
leadership, making command and control
of Iraqi forces in the field exceedingly dif-
ficult. Meanwhile, strategic targets—
including Iraqi nuclear facilities—were
attacked and either destroyed or heavily
damaged. The campaign quickly moved
on to physically isolate Iraqi surface forces
deployed in and around Kuwait (a classic
interdiction campaign) and then to attack
field forces directly from the air.
Although Desert Storm was conceived as a
four-phased campaign, all phases over-
lapped to the point that they were nearly
simultaneous.

The result, of course, was that when the
ground offensive began in mid-February, it
met minimal resistance and quickly swept
forward from Saudi Arabia all the way to
the Euphrates River, accepting the surren-
der of tens of thousands of hungry, demor-
alized Iraqi soldiers. The magnitude of
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the aerial victory in the overall campaign
was revealed by the almost unbelievably
low casualty rate suffered by coalition sur-
face forces.

In previous wars, the impact of air
power had always been a bone of con-
tention, an article of unresolved and unre-
solvable debate. In the Gulf war, the
impact of air power (again note the generic
term) was clearly overwhelming and deci-
sive. The clarity of the aerial victory also
provided a symbolic beacon of sorts. It
symbolized the maturity of air power, the
domination of air power, and the need for
a new paradigm of warfare.

Symbol of Maturity

The most obvious symbolic meaning of
the Desert Storm experience was that air
power has matured as an instrument of
war. At long last, air power lived up to its
potential and fulfilled the promises made
by the early prophets of air power. Much
credit has been given to the sophisticated
technology employed by airmen in the
Gulf war. However, the maturation of air
power is a much more complicated story
that goes far beyond technological gadgets.
The maturity of air power resulted from
the confluence of three streams of devel-
opment over the past 80 years: experi-
ence, technology, and doctrine.

Air power’s early prophets—Giulio
Douhet, Gen William (“Billy”) Mitchell,
and others—predicted during their hey-
days in the 1920s that air power would
revolutionize the nature of war. Some
even predicted that surface forces would
become obsolete. But their visions were
simplistic, unseasoned by extensive expe-
rience in warfare generally and in aerial
warfare specifically. World War I had
seen the only large-scale employment of
air power in a major conflict, and the
results were mixed. In all likelihood,
World War I would have been fought in
much the same way and with the same
general results had air power not existed.!

The importance of air power was revealed
only with further experience in the wars
that followed.

Experience—sometimes bitter and dis-
appointing, sometimes dramatic and deci-
sive—was also the key element in temper-
ing and honing the blade of air power.
The global experience of World War Il and
its somewhat mixed results in terms of air
power, the disappointing experience of
the Korean War, and the confusing experi-
ence of the war in Southeast Asia all pro-
vided the know-how to structure, train,
equip, and employ air power effectively
across the entire spectrum of conflict.2

The extravagant promises of the air
power prophets also seemed hollow
because their visionary reach exceeded
their technological grasp. Either the
prophets were unaware of the many prob-
lems that would confront airmen or they
too easily assumed them away. In the
beginning, the list of problems which hin-
dered air power was almost endless—
inadequate power plants, poor aerody-
namics, limited range and lifting capacity,
inadequate speed, inaccurate delivery sys-
tems, and so forth. The list goes on and
on. Even nature conspired to hinder the
airmen. Poor weather and the dark of
night were two of the most difficult and
universal problems with which airmen
had to contend.

Sometimes slowly, sometimes with
mind-boggling speed, but always with pre-
dictable persistence, technology overcame
the limitations, peeled away many of the
problems, and left air power with its
prophetic revolutionary essence. Today it
is not much of an exaggeration to say that
air power can carry any load, anywhere,
under any conditions, and deliver that
load with great speed and incredible pre-
cision. Although air power has not fully
realized this long-sought goal, it is getting
closer and closer.

But experience and technology by them-
selves are not enough to create the domi-
nating influence of present-day air power.
Equally essential is doctrine. Conceptu-



ally, doctrine ties together the lessons of
experience and the technology of the pres-
ent into an effective operating scheme. It
establishes what airmen believe about the
best way to wage aerial warfare, given
what they have learned and what they can
do. The development of doctrine is the
third stream of development in the matu-
ration of air power.

The air power prophets were enthralled
by the idea that air power could destroy
an enemy's ability to resist by destroying
his means of producing the wherewithal
of mechanized war. The doctrine of
strategic bombing, which had its roots in
World War I and was fervently articulated
in the 1920s and 1930s, envisioned attacks
on an enemy’s industrial capabilities that
would lead to quick collapse. As demon-
strated in World War II, bombing an
enemy into submission was not quite so
simple or so easy. The advent of nuclear
weapons, however, seemed to provide air-

The performance of coalition air power in Operation Desert
Storm symbolizes both the maturity of air power and ils
dominant position in the late twentieth century. Here, US.
Canadian, French, and Qatari aircraft fly in formation
during Operation Desert Shield.

men the tools they needed to fulfill the
prophets’ dreams.3

The nuclear era brought with it the
seeds of its own demise. Fear of nuclear
calamity led the United States to fight
only limited wars for limited objectives
with limited means. The Korean War was
a major disappointment for airmen, but so
strong were their beliefs that they chose to
view it as little more than an aberration.
As a result, strategic bombing continued to
drive US air power doctrine through the
1950s. Not until the Vietnam conflict did
it become clear that nuclear weapons
would rarely—if ever—be used except in
extremis. Further, both Korea and
Vietnam highlighted the indecisive nature
of strategic industrial bombing in a war




against a nonindustrialized country (a
kind of war the air power prophets had
not imagined) as well as the crucial role of
nonstrategic air power missions in such
wars.

In the wake of the Vietnam conflict,
some airmen began thinking of air power
in a much broader and more sophisticated
manner. Rather than emphasizing certain
missions (e.g., strategic bombing), in the
early 1980s some US airmen began look-
ing at the operational level of war and air
campaigns designed to create synergies
from the careful orchestration of all air
power missions. The notion of a compre-
hensive air campaign, which came to full
flower in the Gulf war, reflected the matu-
rity of US air power doctrine.

Symbol of Domination

One can also view Desert Storm as a
symbol of the dominant role that air
power has assumed in modern mecha-
nized warfare. Clearly, it dominated every

facet of the war in the Gulf. However, the
dominant nature of air power is not a sur-
prising “bolt from the blue.” Rather, it is
the culmination of a long-term trend.
Throughout its 80-year history, military
air power has become a more important
factor in warfare with each passing year.

