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EDITORIAL

Growing Controversy

We must cultivate our garden.
—Voltaire, Candide

ONTROVERSY. ARGUMENTS.
Whether in the workplace or with-
out, we confront many controversial,
important issues that twine in and out of
our daily and professional lives. We have
cultural taboos that exclude politics, reli-
gion, or other volatile topics from our
social conversation. Official Air Force
publications such as Airpower Journal
have to be “approved” before they are
published. Is controversy so noxious?
Why do we labor so diligently to eliminate
argumentation? Two factors—fear and
organizationally mandated “political cor-
rectness” (PC)—are at work here. Like the
two blades of a pair of pruning shears,
they work together to cut off useful and
valuable discussion and argumentation.
Fear keeps us from voicing our opinions
about a controversial issue. Trained from
childhood to be agreeable, we don't want
to upset some vague harmonious balance
around us. Or we may worry about mak-
ing fools of ourselves because we don't
know how to express our opinions in a
convincing way. So while we may have
what at their roots are rational arguments
for holding opinions or beliefs, rather than
expose ourselves to criticism, we allow
only our most comfortable and conform-
ing opinions to blossom. Or like all three
candidates in the last presidential debates,
we try to avoid saying what we really
believe about controversial issues for fear
that others will reject us at the same time
they reject our opinions. Fear simply will
not allow divergent opinions to grow.
Unlike fear, PC is mandated from with-
out—by societal institutions that seek to
place restrictions on our freedom of
speech. Originally, there may have been
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good reasons for the development of PC,
for often it seems that those people who
do have the courage to voice their strong
opinions about an issue do so in a manner
which labels them as irrational, emo-
tional, inconsiderate, ranting fanatics. No
doubt, the PC movement was intended to
curb such diatribes. While it may be bet-
ter to snip off the growth of some offen-
sive forms of speech for the common
good, the PC movement would willingly
truncate all divergent views in favor of
some common, “acceptable,” and barren
middle view.

What does all this philosophy have to
do with you and with APJ? The result of
avoiding controversy is that many issues
never have the benefit of a useful pruning
through critical examination and meaning-
ful debate. Contrary to what you may
believe, and in spite of the required secu-
rity and policy review, APJ is not just
another vehicle for communicating “the
Air Force party line.” Developed as “an
open forum for presenting and stimulating
innovative thinking,” APJ operates within
the tenets of academic freedom. The main
reason you don't see more controversial
articles is that we rarely get well-written
articles on controversial topics that are
germane to our target audience.

What are your opinions about the issues
our Air Force faces today? Have you sown
any good arguments lately? Perhaps you
have an innovative way of looking at an
old issue. What are you really talking
about around the flight line or the office
coffeepot? Can you cultivate your ideas
into a well-researched. well-written, ratio-

nal article? If you can, we'd like to read it.
GDF



= R e T

Letters to the editor are encouraged. All corre-
spondence should be addressed to the Editor,
Airpower Journal, 401 Chennault Circle,
Maxwell AFB AL 36112-6428. We reserve the
right to edit the material for overall length.

CLUB CONTENTION

It was with a great deal of interest that I read
Capt Clay K. Culver's article, “O Clubs:
Tradition or Contradiction?” (Winter 1992). If
his purpose in penning this monograph was to
stimulate discussion, he certainly achieved his
objective. If, on the other hand. his proposed
agenda for improving O club attendance is sin-
cere, one must wonder what type of future Air
Force he envisions. To his credit, there are
current problems, both institutional and socio-
logical, that he correctly identifies and
describes as contributing to falling member-
ship in Air Force clubs. But to suggest a rever-
sion to the “old-school” officer evaluation
report and associated additional duty emphasis
is flat wrong. To apply this “solution” solely
to cure flagging club membership is even
worse.

After years of suffering through inflation of
duties not related to training for combat, most
members eagerly embraced the new officer
evaluation system. No longer were officers
promoted based on achievements in nonmis-
sion-related areas. No longer could senior
raters/supervisors coerce junior officers in the
name of “career enhancement” to participate in
nonmission-oriented social activities at the
expense of their most important duty—training
to excel in applying force to win wars.

If and when I get the chance to be on the
pointy end of the sword, it'd better be with a
wingman who is damn good at what he’s
trained to do. not the finest Boy Scout
leader/Little League coach in the tri-state area!
Community involvement and other “broaden-
ing” activities can be a “good thing,” but not
when mandated. Let's keep the proper per-
spective.

Capt David S. Leonard, USAF
Fort Lewis, Washington

C
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IGNORANCE

I'm writing in response to the article in the
Winter 1992 edition entitled “Ignorance Is
Risk: The Big Lesson from Desert Storm Air
Base Attacks.”

The article—which implies that the B-52, F-
111, Royal Air Force, and Royal Saudi Air
Force crews who flew the opening night air-
field attacks in Operation Desert Storm did not
contribute significantly to protecting the lives
of fellow coalition aircrews or to achieving
coalition objectives—is an insult to the brave
airmen who carried out these missions.

