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Flight Lines

MaA] PETER M. OSIKA, ASSOCIATE EDITOR

Departures, Arrivals, and Destinations

oes the title sound like a travel itinerary?
Perhaps, but the trip I want to talk about
involves our future. You're probably saying,
“Not again!” For it doesn’t matter whether I
plan to extol the shining prospects just around
the corner or tell you the sky is falling—you
have heard it all before. So you probably have,
but the part I want to focus on is the trip itself
and some changes along the way.
Change, whether intended or not, may be
the only way to get to the future, but as you
have probably noticed:

e It is much easier to favor change when
we are able to view it objectively, as in
“You need to make some changes.”

 When it happens to us, change is un-
comfortable, and the record seems
pretty mixed. Just recall the times you've
heard, “We made some changes while
you were gone.”

e For better or worse, change has become
an integral aspect of all we do, and no
lack of enthusiasm on our part seems to
be slowing it down.

What are we to make of this? 1 would
suggest several things: first, that this trip really
is necessary—perhaps unavoidable is a better
word. Second, any route we plan will be af-
fected by the familiar factors of friction,
chance, and human motivations and percep-
tions. If not exactly a “battle” for the future,
certainly substantive change will result only
from a struggle of wills and competing ideas.
Thus, the ultimate destination is important,
but what happens along the way to where we
think we are going may be equally so.

What about that destination? Where do we
go from here? Before I get to that, I want to
tell you about some recent changes at Airpower
Journal.

A particularly unwelcome change has been
the departure of our editor, Col James W. “Bill”
Spencer. He has gone on to bigger and, per-
haps, better things at the Pentagon, but speak-
ing for the staff and, I’m sure, the loyal readers
of APJ, he will be sorely missed.

Over the last three years, Colonel Spencer
has put his stamp on the Journal. His many
contributions—flagship status, expanded con-
tent, and our electronic publication, Air
Chronicles, to name a few—have been signifi-
cant. It will be up to us from here on to see
that they are lasting. This is not intended to
disparage the acting editor, Major Petersen, or
his loyal assistant (yours truly). Nor does it
imply that our goal is simply to maintain the
status quo. No, the greatest challenge for any
leader is to build an organization that will not
only survive but also prosper after his or her
departure. Colonel Spencer has given us quite
a legacy—one we intend to build on!

The other recent change here at APJ is an
arrival—me. Let me just say by way of introduc-
tion that my background is primarily technical
(engineering, flight test, and operational
analysis). This would seem to be a pretty
strange route to APJ, and none of it is of any
consequence to you except to note that as one
who labors over everything he writes, I can
assure all of you who similarly struggle that
your submissions will have a “friend in court.”
But as the contest hype goes, “You got to enter
to win!” [ hope to be hearing from you.

Personnel changes aside, the work of pro-
moting professional dialogue continues. In
this edition, we are pleased to bring you a
number of articles to inform, stimulate, and
hopefully elicit feedback from you. Almost all
of them discuss what the future should look
like or how we should get there, but 1 want to
bring to your attention the way point by




General Shelton, chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Although its title is “Operationalizing
Joint Vision 2010,” it’s really about change.
This is “big” change—the kind that will affect
us all, and, once started, things will never be
the same again. The chairman requested that
we get the word out, and we are honored to
comply—but it would be a disservice just to
leave it at that.

No one would argue about the importance
and timeliness of the chairman’s message for
Joint Vision 2010, but to provide real value,
AP] needs to be more than just a one-way
means of communication. Therefore, as you
read this way point, consider the lessons, im-
plications, and improvements that we stu-
dents of air and space power might have to
offer on this subject. The following questions
come to mind:

e How should we view technology and
asymmetric threats? As airmen, we have
dealt with asymmetric challenges before
and not always successfully. What have
we learned?

e What are the best ways to incorporate
technological opportunities in setting
operational requirements? We have
sometimes been burned when we con-
fused technical possibilities with opera-
tional needs, but we have also fielded
capabilities based on technology that
operators alone might not have identi-
fied. Do we now know the right formula
for success?

e How do we juggle investments in tech-
nology and people with the cost of cur-
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rent operations in a successful transition
to the future force? Can we achieve and
sustain a balance between developing
the revolutionary potential of tomorrow
and supporting what is militarily pru-
dent for today?

Reviewing many of the recent articles on
change and our future, I can’t help ponder-
ing two additional issues. The first involves
the way we approach problems. It is easy to
demonize service parochialism, but is there
such a thing as too much jointness? At some
point, is there a risk of stifling creativity
within the services? The second concerns
status. Do we really know where we are? |
hear a lot about organizations operating at
or near the breaking point. In engineering,
failures due to stress and strain on materials
are usually predictable. When it comes to
organizations and missions, however, I'm
not so sure. Even if we could know, do we?
Believing that you are going to succeed even
though you’re overtasked and lacking re-
quired support may be the only way to oper-
ate these days. But are we being honest with
each other—or even with ourselves—about
where we are in the flight envelope?

Tough questions? You bet. Are these the
most important or even the right issues to be
discussing? 1 will let you decide. The only
thing certain is that change is coming. Let’s
return to the question, “What’s our destina-
tion?” As far as we’'re concerned, that’s up to
you. O



Ricochets and Replies

We encourage your comments via letters to the editor
or comment cards. All correspondence should be
addressed to the Editor, Airpower Journal, 401
Chennault Circle, Maxwell AFB AL 36112-6428.
You can also send your comments by E-mail to
editor@cadre.maxwell.af.mil. We reserve the
right to edit the material for overall length.

SUGGESTIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL
FODDER

In “Fodder for Professional Development:
Reference Works for the Air Warrior/Scholar”
(Spring 1998), Dr. David Mets brings up a
basic point about the study of both the evo-
lution of airpower and the people who have
contributed to its development. There is no
organized program to nurture and encourage
airpower studies, inside or outside the United
States Air Force, and this deficiency has po-
tentially serious implications for our future.

Although such a program is vital to encour-
aging the study of airpower, it is probably not
within the Air Force’s charter to oversee such
a program. The free give-and-take of the aca-
demic community scares many individuals
within the ordered bureaucracy of the mili-
tary. Some members of the academic commu-
nity would choose not to participate because
of the military connection even though their
contributions could be vital to the examina-
tion and evolution of airpower doctrine and
its application. Also, any service-run program
can be held hostage to the vagaries of politics
and the budget process. That should not dis-
courage us from participating in and support-
ing such a program, however. Any such pro-
gram that evolves would have several
components, only one of which I shall ad-
dress here.
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As Dr. Mets makes clear, there is no central
repository or archive of primary airpower-
related research materials. This basic, funda-
mental problem must be solved to permit the
fullest growth of airpower studies. Papers of
our key leaders, movers and shakers, theore-
ticians, innovators, and gadflies are scattered
across the country at numerous libraries and
other institutions. Although it may not be
possible to physically relocate many of these
papers to a central location, we can take cer-
tain steps. The Air Force’s Historical Research
Agency at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, is building
a web site with information about the extent
and location of the personal papers of key
leaders (http://www.au.af.mil/au/afhra/
pp2.htm). This inventory is a valuable first
step.

Organizing, describing, and annotating
these papers will require the cooperation of
many groups. Sponsoring the studies of quali-
fied graduate students or scholars is likely to
produce some in-depth work. The answer lies
in cooperation.

For instance, to facilitate the study of the
Air Force Academy’s collection of papers by
many early Air Force leaders, the Air Force
History Support Office (AFHSO) might write
no-cost orders permitting selected military or
civilian scholars to use billeting and dining
facilities for reasonable, specified periods of
time that are mutually agreeable. This ar-
rangement would allow a significant reduc-
tion of costs incurred in the research effort.

Organizations such as the Air Force Asso-
ciation and Air Force Historical Foundation
could cosponsor this research, providing fel-
lowships funded by industry and philan-
thropic foundations interested in promoting
the study of airpower-related subjects. These
organizations could also organize a periodic



or even ongoing review panel of academics
and military-aviation historians to consider
proposals for research, approving and per-
haps even rank-ordering desirable proposals.
AFHSO could then sponsor these researchers.
This type of plan would work for papers lo-
cated at or near any military installation such
as Air University at Maxwell AFB, the National
Archives, or the Library of Congress (re-
searchers could stay at Bolling AFB or Andrews
AFB). This proposal leverages the strengths of
each group to the advantage of the field as a
whole.

For locations not near military bases, local
airpower groups and individuals could work
with local hotels for reduced rates or even
on-campus guest housing. The possibilities
are limited only by how many times one is
willing to hear the words, “No, we don’t do
that; we haven’t tried that before,” and so on,
ad nauseam.

Papers are ready for use, and the next step
is making them available. Again, cooperation
is paramount, since institutions (especially
private universities and archival facilities)
may have to overcome the desire to limit
access to or retain control of what they view
as “their” property. Scanning and digitizing,
along with the growing availability of read-
write CD devices, give us a cost-effective
means of quality reproduction, especially
when the collection includes photos. We also
have the opportunity to access papers
through the World Wide Web as well as dis-
tribute copies via CD. Some will be worthy of
publication through Air University Press. Al-
though the author or editor won’t make any
money, publication credit may be worth the
effort. Other university presses and specialty
academic presses are alternatives, but their
products, often of high quality, can be some-
what high-priced.

The encouragement and assistance of re-
tired military members—especially senior of-

 ficers—will be crucial, as is support from air-
| power groups, prominent historians, and
academics. These are the movers and shakers
who can both reach out to attract bright
’young minds and solicit the academic and
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financial support necessary for the long-term
success of this kind of effort.

With a bit of luck and hard work, we may
be only a few years away from having one or
more sets of airpower-related papers on Dr.
Mets’s next recommended reference list.

MSgt Gerald A. White Jr., USAF
Washington, D.C.

IN SEARCH OF THE WEAK FLANK

Having read “In Search of High Ground”
(Spring 1998) by Lt Col David K. Edmonds, as
well as a number of other popular theories on
airpower, I'm somewhat amazed by the way
airpower is treated. Too often it is viewed as
the ultimate strategic weapon or as inherently
“strategic” in nature. Is that really an accurate
assessment?

As many authors and theorists have noted,
airpower came to be viewed by some as a
means to avoid another World War I-style
slaughter. It would free militaries from future
wars of attrition. However, ground warfare
also changed considerably between the world
wars. The Germans during the Second World
War found a weakness in the early Allied
armies and exploited that weakness with dev-
astating effectiveness from September 1939
until about November 1941. During that pe-
riod of time, they only suffered one signifi-
cant defeat—the Battle of Britain. Although the
German daylight air campaign was relatively
short, the losses as a percentage of strength
were significant, and the results far from a
decisive German victory. Next, look at the
American daylight bombing campaign. Exam-
ine the losses and the duration of the cam-
paign. Don’t they resemble a war of attrition?
Clearly the campaign lacked the quick and
decisive results of the German blitzkrieg.

Now let’s view Desert Storm and modern
airpower. From my memory, weren’t the ini-
tial objectives of the air campaign to achieve
air superiority by attacking radar and air com-

Continued on page 111



Myths
of the
Gulf War

Some “Lessons”
Not to Learn

DR. GRANT T. HAMMOND

HE EUPHORIA HAS DIED down over
our “triumph without victory”' in
the Gulf War, but the harm it can do
is still with us. It is time to examine
what we think we saw and learned from both
the television imagery and the postwar inter-
pretations. We need to assess with a more
dispassionate eye what did and did not take
place. Much—indeed, perhaps most—of what

the public knows to be true about the Gulf
War simply is not so. This article examines a
number of assertions about the war and dis-
putes the conventional wisdom on the sub-
ject.

What follows is a list of propositions about
the Gulf War that are commonly accepted as
true by the American public in general and by
many policy makers and members of the mili-

tary as well. They are at best half-truths, if not

outright myths. One can quibble with all of
them, but they constitute the conventional
wisdom on the Gulf War. [t is important that
we assess these propositions carefully. If not,
we shall take the wrong “lessons learned”
from the experience. Doing so will mean mis-
management of increasingly scarce defense
resources and the development of an inappro-
priate strategy with which to confront the
future. We can ill afford either.

When the US military is called upon again,
as it will be, the public is the enabling agent
for its employment. Our image of defense of
the nation and our vision of our security will
provide the context for that decision. A public
beguiled by myths of the Gulf War and false
expectations about our capabilities and future
success is dangerous. When policy reach ex-
ceeds practical grasp, disaster often results.
Hence, this article ultimately is an effort to
diminish the oft-unfounded confidence in US
capabilities as a result of the Gulf War.

-~y




It Was a War

Magnificent, But Was It War?

—Angelo Codevilla, Commentary,
April 1992

The Gulf War matches our conventional
image of warfare, but it was an anomaly none-
theless. It looked like a war to the American
public and the world at large, given the exten-
sive television coverage provided by Cable
News Network (CNN). It was a war by defini-
tion, but it was a very odd one. It also had
remarkably few casualties for the ordnance
expended. The 146 combat deaths suffered by
the United States (346 total from all causes)
out of 511,000 troops deployed from 6 August
1990 to 12 February 1991 represent a loss rate
one-tenth of what the Israelis suffered in the
Six-Day War of 1967. In fact, the number of
deaths was so low that young American males
were safer in the war zone than in peacetime
conditions in the United States.2That doesn’t
seem like what we think of when we think of
war, does it?

It was not a war in a classic sense. For most
of the “war,” only one side fought. For most
of the 43 days of the air campaign and the one
hundred hours of the ground campaign, with
few exceptions, the Iraqi military didn’t fight.
Iraq’s planes stayed on the ground or fled to
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Ann Armsitong

When you are winning a war, almost everything can
be claimed to be right and wise.

—Winston Churchill

Iran, and most of its naval forces eschewed
combat. There were few pitched battles—the
Battle of Khafji being the major exception, but
even that was a limited encounter by most
standards. The famous “left hook” envelop-
ment meant that we largely avoided contact
with the enemy, and vast numbers of Iraqi
troops fled north to Basra or surrendered
rather than fight. In many ways, we won a
battle—the battle of Kuwait—and not a war.
We achieved a truce, not a peace.

It didn’t end the way most wars we have
fought in this century have ended. We didn’t
occupy enemy territory, democratize the po-
litical system, administer the country, or in-
vest in its infrastructure after defeating it, as
we did with Germany and Japan. We didn't
leave tens of thousands of ground troops in
the area to insure that it doesn’t happen again,
as we did after World War II and Korea. Nor
did we totally leave the country, as we did
after Vietnam. For all the one-sidedness of the
military triumph, victory has proven to be
elusive, with the central issue—Iraqi claims on
Kuwait—unresolved. The circumstances after
the Gulf “War” in many ways are not terribly
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different from their antecedents. Save for the
destruction of many targets, what did we ac-
complish? Is there a better peace after the war
than existed before it?