The trend was obvious even in the early
experience of World War I. Envisioned
before 1914 only as reconnaissance plat-
forms, aircraft not only became invaluable
in that role, but performed many other
roles as well. In World War II. control of
the skies became the first priority in plan-
ning virtually every operation, whether on
land or at sea. In North Africa as well as
Northwest Europe, land forces had great
difficulty operating under hostile skies
and operated much more effectively with
friendly air control and assistance.

Air power was perhaps even more
important to amphibious operations.
Note, for example, that control of the air
was a prerequisite for Operation Sea Lion
(the planned German assault on Great
Britain) and Operation Overlord (the



Allied invasion of Northwest Europe in
1944). In the former case. Germany never
achieved air superiority over Britain—
thanks to Churchill's “few” to whom so
much was owed—and Sea Lion was can-
celed. In the latter case, total Allied air
supremacy over the invasion beaches of
Normandy played a significant role in the
success of Overlord.

At sea, the growing importance of air

ower was even more pronounced. Prior
to World War II, most naval leaders envi-
sioned naval air power as an extension of
the eyes and ears of the fleet, rather than
its principal striking arm. By the end of
the war, it was clear that the face-to-face
gun battles between contending fleets
were a thing of the past and that naval avi-
ation was the primary offensive striking
arm of the Navy. Worth noting is the fact
that in 1941 the US Navy had eight aircraft
carriers with 521 aircraft aboard. At the
end of the war, the Navy had 99 aircraft
carriers with 4,000 aircraft aboard.4

Over the years. naval aviation has evolved into the primary
offensive striking arm of the fleet. The US Navy began
World War Il with only eight aircraft carriers but increased
that number to 99 by the end of the war. At left. a crippled
F6F lands aboard the USS Yorktown in 1944. Today's

carriers, like the one below. are the centerpiece of the Navy.
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As was evident with land forces, sea
surface forces operating without sufficient
air cover were at constant risk. The sink-
ing of the British warships Repulse and
Prince of Wales by Japanese air power off
the coast of Malaya and the sinking of the
Japanese superbattleship Yamato by US
air power late in the war are just two well-
known examples. Gen George C. Kenney's
use of land-based air power to establish
control of the narrow waters of the
Southwest Pacific theater of operations is
another example, but on a much larger
scale.5

The importance of air power is not just a
contention of the US Air Force. Rather, it
is a reality underscored by the US Army,
Navy, and Marine Corps. The Army has
its own air force (mostly helicopters),
rivaling the US Air Force in the number of
airframes it possesses. At sea, the Navy’s
aircraft carriers are clearly the centerpiece
of a fleet largely organized into carrier bat-
tle groups—with all due respect to sub-
mariners, who take a slightly different
view. In the Marine Corps, closely inte-
grated air/ground operations are standard
operating procedure. Air power now
dominates warfare.
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Symbol of Need
for a New Paradigm

As pointed out previously, the matura-
tion of air power is not the result of the
sudden introduction of some new gadget.
It is the result of the accumulation of
experience, the development of technol-
ogy, and the refinement of doctrine over
the past 80 years. The same holds true for
the dominating nature of air power. It is
the culmination of an 80-year trend. In a
sense, the culmination of these two
trends—symbolized by the aerial victory
in Desert Storm—has crept up on airmen,
soldiers, sailors, and marines alike and
caught them off guard. The result is the
urgent need to develop a new paradigm—a
new way of thinking about modern mech-
anized warfare.

For literally thousands of years, military
establishments have operated within a

two-dimensional context. The early twen-
tieth century saw war expand into the
third dimension, but only as a simple
extension of the traditional two-dimen-
sional model. This was appropriate in the
early days, insofar as the capabilities of
airmen were limited by primitive technol-
ogy. lack of experience, and questionable
doctrine.

However, even as air power matures, the
traditional view of air power persists. Air
power has been—and generally still is—
viewed by nonairmen as an adjunct to sur-
face forces, an instrument used to lend
support to warriors tied to the surface of
our planet (nuclear warfare excepted).
Even conventional strategic bombing was
considered by all but air power zealots as
merely a means to reduce the enemy’s
ability to resist in the field. The two-
dimensional model has persisted so long
that a good many airmen, particularly




The Marine Corps and Army have their own air
arms—evidence that the importance of air power is not just a
contention of the US Air Force. Left. Army OH-58 scout
helicopters land in preparation for refueling at Camp Silopi,
Turkey. Above. Marine Corps aircraft between missions at
an air base in the Persian Gulf during Operation Desert
Storm.

those involved with so-called tactical air
power. believe that air power’s role is to
support surface operations.

But times have changed. The need to
develop a new paradigm that makes the
best use of air power’'s newfound maturity
and domination is obvious. The new
model should not just address long-stand-
ing questions of who supports whom—the
main weight of effort—and who controls
what. Rather, the new model must return
to the fundamentals and reevaluate the art
of warfare itself in the air power age. An
example will illustrate the point.

The two-dimensional model of warfare
has a sequential orientation. It assumes
that an enemy’s military forces will be
deployed to defend his centers of gravity.
Thus, the two-dimensional model of war-
fare postulates that (1) fielded armies and
navies must be defeated and driven back,
to the extent that (2) an enemy’s center(s)
of gravity become(s) vulnerable. Seizing,
controlling, and holding territory become
of paramount importance in this model of

warfare. Further, progress is simple to
evaluate—one uses a map and watches the
orderly advance (or retreat) of the front
lines.

A three-dimensional model of warfare is
based on a unique capability that defines
the essence of air power. That capability
is the quick concentration of great power
over any spot on the surface of the globe.
The result is that an enemy is vulnerable
everyplace all the time. Conceptually,
every tangible facet of an enemy’s power
structure can be attacked with equal facil-
ity at any time. Consequently, one no
longer requires sequential orientation.
Operations against the enemy—whether at
the front lines, at some deep-seated center
of gravity, or at some place in between—
can be parallel in nature, perhaps carried
on simultaneously.

Controlling territory becomes much less
important in a three-dimensional model.
Forces deployed to hold territory can, in
fact, be a disadvantage in some circum-
stances. The Iragi case provides a classic
example in which air power reduced the
Iraqi army in the field to a bedraggled,
demoralized. undersupplied, and hungry
mob that wanted to do little more than
surrender. As a result of all this, in the
three-dimensional model, maps no longer
serve as adequate or accurate tools for
measuring the progress of a war.

11
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The air campaign in Desert Storm illus-
trated the advantages of parallel opera-
tions in a three-dimensional model of war.
The result was a thundering aerial
onslaught that put enormous pressure on
strategic, operational, and tactical targets
all at once and continuously, offering the
enemy no chance to recoup.