As a planner who worked directly for the
Director for Campaign Plans (DCP) at
Headquarters US Air Forces, Central Command
(USCENTAF) Forward during Desert Storm, 1
can assure you that ignorance is indeed the
theme of this article—ignorance of the facts of
the Desert Storm campaign plan. Here are a
few facts that may serve to clear up some of the
misconceptions created by "Ignorance Is Risk”:

S

e The example of Desert Storm air base
attack inefficiency cited in the article is incor-
rect. It assumes that the objective of the first-
night RAF Tornado/JP233 runway-denial attack
was the permanent shutdown of enemy air-
fields—when in fact the objective was to limit
the number of enemy takeoffs by impeding
access to runways. The DCP’s stated objective
for attacking the seven key airfields that were
well equipped enough or close enough to pose
a threat to coalition forces on the first night of
the war was to slow down enemy operations
for 18-30 hours—and to preclude operations
during the two- to three-hour periods when
coalition attackers were most vulnerable. No
mission was disrupted on the first night as a
result of aircraft originating from these air-
fields.

* First-night attacks also successfully cut the
enemy off from effective command and con-
trol—making independent, uncoordinated
“islands” out of the so-called fortress air-
fields. As a result, we “metered the flow” of
enemy takeoffs, feeding the enemy to coalition

continued on page 69
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IMPACT OF PRECISION
WEAPONS ON AIR
COMBAT OPERATIONS

Lt GeN Buster C. GLoOSSON, USAF*

NUMBER OF pivotal lessons

came from Operation Desert

Storm, but few were as impor-

tant to our profession as the

potential of stealth and precision guided

weapons. President George Bush called

/ 7 this combination a “revolution in war-

fare.”! Regardless of the terminology,

4 these two factors have fundamentally
4 changed the way we fight.

In this article, I offer my perspective on

the impact of precision weapons on the

* This article evolved from a presentation I made at the
74 1992 Armament Symposium at Eglin Air Force Base.
Florida, on 23 September 1992.
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future of air combat operations and briefly
discuss some other technologies that I
believe will be critical to our success in
the next conflict. Although stealth and
precision weapons are not perfect, they
maximize our combat capability by per-
mitting us to hold any target in a country
at risk while minimizing the costs—both
in lives and dollars.

We are writing a new and exciting chap-
ter on air power—a chapter made possible
in part by precision guided munitions
(PGM). Air power advocates have long
dreamed of a day when the weapon, plat-
form, and willingness to use them prop-
erly would come together to make air
power a decisive force. Today, those
dreams are reality. One need only look
back to our raids on Schweinfurt,
Germany, in World War II to see how
dramatically precision weapons have
enhanced our capabilities over the last 50
years. Two raids of 300 B-17 bombers
could not achieve with 3,000 bombs what
two F-117s can do with only four.
Precision weapons have truly given a new
meaning to the term mass.

To shut down an industry in World War
II, we were forced to target entire com-
plexes because of the inaccuracy of our
weapons; today we would need to hit only
a couple of key buildings. What we his-
torically achieved with volume we now
can accomplish with precision. After all,
the objective has never been to see how
many bombs we could drop. but to pro-
duce results.

Precision weapons may also constitute a
revolution in mobility. Of the 85,000 tons
of bombs used in the Gulf War, only 8,000

Ed

tons (less than 10 percent) were PGMs, yet
they accounted for nearly 75 percent of
the damage. If we had wanted to, we
could have airlifted all of our PGMs with
just five C-5s or nine C-141s a day.?

Along with increasing our combat capa-
bility, PGMs reduce the human costs of
war. No one who has ever sent airmen
into combat relishes the idea of their loi-
tering over hostile territory dodging sur-
face-to-air missiles or enemy airplanes in
order to deliver their bombloads. Each
Schweinfurt raid placed 3,000 airmen in
harm’s way. Today, we can do the same
job with just two airmen. If that is not
meaningful to you, then stop reading!

The fact is that few weapons deliver so
much for so little. Everyone remembers
the startling video of the GBU-27 as it
guided in on the communications building
in downtown Baghdad.3 At $69,000 a
copy, that bomb might seem expensive,
but—compared to the multimillion-dollar
telephone switching center it destroyed on
the first night of Desert Storm and the dis-
ruption it caused the Iraqi high com-
mand—it was a real bargain. Tank plink-
ing is another example. Expending a sin-
gle 500-pound GBU-12 worth $10,000 to
destroy a $1.5 million T-72 tank is not a
bad return on our tax dollars.