It's Over

Battle Stations

—Newsweek Article on US Deployments
to the Gulf, 16 February 1998

The war is not over. Its impact lingers on
in many ways, and the region may be no more
secure than it was eight years ago. The US
Navy had six ships on station in the Persian
Gulf region in July 1990. In the spring of
1998, it had 1§ deployed to the area. The US
Air Force had two composite wings—one at
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, and one in Incirlik,
Turkey—with roughly two hundred planes. It
had none in the area in July 1990. As a result
of the most recent incident of Saddam's jerk-
ing our chain, more than 44,000 service mem-
bers deployed to the region in the spring of
1998. Even after reducing the force by more
than half, we intend to leave approximately
19,000 troops in the area.? Meanwhile, US
planes patrol the skies, implementing no-fly
zones in Operation Provide Comfort—now
Northern Watch—in northern Iraq and in
Southern Watch in the south. Each of these
flights merely bores holes through the sky.
The pilots do not practice air-to-air combat,
close air support, or bombing skills. They just
put hours on engines and airframes that fur-
ther deteriorate in the desert heat and sand.
Both our skills and our equipment—Guard
and Reserve as well as active duty—are being
seriously degraded in these operations.

The Iraqgis were not beaten as badly as we
thought. The two hundred thousand Iragi
casualties turned out to be more on the order
of a fifth of that number, perhaps as low as
eight thousand killed.* Most members of the
vaunted Republican Guard—with over half of
the best armor in the Iraqi army and 70 per-
cent of Iraq’s troop strength, according to
analysis by the Central Intelligence Agency

and the Defense Intelligence Agency—escaped
north to Basra and were neither killed nor
captured. Ammunition stocks were not seri-
ously depleted in most ground units because
little fighting occurred. Many items, save
combat aircraft, destroyed in the war have
been replaced over the years. Events since the
war have shown that our knowledge of both
the nuclear and chemical/biological weapons
capability of Iraq proved woefully inadequate.
Although these weapons remain under United
Nations (UN) monitoring, they are far more
extensive than we originally believed and
have neither been destroyed nor decommis-
sioned in their entirety.

Iraq did not win militarily, but it did not
lose politically. It still has claims on Kuwait as
its 19th province. Saddam Hussein is still in
power. On his scorecard, he “won” by not
losing politically. He survived and has less
domestic opposition now than before August
1990. We have deployed large forces to the
region three times since the end of the Gulf
War. As for those people who thought sanc-
tions would work—Colin Powell chief among
them-—nearly eight years have passed since
they were established. With sanctions and the
Gulf War itself, not much has happened to
change Iraqi policies or the regime of Saddam,
save to make him even more paranoid. The
population, not the government, has felt the
impact. Meanwhile, our support in the region
has waned considerably compared to 1990.

We Won

Saddam defined victory as “defending our-
selves until the other side gives up.”

—Gen Perry Smith, USAF, Retired, How CNN
Fought the War

We did not win politically or militarily,
for we did not accomplish our objectives on
either front. Saddam remains in power, and
his vaunted Republican Guard was not de-
stroyed. The casualty estimates, our success
in destroying Iraq’s nuclear capability, and
the time it would take Iraq to reconstitute its



forces were all woefully miscalculated. We
forced Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait and did
so with very few casualties—even fewer than
in the Spanish-American War. But all was not
good, for 35 of the 146 US casualties were
attributed to the oxymoronic term friendly

fire.
We did not “play” it the way Americans

have come to expect wars to be fought. It
neither ended nor started in the ways we have
come to think about war. US forces were not
engaged for five and one-half months after
the aggression occurred. The rhetoric proved
far more heated than the actions for most of
the period of confrontation. President George
Bush likened Saddam to Hitler. When the war
started, we decided when to pull the trigger,
not the enemy. When the war ended, the
Iraqis didn’t sue for peace; we just stopped it
unilaterally and then had them agree to our
terms. We didn't seek unconditional surren-
der, confirmed by occupying the enemy’s
country. We did not insist on reparations or
complete prisoner-of-war exchanges. There
were no war-crimes trials. There was no com-
prehensive settlement. Things just sort of
stopped after the magic one-hundred-hour
ground campaign. Gordon Brown—Gen Nor-
man Schwarzkopf's chief foreign-policy advi-
sor at US Central Command (CENTCOM), on
loan from the State Department—told inter-
viewers, “We never did have a plan to termi-
nate the war.”®

Although we scored lopsided military
successes, we didn’t win in many ways. We
reclaimed Kuwait, but Saddam remains. We
did not change the leadership or the prefer-
ences of the regime that caused the war in
the first place. And the degree of punish-
ment that we thought we meted out proved
in retrospect far less than we had imagined.
For all the destruction visited on Iraq, it is
questionable if Saddam is any more de-
terred by our “triumph without victory” or
if the balance of forces in the area has been
fundamentally transformed in our favor.
We are the ones who have seen our military
forces cut by roughly 40 percent. Saddam’s
are building up, not diminishing. UN in-
spections notwithstanding, we cannot be
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We might fight and win a Gulf War Il ultimately, but we
could not do so quickly and with few friendly casualties
unless we used weapons of mass destruction.

sure of his capability to have or utilize weap-
ons of mass destruction.

We Accomplished
Our Objectives

Our military objectives are met.

—George Bush, 27 February 1991

They were not. Nor were our political objec-
tives realized. This was in large measure because
we terminated the war unilaterally—earlier than
we should have—without realizing the more
important of our political goals and military
objectives. We failed to meet our own criteria
and were confused as to the larger purposes of
the struggle we waged in the Gulf. War termi-
nation was not well specified because we had
no clear end state in mind.

President Bush stated four objectives for US
involvement in the Gulf War: (1) withdrawal
of Iraqi forces from Kuwait; (2) restoration of
the legitimate government of Kuwait; (3) pro-
tection of Saudi Arabia and other states in the
Gulf from Iraq (which implicitly guaranteed
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the flow of oil from the Persian Gulf); and (4)
protection of American citizens abroad.® We
accomplished the first two of these political
goals. The third and fourth constitute an open-
ended commitment that we may have to dem-
onstrate again. According to the operations
order, the military objectives for Operation
Desert Storm were to “[1] Attack Iraqi politi-
cal/military leadership and command and con-
trol; {2} Gain and maintain air superiority; [3]
Sever Iraqi supply lines; [4] Destroy chemical,
biological and nuclear capability; [S] Destroy
the Republican Guard forces; and [6] Liberate
Kuwait.”” We achieved items (2), (3), and (6).
Item (1) proved a partial success at best, and
we did not accomplish items (4) and (S).
Two divisions of the Republican Guard
along with nearly seven hundred tanks es-
caped north to Basra, avoiding capture or
destruction—likely outcomes, had Gen
Frederick Franks and VII Corps moved faster
at the outset and not turned as they did.
Safwan was not even in our possession when
we designated it the site for talks after a cease-

fire. We returned Iraqi prisoners without lib-
erating captive Kuwaiti citizens in return and
allowed the Iraqgis to use helicopters to put
down nascent rebellions among Kurds in the
north and Shiite rebels in the south, both of
whom we had encouraged in their efforts
against Saddam. It was not our finest hour.

Technology (PGMs)
Won the War

In 1991, approximately 8S percent of smart
bombs hit within 10 feet of their aiming
points.

—Richard Hallion, Storm over Irag (1992)

In the Gulf War, we enjoyed a several-orders-
of-magnitude improvement in aerial bombard-
ment, compared to our previous experiences.
The combination of stealth and precision-
guided munitions (PGM) may provide a vast
improvement in accuracy and capabilities.
But there is more to it than that. The simplistic

.
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The American public has little stomach for war and is becoming disenchanted with humanitarian missions as well.



image of a bomb going down an air vent, as
replayed on CNN many times, is not an accu-
rate reflection of the reality of aerial bom-
bardment in the Gulf. It belies the true accu-
racy and frequency of use of PGMs. The great
‘bulk of ordnance used—roughly 95 per-
cent—consisted of “dumb” bombs, not
“smart” ones. We are still far from the much
ballyhooed “one target, one bomb” claim
issued immediately after the war by defense
contractors and Air Force leadership. A Gov-
ernment Accounting Office (GAO) assess-
ment® of the effectiveness of the Gulf War air
campaign suggests that although the results
were a great improvement over previous air
campaigns, they were nowhere nearly as good
as claimed.
High technology certainly did play a role
in the Gulf War, but it had as much to do
with communications, surveillance, naviga-
tion, and the use of space-based assets as
with PGMs. The role of the Global Position-
ing System (GPS), secure satellite communi-
cations, night-vision devices, and massive
aerial refueling and tanker operations was
routinely more important than that of smart
bombs, antiradiation missiles, cruise mis-
siles, and Patriot missile defenses against
Scud missiles. Things that didn’t go “bang”
were the more important technological ac-
complishments. But our lead in these areas
of military technology is dissipating rap-
idly. One can buy GPS receivers commer-
cially; contract with private companies to
get overhead space imagery; and use note-
book computers, cellular phones, and di-
| rect-broadcast satellite capability to run a
| war from virtually anywhere.
. Effects are the important metric, and PGMs
give us an order-of-magnitude improvement
| over bombing results in the past. This devel-
opment makes modern war a very expensive
proposition. The biggest problem in realizing
the potential of PGMs with one-to-three-me-
ter accuracy is that they require one-to-three-
meter precision intelligence to enable them.
We're not there yet.

[
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The “Vietnam Syndrome”
Is Over:
US Military Might
and Prestige Are Restored

When we win, and we will win, we will have
taught a dangerous dictator and any tyrant
tempted to follow in his footsteps that the US
has a new credibility and what we say goes.

—George Bush, 1 February 1991

I guess Slobodan Milosevic, Raoul Cedras,
Mohammed Farah Aidid, and the leaders of
North Korea weren’t watching the Gulf War
or listening to President Bush. The half-life of
this demonstration in military capability, at
least in terms of conventional deterrence or
diplomatic leverage, seems to have been very
short—if it ever existed at all. We seem to have
no more impact on events since the Gulf War
than we had before it. Under the Clinton
administration, amid the shambles of Bosnia,
Rwanda, and Haiti, one could argue that we
have considerably less to say about conflict in
the world than we had during the bad old days
of the cold war. Saddam Hussein still threat-
ens Kuwait despite what we both say and do.

If anything, the United States is even less
willing, or more reluctant, to go to war now
than it was before the Gulf War. The unique
aspects of the Gulf War set an unrealistic
standard that we will likely never realize
again. These aspects included a quick, high-
technology, low-casualty, coalition war, all of
which are unlikely to be repeated collectively
again. Hence, to the degree that they represent
the public’s test of military success in the
American democracy, the standard may prove
too difficult to replicate. If it can’t be repli-
cated, it was an anomaly that says little about
current or future US military performance in
war. The American public has little stomach
for war and is becoming disenchanted with
humanitarian missions as well.

As mentioned above, the United States has
approximately 40 percent fewer military
forces to devote to fighting a war than it had
in 1990. By 1997 the defense share of the gross
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F-15s in the sun. Airpower did not win the war.

national product was the lowest since before
Pearl Harbor. We will have a 340-ship Navy,
down nearly SO percent from the goal of the
Reagan years, and an Army with significantly
reduced manpower. The reserve components
of the US armed forces have long outnum-
bered their active duty counterparts. Citizen
soldiers are a proud part of America’s military
tradition, but we cannot fight a war without
mobilizing the reserves, and there are politi-
cal as well as economic consequences to do-
ing so for long or with frequency. Given our
propensity of late to shake first a fist and then
a finger, the United States is even less effective
in deterring would-be aggressors than in the
past. More American lives were lost (18 killed
and 76 wounded) in a single, violent firefight
in Somalia—a peacekeeping operation—than
during a single combat incident in the Gulf
War.

We Can Do It Again
If Necessary
On Alert for Desert Storm II
—Newsweek, 17 October 1994
We might fight and win a Gulf War II
ultimately, but we could not do so quickly

and with few friendly casualties unless we
used weapons of mass destruction. Conven-

tionally, it would be very much more diffi-
cult. This is true for reasons that are political
and economic as well as military. Politically,
several factors have changed. Turkey now has
a fragile coalition government as well as a
growing Islamist movement and political
party. Next time, that country may or may not
grant us use of its airfields or permission to
launch offensive operations—NATO member
or not. Without Egyptian overflight rights
and the use of Cairo West as a staging area,
merely getting there may be difficult or im-
possible. In the future, given the strength of
Islamic fundamentalism in the country, Egypt
may not be able to support us as it did in the
past. In addition, one senses that the after-
math of the Gulf War—not to mention Somalia,
Bosnia, and Haiti—may have sapped American
strength and will rather than bolstered them.
Social Security has defeated national security
as the main issue for the US body politic.

Given our peacekeeping experience (Soma-
lia, Bosnia, and Haiti), the political instability
of major allies (France and Germany), and the
economic disruptions in the world economy
(Japan and East Asia), the willingness to join
in another international effort may be slim to
nonexistent. Currency fluctuations, national-
debt levels, inflation, high unemployment,
sluggish world trade, and recessions in many
allied nations make contributions to such an
effort on the scale of the Gulf War highly
improbable. Saudi Arabia now has huge debts
and is borrowing to pay interest and make
defense purchases. The oil glut means that
most Middle East revenues have fallen and
remain at very low levels. Japan can no longer
contribute the financing of another Gulf War,
and the turmoil in Asian stock and currency
markets makes us all more fragile.

If things appear bleak on these fronts, they
may well be worse militarily. Despite new
materiel coming on-line, at the moment we
do not have the excess stocks of munitions
consumed in the Gulf War, the transport ca-
pacity, or the large numbers of personnel to
do it again as quickly or easily. The services
are rife with problems of recruitment, reten-
tion, and readiness. We do not have some
bases in Europe from which to generate tank-



ers or provide ramp space to support the
ferrying of combat aircraft to the Gulf theater.
The downsizing of the US military estab-
lishment means that the United States now
has eight fewer divisions in the US Army;
20,000 fewer active duty marines; 14 fewer
fighter wings in the Air Force; and 182 fewer
ships on active duty in the Navy than it did
when Saddam invaded Kuwait.’

Others Paid for the Cost
of the War

Estimated cost of the Gulf War as of 20 April
1991: $100 billion.