Previous wars in the air power age fore-
shadowed, in limited ways, the parallel air
campaign in the Gulf war. In World War
II, for example, the strategic bombardment
of Germany progressed even while Allied
forces built up in Great Britain for the
invasion of the Continent. In the Pacific,
the bombardment of Japan began in
earnest even as Allied forces were moving
through the island chains toward the
Japanese homeland.

For the most part, however, the strategy
used in World War II was sequential in
nature. The Battle of the Atlantic had to
be won before forces could be massed in
Great Britain. Adequate forces had to be
massed in Great Britain before the inva-
sion could take place. The Normandy
beachhead had to be established and port
facilities secured before Allied forces
could break out across France, and so
forth. In the Pacific, the story was much
the same.

The capabilities of modern air power
and a truly three-dimensional war-fighting
model may obviate the need for sequential
strategies in many situations. If an enemy
is vulnerable everywhere all the time, the-
ater commanders can choose and then
orchestrate the combination of simulta-
neous or near-simultaneous actions that
will create the greatest impact upon that
enemy’s ability to resist. The result
should be a rapidly unfolding campaign in
which there are no front lines, in which
holding territory is often irrelevant (and
may be a detriment), and in which air,
land, and sea forces are used to their great-
est advantage against the most appropriate
and important enemy vulnerabilities any-
where at any time.

In such a three-dimensional campaign

model, forces on the offensive have enor-
mous advantages over those on the defen-
sive. Successful defense would require
one to be strong everywhere all the time—
a near impossibility. In this model, the
question of who is supporting whom can
become irrelevant or can be a constantly
changing relationship, depending upon
the enemy’s actions and reactions.

But the key is air power. Air power
makes such warfare possible to begin
with, and air power will make it possible
to execute in practice. The absolute crite-
ria are control of the air and overwhelm-
ing amounts of air power to take advan-
tage of that control. In the Gulf war, the
coalition achieved total air supremacy.
Whether or not such total control of the air
is required remains a question that can be
resolved only with further study.

The Challenge for Airmen

It seems to this writer that airmen must
address three basic agenda items if they
are to fully develop the new three-dimen-
sional paradigm. First, they must address
the implications of such a model of war-
fare. Some are obvious. Clearly, airmen
must be able to operate 24 hours a day, in
all weather, at a high tempo. They must
be able to respond quickly and accurately
to a campaign situation that will change
rapidly. These requirements, in turn, can
have serious implications for weapons
system design, force structures, manning
levels, logistic patterns, intelligence
requirements, and command and control
structures. As thinking about the new par-
adigm unfolds, airmen will certainly have
to address a good many more require-
ments and implications.

Second, airmen must overcome the fears
and resistance that will surely come from
their compatriots in arms who serve in the
surface forces. Is the future of surface
forces dim? Certainly not. On the con-
trary, the three-dimensional model of war-
fare will open new vistas for the use of



surface forces of all kinds. At this early
stage in its development, the three-dimen-
sional model of warfare appears to be the
epitome of joint operations.

The third agenda item is both a method
for accomplishing the first two and a
requirement in itself. Airmen must edu-
cate themselves and others. We must
force ourselves to challenge assumptions
and to rethink long-standing beliefs.
Airmen must commune with one another,
feed off each other’s ideas, and develop
the new model of warfare to the fullest.
Airmen must write in their journals and
debate the ideas and their implications.
Airmen should initiate conferences to
stimulate the free flow of ideas. But this
process must not be limited to airmen.
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Our colleagues in the surface forces must
enter the dialog, challenge airmen and
their ideas, and present alternative argu-
ments. The full development of the new
paradigm of warfare requires a vigorous
dialectic process.

Operation Desert Storm, although not
large by historical standards, was one of
those symbolic events that few people are
fortunate to witness. It symbolized both a
fundamental shift in the way many wars
will be conducted and the need for a new
way of thinking about military operations.
Viewed from the Iraqi perspective, Desert
Storm symbolized the terrible penalty for
adhering to the old model. It is time to
change, and airmen must lead the way. [J

1987); David R. Mets's Master of Airpower: General Carl A.
Spaatz (Novato, Calif.: Presidio Press, 1988); and James
Parton's “Air Force Spoken Here”: General Ira Eaker and the
Command of the Air (Bethesda, Md.: Adler and Adler,
1986).

4. An excellent, brief, well-documented. and recent treat-
ment of the evolution of US naval power is George W. Baer’s
“U.S. Naval Strategy, 1890-1945," Naval War College Review
44, no. 1 (Winter 1991): 6-33.

5. General Kenney. who was Gen Douglas MacArthur's
chief airman in the Southwest Pacific theater in World War
I, used land-based air power in very creative ways. He
essentially denied the narrow waters of the Southwest
Pacific theater to the Japanese navy, thus neutralizing an
enormous Japanese advantage and allowing MacArthur to
take important offensive actions far earlier than had been
expected. Kenney's first-person account of the struggle is a
classic in air power literature. See George C. Kenney,
General Kenney Reports: A Personal History of the Pacific
War (1949; reprint, Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force
History, 1987).



WHICH WAY TO THE FEBA?
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EFINITIONS in the close-air-

— X _ support (CAS) arena are difficult
/ at best, getting twisted around

by doctrinal statements and the
intricacies of interservice rivalry. But
when long-range air assault operations are
involved, the discrepancies and dichot-
omies get dangerous. During Operation
Desert Storm, elements of the 101st
Airborne Division (Air Assault) penetrated
90, then 150 miles into Iraqi territory in
g brigade-sized assaults. As long as the
G e, lines on the maps remain connected,
2 everyone understands (at least conceptu-
e ally) where CAS, battlefield air interdic-
tion (BAI), and air interdiction (AI) fit into
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the game plan. Problems arise when large
troop formations appear well past the for-
ward edge of the battle area (FEBA) and
the call goes out for air support.

To grasp the subtleties of this problem
and to see just how it could develop, we
need an understanding of the current defi-
nitions and procedures of the tactical air
control system (TACS)/Army air ground
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Al—To delay, disrupt, divert, or dbstroy

brought to bear against friendly forces. Per-
formed at such distances from friendly surface
forces that detailed integration is not required.
(Workbook, Joint Firepower Control Course,
July 1989, sec. 52C, 3; AFM 1-1, 3-3))

system (AAGS). The sidebar above con-
tains some fundamental definitions agreed
to by those who produce the manuals.
These definitions are fairly close and in
fact get closer the further they get from
ground troops in contact with the enemy.
At the tactical level, there is a problem
with translating the definitions into
clearly understood employment options.
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Forward Line Forward Edge Fire Support
of Own of Battle Area Coordination Line
Troops (FLOT) (FEBA) (FSCL)
X X
CAS — Al
BAI
X X

Figure 1. Army View of Air Operations Relative to the FLOT, FEBA, and FSCL (adapted from FM 7-20,
The Infantry Battalion [Infantry. Airborne, and Air Assault], December 1984, 8-15)

The Army likes to work with overlays on
maps. Figure 1 shows how CAS, BAI and
Al appear to the Army relative to coordi-
nation lines.