From my perspective, we have no
higher priority than developing a hard-tar-
get penetrator and area-denial weapon that
can be pickled at medium altitude in bad
weather and strike a bridge, column of
tanks on the move, or communications
facility—all of which may be shrouded in
fog. Further, our future PGMs must have a
better probability of kill than the ones we
have today. The Joint Direct Attack
Munitions (JDAM) program is a step in the
right direction. Its adverse weather capa-
bility and autonomous guidance system
will allow a single B-2 to precisely destroy
16 separate targets on a single pass. The
Joint StandOff Weapon (JSOW) is another
accurate munition that promises devastat-
ing effects upon enemy armor in the field.
Coupled with a Sensor Fuzed Weapon
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The inaccuracy of World War Il weapons meant that
bombers had to fly multiple runs over industrial targets.
Here. B-17s drop tons of bombs on a German
electrostatic plant that produced hydrogen peroxide for
explosives. Note the craters from previous attacks.
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Although only 10 percent of the 90,000 tons of bombs
used in the Gulf War were precision guided munitions,
they accounted for 75 percent of the total damage.
Below, members of a US Marine Corps bomb-dump
crew spend their day assembling bombs in preparation
for the aenal assault on Irag
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Ready for tank plinking, an A-10 (top) stands uploaded
and outfitted with a bevy of weapons. including two
Mavenick precision guided missiles (see box). These
and other PGMs accounted for much of our success in
the Gult War. whether the target was an lraqi tank
(above left) or a key bridge (above nght).

(SFW),4 JSOW could have stopped those
two Iraqi Republican Guard armor divi-
sions—the Hammurabi and Medinah—
from bugging out prior to our ground
forces making contact. As it was, poor
weather and our lack of an all-weather
PGM prevented coalition air forces from

destroying them. The fact that they sur-
vived proved to be particularly painful
because Saddam later used these divisions
in his bloody persecution of the Shiites.
Another compelling aspect of precision
air warfare is its agreement with American
values. Our country has developed a keen
intolerance for casualties—even enemy
casualties. The Gulf War served only to
heighten this sensitivity. Incredible as it
may seem, some critics have suggested
that the US choose a form of warfare
(other than aerial attack) that ensures

7
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some measure of equality in losses.5 This
idea is absurd, but it does indicate the sen-
sitive nature of the casualty issue.
Common sense tells us that any effort to
reduce casualties—on either side—is a
move in the right direction.

The Sensor Fuzed Weapon, ready to test-fire above,
offers promise for the destruction of enemy anmor.
Results of testing appear below.

The option of strategically paralyzing an
enemy with precision munitions (if that
will get him to change his mind) is more
appealing than the alternative—annihilat-
ing him. Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart
astutely observed some years ago that the
enemy of today is the customer of tomor-
row and often the ally of the future: “To
inflict widespread and excessive destruc-
tion is to damage one’s own future pros-
perity, and, by sowing the seeds of
revenge, to jeopardize one’s future secu-
rity.”¢ History has demonstrated that
wholesale attacks on population centers
do little to break the enemy’s will to
resist. On the other hand, the surgical
removal of an enemy’s most vital elements
should make it easier for him to surren-
der. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin
observed that air power was “the most sig-
nificant factor in winning [the Gulf] war”
and pointed out that “the mass and preci-
sion of the [air] attack induced systemic
shock and paralysis from which the politi-
cal and military leadership never recov-
ered.”’?

Intelligence is another area affected by
precision weapons. You have probably
heard someone say that air power is tar-
geting and targeting is intelligence.8 This
is more than a catchy phrase—it’s the
truth. A bomb carried halfway around the
world and precisely guided to the wrong
target wastes time, resources, and perhaps
even a human life—not to mention the
impotent picture it presents to our adver-
sary! Our weapons now have “air-shaft
accuracy,” and so must our intelligence.

I believe that a window of opportunity
has opened. Air power’s precision, lethal-
ity, and ability to paralyze an adversary is
at an all-time high. Our future enemies
must realize they are vulnerable any-
where, anytime. President Bush summa-
rized it best when he said, “Gulf Lesson
One is the value of air power.”?

Of course, precision warfare is not pos-
sible without first controlling the air. As
Gen Charles A. Horner succinctly
observed, “Everything is possible if you
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have air superiority—little is possible if
you lose it.”10 The F-22 aircraft, equipped
with the advanced medium-range air-to-
air missile (AMRAAM) and improved
infrared missiles, will be key to achieving
air superiority far into the future. We are
often pulled in many directions for our
time and money, but we must remember
that failure to gain and maintain aero-
space control jeopardizes everything else.

If history is any indication, there will be
future operations in which air power
alone can accomplish our nation's objec-
tives. There will also be conflicts in
which air power will have to pave the
way for a land campaign. But I cannot
imagine a future conflict in which air
power will not be a major factor in achiev-
ing our national objectives.

Of course, with our capabilities of
global reach and global power come new
challenges and responsibilities. Air Force

Civilian casualties of war, such as this Iraq gid,
produce an emotional impact that is acute and
undeniable.  Precision air warfare plays a part in
reducing casualties on both sides

Chief of Staff Gen Merrill A. McPeak
warned us of complacency and challenged
us to rid ourselves of two-dimensional
thinking, an admonition that official Air
Force doctrine has taken to heart: “If mili-
tary power (including aerospace power) is
to reach its full potential, all aspects of
warfare must be reexamined from the aer-
ial or three dimensional perspective.”!?