—US General Accounting Office

Others did pay for the great bulk of the cost
of the war. They paid for over $49 billion of the
total cost of $56 billion. But the United States
still put up $7 billion for the effort and forgave
Egypt $7 billion in debt to have it participate in
the 35-member coalition. We paid for fewer of
the direct costs of this war than of any war we
have ever fought as a nation. Although that may
be good on one level, cartoons of a US GI with
tin cup in hand in front of coalition members
were not a positive commentary on our circum-
stances. GAO estimates of the direct costs of the
war are more than double what we collected.!®
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Our total is closer to $100 billion. But direct
war costs to eventual war costs for the United
States yield an average ratio of one to three.
That is, the total cost of the Gulf War—after
we factor in medical costs, pension costs, sur-
vivor benefits, and so forth—will be more like
$300 billion. This may sound far-fetched, but
it is not. In 1990 when the Gulf War started,
the US government sent out 51 checks for
survivor benefits to relatives of veterans of the
US Civil War! Thus, the monetary costs alone
are far greater than we have led the public to
believe. Budget difficulties caused by rede-
ployments to the Gulf, a lack of supplemental
funding for peacekeeping operations, and the
battle between readiness and modernization
have conspired to make things even worse.
But the US military is still feeling the real
costs of the Gulf War. Medical and retirement
costs will continue for a century. Equipment
costs are also significant. Approximately one-
third of the C-141 cargo-plane fleet was in depot
maintenance during the year following the Gulf
War. We are retiring C-141s three times faster
than we are acquiring their replacement C-17s.
The life of engines, airframes, onboard com-
puters, control systems, wing spars, and so
forth on nearly all the aircraft utilized during
the Gulf War and the ensuing no-fly zones has
been seriously degraded. Although opera-
tional readiness rates were maintained at an
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:men’can infantry platoon during Desert Shield exercises. Two divisions of the Republican Guard along with nearly seven
undred [anks escaped north to Basra, avoiding capture or destruction—likely outcomes, had Gen Frederick Franks

and VIl Corps moved faster at the outset.
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average of 90 percent or better for nearly
every type of aircraft used in the Gulf War,
spare parts—together with the frequency and
intensity of required maintenance—have a de-
layed cost of considerable magnitude. Mis-
sion-capable rates are down and still falling in
many units, while cannibalization grows.
The United States is paying, and will con-
tinue to pay, for the cost of the Gulf War in
increased maintenance, shortened life of
weapons systems and platforms, and replace-
ment of equipment expended from surplus
stocks during the Gulf War. The last of the
F-15Es from the 4th Wing at Seymour
Johnson AFB, North Carolina, which were
among the first to deploy in August 1990,
didn’t return home until July 1994, after sup-
porting the no-fly zones in Iraq. They have
many more hours on their engines, and the
airframes have been badly degraded by sand,
heat, and desert sun, as well as increased rates
of use. This is just one example. Because of
downsizing throughout the military, the
United States will attempt to field a force with

fewer people; fewer reserves; less mainte-
nance capability; fewer spare parts; more
miles on aircraft, ships, and vehicles; and less
margin for error and redundancy than was the
case before the Gulf War.

Gulf War Represents an
Almost Unblemished Record
of Success, Superior Military

Performance, and
Accomplishment
Public confidence in the military has soared to

85 percent, far surpassing every other
institution in our society.

—David Gergen, US News and World Report,
11 February 1991

Despite an overwhelmingly positive dis-
play of military prowess and accomplish-
ment, the failures of the Gulf War are many,
large, and of considerable significance. We
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tend not to pay heed to them or give them the
dissemination and discussion they deserve.
Without seeking to take away from the very
considerable accomplishments of our men
and women in the armed services who per-
formed admirably in the Gulf War, we must
address some glaring failures. The bulk of
these involved targeting—especially the fail-
ure to identify, locate, and destroy such sa-
lient targets as the key elements of Iraqi capa-
bility. Taking them out is serious business.
We must improve our capacity to locate, iden-
tify, target, and destroy key targets—military
and political.

The inability to locate and destroy Scud
missile launchers (there is not a single con-
firmed destruction of a mobile Scud launcher
during the Gulf War) is the most serious
failure. As it turned out, the Iraqis had nearly
double the number of mobile launchers we
thought they had—some 220 total. We flew
twenty-five hundred sorties against them.!!
Although we took out several fixed sites, we
did not do well at all against mobile ones.
Despite flying an average of 11 sorties per
launcher, we left Saddam with many—and
over two hundred Scuds as well. This is regret-
table all the more because it is not a novel
problem but an old one that we ignored.
Scuds were reminiscent of V-2 missiles from
World War II. We had no better solution for
them in 1991 than we did in 1944. All we
could do was bomb the launch sites, hope we
got lucky, and eventually overrun them on
the ground. We didn't.

But there were other failures that we must
contemplate and correct as well. These con-
stitute problems that we caused ourselves.
Most important among these was the number
of deaths caused by friendly fire. That reality
remained hidden until postwar investigations
uncovered the problem. During the war, we
created too good an image of our military
prowess on television and a tendency to claim
more than was our due. Nearly every initial
claim later proved overblown. This in turn led
to an exaggerated faith in technology and, by
extension, in our national security achieved
through technological superiority. Alas, such
is not the case. Many of the systems that
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High technology certainly did play a role in the Gulf War,
but it had as much to do with communications,
surveillance, navigation, and the use of space-based
assets as with PGMs.

appeared the most effective—for example, the
Patriot antimissile missile!?>~have, upon
closer scrutiny, proven to be almost militarily
irrelevant in the war. Some very expensive
weapons systems—notably the B-1B—didn’t
participate. We simply do not have the re-
sources to afford the redundancies of the past
or to procure systems we don’t need or cannot
or will not use.

The Promise of Airpower
Was Finally Fulfilled

Gulf Lesson One is the value of airpower.

—George Bush, 15 June 1991

Airpower did not win the war. It made it
much easier for us to achieve the appearance
of victory, but since that eluded us, we cannot
say that airpower won. No one in the ground
forces or among our coalition partners would
have wanted to fight that war without the
tremendous contribution that airpower made
to it. But neither could the US Air Force, the
major custodian of airpower, have “won” or
achieved what was accomplished without the
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use of Navy, Army, and Marine air and surface
assets, deployed or employed in the theater.
Airpower came closer to being decisive in the
minds of most people, but it did not achieve
victory. Ironically, even its success was not
unique.

To understand this point is critical. De-
mocracies in general and America in particu-
lar have a fetish for firepower over manpower.
We would far rather spend dollars than lives.
Airpower is the quintessential way to have
standoff power that risks fewer lives than
sending in ground-combat forces. There is no
disputing that. Airpower can punish, severely
diminish, and destroy large portions of en-
emy forces. It can do so rapidly and globally.
Was it decisive in the Gulf War? Maybe. If
your definition is “critically important,” the
answer is yes. If it is “conclusive,” the answer
is no. But airpower came far closer to achiev-
ing its goals and accomplishing our military
aims than ever before. We should have
known that it would.

We think we learn from the past, profit
from our mistakes, and learn from previous
experience so we won’t have to relearn pain-
ful lessons. Would that it were so. We have
little sense of history. Hard lessons have a
short half-life equal to about half a genera-
tion, let alone more. We often fail to learn
what we should or forget what we think we
have mastered. The following quotation is
interesting in this regard:

What are the chief lessons with the strategic use
of air power in the last war?

[1] One lesson is that the time we were given to
make our preparations was an absolutely
essential factor in our final success. . . . It is
unthinkable that we should ever again be
granted such grace.

[2] Air power in this war developed a strategy
and tactic of its own, peculiar to the third
dimension.

3] The first and absolute requirement of
strategic air power in this war was the control
of the air in order to carry out sustained
operations without prohibitive losses.

[4] We profited from the mistakes of our
enemies. To rely on the probability of similar
mistakes by our unknown enemies of the future
would be folly. The circumstances of timing,
peculiar to the last war, and which worked to
our advantage, will not be repeated. This must
not be forgotten.

[S] Strategic air power could not have won this
war alone, without the surface forces. . . . Air
power, however, was the spark to success. . . .
Another war, however distant in the future,
would probably be decided by some form of air
power before the major surface forces were able
to make contact with the enemy in major
battles. That is the supreme military lesson of
our period in history.!?

That is an accurate assessment of the US
performance in the Gulf War and sound ad-
vice for the future. It is a set of insights we
would do well to heed. But it was not written
about the Gulf War. It was written 45 years
earlier by Gen Carl A. “Tooey” Spaatz as his
assessment of the fulfillment of strategic air-
power in World War II! If the promise of
airpower was fulfilled, it was fulfilled in that
war. The Gulf War was merely another dem-
onstration of the effectiveness of airpower
and the necessity for the United States to
project power at great distance for strategic
effect using the third dimension. Somewhere
between World War II and the Gulf War, we
either failed to learn or conveniently forgot
these lessons. Why did airmen not understand
what we had achieved over 50 years ago? How
did they let these insights disappear from their
understanding of war and the application of
airpower? As Yogi Berra would say, “It's déja
vu all over again.”

Epilogue

This list of myths of the Gulf War is not
exhaustive. The image of prowess and success
at very low cost that the public has of the Gulf
War is a dangerous delusion. The myths reveal
a gap between perception and reality. Unchal-
lenged, they have distorted public perception
of the Gulf War, our role in it, its significance,
and the degree to which it should serve as a



reference for future engagements abroad. A
poor model on which to base assumptions
about future wars, it was unique in many
ways. All wars are.

We should not repeat the mythical lessons
of our experience in the Gulf as a policy guide.
These unfounded “lessons” of the Gulf War
are dangerous in the extreme. Misperceiving
to such a degree something as momentous
and fundamental as a large-scale conven-
tional engagement of international signifi-
cance is a serious matter in its own right.
Basing ill-founded policies on fallacious as-
sumptions about the past, our strengths, and
our supposed accomplishments is a volatile
brew. Similarly, not understanding the es-
sence of airpower and its contributions to
how wars may be fought and won risks disas-
ter via another route. If airmen don’t under-
stand and articulate to others what airpower
can do, who will? The implementation of
Instant Thunder—the strategic air campaign
plan for the Gulf War—was a very close-run
affair, despite Spaatz’s comments of 45 years
earlier.

Misreading ourselves or the world flirts
with failure. Doing both virtually guarantees
it. We have seen American power erode
steadily, the Gulf War notwithstanding. It is
a matter of attitude as well as aptitude. It is
not our military might that is in question.
Rather, it is our political purpose and ability
to lead that is suspect. We are less likely to act
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The Speech Rights
of Air Professionals

CoL LLOYD ]. MATTHEWS, USA,
RETIRED

MONG THE MOST sublime utter-
ances in the rhetorical fabric of our
nation’s founding is Article 1 of the
ill of Rights: “Congress shall make
no law . . . abridging the freedom of speech
or of the press.” For those American citizens
wearing the uniform of our armed services,
however, there have long been on the books
laws passed by Congress that in practice do
sanction the abridgement of speech rights of
service members when military necessity so
dictates.! Such laws flow from prudent consti-
tutional provisions for Congress to make
rules for the government and regulation of
the armed forces (Art. 1, sec. 8) and for the
president to act as commander in chief of
those armed forces (Art. 2, sec. 2).

A serious problem ensues from the fact that
in interpreting applicable law, the courts have
never defined precisely how far military ne-
cessity should extend in sanctioning the in-
fringement of speech rights guaranteed under
the Bill of Rights. The courts have tradition-
ally acted to protect operational security, and
they have taken a disapproving view of sol-
dierly speech that represents a genuine threat
to good order and discipline. But the extent
to which service members’ speech can be
censored solely for failure to conform with
service or government policy—as it now fre-
quently is—has never been confronted head-
on and unambiguously resolved by the
courts.?

This lack of clear limits on speech as de-
fined by the ultimate judicial arbiters has
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created a serious problem for military profes-
sionals, since they are most knowledgeable of
national defense requirements and are poten-
tially in position to make the most authorita-
tive and credible contributions to the na-
tional defense dialogue. Detlev Vagts has
presented the classic case for allowing the
military officers of democratic nations to
speak their minds publicly on matters of na-
tional defense policy:

In preventing unofficial opinions from
competing in the military marketplace of ideas,
we grant a dangerous monopoly to official
dogma that may shelter a stagnation and
inefficiency we can ill afford in these swift and
perilous times. By preventing independently
thinking officers from speaking their piece, we
encourage mental laziness; deprive the Defense
Department, Congress, and voters of valuable
sources of data; and threaten to reduce even
further the small roster of American officers
who make lasting contributions to military
thought.?

Yet, despite the broad professional obliga-
tion to make their expert views known among
the polity, Air Force officers remain members
of the executive branch of government, a
position calling into play a host of powerful
but narrowly centered obligations and loyal-
ties of its own. How to resolve the resulting
tension—between the internal demands of
conforming one’s speech to service on the
commander in chief’s national defense team,
and the external obligation for honesty and
candor before the nation, Congress, and the
citizenry—is the subject of this article.*

Several notable free-speech cases illustrate
how air professionals of years past have grap-
pled with the question of when and when not
to speak their piece. Their experience will put
us in a position to draw some useful lessons
for all Air Force officers who aspire to higher
rank and responsibility.

Col Billy Mitchell

With the possible exception of Gen
Douglas MacArthur’s embroilments with
President Harry Truman during the Korean

War, Billy Mitchell presents us with the most
famous free-speech case in American arms.’
Mitchell emerged from World War 1 as a bona
fide national hero, having been the first
American in uniform under fire on the ground
and the first US officer to fly over enemy lines.
Later, he conceived, planned, organized, and
led the giant massed Allied aerial attack
against the Germans in the Saint-Mihiel sali-
ent, employing 1,481 aircraft of 49 squadrons.

Appointed assistant chief of the Army Air
Service in 1919 and promoted to brigadier
general a year later, Mitchell became an inde-
fatigable advocate of the role of airpower and
the need for greater independence of air
forces. Working mainly within the system at
first but finding his efforts thwarted by nig-
gardly budgets and the archaic thinking of the
General Staff, Mitchell gradually moved into
the public arena, using letters, radio broad-
casts, lectures, articles, books, congressional
hearings, and dramatic operational exploits to
make his case. Most spectacular of the latter
were his demonstrations that warships could
be destroyed by aerial bombing, as in the case
of the captured German battleship Ostfri-
esland (1921) and the obsolete USS Alabama
(1921), New Jersey (1923), and Virginia (1923).

Owing to unauthorized leaks of the results
of the 1921 bombing tests against the war-
ships, Secretary of War John Weeks ordered
Mitchell to publish nothing further of mili-
tary significance without prior War Depart-
ment clearance. Mitchell complied for a
while, but during the period December 1924
to March 1925, he published a series of five
provocative articles on airpower in the Satur-
day Evening Post, having bypassed Weeks and
gone for approval directly to President Calvin
Coolidge, who gave a qualified OK to the
undertaking.