In this figure, friendly troops are attack-
ing from left to right. Army fire coordina-
tion measures also expand to include sev-
eral permissive and restrictive measures,
but for the purpose of this article, we will
stick to the basics. These basics are
reflected in actual Operation Desert Storm
tactics as presented later. For our discus-
sion to continue, we need another defini-
tion, this time for the fire support coordi-
nation line (FSCL):

A line beyond which all targets may be
attacked by any weapon system (including
aircraft and special weapons) without endan-
gering troops or requiring additional coordi-
nation with the establishing headquarters.
The effects of any weapon system may not
fall short of this line. Purpose—To expedite
the attack of targets beyond the FSCL.!

Now we begin to see the kernel of the
problem for an air assault unit. One mis-
sion option of an air assault unit is a deep
penetration—that is. an attack well behind
enemy lines either as a raid or an attack in
force.2 The term deep is sufficiently vague
as to cause a definitional problem. If you
pass the FSCL on a deep mission, can you
still get CAS? Even though the tactical air
employment mission definitions are vague
enough to permit this possibility, the
Army and Air Force employment tends to

support the concept of a linear battle
developing where “in depth” means an
area still within the range of long-range
artillery and the FSCL moves only as the
FEBA and forward line of own troops
(FLOT) move in a coordinated effort.
Before we can fully address the problem
encountered during Desert Storm, we need
to know something about the air request
system itself. Figure 2 shows how it
works. Figure 2 also presents the night-
mare of everyone who has ever attended
the Joint Firepower Control Course. What
we see is the TACS. A tactical air control
party (TACP) with an air liaison officer
(ALO) is located with each Army unit
down to the battalion level. Although the
following definitions are from an Army
field manual, they come close to reality:

Air Liaison Officer (ALO)—The senior Air
Force officer at each tactical air control party
(TACP). Advises the Army commander and
staff on the capabilities, limitations, and
employment of tactical air operations. He
operates the Air Force request net. He coor-
dinates close air support (CAS) missions with
the fire support element (FSE), and assists in
planning the simultaneous employment of air
and surface fires. He supervises forward air
controllers (FACs) and will assist the fire
support team (FIST) in directing airstrikes in
the absence of a FAC...

Tactical Air Control Party (TACP)—The
TACPs are collocated at each appropriate
command echelon of the supported ground
force, normally battalion through corps.



They advise and assist the commander,
request and coordinate tactical air support,
and meet other requirements of the individ-
ual ground force echelon supported. A
TACP consists of experienced air crews and
technicians, ground and/or airborne vehicles,
and the communications equipment required
to obtain, coordinate, and control tactical air
support of ground operations.?

The mechanics of the air request system
break down into two parts: preplanned
and immediate. Preplanned requests are
just as the name implies, planned well in
advance of the ground or air attack opera-
tion and submitted prior to a cutoff estab-
lished by the tactical air control center
(TACC). The TACC manages the air war
for the joint force commander; theoreti-
cally, it even liaises with the Navy, but that
is another Desert Storm story. (See the
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Tactical Analysis Bulletin for Desert Shield
and Desert Storm.) The Air Support
Operations Center (ASOC) manages the
daily offensive war in support of the corps
and handles the immediate requests. One
TACC may have numerous ASOCs. The
ASOC is normally collocated with the
Army corps as shown in figure 2.
Immediate requests for close air support
are transmitted directly from the affected
Army unit to the ASOC. Silence on the net
by any higher TACP is considered approval
at that level. If there is no objection by the
TACP chain, the ASOC will fill the request
with whatever air is available based on pri-
ority and guidance established by the corps
commander through his fire support ele-
ment (FSE). The priority should include
real-time factors as well as the corps com-
mander’s concept of the operation.
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An Apache helicopter makes a low pass over a tactical air
control party (TACP) and its high-mobility multipurpose
wheeled vehicles (HMMWV'). TACPs are collocated at each
appropriatc command echelon of the supported ground
force. normally battalion through corps.

Now that we have covered the pertinent
background and alluded to some of the
difficulties of integrating air and land
forces, we turn to the specific problem
that sparked this article.

The 101st Airborne was assigned a
series of air assault operations in support
of the ground invasion of Iraq. These were
brigade-sized operations—a brigade task
force includes about 4,000 people—with
the first going 90 miles into enemy terri-
tory. As the ALO for the 1st Brigade, I
completed a close-air-support plan that
covered 36 hours starting two hours prior
to the projected landing time for the first
wave of the air assault. The air requests
are shown in table 1. The plan was
worked out in conjunction with the
brigade fire support officer (FSO) and the
attack aviation battalions. We figured it
would be a good idea to have fixed-wing
assets prep the landing zones (LZ), escort
the mission into the area. and stick around
for the subsequent assault waves. Since

the resistance on the LZs was unknown,
the plan covered the times we considered
crucial to establishing the perimeter in
Objective Cobra. (Objective Cobra was the
initial operation for the 1st Brigade and
required securing a major supply dump
inside Iraq for continuing helicopter oper-
ations.) We decided that if we were still
having trouble 33 hours after the initial
landing, we would have a pretty high pri-
ority on CAS. The requests were submit-
ted to the division TACP five days prior to
the assault. Two days after division for-
warded the requests on to corps, the corps
ALO informed the division ALO that the
requests had been passed on but would
not be honored by the TACC. They had
determined that since the target area was
over 60 miles beyond the FSCL, the
requests should have been for Al rather
than CAS. The division ALO and his
assistant, the fighter liaison officer (FLO),
personally appealed the decision, but by
now we were inside of two days prior to
the operation and past the TACC-estab-
lished cutoff for submission of preplanned
requests. [ submitted immediate requests
(table 2). These requests covered the time
just prior to and through just after the final
wave of the air assault.