Aerospace control with precision
weapons gives us a war-winning strategy
for the future. Only air power can
threaten every enemy’s leadership, infra-
structure, military, and national will on
day one of the conflict. Any way you cut
it, we will need smart airplanes with
smart weapons to meet the challenges of
the future. However, during this period of
frenetic change, we would do well to
remember King Solomon's counsel that
“wisdom is more important than the
weapons of war.”12 He is right. People
are always more important. All the so-
called smart weapons in the world could
not distinguish their own tail fins from the
Pentagon if it were not for the smarter peo-
ple who develop, build, maintain, and
program them.

Outstanding Air Force people around
the world helped our country win the last
war, and with the support of our defense
industry, they are already developing the
weapons we will need to win the next
one.

Notes

1. George Bush, “Remarks at the United States Air Force
Academy Commencement Ceremony in Colorado Springs,
Colorado, 29 May 1991," Weekly Compilation of Presidential
Documents 27, no. 22 (3 June 1991): 685.

2. According to the Gulf War Air Power Survey Data
Base, we used approximalely 180 tons of precision muni-
tions a day in Desert Storm. Our airlift capacity from the
continental United States to Southwest Asia was 6,500 tons
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a day. Nine C-141s (of the 234 available) a day could supply
the daily PGM expenditures of Desert Storm. The bottom
line is that we can rapidly deploy and easily sustain preci-
sion munitions.

3. GBU=guided bomb unit. The GBU-27 is a laser guided,
2,000-pound. hard-target penetrating weapon.

4. The SFW is a wide-area cluster munition consisting of
10 submunitions contained in a dispenser. Each submuni-
tion has four projectiles containing an infrared sensor, war-
head, and associated electronics. Upon dispersion, each
submunition orients and stabilizes. After reaching an opti-
mum altitude—as determined by an onboard altimeter—the
40 projectiles disperse. Each projectile searches for targets
with the onboard infrared sensor and—upon acquisition of a
target vehicle—fires a self-forging, high-velocity slug at the
target. USAF fact sheet, Air Force Materiel Command, Air
Force Development Test Center, October 1992.

5. See Lawrence Freedman and Efraim Karsh. “How
Kuwait Was Won: Strategy in the Gulf War,” International
Security 16, no. 2 (Fall 1991): 5—41. "The only factor that
began to create pressure to get the land campaign underway

was unease in the West over the judgment, implicit in the
massive air campaign, that any number of Iraqi deaths was
worth the reduction of risk to coalition forces” (page 31).

6. Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart, Thoughts on War
(London: Faber and Faber Ltd., 1944). 42.

7. House Armed Services Committee, Defense for a New
Era: Lessons of the Persian Gulf War, 102d Cong.. 2d sess.,
30 March 1992, 7.

8. See Air Force Pamphlet (AFP) 200-17, An Introduction
to Air Force Targeting, 23 June 1989.

9. Bush, 685.

10. Lt Gen Charles A. Horner, commander, Ninth Air
Force, briefing, subject: Reflections on Desert Storm: The
Air Campaign, May 1991.

11. Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-1, Basic Aerospace
Doctrine of the United States Air Force, March 1992, vol. 1,
15. As AFM 1-1 points out, airmindedness is not a doctrinal
concept but a “mindset airmen should develop as they think
through their form of military power and then apply to their
profession of arms™ (ibid.).

12. Eccles. 9:18.




AIR CAMPAIGN PLANNING

LT CoL MAris McCraBs, USAF

PERATIONS POINTBLANK,
Strangle (in both World War II
and the Korean War), Rolling
Thunder, and Desert Storm are
examples of air campaigns that were
planned and executed at the operational
level of war. How were these campaigns
planned? What processes did their air
power planners use? Most important,
what processes will air power planners
use in the future? This article seeks to
answer these questions by briefly outlin-

ing the air campaign planning process that
is currently taught at the Joint Doctrine
Air Campaign Course (JDACC: see sidebar
on page 12).

Developing an air campaign is a five-
stage process: (1) researching the combat
environment, (2) determining the air
objectives, (3) determining the air strategy,
(4) analyzing centers of gravity, and (5)
putting the campaign together. The
process, however, does not require that
one stage be complete before another
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What's a JDACC?

HE JOINT Doctrine Air Campaign Course

is a two-week offering in continuing
professional military education, currently
conducted seven times a year by Air
University’s Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research, and Education (CADRE) at Max-
well Air Force Base, Alabama. Our goal is to
hold 12 classes a year for a total of 600
students. JDACC is an “iron majors” course
that deals with the “stubby pencil” aspects of
air campaign planning that one encounters
on the staffs of joint force air component
commanders. We enroll captains through
colonels from the operations, intelligence,
logistics, and plans functions at unified, com-
bined. and air component commands.