Meanwhile, in his appearances before con-
gressional committees, Mitchell began to
ratchet up the seriousness of the charges he
was making against the opposition camps in
the Army and Navy, accusing them of muz-
zling pro-air officers, of neglecting the devel-
opment of airpower, and of dishonesty in
interpreting test data tending to support the
positions of air advocates. Finally, in March



1925 with President Coolidge's approval, Sec-
retary Weeks relieved Mitchell from his ap-
pointment as assistant chief of the Air Service,
" reduced him to his permanent grade of colo-
nel, and banished him to the hinterlands of
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, in the position of
corps air officer. In Texas Mitchell continued
to speak out on his familiar themes, publish-
ing a magazine article and the book Winged
Defense, despite the fact that Weeks’s stric-
tures on his public statements were still in
effect.

The precipitating event in his final down-
fall, however, was the disastrous crash of the
Navy dirigible Shenandoah in September
1925. Despite such ominous factors as the
prevailing fall storms over the Great Lakes,
adverse prior warnings from the dirigible’s
skipper, and a shortage of safety valves on
board, Navy authorities dispatched the dirigi-
ble on a public relations jaunt to overfly state
fairs in the Midwest. The dirigible encoun-
tered violent windstorms and crashed near
Sharon, Ohio, killing 13 of the crewmen,
including the skipper. The press went to
Mitchell immediately for a statement, and he
predictably accommodated them: "My opin-
ion is as follows: These accidents are the result
of the incompetency, the criminal negli-
gence, and the almost treasonable negligence
of our national defense by the Navy and War
Departments.”¢ The complete statement, full
of such charges, ran to 6,080 words. Four days
later, on 9 September, he made another state-
ment to reporters, even more inflammatory
than the first, if that were possible—one
amounting to a direct challenge to his civilian
superiors as well as military. Mitchell at last
had what he admittedly had been seeking—a
splashy public confrontation with the highest
authorities.

President Coolidge himself ordered a gen-
eral court-martial. Under Article 96 of the
Articles of War (the counterpart to today’s
Article 134 of the Uniform Code of Military
Justice [UCM])), authorities charged that in
making the statements, Mitchell had con-
ducted himself “to the prejudice of good or-
der and discipline,” that he had been "insub-
ordinate,” and that he had been “highly
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contemptuous and disrespectful” toward the
War and Navy Departments and intended to
discredit them. Mitchell’s defense rested on
the arguments that his right to make the state-
ments was protected by the First Amendment
and that his allegations against the authorities
were true. Both arguments failed, and he was
convicted on all charges on 17 December
1925. The sentence read, “The court upon
secret written ballot, two-thirds of the mem-
bers present concurring, sentences the ac-
cused to be suspended from rank, command,
and duty with the forfeiture of all pay and
allowances for five years.”’

Rather than accept continued service in a
suspended status, Mitchell resigned from the
Army on 1 February 1926 and spent his re-
maining years stumping for airpower. He died
on 19 February 1936, only six years before the
Japanese aerial attacks on Pearl Harbor and
Clark Field that he had predicted in detail in
1924.

In looking to the Mitchell case for a per-
spective on managing their own public utter-
ances, officers today will need to keep several
basic factors in mind. Mitchell was embroiled
in a singularly historic cause—the emergence
of airpower—and he approached it as a cru-
sader, an evangelist, and ultimately a martyr.
Moreover, he had the saving grace to be right.
In 1957 Secretary of the Air Force James
Douglas was petitioned to set aside Mitchell’s
court-martial verdict. He properly refused,
noting that Mitchell, while remaining in uni-
form, had in full awareness challenged mili-
tary and civilian authority in an unlawful way.
But Douglas went on to affirm that “our na-
tion is deeply in his debt. . . . Colonel
Mitchell’s views have been vindicated.”®

Even if we grant that extraordinary high-
voltage shock treatment is sometimes neces-
sary to jolt a conservative military estab-
lishment into acceptance of a new and
historic idea, we still need to recognize that
some people managed successfully to admin-
ister the necessary shock while working
within the system, though they may have trod
on a knife-edge at times.?
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Maj Gen Orvil A. Anderson

General Anderson won his wings in World
War | and was later accorded numerous
awards for service to aviation. He distin-
guished himself particularly in ballooning,
having in 193S$ piloted the Explorer I to a new
world’s-record altitude of 72,395 feet.

In the early fall of 1950, two full months
into the Korean War, North Korean forces
were knocking at the door of Taegu, South
Korea, and feelings were running high in the
United States against the Soviet Union. Some
people felt that the Soviets, if not outright
instigators of the war, were at least in a posi-
tion to compel the North Koreans to desist.
High administration officials began to talk of
preventive war against the Soviet Union, and
President Truman was determined to squelch
it.

In this context, the outspoken General An-
derson, then commandant of the Air War
College (AWC) at Maxwell Air Force Base,
Alabama, granted an interview on the subject
of preventive war to a reporter from the
Montgomery Advertiser. The published inter-
view quoted General Anderson as follows:
“We're at war, damn it. . . . Give me an order
to do it and I can break up Russia’s five
A-bomb nests in a week. . . . And when [ went
up to Christ— think I could explain to Him
that I had saved civilization.”1°

On 1 September 1950, after reports of Gen-
eral Anderson’s remarks reached Washing-
ton, Gen Hoyt Vandenberg, the Air Force
chief of staff, suspended Anderson from his
position at AWC; Anderson subsequently sub-
mitted his retirement papers. It is always risky
for a military man to venture publicly into the
field of war policy vis-a-vis a major national
enemy, especially a nuclear-armed enemy.
But to do so in apparent opposition to the
commander in chief’s own announced policy
is very likely to be a career ender.

Secretary of the Navy Francis Matthews
had made a public speech a week earlier ad-
vancing a similar thesis. In an interesting
commentary on the differential treatments
often accorded civilian and uniformed offi-
cials, a contrite Secretary Matthews was able

to survive the ensuing flap by convincing the
president that he (Matthews) had been un-
aware of the full implications of the term
preventive war for the administration’s pol-

icy.1!

Maj Gen jerry D. Page

The relief of General Anderson foreshad-
owed that of another AWC commandant, Maj
Gen Jerry Page, 17 years later. During an AWC
seminar for senior Air Force Reserve officers
in December 1966 in which discussion was
classified Secret and understood to be strictly
confined behind the closed doors of the class-
room, General Page was alleged to have re-
vealed confidential bomb shortages in Viet-
nam and to have criticized some of the
defense policies of Defense Secretary Robert
McNamara.

The relief sent a shock wave not only
through the AWC faculty but through the
faculties of the nation’s other senior service
colleges (SSC) as well, for it struck at one of
the sacrosanct tenets of SSC education—the
marketplace theory of ideas, in which con-
tending ideas of all stripes can compete freely
in give-and-take academic discussion behind
the closed doors of the college. Former sena-
tor Barry Goldwater later accused one of the
seminar attendees, a Reserve colonel and poli-
tician recently defeated in his reelection bid
for the governship of Arizona, of having made
complaints to the Department of Defense that
led to General Page’s relief and subsequent
transfer.!?

Gen John McConnell, Air Force chief of
staff, offered the following explanation: “I
personally reassigned him of my own volition
because I was unhappy at some of the forums
he conducted.”!? The chief thus unintention-
ally raised the question of how he learned the
contents of such closed forums in the first
place. General Page was reassigned to air-divi-
sion command in Okinawa, “without preju-
dice” according to the announcement. But he
never received a third star despite his reputa-
tion as one of the “ablest thinkers” in the Air
Force.



Gen Michael J. Dugan

Of all the freedom-of-speech cases involv-
ing high-ranking military leaders, that of Gen-
eral Dugan is, to me at least, one of the most
troublesome. On taking up the reins as chief
of staff of the Air Force in the summer of 1990,
General Dugan announced publicly that he
wanted senior Air Force officers to be more
open with reporters: “I think that the leaders
... need to be upfront, they need to take the
gaff that goes with it.”!

This policy of openness would prove his
undoing. In September 1990 during a tour of
US forces deployed in the Gulf preparatory to
Operation Desert Storm, General Dugan took
the risky step of making himself and five
senior generals of the Air Staff available for
press interviews focused on US strategy, with
particular emphasis on the prominent role to
be played by airpower. The resulting story
made front-page news in the Washington Post
on Sunday, 16 September 1990, with the
headline reading “U.S. to Rely on Air Strikes
If War Erupts.”!s

In his autobiography My American Journey,
Colin Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, summed up what he regarded as the ob-
jectionable positions expressed by General
Dugan during the interviews: “Among the
things Dugan was quoted as saying in the Post
article were that ‘airpower is the only answer
that’s available to our country’; that the Israelis
had advised him ‘the best way to hurt Saddam’
was to target his family, his personal guard, and
his mistress; that Dugan did not ‘expect to be
concerned’ with political constraints in select-
ing bombing targets; that Iraq’s air force had
‘very limited military capability’; and that its
army was ‘incompetent.’ "¢
H The next day, Secretary of Defense Dick
I Cheney peremptorily relieved Dugan, charg-
ing the general with “lack of judgment” in
disclosing “operational details” and in ad-
dressing “decisions that may or may not be
made by the president in the future.”’

I do not intend to defend General Dugan'’s
comments other than to note that President
 § George Bush himself, when queried by report-
ers, replied that he “was not concerned that
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the revelations caused any increased danger
to U.S. troops.”'® He doubtless realized that
combat-savvy General Dugan, whose airmen
would literally live or die by intelligence and
counterintelligence during the coming en-
counter, would have a far better appreciation
of operational security than the secretary.
Rather, my concern is the one expressed by
General Powell to Secretary Cheney, when the
secretary told him of the contemplated firing:
“Let’'s make sure the punishment fits the
crime.”'” I don't believe it did.

General Dugan was anything but insubordi-
nate or rebellious. He was a plain-spoken fighter
pilot who, after earning a Silver Star and Purple
Heart in Vietnam, toiled within the system and
rose steadily through a succession of important
staff and command billets to become the na-
tion’s top airman. As a relative newcomer—he
had been Air Force chief for only three months
at the time of the interviews—undercutting war
preparations or bucking the secretary of defense
and his commander in chief would have been
the last thing on his mind. Once he became
convinced that General Dugan had fouled up
seriously in his public remarks, Secretary
Cheney needed to do no more than take the
general behind closed doors and read the riot
act to him. It was not necessary to humiliate
General Dugan before the world; it was not
necessary to destroy an exemplary military ca-
reer of 32 years.

We may close this sad episode by noting
several ironies in Secretary Cheney’s pattern of
stewardship at the Pentagon. In Colin Powell’s
characterization, Cheney was a “man who had
never spent a day in uniform, who, during the
Vietnam War, had gotten a student deferment,
and later a parent deferment.” Yet, in March
1989, with no previous defense-related experi-
ence and less than a week on the job as defense
secretary, Cheney at a televised press conference
excoriated Air Force Chief of Staff Larry Welch
for discussing MX missile deployment options
with Congress. Had Cheney scrupled to discuss
the matter with Welch before publicly dressing
him down, he would have learned, according to
Powell, that both Deputy Defense Secretary Wil-
liam Taft and National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft had already authorized Welch to
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speak with congressional members. In Pow-
ell’s view, Cheney’s touchy hyperreaction to
perceived transgressions of authority by the
brass was a reflex of his own private anxieties
over his lack of direct experience in military
affairs. He had to prove he could stand up to
the generals.?°

A final irony in this problematic tale of ex-
cessive operational and politico-military can-
dor emerges from allegations by Benjamin
Schemmer, respected former editor of Armed
Forces Joumal. Schemmer claims that serious
leaks of classified information contained in Bob
Woodward’s book The Commanders (Simon &
Schuster, 1991)—an account of US military de-
cision making during the two years prior to the
Persian Gulf War—must have come directly
from Secretary Cheney, among others.?!

Moreover, people with long memories will
recall that in April 1989 Secretary Cheney, after
scarcely a month in office, angered President
Bush by predicting during a television interview
that Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev’s na-
tional reforms were doomed to failure, at the
very time when President Bush was desperately
trying to prop up the Soviet leader by taking a
positive public view of his prospects.?? Secretary
Cheney was fortunate to have a boss who was
secure and understanding in response to his
subordinate’s public relations miscue. General
Dugan was, of course, less fortunate. Those who
followed Cheney’s years in the Pentagon’s top
job will likely judge that he was an able and
effective secretary of defense, and I believe they
are right. But there is little denying that he
carried psychological baggage into his position
which obscured to himself his own fallibility
and clouded his judgment in dealing with uni-
formed leaders like General Dugan who mis-
stepped while negotiating the notoriously
treacherous minefields of news-media relations.

Maj Gen Harold N. Campbell

Article 88 of the UCM] reads as follows:
“Any officer who uses contemptuous words
against the President, Vice President, Con-
gress, Secretary of Defense, or a Secretary of a
Department, a Governor or a legislature of

any State, Territory, or other possession of the
United States . . . shall be punished as a
court-martial may direct.”?3

As speaker at the 32d Fighter Group’s main-
tainers-of-the-year awards banquet on 24 May
1993 near Soesterberg Air Base in the Nether-
lands, General Campbell referred to President
Bill Clinton as “draft-dodging,” “pot-smok-
ing,” and “womanizing,” which were, of
course, contemptuous words in anybody’s
lexicon. Campbell’s remarks were apparently
intended as a humorous preface to his pre-
pared remarks, but some of the attendees
thought they were anything but funny and
reported them up the chain.?

President Clinton told reporters he was
not offended personally by the remarks, but
that “for a general officer to say that about
the Commander in Chief . . . is a very bad
thing.”2® However, the White House was not
anxious to see the public court-martial of a
distinguished combat veteran on such
charges—General Campbell’s war record in-
cluded one thousand combat flying hours in
Vietnam plus award of the Silver Star and five
Distinguished Flying Crosses. Offered nonju-
dicial punishment under UCM] Article 15 in
lieu of a court-martial, General Campbell de-
cided to accept it, receiving a permanent writ-
ten reprimand and a fine equivalent to a
month’s pay. Though told to put in his retire-
ment papers, he retained his major general’s
rank.