After the immediate requests were sub-
mitted, we moved to our final positions
for the assault and waited. Just after mid-
night on the night of 23-24 February. the
division FSE passed the air tasking order
(ATO). a listing of the missions to be
flown for the next 24-hour period. The
ATO listed missions reflecting the original
preplanned requests (table 3). With just
three hours to go until lift-off, I was a bit
confused but felt that I would be happy if 1
got the air shown on the ATO. At 0400
and 0430 two two-ships of A-10s checked
in. The weather was deteriorating due to
rain and blowing dust, and the attack heli-
copters had been pulled back. Without
the attack helicopters I had no way to
mark targets obscured by the darkness and
the weather. 1 sent both sets of aircraft up
the invasion route on an armed reconnais-
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Preplanned Air Requests for G Day Operation Desert Storm

Request Number TOT ZL Mission Type
3C2401D 0001/0301 JAAT
3C2421D 0030/0330 JAAT
9C2416D 0001/0301 Suppression
3C2417D 0100/0400 JAAT
3C2422D 0130/0430 JAAT
3C2430D 0200/0500 AC-130
3C2418D 0200/0500 Escort
9C2401A 0200/0500 Electronic Counter
3C2423D 0230/0530 CAS
3C2420D 0300/0600 AFAC
3C2403D 0300/0600 CAS
3C2424D 0330/0630 CAS
3C2404D 0400/0700 CAS
3C2425D 0430/0730 CAS
3C2405D 0500/0800 CAS
3C2426D 053070830 CAS
3C2406D 0600/0900 CAS
3C2407D 0700/1000 CAS
3C2408D 0800/1100 CAS
3C2409D 0900/1200 CAS
3C2410D 1000/1300 CAS
3C2411D 1100/1400 CAS
3C2412D 120071500 CAS
3C2413D 1300/1600 CAS
3C2414D 1400/1700 CAS
3C2415D 1500/1800 AC-130
3C2501D 0001/0301 AC-130
3C2502D 0400/0700 CAS
3C2503D 0500/0800 CAS
3C2504D 0600/0900 CAS
3C2505D 0700/1000 CAS
3C2506D 0800/1100 CAS
3C2507D 0900/1200 CAS
3C2508D 100071300 CAS
3C2509D 1100/1400 CAS
3C2510D 1200/1500 CAS

Legend:

TOT = Time Over Target
ZL =Zulwlocal

JAAT = Joint Air Attack Team
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TABLE 2

Immediate Air Requests for G Day
Operation Desert Storm

Request Mission
Number TOT ZL Type

4C2401D 0001/0301 JAAT
4C2402D 0100/0400 JAAT
4C2403D 0200/0500 JAAT
4C2404D 0300/0600 JAAT
4C2405D 0330/0630 JAAT
4C2406D 0400/0700 JAAT
4C2407D 0430/0730 JAAT
4C2408D 0230/0530 Air FAC
4C2409D 0200/0500 AC-130
4C2410D 0500/0800 Escort
4C2411D 0530/0830 Escort
4C2412D 0600/0900 Escort
4C2413D 0630/0930 Escort
4C2414D 0700/1000 Escort
4C2415D 0730/1030 Escort

Legend:

TOT = Time Over Target
ZL = Zulwbocal
JAAT = Joint Air Attack Team

sance and hoped for the best. No targets
were found, and the A-10s moved off sta-
tion. The helicopter assault was delayed
two hours due to weather.

Finally, at 0700, the first assault wave of
66 UH-60 Blackhawk and 33 CH-47
Chinook helicopters headed across the
border. Once airborne, I contacted the
ASOC on secure high frequency for a radio
check and to determine the status of the
rest of the missions on the ATO. The
ASOC informed me that the ATO was
being redirected based on need. Since I
was heading into Iraq with an unknown
threat on the LZs, and the most critical
period of an air assault is during the land-
ing, I figured I needed some CAS on sta-
tion to cover me. The ASOC disagreed
and informed me that the corps FSE had
established the priority for immediate
CAS with the 6th French and 82d
Airborne, which were advancing on our

left flank on the ground. I reminded the
ASOC that the French had armor; that my
organic fire support was about 24 attack
helicopters, six 105-mm howitzer tubes,
and some tube-launched, optically
tracked, wire command (TOW) missiles;
and that priorities should shift to cover
my landings. The ASOC informed me that
when I had troops in contact I would get
air. About that time my third battalion
reported taking fire on the LZ. I relayed
this information to the ASOC, which sent
some air. Luckily, the 3d Battalion prob-
lem turned out to be snipers and was recti-
fied before the CAS arrived. But when the
CAS did arrive, two F-16s, it was just as
the 1st Battalion ran into a bunker com-
plex. The F-16s worked over the bunkers
while the attack helicopters refueled and
the artillery set up; the battalion took over
400 prisoners and captured a supply com-
plex when the dust settled. The CAS was
the key in the bunker assault and in the
subsequent capture of a division supply
dump.

Is there a problem here? I needed CAS,
I got CAS. None of my people died, and
we took the objective. Actually there are
two major problems: the confusion con-
cerning preplanned CAS beyond the FSCL
and the inability of the corps FSE to coor-
dinate air priorities across the XVIII
Airborne Corps battle plan.

In the final analysis, if it walks like a
duck and quacks like a duck and looks
like a duck . . . it’s CAS. Air power
applied in direct support of an air assault
is not interdiction, no matter if the objec-
tive is short of or beyond the FSCL. In
fact, if the air support is to be used in
direct support of troops, no matter where
they are, it is CAS. This view is supported
by the definitions we referenced earlier.
Neither definition mentions any fire sup-
port coordination measures or geographic
requirements—ijust that the air action is
requested by the ground commander, is
near friendly troops. and is integrated
with the fire and movement of the ground
forces.
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ATO for 24 February 1991

Received from 101st Airborne Division Fire Support Element 0100L

24 February 1991

Mission (Air Assault)
Number Call Sign TOT Z1L
5103A Thompson 03 0000/0300
5105A Bowser 05 0030/0330
5107A Gatling 17 0130/0430
5135A Nitro 35 0200/0500
5154A Greyhound 45 0200/0500
5137A Pyro 37 0230/0530
5103B Thompson 03 0300/0600
5001A Ruger 01 0300/0600
3121B Bingo 01 0330/0630
5105B Bowser 05 0330/0630
5017B Gatling 17 0400/0700
3121A Bite 01 0430/0730
3131A Boxer 01 0500/0800
5031A Beretta 13 0530/0830
5015A Sten 15 0600/0900
3141B Bart 41 0600/0900
5017A Gatling 17 0630/0930
5003A Glock 03 0633/0933
5103C Thompson 03 0700/1000
5021A Mossberg 21 0700/1000
5105C Bowser 05 0730/1030
5001B Ruger 01 0730/1030
5017C Gatling 17 0800/1100
3121B Bingo 61 0830/1130
5005B Springfield 05 0830/1130
5003B Glock 03 0840/1140
5101D Zipgun 10 0900/1200
5007B Carbine 07 0900/1200
5103D Thompson 03 0930/1230
5011B Weatherby 11 0930/1230
5105D Bowser 05 1000/1300
5013B Beretta 13 1000/1300
5015B Sten 15 1030/1330
5017B Gatling 17 1100/1400
5021B Mossberg 21 1130/1430
5001C Ruger 01 1200/1500
5003C Glock 03 1230/1530
5005C Springfield 05 1300/1600
5007C Carbine 07 1330/1630
5011C Weatherby 11 1400/1700
5013C Beretta 13 1430/1730
5017C Gatling 17 1500/1800
5135C Nitro 35 1930/2230
5145B Mauser 45 2130/0030
5151B Hitman 51 2230/0130
5135D Nitro 35 2300/0200
5141D Bazooka 41 0001/0301
5145C Mauser 45 0100/0400