JDACC's curriculum is firmly grounded in
doctrine—joint Air Force, Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps, as well as space and special
operations. Students use historical case
studies to learn lessons and pitfalls from pre-
vious air campaigns. The heart of the course
(approximately one-third of the total time) is
faculty-led seminars in which students build
an air campaign as members of a fictitious
numbered air force staff. They produce an air
campaign plan down to a straw-man master
attack plan—a time-phased, prioritized list of
targets, aircraft, and munitions that is the
basis of an air tasking order. We emphasize
process, not product.

begins. That is. although each stage builds
upon previous stages, each one also over-
laps and refines the process and products
of the previous stage. Researching the
combat environment, for example, goes on
all the time. It's happening now through-
out the world. It happens before the bul-
lets start flying, and it goes on after the
conflict is over. This iterative process,
which has a cumulative effect, is executed
parasequentially. That's a great term, but
what does it mean? To find out, let's
begin with the fundamentals before we
address the five stages of the planning
process.

Fundamentals and
Foundations

What is a campaign plan? Joint Publi-
cation (Pub) 1-02, Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associated
Terms, defines it as “a plan for a series of
related military operations aimed to
accomplish a common objective, normally
within a given time and space.”? I think
that Joint Pub 1, Joint Warfare of the US
Armed Forces, offers a more useful
description:

Campaigns represent the art of linking bat-
tles and engagements in an operational
design . . . oriented on the enemy’s strategic
and operational centers of gravity. . . . They
serve as the unifying focus for our conduct of
warfare. . . . Campaigns of the US Armed
Forces are joint (emphases added).?

This definition adds three key concepts:
campaigns reflect the operational level of
war; they orient on the enemy; and they
are joint.

Historically, campaign planning was
done only in a crisis—with bullets already
flying or about to. The new regional focus
of the US armed services will make that
impossible. Events may happen too
quickly; areas benign for years may sud-
denly erupt; or areas usually remote to our
normal interests may suddenly become
our principal concern. All this adds up to
uncertainty, and the best way of handling
uncertainty is through preparedness—in
forces, readiness, and planning.
Additionally, campaign planning is the
embodiment of the operational art; com-
manders at the operational level of war
need to conduct planning continuously.

Some people may wonder whether cam-
paign planning isn’t just another name for
crisis action procedures or deliberate
planning. Yes and no. The latter two
planning cycles affect and are affected by
campaign planning. To a great extent,
those two systems are concerned with
planning for deployment and sustainabil-
ity. Campaign planning, however, is



employment planning, which must come
first. How can one know which type of
force to deploy (and where and with
which munitions, etc., etc.) without first
knowing how one plans to use that force?
By planning the campaign with as much
detail as possible before conflict, one can
identify and address the transportation
and sustainability shortfalls. This brings
up two related points.

On the one hand, the authors of draft
publications such as Joint Pub 5-00.1,
“Joint Campaign Planning,” claim that
there is only one campaign—the theater
campaign—and that all others are major
operations plans, which are subordinate
to the theater campaign.3 On the other
hand, Air Force publications such as the
JFACC [joint force air component com-
mander] Primer consider air campaigns
part of the theater campaign.4 It's silly to
debate over whether air operations are
campaigns or major operations. The
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important fact is that air campaigns/opera-
tions are an essential part of the theater
campaign. Similar questions arise about
counterair campaigns. Are they “sepa-
rate” from the air campaign, or should
they more accurately be called counterair
operations? Does it really matter?
Second, recent history and common
sense confirm the need for continuous
campaign planning. During Operation
Desert Shield, planners from US Central
Command (CENTCOM) and US Air
Forces, Central Command (CENTAF) were
up to their ears in deployment/sustain-
ability planning and were hard-pressed
to do long-range campaign planning.
Additionally, because many intelligence

Effective air campaign planning seeks to synchronize
“supporting capabilities to achieve the highest levels of
synergy among the forces against the enemy.” This
long line of damaged Iragi equipment illustrates
successful synergy in the Gulf War.
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systems were not immediately available
in-theater to support campaign planning,
much had to be done in the continental
United States. One last pitch. Campaign
planning doesn’t stop when the war starts.
It is a continuous process that becomes
more important once the bullets start fly-
ing. As objectives or strategies change—or
if analyses of campaign execution so dic-
tate—plans must be refined, refined, and
refined again. It never stops.

Some people argue that campaign plan-
ning cannot occur before a crisis because
planners must wait for the national com-
mand authorities to select a course of
action.5 Balderdash! First, where does
the commander in chief (CINC) get the
information to make recommendations for
a course of action? From planners, of
course! So someone has started the cam-
paign planning process. Second, I don’t
pretend that a peacetime campaign plan
will contain the same level of detail that a
wartime campaign plan will, nor will the
peacetime plan necessarily be the one that
is executed.

An operational-level campaign plan—
any campaign plan—is an outline of broad
concepts designed to achieve strategic
objectives. It provides the basis for all
other planning. For example, the CINC's
broad guidance provides the basis for the
JFACC’s planning much as the JFACC's
guidance provides the basis for the air
campaign planner’s efforts. In other
words, we have centralized control and
decentralized execution at both the macro
and micro levels.