Gen Ronald Fogleman

Late May 1997 was not a propitious time
for senior Air Force officials to be appearing
before a congressional committee seeking
money, for the Lt Kelly Flinn sexual extrava-
ganza was in full heat on all the nation’s TV
screens and newspaper front pages. When
General Fogleman, Air Force chief of staff,
appeared before the Defense Subcommittee
of the Senate Appropriations Committee on
21 May to testify on proposed budget esti-
mates for Air Force programs in fiscal year
1998, he was ambushed by Sen. Tom Harkin
(D-lowa), who, preferring to talk instead
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§ experience in military affairs.
iabout the Flinn affair, berated him for the
“overly moralistic legal code in the Air
Force.”2¢

This put General Fogleman in a real bind.
The Air Force, worried about inciting charges
of command influence like those afflicting
the Army in the Aberdeen Proving Ground
cases, had played by the rules and generally
confined its public statements on the planned
court-martial of Lieutenant Flinn to a few
terse announcements by public affairs offi-
cials. Lieutenant Flinn, her family, and civil-
ian lawyer, by way of stark contrast, had taken
their case to the news media in the most
aggressive manner possible, waging an in-
creasingly successful campaign to woo public
and congressional sympathies by portraying
her as a victim. Political pressures were build-
ing to the point that it was becoming prob-
lematic whether the Department of the Air
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Former secretary of defense Dick Cheney (seated, third from left). In Powell’s view, Cheney'’s touchy hyperreaction to
§ perceived transgressions of authonty by the brass was a reflex of his own private anxieties over his lack of direct

Force would be allowed to dispose of the case
independently.

Such was the setting when Senator Harkin
challenged General Fogleman during hear-
ings not remotely connected to the Kelly
Flinn case. Under the rule of candor that
Congress perennially urges upon military wit-
nesses, General Fogleman responded frankly.
Denying that the basic issue was adultery, he
went on to state that “this is an issue about an
officer entrusted to fly nuclear weapons who
disobeyed an order, who lied. That's what this
is about.”?

The response from Flinn’'s defenders was
swift, sure, and absolutely predictable. Sen.
Slade Gorton (R-Wash.), conveniently over-
looking the mandate for candor normally
applicable to military witnesses in their re-
sponses before Congress, went on NBC's
Morning Show two days later to denounce
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General Fogleman’s testimony. In obvious
high dudgeon, he complained that as a result
of Fogleman'’s remarks, it was “impossible”
for Lieutenant Flinn to get a fair trial. And
how should General Fogleman have re-
sponded? According to Senator Gorton, “he
should have kept his mouth shut!”?8 In other
words, it was perfectly all right for Lieutenant
Flinn to go outside the courtroom and try her
case publicly and politically, but the Air Force
chief must remain mute as a stone, even when
pressed for the truth by one of Gorton’s fellow
senators.

The problem of command influence in
military justice is real and must never be taken
lightly. But General Fogleman’s response to
Senator Harkin, considering the unique cir-
cumstances, was not only necessary and
proper—it was a laudable act of courage.

On 28 July 1997, some two months after
the Kelly Flinn affair was put to rest by her
resignation and a year before his normal four-
year term would have expired, General Fogle-
man abruptly resigned his position as Air
Force chief and announced his retirement. In
a message to the troops explaining his deci-
sion, General Fogleman said simply, “I do not
want the Air Force to suffer for my judgment
and convictions.” Most prominent among the
reasons given for his resignation was his ob-
jection to the impending disciplining by De-
fense Secretary William S. Cohen of an Air
Force commander in Saudi Arabia for failure
to take adequate security precautions in ad-
vance of the terrorist bombing of the Khobar
Towers housing complex in Dhahran. An-
other factor in the strained relations between
the general and his civilian bosses was their
unhappiness with what they viewed as his
penchant for expressing his professional frus-
trations so openly that “they often found
their way into news accounts.”?

The roster of Air Force officers discussed
above by no means exhausts the list of US
military leaders whose exercise of supposed
First Amendment rights brought them into
widely publicized conflict with their supe-
riors. Among the celebrated cases of leaders
from other services who took their knocks
were Army generals Leonard Wood, Douglas

MacArthur, George Patton, Matthew Ridgway,
Edwin Walker, and John Singlaub, plus Navy
admirals Louis Denfield, Hyman Rickover, and
most recently, Richard Macke.3° Examination
of such cases permits us to arrive at several
commonsense axioms governing the public
statements of career Air Force professionals.
Although many of these axioms may strike
the reader as self-evident, it is astonishing
how often they have been violated, even by
otherwise sophisticated leaders.

» Follow the regulation on public informa-
tion. Hew faithfully to clearance proce-
dures for speeches and publications set
down in Air Force Instruction 35-205,
Air Force Security and Policy Review Pro-
gram. This instruction requires, among
other things, that material intended for
public release having high-level mili-
tary, national, or foreign policy implica-
tions be reviewed for “security and policy
consistency.” Unlike the Army’s review
agency, the Air Force Office for Security
Review does not review specifically for
“propriety,” but in practice, propriety
issues fit well enough under the broad
rubric of policy.3! '

e Stick to the approved text. Once a text is
cleared, make sure you adhere to it in
the presentation. Beware of off-the-cuff
departures from approved text, flights
of wit, or excursions into politically sen-
sitive territory. Make the organizational
public affairs officer an active partner
and advisor throughout the composi-
tion-clearance-delivery cycle.

e Know the ground rules. Before speaking,
personally establish or confirm groun
rules between you and your audience o
interviewer as to whether what you sa
can be attributed to you in the ne
media. If the rules of the primary pre-
sentation differ from those of the ques
tion-and-answer period, make sure tha
everyone present is informed of the dis
tinction. Never assume that because th
audience is mostly uniformed, you ca
safely flout the guidelines for publi




discourse. The more publicly recogniz-
able your name, the greater the likeli-
hood a reporter will be present.

Don’t answer inappropriate questions or
those too hot to handle. Never inyour zeal
to be honest and candid feel that it's
somehow dishonorable or cowardly to
refuse to tackle a question.

Stick to defense matters and your areas of
expertise. Confine your public utterances
to defense matters, particularly those
that lie specifically within your area of
responsibility and competence. In prac-
tice, at the highest levels, it is often
difficult to separate military issues from
nonmilitary, but you must keep the
ideal constantly in mind as you speak.

Never express contempt toward civilian
higher-ups. Keep in mind the existence of
Article 88 of the UCM]J, which prohibits
the use of contemptuous words against
the president, vice president, Congress,
the secretary of defense, and so forth. To
violate this article, even lightheartedly
or in jest, is simply to ask for trouble.
Avoid sensationalist prophecy. Unless you
own a certified crystal ball, resist the
temptation to electrify audiences with
horrific visions of future calamity or to
seduce them with rosy prospects of im-
pending nirvana. Prophecy can make
fools of us all. Despite earlier demonstra-
tions to the contrary by Billy Mitchell,
Rear Adm Clark Woodward declared in
1939, only two years before Pearl Har-
bor, that “as far as sinking a ship with a
bomb is concerned, you just can’tdo it.”
Adm William Leahy, mercifully behind
closed doors, declared to President Tru-
man in early 1945—the year of Hi-
roshima and Nagasaki—that the attempt
to build an atomic bomb “is the biggest
fool thing we have ever done. . . . The
bomb will never go off, and I will speak
as an expert in explosives.”32

Don’t rely on your “rights” to protect you.
In contemplating making a risky public
statement, don't occupy yourself over-
much with your legal rights or what the
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courts might do in your behalf. Of all the
US officers mentioned above whose ca-
reers were damaged or ruined by errant
words, only Billy Mitchell was actually
court-martialed. Save for the lucky few
like Adm Hyman Rickover, who enjoyed
a powerful constituency in Congress
that protected him from reprisal, the
bureaucracy can easily find other ways
to take its revenge on an officer who
ignores the rules.

* As you rise in rank, your words attract

correspondingly greater attention. As a
general rule, the higher officers rise in
military rank and position, the more
considered they must become in their
public utterances. Peons rarely make
news with what they say, but let a gen-
eral misspeak, and reporters will beat a
path to his or her door.

Don’t wait until you need finesse in public
utterance to begin acquiring it. Related to
the prior point, as part of your continu-
ing professional preparation, con-
sciously develop a sensitive ear for what
you can publicly say and how to say it.
If you wait until you’re on the hot seat,
it will be too late. It is astounding how
great commanders vary in this regard.
General Patton found it practically im-
possible to speak long to reporters with-
out somehow generating an interna-
tional contretemps. By way of contrast,
Gen Norman Schwarzkopf could extem-
porize at length before daily interna-
tionally televised news conferences,
maintaining this practice for an entire
campaign without once losing his foot-
ing. Skill in communicating through the
media without inflaming the world is
not a mark of effeminacy or slick self-
promotion. It is a plain, simple prereq-
uisite for rising military leaders, no mat-
ter how much they covet their warrior
image.

Distinguish between personal opinion and
official policy. 1f for whatever reason you
choose to take a public position at odds
with announced policy, always warn
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your auditors that you are expressing a
personal opinion, not an official posi-
tion. Even then you are not necessarily
on firm ground because if your rank and
position are sufficiently high, you essen-
tially have forgone the luxury of public
independence of view. Once officers
sign on to the joint chiefs or as military
advisors to the National Security Coun-
cil, for example, they have joined the
administration “team” and will thereaf-
ter be expected to keep their dissents
in-house.

* Be frank with Congress but stress the ad-
ministration’s position. Testifying before
Congress presents the biggest challenge
of all. The administration will want you
to hew to its line regardless of your real
convictions, while congressional com-
mittee members will want to know your
real convictions regardless of the ad-
ministration line. Despite the loyalist
philosophy of respected World War II
leaders like Gen Omar Bradley and Gen
George Marshall, who chose as a matter
of principle never to take public issue
with their commander in chief, the de-
mands of Congress in its legislative and
investigative functions have led to a
moderation of such hard positions.
Though specific policies may vary with
the administration, there has been a
general gravitation toward the following
approach: officers are expected to testify
first as to established policy and their
intention to carry it out; then, if asked
for their personal opinion, they may
express it but must note that it is their
own and not the administration’s.3

The foregoing axioms, if applied with judg-
ment and discretion, can enable today’s air
professionals to profit from the experience of
their predecessors. It is important to realize,
however, that no such set of rules can ever
dissolve entirely the basic tension inherent in
the dual identity of soldier-citizens. As mem-
bers of the armed forces, they must continu-
ously be mindful of the limitations upon their
right to free speech, accepting infringements

necessary to protect classified information;
assure operational security; promote good or-
der and discipline; support the chain of com-
mand in accomplishing the assigned mission;
and foster loyalty, cohesion, and team spirit
in furtherance of the Air Force’s institutional
goals and those of the armed forces—in short,
defend the Constitution and discharge the
duties of their military office.

As patriotic citizens of a democratic coun-
try, however, they must be mindful of the
surprisingly extensive areas in which they can
exercise free speech, making the fruits of their
special, professional expertise available to
citizens at large so that Congress, which
passes laws touching our national security,
and voters, who elect the Congress, can act
with the full benefit of the politically impar-
tial and technically informed perspective of
airmen.

In mediating the often conflicting im-
pulses toward soldierly reticence, on one
hand, and citizenly candor, on the other, air
professionals may seek assistance to some
extent in explicit official guidance—for exam-
ple, security regulations and Article 88 of the
UCM]J. But there remains a vast gray area of
“policy” issues regarding which the service
and the administration will naturally strive
for conformity to their approved lines, as
opposed to the individual member’s natural
bent toward his or her own line. The result
can be a welter of conflicting interests, obli-
gations, and values as reflected within the
same individual: career advancement versus
disinterested professionalism; service inter-
ests versus those of the nation and the people;
loyalty to the administration versus obliga-
tion to Congress; service ideals versus joint
ideals; and so forth.

In resolving such internal conflicts success-
fully, air professionals, each in his or her own
way, must ultimately depart the realm of rules
and enter the realm of conscience. They must
set aside for the moment the ideal of physical
courage and bring to the fore the ideal of
moral courage. They must downplay the
value of prudential insight and elevate the
value of ethical clarity.



Paradoxical as it sounds, in order to guar-
antee the freedoms of all Americans, we as a
nation must reduce the freedoms of some
Americans—specifically, the favored few who
bear arms to defend us. But reducing the
freedoms of this favored few is a far cry from
abolishing them, as the courts have consis-
tently upheld. So far as freedom of speech is
concerned, it is reduced for the service mem-
ber only in particular contexts, and then only
to the minimal degree essential for the suc-
cessful performance of the military function.
In other contexts, one should prize free
speech for the service member just as highly
as for any citizen.

It is free speech that permits vigorous de-
bate among service members on the proper
course of action up to the point when the
decision is made. It is free speech that permits
them to render honest professional military
ladvice to their civilian masters in the chain of
command. It is free speech that permits them
to propound innovative professional ideas in
imilitary journals. It is free speech that enables
them to provide to Congress and the Ameri-
lcan voters an expert and impartial profes-
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sional military perspective. An air force that
fails to make such liberal provision for free
speech among its members will be a retro-
grade and regressive force, and the nation that
hazards its security on such a force will be
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Who's in Charge?

Service Administrative Control

BRIG GEN JOHN L. BARRY, USAF

HE QUESTION OF WHO is in charge

has always plagued military opera-

tions. In 1942 Gen George C. Kenney

was in Townsville, Australia, where

he found himself in a unit that was “another
scrambled outfit of Australians and Ameri-
cans, with so many lines of responsibility,
control, and coordination on the organiza-
tional chart that it resembled a can of worms
as you looked at it.”! Today’s military opera-
tions are often no exception. General Kenney
solved his problem by ordering Gen Kenneth
Walker to “take charge, tear up that chart, and
have no one issue orders around there except
himself. After he got things operating simply,
quickly, and efficiently he could draw a new
chart if he wanted to.”? The concept of having
one person in charge with clear lines of
authority has resurfaced once again with the
advent of the Presentation of USAF Forces
imer, also known as the Little Red Book. This
idocument delineates the command relation-
ships for our air and space expeditionary
fforces and puts one person in charge of all Air
Force forces. This concept is not new, but in
order for it to work, everyone involved needs

to have a clear-cut understanding of service
command relationships—that is, administra-
tive control (ADCON).

Command authority has once again be-
come a serious subject of discussion among
commanders in the Air Force, especially now
in light of the multiple contingency taskings
our Air Force has responded to in the post-
cold-war decade and the growing awareness
of doctrine. Commanders, especially wing
commanders, have repeatedly performed ex-
ceptionally well in military operations other
than war (MOOTW) or what we are now
calling small-scale contingencies (SSC). How-
ever, if one were to ask every wing com-
mander in the Air Force what kind of com-
mand authority he or she has and where it
comes from, those commanders would prob-
ably offer a wide variety of answers.

As a former wing commander, I know that
confusion exists about what kind of com-
mand authority is exercised at the wing level.
The correct answer to the question is that a
wing commander exercises ADCON over the
people he or she commands, and this author-
ity comes from the service chain of command.
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Table 1
Administrative Authority

Definition: Authority for service responsibilities and authority necessary to fulfill military department statutory
responsibilities. Some samples of administration and support follow:

ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT
Organization of service forces Building a tent city
Control of resources and equipment Generators for a tent city '
Unit logistics Spare parts
Individual and unit training Training sorties J
1
Readiness, mobilization, and demobilization Exercises |

Discipline

Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ)/Article 15

| Personnel management

Assignment actions l

| Other matters not included in operational missions

Officer Performance Reports (OPR), Enlisted Perforrmance
Reports (EPR), awards and decorations

This article clarifies exactly what ADCON is
and how commanders exercise it during
everyday operations. The article also takes
these concepts from the theoretical to the
practical by examining a case study that
uses the new Air Expeditionary Force Pre-
sentation Concept to support a contingency
operation.