When the ALO checked in with the ASOC at 0700L, he was informed that all the air
support listed above had been redirected.
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I am still not sure what happened to my
preplanned air requests. Based on the
ATO, it would appear that the TACC hon-
ored the requests even though the corps
ALO and the ASOC said the TACC would
not. The fact that such confusion still
existed within 72 hours of the invasion
should give us some pause as we review
the operation.

As for the difficulty of the ASOC in inte-
grating the battle plan with air priorities, it
would appear that there was a breakdown
at the corps FSE. There were two XVIII
Airborne Corps efforts that morning: the
6th French with the 82d Airborne and the
101st Airborne. The French had armor
support and organic artillery traveling
with their assault echelons. The 82d
Airborne was traveling with the French.
This would normally indicate a shift in
CAS priorities to the 101st based on the
1st Brigade’s organic fire support.

Another factor to be considered at this
point is the amount of resistance each
attack was encountering. As part of a lin-
ear battle, the French would be able to
report enemy resistance as they proceeded
toward their objective. Theater competi-
tion for CAS assets did exist since the
Marines and coalition forces were
involved with the invasion of Kuwait. But
that was also a linear battle. Of course,
the 101st could not know about enemy
resistance until actually on the LZs. With
this in mind. it seems reasonable to expect
that the ASOC would shift any available
assets—and according to the airborne bat-
tlefield command and control center
(ABCCC). there were assets available at the
time of the 1st Brigade attack—to cover
the helicopter landings. Once a determi-
nation was made concerning resistance on
the LZs. the CAS could either be released
or increased. None of this is out of the

An interior view of the air ligison officer’'s HMMWYV during
Operation Desert Storm. The vehicle is being repacked in
preparation for the next assaull,

ordinary vis-a-vis the training
TACS/AAGS personnel receive at the Joint
Firepower Control Course of the Air
Ground Operations School or the proce-
dures we had discussed with the ASOC
during the preceding six months. During
a telephone interview after the war ended,
the fighter duty officer (FIDO), who was
on duty during the 1st Brigade attack,
acknowledged that the argument we just
developed was certainly logical but that
the priority of fires had been established
by the corps FSE and could not be altered
unless I had troops in contact with the
enemy.

Do we have a doctrinal hole here?
Actually, I don't think so. What we do
have is a series of flexible definitions that
have been interpreted for armor or mecha-
nized forces on a linear battlefield. The
key to using that flexibility without the
constraining influences is for all elements
of the TACS/AAGS to be conversant with
the ground commander’s concept of the
operation and battle plan at each level, as
well as each unit's capabilities. That
should have happened in the Persian Gulf
but obviously did not.

So where do we go from here? Step one
is a complete revision of a term so old that
it carries a lot of conceptual baggage with
it: CAS. What we really have is either air
power applied in close proximity to troops
or air power applied not in close prox-
imity to troops. Definitions and lines on
maps that do not allow for the flexibility




required by nonlinear battle plans should
be scrapped. Close proximity to troops
can include missions under the direct, ter-
minal control of a ground or airborne FAC
or bombing missions beyond visual range
of the controlling agency but clearly
deconflicted with friendly forces. This is
obviously going to get tricky when an
operation like the one described above
results in a linkup between air assault or
airborne forces well beyond the FEBA and
heavy forces moving in a linear battle.
Battle handoff and combat identification
will become crucial. and air support not
under direct control of the FACs may not
be permitted. At the risk of being named
as an accomplice in creating new
acronvms, | suggest getting rid of the term
CAS and coming up with a name that is
descriptive of the requirements of the joint
arena.

Should we also junk the TACS/AGGS
system? No. But we do need to exercise
every aspect of the system until the basics
are automatic. Every Army, Marine, or
Navy exercise has to include some role for
at least the TACC. For Army exercises
here in the States, this isn't as difficult or
expensive as it may sound. The air
request net already has the long-range
communications equipment to operate
from each unit's home station.
Involvement has to include having the
TACC and ASOC task active-duty, Air
Guard, and Reserve fighter squadrons to
provide sorties in support of Army exer-
cises, with little warning, for preplanned
and immediate requests.

When I was in the 35th Tactical Fighter
Squadron at Kunsan, South Korea. the
squadron was regularly tasked to provide
support for CAS operations by an ATO.
There was no whining or debate; the
squadron simply planned and flew the
missions. ALOs will submit preplanned
requests through Army channels to the
assigned peacetime TACC in accordance
with TACC- established requirements and
cutoffs. I am talking about responsive cut-
offs with as little lead time as a week.

The author, left. and SSgt Jed Turner. noncommissioned
officer in charge of the TACP. take a break somewhere in
Iraq.

Immediate requests will be handled by the
ASOC and come from a pool of available
sorties managed by the TACC and the
numbered air forces to include tankers if
needed. Flight crews will have to actually
plan nonstandard missions with time con-
straints and little warning. No deplovment
or exercise costs are incurred because
everyone trains from home station.
Everybody is a player, A-10s to F-15Es.
Obviously, some are going to be tasked
more than others. This cannot be done
because of training requirements and
maintenance restrictions. Unacceptable;
this is realistic training for combat opera-
tions.

What about the Guard and Reserve?
Everybody plays. Establish what kind of
lead time the reserve forces need and give
it to them, but hold them to it and pay
them with man-days for their participa-
tion.

There will be growing problems with
this kind of system, but better to sweat in
peace than to bleed in war. If this requires
an overhaul of current training guidance,
so be it.
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In Iraq we recovered from a series of mis-
understandings and got the job done. We
have the capability to do the job better next
time. The Army field manual (FM) on air
assault operations covers low-, mid- and
high-intensity conflict. Support of those
operations in areas far from Army direct-
fire support must be provided either by
fixed- or rotary-wing assets or a combina-
tion of both. Do not construe this article as
strictly Army/Air Force. Flexibility is
essential in the employment of air power in
all joint force operations, and all future

operations will be joint with all services
participating in planning if not in execu-
tion. I have been told not to take these
problems so personally. At 0700 on 24
February 1991, the members of my TACPs
and I took it real personally. g

Train like you want to fight.