At all levels, the campaign plan must
clearly articulate what constitutes suc-
cess—the desired end state of the cam-
paign—and must clearly articulate the
commander’s vision and intent. Different
doctrinal publications have multiple terms
for this concept.” To me it means, What
does the boss—the CINC—want done?
Two other key fundamentals for a cam-
paign plan are that it orients on the
enemy's centers of gravity (more on that
below) and that it relays the commander'’s

ideas on how the campaign is going to
flow (i.e., the phasing).

For the US armed forces, these funda-
mentals are built upon foundations which
no other military in the world possesses.8
These are the capabilities we can exploit
over our adversaries, whoever and wher-
ever they may be. First is our capability
to achieve air, sea, and space superiority.
Second is our ability to project force any-
where in the world—an ability that Air
Force people call “global reach.” Third is
our capability to forcibly enter any the-
ater, either through amphibious, airborne,
or air assault. By air assault, I don’t just
mean the 101st Screaming Eagles. I also
mean making things blow up at two
o’clock in the morning without the enemy
seeing or hearing about it until the last
few seconds when a weapon comes
whistling through the air. Air Force peo-
ple call this “global power.” We have this
capability because we have technology—
particularly stealth and precision—that no
one else on earth can match, and we have
people with the fortitude to see the task
through.

Additionally, the Air Force has two spe-
cial capabilities. First, we can attack key
enemy centers of gravity throughout the
full breadth and depth of the theater and
throughout the full spectrum of strategic,
operational, and tactical levels of war.
Second, we have the hardware (and are
developing new hardware) that allows us
to exploit the information differential that
exists between us and our enemy. That is,
we can win the information war. In
essence, these fancy terms mean that we
can see better, think faster, and react
quicker than our foes.

Such capabilities give us the advantage
in our campaign planning. We can
exploit them through the concept of “force
interactions,”® which simply means that
we can attack with our strength against
the enemy’s weakness and that we can
protect ourselves against his strength. We
do this by having the supported com-
mander synchronize supporting capabili-
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ties to achieve the highest levels of syn-
ergy among forces arrayed against the
enemy. These are fancy words, but what
do they mean? They mean that we have a
single boss who can use the strength of
one force to complement the strength of
another. For example, in World War Il
Gen Carl (“Tooey”) Spaatz used Ultra
(Allied signal intelligence on German
secret messages) to find out when the
Germans were sending resupply ships to
North Africa. He then sent reconnaissance
planes to pinpoint the ships and coordi-
nated attacks from the air with Royal Navy
submarines.’® The examples are endless.
From Gen U. S. Grant and Rear Adm

F-1937—

-
-
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-
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The work of thinkers from the Air Corps Tactical School
in the 1930s still serves us well. For example. the
concept “country X as subject of air aftack™ by
then-Capt Thomas D. White (inset and top row, fourth
from the nght) is a good tool to help organize thought
on strategy

David Porter coordinating their forces at
Vicksburg, to the Marines forcing the
Iragis out of Kuwait City so fighter-
bombers could chew them up on the high-
way of death, the idea is the same: If you
use what you have in the smartest way
possible, one plus one can really equal
three.

All this boils down to what Air Force
doctrine calls the “airman’s operational

15
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art.”11 First of all, there has to be a single
air commander—an airman—responsible
for integrating the employment of all aero-
space forces. In a nutshell, a JFACC.
Why? Because—like the commanders in
special operations—the JFACC is unique
among subordinate war fighters in having
a theaterwide and campaign-long view.
Involved from the first strategic deploy-
ment into a theater until the last GI goes
home, the JFACC fights the entire width,
depth, and height of the theater.

So how does the JFACC do this? By
developing a concept of operations and
orchestrating it not only among air forces,
but also with land, sea, space, and special
operations forces; by having the capability

The Berlin airlift below, was an apt example of Sir Basil
Henry Liddell Hart's belief that “strategy is the art of
distnbuting and applying military means to fuffill the
ends of policy.” Like all workable strategies, the one for
this mission achieved the objective sought and applied
to the situation at hand. However, strategy for the
Somalian relief effort (opposite) may be less
quantifiable.

to detect changes as they occur, the ability
to rapidly decide how to react to those
changes, and the systems to relay those
decisions in a timely fashion; and finally
by exploiting those fleeting opportunities
whereby a proportionately small force—
applied now—reaps large benefits later.
All of this is embodied in the advice the
JFACC gives to the CINC. What is that
advice? It is called an air campaign plan.
One of the best examples of this art is
presented in the discussion about creating
dilemmas for the enemy in AFM 1-1,
Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United
States Air Force.'? There is more to mod-
ern combat than a simple examination of
how air power can best support surface
warfare. Each element—Iland, sea, and
aerospace—wields certain advantages over
an enemy at certain times in the cam-
paign. Therefore, the JFACC must articu-
late how surface forces can optimize the
effectiveness of air attacks through syn-
chronized schemes of maneuver, just as
surface commanders need to articulate




how air attacks can enhance their own
attacks. Thus, an enemy who earnestly
defends against air attack leaves himself
more vulnerable to surface attack, and one
who defends against surface attack leaves
himself vulnerable to air attack.