Table 1 includes the definition of service
ADCON found in Joint Publication (Pub) 0-2,
Unified Action Armed Forces (24 February
1995); the table’s second column represents
some practical examples of day-to-day func-
tions that are performed as the services orga-
nize, train, and equip forces for employment
by combatant commanders in chief (CINC).
One should note that ADCON is not an op-
erational authority like operational control
(OPCON) or tactical control (TACON), but it
is that degree of authority necessary to fulfill
statutory responsibilities of the military de-
partment. Admittedly, some people might
take exception to being limited to ADCON
authority. An operational commander in

charge of an operational mission must have
OPCON of his or her forces. Right? Well, not!
really.

Let’s take a quick look at what Joint Pubi
0-2 has to say about the chain of command.,
Actually, we have one chain of command!
with two distinct branches: operational and
service administrative (fig. 1). As we proceed|
down the operational chain of command,
we see that it runs through the combatant|
CINC, down to a combined or joint tas
force (C/)TF) commander, through the ioinl:
or combined force air component com-
mander (CFACC, most probably a US Aiq'
Force officer who will be dual-hatted a
commander of Air Force forces [COMAF-
FOR]), and then down to the air expedition=
ary forces that are assigned or attached t
that C/JTF. These command relationship
should be spelled out in implementing d
rectives such as alert orders (ALERTORD)
deployment orders, or operate/execute Or
ders (OPORD/EXECORD).
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G-SERIES
ORDERS

CFACC COMAFFOR

OPERATIONAL

ecretary of defense (SECDEF) to the secretary
df the Air Force (SAF). In the figure, aline runs
ough the chief of staff of the Air Force
CSAF), and his box is not highlighted be-
rause forces that are assigned to a combatant
INC in the “Forces for Unified Command-
rs” document do not have the service chief
)f staff in their ADCON chain. For those
orces not assigned to a combatant CINC—Air
ducation and Training Command’s, for ex-
ample—the chief of staff is in the ADCON
-hain. The area inside the box from the major
fommand (MAJCOM-—here, United States Air
Forces in Europe [USAFE]) through the num-
vered air force (NAF) to the wing is where we
Jperate most of the time and where we rou-
inely accomplish most of the ADCON func-
ions from table 1. At home station, this rela-
fionship is clearly defined; however, at a
eployed location, it sometimes becomes a
ittle fuzzy. In such a situation, the imple-
menting directives for ADCON—the special
rders or G-series orders that create the expe-
itionary organization and appoint the com-
nander—become vitally important.

} The service ADCON chain runs from the

ADMINISTRATIVE

Figure 1. Single Chain of Command with Two Branches

Now, one might ask why a wing com-
mander doesn’t have OPCON of forces if he
or she has the operational mission. But not
having OPCON doesn’t mean that a com-
mander is not a war fighter. It just means that,
in most cases, OPCON isn’t delegated down
to the wing commander level (as is the case
with ADCON) because the definition of OP-
CON includes responsibility for every aspect
of mission success. The commander with OP-
CON can move forces (not likely to be decided
at the wing commander level), organize them
any way that he or she deems necessary, and
must make all the decisions necessary for total
success of the mission. In most cases, OPCON
stops for all practical purposes at the MAJ-
COM level, and the MAJCOM commander
exercises that OPCON through his NAF and
wing commanders. Wing commanders still lead
their troops in combat; they are operational com-
manders executing an operational mission as-
signed by a higher authority (fig. 2). MAJCOM
commanders, on the other hand, possess a
robust operations-and-logistics staff that is
able to make policy decisions and better allo-
cate scarce resources.
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CNTF

OPERATIONAL CONTROL AND TASKING
OPCON/TACON

WING/CC

EXECUTES THE OPERATIONAL MISSION

Figure 2. Wing Commanders Are Still War
Fighters

The confusion really starts when one
switches from branch to branch in this OP-
CON/ADCON chain, something that occurs
daily. If I'm a wing commander and my wing
is flying in a contingency operation (or work-
ing a joint exercise), I'm operating under the
operational branch of the chain of command.
If, however, I'm just flying local training sor-
ties, budgeting for next year, working person-
nel actions, or maintaining good order and
discipline, then I'm operating under the ad-
ministrative branch. Armed with a basic
knowledge of these two branches, I should
know whom I work for in any given situation

OPCON COMAFFOR
............ ASETF/CC COMAFFOR
ADCON HEADQUARTERS
AND STAFF
LED BY A f
AEW/CC .
CAN BE MULTIPLE _ DEPLOYED NAF ;
THE SPECTRUM OF ; (AEW OR AEG) |
CAN REPORT
DIRECTLY TO
THE COMAFFOR
ALL FORCES WILL BE ASSIGNED OR ATTACHED li

Figure 3. Air and Space Expeditionary Task Force

and who is responsible for helping me solve
any problems.

To help clarify command relationships, the
chief of staff approved the previously men-
tioned Presentation of USAF Forces Primer, which
was a year in the making. The premise was that |
a CINC or a C/JTF commander should have to
make only one phone call if he or she had a
question about aerospace power. This single
voice is the COMAFFOR, who exercises ADCON
over all USAF forces assigned or attached to the
C/JTF. An added benefit of this concept is that
airmen will not be left scratching their heads
wondering who is in charge—and neither will
our sister services or allies.

Figure 3 shows how a typical air and space
expeditionary task force (ASETF) is formed.
The Presentation of USAF Forces Primer and,
more recently, Air Force Doctrine Document
(AFDD) 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine, state that
NAF commanders are the senior war-fighting
echelon for command. This means that when-
ever a joint force operation is contemplated,
COMAFFOR duties will normally be assigned]
to the NAF commander who is responsible for|
the area of interest for the joint force. The NAF
commander can either command the air
forces or delegate COMAFFOR responsibilities
to a lower level (air expeditionary wing [AEW]




"or group [AEG]), depending on the size and
scope of the operation.? The COMAFFOR may
4 have multiple wings or groups attached to his
1 her operation. By attaching (“chopping”)
all involved air forces to the joint operation,
e almost eliminate questions/confusion
#about who has ADCON of these forces.
The ADCON picture becomes more compli-
#cated when units deploy to a contingency. Let’s
say that I'm the commander of a stateside (Air
#iCombat Command) F-16 wing. What happens
4to my authority when I receive a Joint Chiefs of
§Staff deployment order to send 12 of my F-16s
Jto Aviano, Italy, to support Operation Joint
Guard? I've outlined the command lines in
gfigure 4. This summer, USAFE created the 16th
WASETF, consisting of the 31st AEW and the 16th
JAEW. The commander of the 16th ASETF is the
:Sixteenth Air Force commander, who is also
ijdesignated the COMAFFOR for all Air Force
forces assigned and attached to Operation Joint
Guard. Administratively, all Air Force personnel
are attached to the 16th ASETF commander,
igwho further delegated ADCON down to the
jcommanders of the 31st AEW and the 16th
AEW. At this point, deployed F-16s are under
jthe OPCON of the joint task force commander
d under the TACON of the CFACC. Nor-

—— e -

SACEUR CINCEUR

CINCSOUTH

COMAIRSOUTH

EXPEDITIONARY
FORCES
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mally, the CFACC needs only TACON of the
forces in order to operate effectively. Also,

As with any new doctrinal concept,
the difference between the theory
we draw on the chalkboard and
what happens when the rubber
meets the ramp can be substantial.

since the CFACC may not be an Air Force—or
even a US—officer, he or she will normally
only be delegated TACON of US Air Force
forces.

Figure 4 actually becomes more compli-
cated since Operation Joint Guard is a NATO-
led combined task force. Therefore, the OP-
CON of our forces starts with the commander
in chief of European Command (CINCEUR)
and is then transferred to the supreme allied
commander, Europe (SACEUR), then to the
commander in chief of Southern Command
(CINCSOUTH), and then to the commander
of Allied Air Forces, Southern Europe (COM-
AIRSOUTH) as the operational command line
transfers to the NATO channels.

EXPEDITIONARY
FORCES

Figure 4. Operation Joint Guard
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Administratively, my personnel now trace
their service ADCON chain from the com-
mander of my deployed expeditionary fighter
squadron, through the expeditionary wing

We must strive to use the
expeditionary-force concept every
time we participate in a joint or
combined exercise and in
contingency operations worldwide.
]

commander, through the 16th ASETF com-
mander, to the USAFE commander. Note that
Air Combat Command is not in the service
ADCON chain for the contingency opera-
tion—and neither am I as the home-based
wing commander!* When my forces are at-
tached, it means that some authority for ser-
vice ADCON transfers with them.

As with any new doctrinal concept, the
difference between the theory we draw on the
chalkboard and what happens when the rub-
ber meets the ramp can be substantial. Al-
though we really want to clarify who’s in
charge and give our expeditionary command-
ers all the authority they need to accomplish
the mission, there are clearly some responsi-
bilities in the definition of ADCON that our
expeditionary commanders don’t need—or
want. For example, one of the responsibilities
of ADCON entails programming future re-
sources through the Program Objectives
Memorandum (POM) cycle, working person-
nel assignments, writing evaluation reports,
awarding decorations, and so forth.> Combat
contingency commanders clearly do not need
to be concerned with these things—they have
enough on their plate just being responsible
for executing the operational mission. There-
fore, we need to develop and standardize the
degree of ADCON (call it “specified” ADCON)
that we want the expeditionary commander
to exercise. We need to clearly spell out this
type of control in the deployment order or the

G-series order that activates the expeditionary
unit. This way, there will be no surprises—our
people will know whom they work for, and
the expeditionary commander will know ex-
actly what his or her responsibilities are.

With our total force, we must also address
some statutory problems. For active duty
units, ADCON transfers when the forces are
attached to a C/JTF. But the Air Reserve Com-
ponent (ARC) is a little different. Although the
expeditionary commander exercises local
UCM] authority concurrently with the ARC,
regardless of active duty affiliation, only un-
der a full mobilization does the ARC transfer
ADCON to a joint task force. This issue of
exercising ADCON over deploying ARC forces
is presently being worked, and guidance will
appear in AFDD 2, Organization and Employ-
ment of Aerospace Power.®

The next step is to educate our people. We
must emphasize these concepts in professional
military education and in leadership schools;
further, we should reinforce them by operating
the same way when we deploy. We must strive
to use the expeditionary-force concept every
time we participate in a joint or combined
exercise and in contingency operations world-
wide. As an air force, we also must agree on how
much ADCON authority we want expeditionary
commanders to have and what they need to
successfully meet the demands of the mission.
Finally, we must work to define and standardize
how the Guard and Reserve members of our
total force will interface so we can apply the
same rules across the board, creating a seamless
fighting air and space force. '

The next time you pack your bags and
deploy, whether individually or with part of
your unit or your entire unit, you will go
expeditionary! Through diligence and adher-
ence to the principles of command authority
set forth in our Air Force doctrine, there
should never again be a question of “who’s in
charge?” ADCON to the COMAFFOR—the air-
man in charge. Remember, we are all one voice
speaking for airpower and space power! O




Notes

1. George C. Kenney, General Kenney Reports: A Personal
History of the Pacific War (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force
History, 1987), 41.

2. Ibid.

3. For example, the COMAFFOR (and the COMAIRSOUTH/
CFACC/commander, 16th ASETF) in Bosnia for Operation Joint
Guard is the commander of Sixteenth Air Force (0-9), while the
COMAFFOR for Operation Northern Watch in Turkey is the
commander of the 39th Wing (O-6). In view of the size and scope
of the operation, an NAF commander may decide only to establish
an AEG that reports directly to the COMAFFOR and not to an AEW
(see fig. 3).

4. Even though the parent wing commander is not in the
|contingency ADCON chain, he or she will still perform those
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ADCON functions that deal with budgeting, assignments,
OPRs/EPRs, and other personnel actions. Expeditionary
commanders may elect to process awards and decorations.

5. See note 4.

6. At the Combat Air Force commanders’ conference in
November 1997, the ARC did agree to the concept of specified
ADCON to the COMAFFOR for its deploying forces and will use
the Alr Expeditionary Force Presentation Concept. Current Air
Force instructions (AFl) are being readdressed to further clarify
and allow a seamless transfer. These concepts have been further
codified in AFDD 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine, and AFDD 2,
Organization and Employment of Aerospace Power. AFDD 1 is the Air
Force strategic-level doctrine, and AFDD 2 is operational-level
doctrine.

tried and proven system.

Prejudice against innovation is a typical characteristic
of an Officer Corps which has grown up in a well-

—Field Marshal Erwin Rommel
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power” (Spring 1998) 1936-1945” (Fall 1997)

Maj Marc K. Dippold, USAF Maj Scott Walker, USAF
“Air Occupation: Asking the Right “A Unified Field Theory of Coercive
Questions” (Winter 1997) Airpower” (Summer 1997)

Congratulations to all of this year's winners! The award honors airpower pioneer Gen Ira C.
Eaker and is made possible through the sponsorship of the Arthur G. B. Metcalf Foundation.
If you would like to compete for the Ira C. Eaker Award, submit a feature-length article to the
Editor, Airpower Journal, 401 Chennault Circle, Maxwell AFB AL 36112-6428 or via E-mail at
editor@cadre.maxwell.af.mil. All US military personnel below the rank of colonel (O-6) or US
government civilian employees below GS-15 or equivalent are eligible.



Air Force Culture and Cohesion

Building an Air and Space Force
for the Twenty-First Century

LT COL JAMES M. SMITH, USAF, RETIRED

THE US AIR FORCE has a co-
hesion problem. Dr. Donald
B. Rice, former secretary of

o N the Air Force, complained
IN% that officers identified with
L YRR their weapon systems, not

with the Air Force or any concept of service
mission or doctrine.! Carl Builder agrees. To
Builder, the Air Force has no strong, unifying
mission or vision, so loyalty has devolved to
functions, technologies, and occupations.?
Franklin Margiotta states that in his experi-
ence, he served in 3040 different “air forces”
that had in common only a single-colored
uniform and a universal belief that each

40

member and faction was serving the cause of
national defense. He too sees technology as
the organizational essence of the Air Force.?
Frank Wood observes that the emphasis of
today’s Air Force on high technology makes it
most susceptible to specialization and occu-
pational attachments, particularly when those
Air Force specialties have civilian air and space
equivalents.* Indeed, our service has a cohe-
sion problem, and it is firmly rooted in the
culture, technical specialties, and organiza-
tional dynamics within the diverse, complex
entity that is today’s Air Force.