Notes

1. FM 7-20, The Infantry Battalion (Infantry, Airborne,
and Air Assault), December 1984, 8-11.

2. FM 90-4, Air Assault Operations, March 1987, 1-2, 3.

3. FM 101-5-1, Operational Terms and Symbols, October
1985, 1-3, 1-69.
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OPERATIONS LAW
AND THE RULES
OF ENGAGEMENT

IN OPERATIONS DESERT SHIELD AND DESERT STORM

Lt CoL JonN G. HumPHRIES, USAF

HORTLY before the coalition
forces put the finishing touches on
the victory over Iraq, Gen Norman
Schwarzkopf gave a briefing that
\ explained the strategy and objectives of
0 the Persian Gulf war. His remark praising
President George Bush for allowing the
é‘ military to “fight this war exactly as it

F

g

should have been fought” provided a per-
spective on how this war differed from the
one in Vietnam.!

Adm U. S. Grant Sharp, US Navy,
Retired, who was commander in chief of
Pacific Command during much of the
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Meceting of the special planning staff’s strike cell in the

“Black Hole™ (formerly a basement storage room in the
Royal Saudi Air Force Headquarters hr'u'lding) during
Operation Desert Shield in October 1990. Judge advocates
assigned to the strike cell assisted combat planners in
selecting legitimate targets.

Vietnam War.-was asked if he had desired
the kind of command autonomy that
General Schwarzkopf enjoved. He
replied. “If I had had the same sort of free-
dom that General Schwarzkopf [had], the
Vietnam \War would have been over in
about 1966. We would have defeated
North Vietnam, saved hundreds of
American lives. and won the war.”2 Adm
Thomas H. Moorer, chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) from 1970 to 1974,
concurs with the view that the United
States could have won that war within a

26

year of unleashing unconstrained
American air power.

What happened in the Persian Gulf war
was that ordinary wisdom prevailed.
President Bush, as commander in chief. and
the other national command authorities
(NCA) provided general guidance on the
prosecution of the war and then delegated
the planning and execution of wartime oper-
ations to militarv professionals.

These professxonals had received vears
of inculcation in the law of armed conflict.
Not only had the US long ago undertaken
treaty obhgatlons to instruct its military
personnel about their rights and obliga-
tions under this law,3 but it had also suf-
fered from the outcry of international con-
tempt that arose from the massacre at My
Lai and from other real and alleged misad-
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ventures in Vietnam. The American mili-
tarv establishment decided there could be
no more room for military operations that
might lead to allegations of indiscriminate
or illegal activities.? Requiring that mili-
tary personnel be educated in the law of
armed conflict was considered a crucial
part of this effort.

Due to the perception that its forces had
not generally followed the laws of war. the
US lost domestic and international public
support. Its forces returned home branded
improperly as war criminals. Further,
North Vietnam illicitly refused to grant US
aircrews prisoner-of-war status.

During the same period. judge advocates
of the military services and of the unified
and specified commands increased their
involvement in advising commanders,
planners, intelligence staffs, and aircrews
about the law of armed conflict and other
issues related to war fighting. This
nascent discipline in the military commu-
nity became known as “operations” or
“operational” law.5

Against this backdrop. the US-led coali-
tion prepared to reverse Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait. Judge advocates deployed with
the headquarters staffs of US Central
Command (CENTCOM) and US Air
Forces. Central Command (CENTAF) and
with wing and group commands to bases
in the Persian Gulf. They clearly under-
stood and assumed their roles as advisors
in operations law. Likewise, Air Force
commanders apparently were aware that
the judge advocates on their staffs could
help them accomplish their missions
within the law.6 Operations law, which
includes such diverse areas as the law of
armed conflict. operations and contin-
gency planning. rules of engagement, and
target selection and validation, was active
during the Desert Shield and Desert Storm
operations.

Before we launch into a further consid-
eration of operations law. it is important
to understand the foundations upon
which it rests within the Department of
Defense (DOD). American national policy

holds that our forces will comply with the
law of armed conflict,” which is com-
prised primarily of two categories of law.
One consists of the Hague conventions® of
1907 and the Geneva conventions? of
1949; the other is based on the customary
practices of nations in conducting war.10
The law of armed conflict sets the rules
for how nations are to conduct wartime
operations.

Guiding coalition air operations
throughout Desert Shield and Desert
Storm was a body of standards known as
rules of engagement. These rules “delin-
eate the circumstances . . . under which
United States forces [can] initiate and/or
continue combat engagement” with hostile
forces, both in peacetime and in
wartime.’? They also represent the pri-
mary means by which the NCA can guide
deployed forces in peacetime crises and in
wartime fighting.12 A legacy of the
Vietnam War was that rules of engagement
had come to be viewed chiefly as con-
straints on the employment of military
force. The more historically correct
view—and the one that is in ascendancy—
maintains that in peacetime these rules
dictate the circumstances under which
hostile forces may be engaged and, at a
minimum. authorize a commander to
employ force as a matter of preemptive
self-defense in response to the imminent
threat of force. In wartime, they should
not unduly impede the effective use of
force.

Rules of engagement are not the same as
the law of armed conflict. These rules are
directives that the US imposes on its own
military forces to govern the employment
of firepower. The law of armed conflict,
however, is binding on all nations and
their armed forces.!3

This law is, nevertheless, an important
influence in drafting rules of engagement
applicable to air warfare.’* Embodied in
Air Force doctrine and strategy are the law
of conflict’s cardinal principles: military
necessity (the right to use any degree or
means of force—not forbidden by other
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considerations—to achieve a military
objective)!s and unnecessary suffering (the
prohibition of intentional attacks on non-
combatants and civilian objects and bans
on the use of certain weapons against
combatants if they cause excessive suffer-
ing not justified by military necessity).16
Just as importantly, these precepts are the
most significant bases for formulating
rules of engagement for air operations.

Notwithstanding its importance, the law
of armed conflict is not the sole influence
at work during the drafting of the rules of
engagement. In their final form, these
rules also normally reflect collateral limi-
tations, which include political consider-
ations, national policy objectives, and
operational concerns. As a result, rules of
engagement can restrict and have
restricted US air combat operations far
beyond what is required by the law of
armed conflict.!? For example, US air
forces employed during Operation Rolling
Thunder in the Vietnam War were
severely constrained by rules of engage-
ment imposed by American political lead-
ers who feared that conducting the cam-
paign to the full extent allowed by law
would somehow provoke Chinese or
Soviet intervention.!8 In the Persian Gulf,
political and policy constraints that might
have been imposed on coalition forces
through the rules took a backseat to the
clear military objectives of the operations,
the most important of which was reversing
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait.