A most important point to keep in mind
is the fact that the air campaign (or plan
for air operations) is a subset of the larger
theater campaign. Depending upon the
theater, the objectives sought, and the
enemy disposition, aerospace power may
be the single most important part of that
theater campaign. Conversely, aerospace
power may be the single most important
supporting part of either the land or the
maritime campaigns. Finally, the air cam-
paign may be a relatively minor support-
ing part of the theater effort. Gen Colin
Powell said that air power clearly got the
game ball in Desert Storm but that, next
time, the ball may be awarded to the
ground forces or the sea forces.’? Recent
history amply bears this out. Operation
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Just Cause in Panama was a success
because the ground forces went in and did
a superb job. Aerospace forces got them
there, provided needed support, and
brought them out. In Liberia and Somalia,
the Navy-Marine team responded deci-
sively by quickly and safely extricating
American citizens who were in jeopardy.
All three operations were well-planned,
smartly executed team efforts tailored to
support an overall objective. With these
fundamentals in mind, we can now con-
sider the aforementioned five stages of
planning the air campaign.

Stage One: Researching
the Combat Environment

The combat environment is a broad con-
cept with no clear boundaries. It entails
knowing yourself, your enemy, and the
theater in which you may be called to
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fight. Research, therefore, goes on all the
time. Too often, this research is limited to
classic “intel” on enemy forces, disposi-
tion, and intentions. I think it is much
broader than that, including weather,
logistics, political-military affairs, history,
culture, and so forth—everything from
newspapers to novels.

A valuable consideration in the early
stages of research is encapsulated in Col

Infrared night-vision devices are just one part of our
strong night-fighting ability that helps us attack enemy
vulnerabilities.

John A. Warden's discussion of air superi-
ority in his book The Air Campaign.14 We
clearly recognize the need to gain control
of the air. We need to know whether any
part of the theater is vulnerable to enemy
air attack and whether we can attack the
enemy’s air forces. An excellent concept
brought out by Colonel Warden is that
“enemy air” means much more than just
MiGs at 20,000 feet. It means production
facilities, maintenance facilities, pilots,
and the entire network of people and con-
ditions which must coalesce before a MiG
ever gets off the ground. All are poten-
tially vulnerable to our attack.

Since air campaign planning is a contin-
uous process which goes on during peace-
time, the transition to war, and war itself,
the need to document all aspects of the
process seems obvious. But document
what? Stacks of books, papers, and notes?
An air tasking order? The answer is “all
the above,” depending on how close one
is to having bullets flying through the
skies. We have found two useful tools in
our documentation efforts.

The first is the “air estimate of the situa-
tion” and the second is “country X as sub-
ject of air attack.” The former is in appen-
dix B of the JFACC Primer, and the second
is from then-Capt Thomas D. White of the
Air Corps Tactical School, who in the
1930s conducted a study on Japan as a
subject of air attack.

Although these two items are merely
tools, they are nevertheless important.
First, they organize thought. The different
subitems are by no means inclusive, but
they do make it possible to consider
important areas. Second, these tools
allow you to document your work.
“Country X" is specifically designed to
assist in researching enemy centers of
gravity, while the “air estimate” (my
favorite) is more broadly based, in that it
includes both friendly and enemy situa-
tions.

Stage Two: Determining
the Air Objectives

The most important part of air campaign
planning is determining the objectives.
Period. So what are they? Sir Basil Henry
Liddell Hart said that an “objective has a
physical and geographical sense and thus
confuses thought. It would be better to
speak of 'the object’ which, in war, is a
better state of peace.”?S Clausewitz, in a
time-honored quote, says the objective is
to “compel the enemy to do our will.”6
Both of these statements are fine and good
at strategic levels, but how does one tell



an F-117 driver to obtain a better state of
peace or compel the enemy to do our will?
My point is that these definitions of objec-
tives are very abstract and, although
appropriate at the strategic/national level,
provide little guidance to an air campaign
planner. My definition is that the objec-
tive is what you want to achieve. Thus,
we must concentrate on determining air
objectives, remembering that they must
flow from the CINC's objectives (which
flow from the national objectives).

Objectives have several key characteris-
tics. First, they must be clear and concise.
“Getting Iraq out of Kuwait” is clear and
concise. “Resisting communist aggres-
sion,” “conducting counterinsurgency,” or
“preserving the integrity of American
commitments” (all official objectives in
Vietnam from 1949 to 1973)!7 are not clear
and concise. Second, objectives must be
applicable. “Deterring aggression” after
the enemy has invaded your country prob-
ably won't hack it. Third, objectives must
be attainable. Although some people may
find it hard to accept, aerospace power
does have its limits in terms of time,
resources, or targets. For example, the US
was not about to carpet bomb Panama City
in an effort to get Manuel Noriega.
Finally, objectives must be measurable.
This doesn’t necessarily mean quantifi-
able. It does mean you must have some
way of knowing if you achieved what you
set out to achieve. You must also have
some way of knowing what you've done.
That's battle damage assessment, and
that’s a big problem.