This article analyzes the roots and current
manifestations of the Air Force’'s cohesion




problem, defining and developing the prob-
lem as a basis for some broad suggestions as
to how the service can begin to mold itself
into a more cohesive force for the twenty-first
century. It briefly summarizes how organiza-
tional culture underlies organizational cohe-
| sion; presents a traditional cultural interpre-
tation of the Air Force; expands on the
traditional view to outline a cultural overview
| of current Air Force fragmentation; and exam-
ines the applicability of cohesion-building
I .

activities for the present and future Air Force.

Culture

“Every organization has a culture, that is, a
persistent, patterned way of thinking about
the central tasks of and human relationships
within an organization. Culture is to an or-
ganization what personality is to an individ-
ual. Like human culture generally, it is passed
on from one generation to the next. It
changes slowly if at all.”® This statement cap-
tures the key points of organizational cul-
ture—a patterned way of thinking focused on
the organization’s central tasks (operations)
|and relationships (administration), passed on
by generations and slow to change.

Any organization’s patterned way of think-
ing reflects what is variously called its essence
or the beliefs of the corps around its core. The
icentral career professionals, those people
most closely associated with the organiza-
tion’s core operation, define the mission and
decide on the capabilities needed to carry it
iout.‘ The elite group at the center of the
organization’s mission—the elite profession
(or the corps at the core)—stakes out the
'boundaries of the organization (its roles and
missions). It also controls the operations of
the organization (with spillover influence on
the policies that direct that operation), as well
as the personnel system for that core opera-
tion and its supporting operations, and estab-
lishes a career system to institutionalize that
control. Within even the most complex or-
ganization, a single professional elite pos-
sesses knowledge, skills, and orientations
identical to the mission and activity of the
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organization. This is the corps elite—the elite
profession within the organization—and it de-
fines the essence, sets the culture, and deter-
mines the vision that exemplifies the organi-
zation.’

In large organizations, or those with com-
plex missions, secondary elites emerge around
their particular sub-mission or mission seg-
ment. The organization can exhibit tensions
and conflict across these elites as each es-
pouses its own organizational vision based on
its particular experience and focus. Thus, a
rank ordering often develops among the core
elites, with resultant intraorganizational mis-
sion competition, making analysis of the rela-
tionships among these various elites key to a
full understanding of the organization.®

If the culture is shared and endorsed across
the various subgroups that comprise the or-
ganization, then a sense of mission exists, and
the organization is relatively cohesive, both
internally and in its approach to the outside
world. Able leaders attempt to shape the cul-
ture toward that cohesive sense of mission,
but this often becomes a very difficult bridge-
building exercise.? A RAND study agrees, stat-
ing that a “collective, shared sense of a distinct
identity and purpose appears to be a hallmark
of the most successful institutions.” The
RAND study calls this phenomenon organiza-
tional vision and further states that such a
shared vision lends the organization rele-
vance, clarity, realism, inspiration, and a posi-
tive internal and external public image.!°

The organizational cultures of the US mili-
tary services are particularly strong because
they employ a career system based on the
“closed career principle.” These organizations
recruit personnel upon completion of basic
education, and those personnel spend their
career almost exclusively in their particular
organization. They are educated, trained, and
advanced by the organization, based on its
internal rules and priorities; almost no lateral
entry into the organization exists, except at
the entry level—career personnel enjoy protec-
tion from outside competition.!! The services
recruit and indoctrinate new members into
their core mission and its requirements. They
provide their own professional education pro-
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grams to prepare career officers to move up
the chain of responsibility for that mission.
Further, they promote these career personnel
into the decision- and policy-making levels
within their career elite with only limited
external veto and no real external competi-
tion. The service culture is institutionalized
by the organization and internalized by its
members.

Organizational culture has significant im-
pact on organizational behavior. To the ex-
tent that such behavior spurs excellence in
mission accomplishment through competi-
tion, it is seen as positive. However, some-
times it leads to dysfunctional results, and no
easy or immediate solution exists. Organiza-
tional culture changes slowly and primarily
in response to internal pressures to adapt to a
changed operational environment, not in re-
sponse to external direction. True organiza-
tional change requires a cultural transforma-
tion—not simply accommodation and
incremental modification but changed organ-
izational output in terms of structure, profes-
sional incentives, and changed professional
behaviors. The reorganization option, imply-
ing organizational (cultural) change, consists
of several steps: recognition of pressures due
to changes in the organization’s external en-
vironment, perception that existing perfor-
mance is inadequate, formulation of a new
organizational strategy (planned outputs,
goals, and objectives) to meet the changed
environment, modification of the organiza-
tion’s structure to accommodate new tasks
and relationships, transformation of the or-
ganization’s culture to meet the realigned
elite professions and their relative priorities,
and, finally, changed output in terms of or-
ganizational performance and product as a
result of the new strategy, structure, and cul-
ture.!2

Alternatively, one can view the “problem”
of completing change and building cohesion
within the system of subcultures that are to-
day’s military service—changing organiza-
tional culture—as a function of creating
shared values and legitimacy leading to a
common “theory of victory” (or vision),
aligning new or changed tasks with “critical”

tasks identified and ranked, realigning the
distribution of power within the organization
reflecting the new hierarchy of missions, and
creating new or changing old career paths to
groom organizational members for future
leadership positions at all levels.!3 So the ex-
isting organizational elite struggles hard to
protect its turf, budget, mission, and self-iden-
tity against emerging challengers for as long
as it can. Transitions are painful to the organi-
zation, and this is a time of transition for the
US military.

Air Force Culture

Traditional Air Force essence evolved
around strategic bombing, particularly the
aerial delivery of nuclear bombs against the
Soviet Union. Internally, the primary con-
tender for influence was the group advocating
tactical airpower—from close air support
(CAS) to the Army to the delivery of tactical
nuclear weapons on the battlefield. Another
challenge to primacy within the service came
from advocates of missileborne nuclear weap-
ons in lieu of the manned bomber. The stra-
tegic corps proved powerful enough to pre-
vent the emergence of another power center
from the airlift community. Even after the
success of the Berlin airlift, the airlift mission
remained secondary—removed from the core
of nuclear bombing.!*

The challenge of the missile community to
the domination of bomber pilots forced the
Air Force to adapt to external demands and
incorporate missile technology, even to advo-
cate missile development and procurement.
However, the bomber elite never dropped
their demand for at least coequal attention
and money for bombers, and the expanded
nuclear mission—bomber- or missile-deliv-
ered—remained at the core of Air Force culture
during much of the cold war.'s

Air Force promotion rates to the rank of
colonel from 1954 through 1971 reflect the
assertion that senior leaders define organiza-
tional culture and that the organization re-
wards and promotes core elites at a higher rate
than peripheral officers. But the Air Force core




elite was changing. First, the promotion po-
tential of officers assigned to the core strategic
mission—including both bomber pilots and
missileers—declined during this period. From
a high in 1954-55 of promotion rates three
times that of the rest of the Air Force, Strategic
Air Command (SAC) officers steadily declined
to promotion rates below the Air Force aver-
ge by 1966. This trend continued through
1971. Observers also have traced the “below
the zone,” accelerated promotion rates for
SAC officers from 1962 through 1971. For
those officers identified for early, “fast track”
promotion to colonel, SAC remained above
the Air Force average in 1962 and 1963 but
fell below the average for all but one of the
subsequent years of the study. For all fly-
rs—strategic, tactical, and transport—within
the Air Force, however, promotion rates to
colonel remained above the Air Force average
for all but one year from 1956 to 1971. The
core of the Air Force might be turning away
from the strategic mission from 1966 on, but
flying airplanes remained the focus of the Air
Force.'®* From the 1960s on, the Air Force
adapted its culture to accept a primary role for
e aerial delivery of tactical nuclear and non-
nuclear weapons, but strategic-bombing pi-
lots remained at the top of the Air Force until
the early 1980s, when for the first time a
tactical pilot became Air Force chief of staff.
Builder describes this shift from strategic
elements at the center of the Air Force’s core
to tactical dominance in largely negative
terms, noting that the service has lost its
guiding vision (strategic airpower theory) and
thus its cultural cohesion. According to this
view, the cohesive core around decisive, stra-
tegic airpower through World War II gave
way to nuclear deterrence shortly after the
founding of the independent Air Force. This
wedding of the Air Force to nuclear deterrence
gave entry to the missile and space commu-
nity, which accelerated the shift to a focus on
technologies over missions. The lack of a
strategic role in Korea and Vietnam gave rise
to the tactical subculture as well, splitting the
Air Force core and leaving only weapon sys-
tems as a focal point.!” James Mowbray attrib-
utes this shift to the replacement of aerospace
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power at the heart of Air Force doctrine with
less defined “national objectives,” thus lead-
ing to a devolution to sub-mission identities
around these diverse objectives.'®

By the late 1980s, then, the primary Air
Force internal divisions reflected a techno-
logical bent, creating splits between pilots
and all other airmen (as space began to claim
a piece of the core) and between the types of
systems the pilots flew: between fighter and
bomber pilots; transport pilots and “combat”
flyers; and even among air-to-air, deep-inter-
diction, and CAS fighter pilots. The Air Force
essence began to center on the technology of
the flying machine, even to the extent that
Builder could describe the change in religious
terms:

The Air Force could be said to worship at the
altar of technology. The airplane was the
instrument that gave birth to independent air
forces; and the airplane has, from its inception,
been an expression of the miracles of
technology. . . . There is a circle of faith here: If
the Air Force fosters technology, then that
inexhaustible fountain of technology will
ensure an open-ended future for flight (in
airplanes and spacecraft); and that, in turn, will
ensure the future of the Air Force.!?

Builder offers a grain of truth here. For
example, cannon and shell-instruments of
war—abound around the periphery of the
West Point plain, but the central area—the one
closest to the cadets who will lead the future
Army—is reserved for statues of military lead-
ers of note: Washington, MacArthur, Eisen-
hower, and even Patton. At the Air Force Acad-
emy, busts of air leaders, from the Wright
brothers through Hap Arnold, surround the
central area, but upon that field one also finds
static displays of the F-4 and F-10S from Viet-
nam and the F-15 and F-16 from Operation
Desert Storm. The technologies of flight take
center stage.

Given that “worship” of technology, the
Air Force core measures itself in terms of
aerospace performance and technological
quality—the clear emphasis is on quality over
quantity, and the self-identity is with plat-
forms flown or launched. Given its future
orientation and attachment to technology,
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the Air Force still remembers its struggle with
the Army for independence, and it is sensitive
to challenges to that independence or to its
attachment to the ground-combat mission. It
continues to assert its autonomy as a service
by emphasizing the strategic dimensions of
aerial combat over ground-support roles.?
The Air Force is “the keeper and wielder of the
decisive instruments of war—the technological
marvels of flight that have been adapted to
war” (emphasis added).?

The Air Force was best positioned of all the
services for Desert Storm but not necessarily
for the end of the cold war. The traditional
core mission of the Air Force had been strate-

gic deterrence of the Soviet Union. That mis-
sion continued after the end of the cold war
since Russia and three other republics still had
strategic nuclear weapons, but it dwindled as
Russian weapons drew down toward Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (START) II limits. Fore-
seeing this loss of mission, the Air Force issued
a new vision statement—Global Reach, Global
Power—that promoted conventional, long-
range power projection and precision bomb-
ing against regional threats.?

This vision reflected a continuation of
changes that had been occurring within the
Air Force since Vietnam. Advances in conven-
tional technology, precision, and lethality

Traditional Air Force essence evolved around strategic bombing, particularly the aerial delivery of nuclear bombs against
the Soviet Union.




had accompanied the takeover of Air Force
leadership by the “fighter mafia.” Tactical
pilots had supplanted bomber pilots, and
Global Reach, Global Power gave voice to
their vision of how airpower should (would)
be employed in the new world order. This was
a significant shift in the Air Force elite, but it
happened gradually and deliberately, thus
limiting its major disruptive effects within the
service.? Today, the transition is complete. As
of June 1997, nine of the 11 active Air Force
s four-star generals were fighter pilots, and the
remaining two were bomber pilots.?* By Sep-
tember 1997, one of the bomber pilots had
retired and was replaced by yet another
fighter pilot. (Note that all of the generals
were pilots.)

Whatever its purpose and genesis, Global
Reach, Global Power gave voice to exactly the
rapid, lethal airpower that the Air Force em-
ployed in the Gulf War. The precise, decisive
airpower employed in the Gulf gave the Air
Force the upper hand over the other services
in the force-cutback debate that followed De-
sert Storm. The Air Force was developing a
clear vision of its future and demonstrating
that it was ready to carry out that vision.
While the other services struggled to define
themselves after the Gulf War, the Air Force
pushed for its faster, higher, stealthier fu-
ture. That push emphasized technology and
rapid force projection, as well as expansions
in the roles that space and information domi-
nance would play in future conflicts.?¢
The Air Force may have seen its traditional
strategic core mission reduced, and it may
have seen its core elite shift from the bomber
mafia to the fighter mafia with its increasing
shift from a strategic to an operational focus,
but it maintains its attachment to the future
technologies of air and space combat—the
decisive instruments of future war—now codi-
fied in Global Engagement.?’ As this vision
matures—and if it can withstand the push
toward a narrower, surface-warfare orienta-
tion from the Army and Marine Corps, as
embodied in the Joint Vision 2010 pro-
cess®—the transition to a high-end, opera-
tional (theater), decisive airpower and space
Ipower vision may become complete, allowing
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the Air Force culture to complete the transi-
tion toward its preferred role in the twenty-
first century.?

The Air Force
in the Late 1990s

Studies of the Air Force from the 1970s and
into the 1980s indicate that we should expect
it to represent a spectrum of attachments to
both the institution and to its many occupa-
tions, in many cases leaning fairly heavily
toward the occupations. The Air Force should
be a confederation of technical special-
ties—this fractionalization a function of the
technical nature of the service, of its resulting
close and continuous contact with civilian
contractors and specialists from equivalent
occupations, and of its bureaucratic manage-
ment practices dating from the 1970s.*® Dis-
tinctive uniforms, flight jackets, badges, and
pay bonuses have helped retain critically
skilled officers, but they have also helped to
deepen individual identification with subcul-
tures and splits between those various factions
at the higher (service) level. The occupational
orientation resulting from the emphasis on
technology and skill is deepened by the pur-
suit of skill-related higher education so char-
acteristic of the Air Force officer corps.3! This
set of occupational factors places the Air Force
apart from the ground-combat services, which
are more institutional in their orientation.
The Marine Corps, for example, is the most
institutional of the services.3? The lack of di-
rect civilian equivalents for many of the Ma-
rines’ core skills becomes a factor here.