In the Persian Gulf, the US relied upon
the two primary categories of rules—one
for peacetime, the other for hostilities.
During Operation Desert Shield, CENT-
COM promulgated the peacetime rules of
engagement based upon the JCS model.
with General Schwarzkopf's CENTCOM
staff proposing supplemental measures for
JCS approval. These rules provided tvpi-
cal peacetime guidance insofar as they
were primarily defensive and were
designed to preclude the inadvertent start
of war; yet, they also preserved the right of
self-defense. Thus, the rules limited mili-

tary actions in Desert Shield solely to
defensive responses to hostile acts or
demonstrations of hostile intent (i.e., the
threat of the imminent use of force).

These peacetime rules were wisely
drawn. They vested commanders at any
level with broad latitude in meeting their
obligations, allowing them to take any
necessary and appropriate action to
defend their units’ aircraft and person-
nel.’ Thus, the rules recognized the mili-
tary commanders’ authority—and their
duty—to exercise the inherent right of
self-defense. Exercising this right has tra-
ditionally been a responsibility of com-
manders, based on the notion inherent in
the law of armed conflict that a military
unit is not required to “take the first hit”
before using force.20

As in Vietnam, rules of engagement
have often been the means by which the
NCA and other upper military echelons of
command have retained the power to
decide when to employ certain forces and
weapons systems against enemy military
objectives. In this way, the rules have
assisted in limiting hostilities only to
those believed necessary to achieve
national policy objectives. The Persian
Gulf rules were different from those in
Vietnam because they were about as broad
as they could be. With the extensive man-
date accorded coalition forces under the
aegis of the United Nations, the wartime
rules of engagement in Operation Desert
Storm extended, in the main, to the
bounds of the law of armed conflict.

When hostilities began in the Persian
Gulf on 17 January 1991, the wartime
rules of engagement—devised by CENT-
COM and CENTAF and approved by the
JCS—guided coalition air combat opera-
tions. These rules recognized the coali-
tion's state of hostilities with Iraq and
authorized its air forces to seek and
destroy targets connected with Iraq’s war
effort within the area of operations. These
operations could now occur without
reliance on the principle of self-defense
for each engagement.
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This was in stark contrast to the
wartime rules applicable during much of
the Vietnam War. For instance, prior to
attacking Vietnamese urban areas. US air
forces were required to warn the inhabi-
tants by leaflets, loudspeakers, or other
appropriate means and give them suffi-
cient time to evacuate the area, notwith-
standing the fact that US air forces were
receiving fire from the area and were
legally permitted to attack.2! The con-
straints imposed by these rules of engage-
ment included a requirement that
American air forces could strike surface-
to-air missile (SAM) sites only after the
SAMs themselves had been launched at
US aircraft.22 In the Persian Gulf,
American political leaders embraced and
heeded these lessons; they permitted their
war fighters to conduct combat operations
within the law of armed conflict without

tying their hands with constraints. This,
in turn, maximized the effectiveness of
coalition air power.

Further, CENTAF judge advocates
played a central role in assisting in the
development of wartime rules of engage-
ment. They ensured that the rules were
not more restrictive of coalition opera-
tions than was required by the law of
armed conflict and collateral limitations.
The first draft of wartime rules of engage-
ment was 18 pages long. Col Dennis
Kansala—the CENTAF staff judge advo-
cate—and his staff eventually condensed
the rules to four pages that covered the

During the Vietnam War. Hanoi successfully shielded targets
by locating them in and around civilian property and
cultural objects. Here, over 600 drums of petroleum. oil. and
lubricants are stored in the center of a populated North
Vietnamese village.
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generic precepts for coalition operations.2?
Supplementing the basic rules were
appendices that addressed rules for
unique, sensitive US operations.24 This
distillation of the rules made them “opera-
tionally friendly” for aircrews. Thus,
Colonel Kansala and his staff adhered to a
fundamental principle in drafting these
wartime rules of engagement: no set
rules—no matter how lengthy and
detailed—can anticipate every potential
scenario that aircrews might face in an
area of operations. After everyone has
been educated in the law of armed con-
flict and trained in the rules of engage-
ment, it comes down to an aircrew com-
mander’s judgment in deciding when,
where, and how to employ military force.
There is no substitute for this judgment,
and 18 or 100 pages of rules would have
been a hindrance rather than a help. For
aircrews flying missions into the maw of

enemy air defenses, the fewer rules they
have to rely upon, the better off they are.

A complete understanding of the rules
of engagement requires that we look at
them in the context of the targeting
process used in Desert Storm. Early in the
deployment to Saudi Arabia, the CENTAF
commander, Lt Gen Charles A. Horner,
assembled a special planning staff of com-
bat planners, logisticians, and judge advo-
cates to plot the air campaign against
Iraq.25 Consigned to a basement storage
room in the Royal Saudi Air Force
Headquarters building, known as the
“Black Hole,” these people formed what
was called the special planning staff’s

Saddam Ilussein attempted to protect his military assets by
placing them in populated areas. Below. Iraqi antiaircraft
artillery atop a Baghdad apartment building. At right, one of
several Silkworm missiles found at a school in Kuwait City
shortly after the Iraqi reireat.
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“Strike Cell.”26 Brig Gen (now Maj Gen)
Buster C. Glosson led the planning effort.

With reconnaissance and other sources
providing raw intelligence data. the Black
Hole team segregated Iraq’s war resources
into 12 target sets: leadership: command,
control, and communications (C3) facili-
ties and operations; air defense systems;
conventional military depots and storage
locations; nuclear, biological. and chemi-
cal weapons and their associated produc-
tion facilities: airfields; railroads and
bridges: Scud missiles: oil refineries: elec
trical production: naval ports: and the
Republican Guard.??” Because these sets
were at the heart of Iraq’s war effort. the
planning staff considered them key mili-
tary objectives.

As alluded to earlier, General Horner
and his staff had exceptionally broad lati-
tude in determining the course of the air
campaign. Although CENTAF's target
selection and the rules of engagement for
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air combat operations had to be approved
by the JCS. not once did Pentagon officials
reverse decisions from the Black Hole
about what weapons to use. what targets
to strike, and how and when to attack
them.28 [n the war's aftermath, Secretary
of Defense Dick Chenev has repeatedly
defended <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>