Stage Three: Determining
the Air Strategy

No clear distinction exists between
objectives and strategy. Each plays upon
the other. To say that an objective is
attainable implies some idea of a strategy.
Liddell Hart observed that “strategy is the
art of distributing and applying military
means to fulfill the ends of policy.”18
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Clausewitz noted that “strategy is the use
of engagements for the object of the
war."19 [ say that strategy is how you
want to achieve the objective.

Like objectives, strategies have charac-
teristics. First, strategy must achieve the
objective sought. Second, strategy must
apply to the situation at hand. This
makes strategy more “enemy oriented”
than are objectives. Expressed another
way, if the objective is the end, strategy is
the means (or concept) of accomplishing
the end. Third, strategy (or the means or
resources) must be achievable for the
same reasons that objectives must be
attainable.

The motivation for determining strategy
is the same as the one for determining air
objectives—the commander’s intent.
Strategy is best when it attacks the
enemy’s plans, when it applies our
strengths to the enemy’s weaknesses, and
when it protects our weaknesses from
enemy strengths. For example, some of
the key elements unique to the US armed
forces are our power projection capabili-
ties and our ability to fight at night. You
could combine these by using long-range
bombers from the United States to send

Students at the Joint Doctrine Air Campaign Course at
Maxwell AFB, Alabama, listen to lectures on joint and
service-specific doctrine. They use this information in
a seminar to build an air campaign as staff members of
a fictitious numbered air force.
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the enemy a calling card at two o’clock in
the morning—just to let him know that we
can do it and that there is little he can do
to stop us. It could make him think about
whether he really wants to continue his
nasty ways. Strategic persuasion has gone
out of style since Vietnam,20 but I believe
it still has utility. Perhaps it won’t stop a
determined aggressor, but it may stop a
rabble-rouser. Heard much from Qadhafi
recently?

Stage Four: Analyzing
Centers of Gravity

Analyzing enemy and friendly centers
of gravity is second in importance only to
determining the air objectives. What are
these centers of gravity? Clausewitz said
that

one must keep the dominant characteristics
of both belligerents [i.e., friendly and enemy]
in mind. Out of these characteristics a cer-
tain center of gravity develops, the hub of all
power and movement, on which everything
depends. That is the point against which all
our energies should be directed.2

The great difficulty is identifying what
those characteristics are and which ones
are most critical to the enemy.
Determining the ones most critical to us is
(normally) somewhat easier.

Two considerations are important in
this type of analysis. First, we must be
wary of being misled by ethnocentrism—
of assuming that the enemy thinks like we
do.22 For example, throughout US mili-
tary history one theme plays out loud and
clear: we substitute mechanical energy for
human energy in order to minimize our
casualities.23 This is not true of every cul-
ture, however. During the Korean War,
the fact that hundreds of thousands of
weaponless North Korean and Chinese
troops attacked UN positions shows us
that some adversaries consider human life
cheap and mechanical means dear.24

Second, we should select centers of

gravity according to the effect that their
destruction might have on the will of the
enemy. Indeed, the will of the people is
itself often considered a center of gravity,
but that is too imprecise a concept for me.
The will of the leader or the will of the
ruling elites seems more plausible. We
can argue whether the firebombings of
German and Japanese cities or the nuclear
attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki were
aimed at the people or the leaders. The
attacks on German cities devastated the
people but not the leaders, who didn't
capitulate until Soviet troops entered the
outskirts of Berlin. Conversely, months of
firebombing Japanese cities did not lead to
surrender, but the nuclear attacks con-
vinced the emperor that he could no
longer accept the devastation of his peo-
ple and their land. He quit.

Analyzing centers of gravity entails
many theories. One is the industrial web
(or fabric) theory, which was the basis of
the plans for the Combined Bomber
Offensive against Germany in World War
I1.z5 This held that modern industrialized
nations were like houses of cards. By
pulling one card out (or neutralizing one
part of the web), one could cause the
whole system to collapse.

Closely tied to the industrial web theory
is the bottleneck theory, which underlay
Operation Strangle in Italy and the trans-
portation plan prior to the Normandy
invasion in 1944.26 This theory holds that
neutralizing the enemy’s key nodes will
cause his entire system to back up and
grind to a halt—similar to closing a bridge
on an interstate highway.

Still another theory—my favorite—iden-
tifies enemy centers of gravity by having
you place yourself inside the enemy’s
head and determine what’s dear to him.
You can do the same for yourself by ask-
ing what the enemy could deny you that
would cause you the most trouble. The
answer is a center of gravity, and you must
defend it.

A convenient tool for analysis is the
concept of five strategic rings, popularized



by Colonel Warden. Examining leader-
ship, key production, infrastructure, popu-
lation, and fielded military forces as
means of inside-out warfare does in fact
focus on the key considerations men-
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