An initial profile of Air Force officers points
to a continuation and perhaps even a deepen-
ing of some of the factors that contribute to
the service’s occupational orientation and
fragmentation. Education remains a primary
indicator of continuing Air Force attachment
to technology and to a continuing occupa-
tional orientation. For example, 96 percent of
all Air Force generals have earned at least one
graduate degree.?? These data remind us that
the Air Force is by far the most educated of
the services and that Air Force line officers,
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over half of whom hold graduate degrees, are
clearly a well-educated group. By comparison,
in 1997 the Navy was reported to have only
77 serving line officers with doctoral degrees,
compared to the smaller Air Force’s nine hun-
dred.**

In 1996 Air University conducted two sur-
veys of almost two thousand of its staff mem-
bers, faculty, and students at Maxwell Air
Force Base (AFB), Alabama, to support the
development of a curriculum for the pro-
posed Air and Space Basic Course (ASBC). The
results of those surveys indicated that the Air
Force officer corps recognizes that its mem-
bers display careerist attitudes and identify
primarily with their technical specialties.3s In
summarizing the results of the Airman’s Basic
Course Curriculum Structure Survey and the
Shared Institutional Values Survey, one ana-
lyst states that “the responses indicate that
officers value unit cohesion, identify with
technical specialties and do not persuasively
articulate airpower doctrine.”3¢ This observa-
tion seems to indicate that in the absence of
a shared vision or sense of mission, Air Force
officers turn to their occupations and the
immediate units built around those occupa-
tions for their primary identification. This
tendency is symptomatic of a fractionated
confederation of subcultures rather than a
cohesive military service.

Beyond these “snapshot” descriptive data
and the Air University survey results, the
author surveyed 1,030 Air Force officers, rep-
resentative of the service’s culture and cohe-
sion, to find more detailed answers to ques-
tions about what the Air Force looks like
today—how it is oriented, where its main frac-
ture lines lie, and what the intensity of its fault
lines might be across specialties and ranks.%’
Specifically, the survey addressed institu-
tional/occupational (I/O) orientation, mis-
sion/priority/allegiance rankings, and atti-
tudes toward technology and space to
determine the sources and depths of differ-
ences on these factors across the Air Force.
Only students entering professional military
education (PME) courses at Maxwell in the
late summer of 1997 participated in the sur-
vey. Members of the three schools sur-

veyed—captains at Squadron Officer School
(SOS), majors at Air Command and Staff Col-
lege (ACSC), and lieutenant colonels at Air
War College (AWC)—form a representative
cross section of the middle ranks, specialties,
ratings, sources of commission, levels of PME
completion, genders, and joint experience
found across the entire Air Force.

Students participated in the survey at the
very beginning of their PME studies, when
they had just arrived from Air Force field
assignments and before any leveling of atti-
tudes could take place as a result of cross-spe-
cialty contacts within these programs. The
survey targeted active duty line offi-
cers—members of the culture-setting corps-
elite segments and primary supporting seg-
ments, which best represent the core culture
and primary subcultures of the service. Fur-
ther, SOS captures a broad cross section of Air
Force junior officers, but ACSC and AWC re-
main very selective, offering only the “top”
selectees for midcareer and senior ranks the
opportunity to attend. This situation actually
produces a sample that best represents the
culture and its adherents, according to the
closed-career model.

Almost 90 percent of current Air Force gen-
erals completed intermediate service school
(ACSC or another service’s equivalent), and
98 percent completed senior service school
(AWC or another service’s equivalent or a
national program).3® Other studies indicate
that completion of a service’s professional
education programs is highly correlated with
selection for Air Force command assignments
(in December 1990, 97 percent of Air Force
wing commanders were graduates of interme-
diate service schools)*® and for senior-level
promotion (from 1976 to 1983, 93 percent of 2
Air Force officers selected for promotion to
colonel were graduates of senior service
schools).® Further, the services’ professional
education programs should deepen their stu-
dents’ attachment to service values and cul-
ture.

One would expect the survey to show that
in 1997 the Air Force was a fractionated body
lacking a common vision, having thus de-
volved into functional, technical, and occupa-
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The B-2. The airplane was the instrument that gave birth to independent air forces; and the airplane has, from its
inception, been an expression of the miracles of technology.

tional communities with little integration
among them. Moreover, the Air Force should
be largely occupational in its orientation,
with the high levels of mission technology
combining with high levels of officer educa-
tion to further this occupational orientation.
Finally, the Air Force should be a complex
mix of communities with no integrating vi-
sion and little glue to hold them together as
a cohesive entity.

But the findings of the survey, although
consistent with many of those expectations,
are not quite as bad as one might think, based
on the results of previous studies. Certainly,
today’s Air Force is a highly technical force
with a complex mix of specialties across a
wide range of core and secondary missions.
Certainly, today’s Air Force is much more
highly educated and involved in ongoing
educational efforts than the other services.
And just as certainly, differences and fracture
lines exist across the large and complex Air
Force, some of them pronounced. But the
survey also indicates the presence of a com-
mon foundation underlying the gaps (which
may not be as wide as some people may
think), upon which the service could build a

more cohesive air and space force for the
future.

As regards 1/O orientation—a continuum of
attitudes, not an absolute choice between in-
stitution and occupation—the survey revealed
significant differences based on rank, occupa-
tion, rating, PME completion, and joint expe-
rience. Higher rank, completion of more PME,
and joint experience were characteristic of
officers who were relatively more institu-
tional in their orientations. Also displaying
more institutional attitudes were support of-
ficers and members of the scientific and engi-
neering community, as well as nonrated offi-
cers. Most noteworthy is the fact that in only
one subcategory and for a single question did
the mean response move over the centerline
of the continuum and into the occupational
side.

Although earlier reports stated that this or
that group remained more or less occupa-
tional in its orientation, this survey reports
relative degrees of institutional orientation.
That in itself should provide a bit more opti-
mism as to the possibility of at least bridging
the I/O gaps within the Air Force officer corps.
Only a question on non-mission-related du-
ties, the omnipresent military “Mickey
Mouse,” brought a series of mean responses
over three on a five-point scale. And only the
most junior operational officers surveyed
(captains in rated, missile, and space special-
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ties) registered a mean score over the 2.50
midpoint (a 2.51) on the pool of “occupa-
tional” questions. Thus, the Air Force retains
an “institutional” foundation.

On the relative ranking of alternative mis-
sions, priorities, and allegiances, the survey
found higher degrees of agreement across the
Air Force. Mission choices revealed few differ-
ences, and only senior scientific and engi-
neering officers elevated “"team” efforts over
operational air combat as their top mission of
choice. The instrument noted no differences
in rankings for allegiances. Only the matter
of selecting priorities showed some differ-
ences, with several subgroups ranking opera-
tional mission over people and more senior
officers generally reversing those two priori-
ties. In the end, the technology-oriented offi-
cer corps put technology last in its rankings,
behind operational-mission and air-combat
priorities in every case.

Finally, the responses regarding technol-
ogy and space revealed some significant dif-
ferences, but one can bridge most of the gaps
here. More senior officers, operators, rated
officers, and officers with higher levels of
PME looked more positively on the role tech-
nology plays in the Air Force. But the key
differences concerned space. Senior officers,
support and scientific/engineering officers,
nonrated officers, officers with more PME and
a joint assignment, and female officers all had
high regard for the role of space. Most note-
worthy, again, was the response of rated offi-
cers, which indicated a lower regard for space,
thereby creating a distinct gap between them
and the rest of the Air Force on this issue.
Further, the range and degree of difference
within all of the subcategories of focus proved
greatest on this issue of the air and space
force. This prominent fracture line is signifi-
cant to the future of space within the Air
Force, as opposed to space as a separate force.
Although Global Engagement states that “we
are now transitioning from an air force into
an air and space force on an evolutionary path
to a space and air force” (emphasis in origi-
nal),*! Air Force officers are, overall and par-
ticularly within the rated community, not yet
ready to make that transition. The space force

may find itself in the same position in which
the Air Corps found itself as a part of the US
Army. That is, independence becomes the
only viable alternative unless the Air Force
accepts and supports a key space role within
the existing force.

So the survey found fractionalization on
the basis of rank, occupation, and rating but
found lesser degrees of difference for level of
PME completion, joint experience, and for
rank within the occupational categories of
operations and support officers. It revealed
few differences on the basis of gender or
source of commission and few within the
scientific and engineering community. For
the most part, the differences were perhaps
not as striking as were some of the areas of
similarity. Operational and occupational fo-
cus will lead to some degree of difference in
reaction to various areas surrounding Air
Force culture and mission, but the gaps appear
bridgeable. The service’s line-officer corps ap-
pears to provide a basic infrastructure upon
which the Air Force can build cohesion.

Building a Cohesive Force

Building or fostering cohesion within a
complex organization is a difficult task, but it
is one that has been and can be successfully
accomplished. We must remember that cul-
ture change and cohesion are products of
senior leadership acting in concert with lead-
ers reaching down into the organization. The
process is internal, active, and top-down. It
must begin with the clear definition of a sin-
gle, unifying mission or vision statement, one
that is attuned to the task orientation of the
organization and one that all key, elite seg-
ments of the organization can embrace. One
must then actively disseminate that vision
across the diverse subcultures and fraction-
ated specialties before it can begin to take
effect.

Completing an organizational transforma-
tion of the Air Force requires completing its
cultural transformation, remaking the service
into its twenty-first-century vision.*? First, this
process requires a careful alignment of the Air
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: At the Air Force Academy, busts of air leaders, from the Wright brothers through Hap Arnold, surround the central area,
| but upon that field one also finds static displays of the F-4 and F-105 from Vietnam and the F-15 and F-16 from Operation
| Desert Storm. The technologies of flight take center stage.

Force conception of its task environment with
the perception of that environment held by
general, political elements (the national secu-
rity bureaucracy, especially the Department
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff). This
is the clear vision required from senior lead-
ership at the top of the corps elite. The Air
Force's Global Engagement vision and its core
competencies, especially insofar as they are
consistent with the Joint Vision 2010 process
|(Joint Vision 2010, the Concept for Future Joint
Operations, and the Joint Vision Implementa-
tion Master Plan for the moment), provide a
solid first step to building this mission/vision
identity.

Second, one must realign Air Force strategy
and structure to achieve the critical opera-
tional tasks, roles, missions, and functions at
the heart of the vision. This requires unified,
active leadership reaching down to reshape
the service through clear and cohesive guid-
ance. Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD) 1,
Air Force Basic Doctrine; AFDD 2, Air and Space
Power Organization and Employment (forth-
commg), and the developing air-dominant
]strategy all are key parts of this strategic effort.
Analysis of the survey for this article indicates

4

that the role of space within the Air Force must
be a central feature of this revised strategy and
structure in order to retain space as a force
within the organization. Otherwise, space
may be forced to seek an independent identity
in order to survive and prosper as a distinct
mission element.

Third, the changed culture, realigned and
reinforced elites, and revised priorities must
be socialized across the organization. The key
to this process lies in creating a cohesive and
encompassing team focus around which di-
verse subcultures and specialties can (and
want to) coalesce. Rewards and incentives,
promotions, and training must all be brought
into alignment with this team concept to pro-
vide the “glue” it needs to hold the reshaped
service together until it fuses into a common
whole. The new culture and team must be
socialized from the beginning of one’s entry
into the closed-career system, either via pre-
commissioning education, initial specialty
training, or a common Air Force orientation.
This culture and vision must then be rein-
forced across one’s career, not just in formal
PME programs but also via active mentoring
by leadership at every level.
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Gen Merrill A. McPeak, USAF, Retired. Advances in
conventional technology, precision, and lethality had
accompanied the takeover of Air Force leadership by the
“fighter mafia.” Tactical pilots had supplanted bomber
pilots, and Global Reach, Global Power gave voice to their
vision of how airpower should (would) be employed in the
new world order.

The ASBC and the PME process under study
at Air University may be steps in this direc-
tion, and the joint-education, cradle-to-grave
career progression suggested in Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI)
1800.01, Officer Professional Military Education
Policy, may prove a viable template for the Air
Force program. However, the informal di-
mension will be key to the broadest success
of this socialization effort, and it rests in Air
Force leaders’ active mentoring of their jun-
iors—a difficult process to institutionalize and
standardize. ASBC curriculum-support sur-
veys conducted by Air University in 1996
indicate that the focus for the socialization of
junior officers should address core values,
ethics, teamwork, and Air Force missions.
One should place secondary emphasis on Air
Force history and doctrine—or air-minded-
ness.** The Air Force must note that shared
values are certainly a foundation upon which
to begin to build cohesion but that one must

also define and promulgate a clear and unify-
ing vision—a sense of shared mission in which
each member can see a direct and important
stake—before a unified service can arise. The
final result must take the form of changed
output in terms of the performance and cohe-
sion of the Air Force team within and across
the twenty-first-century battle space, and sim-
ple or singular attempts at solution may not
be enough.

As the Air Force completes this transition,
it must also remember not to use the per-
ceived coherence of the other US military
services as the basis for a direct “fix” of unique
Air Force issues and problems. The Air Force
is simply not the Army, Marine Corps, or
Navy, none of whose programs will automat-
ically transfer unchanged to the Air Force.
One must analyze, evaluate, and adapt each
one for Air Force applications.

Earlier research points to the differences
among service cultures and cohesion.* The
Army is the most closely integrated of the
larger services, a fact one may attribute to
interbranch mobility across careers, with
many officers serving one or more tours in
different branches of the service. Multibranch
bases also contribute to cross-branch under-
standing and communication—and ultimately
to cohesion. In fact, the Army operates as an
interdependent, combined-arms team, with
each specialty area interacting with and de-
pending directly on others for support. The
operational Army is a team. It lives as that
team on its bases, deploys to the field to live
even more closely together in that team, and
lives or dies in combat, based on direct link-
ages and mutual support among the members
of that team. The experience of the National
Training Center in the 1990s reinforces this
team concept. The Army is built for cohesion.

That same research does not address the
Marine Corps, but this service has all of the
cohesive elements found with the Army, plus
the additional advantages of a narrow mission
set and a small size. Marines are organized
into an organic whole—the Marine Air-
Ground Task Force—and they live in that inte-
grated organization, deploy at sea for ex-
tended periods in that structure, and face both




their operational and political environments
as a singular team. The corps is focused and
challenged as a unit and sees itself in that
' light. Marines embody a cohesive warrior en-
| tity. They have much in common with the
“model” cohesive unit—the US Forest Ser-
' vice—which is small, remotely stationed, field
oriented, and institutionally cohesive.*

The Navy is the second most cohesive of
the three largest services. Navy skills are
more distinct and diverse than those of the
Army, but the naval task force is also an
interdependent operational organization.
This operational interdependence provides
a binding force across weapon systems and
specialties, and this cohesion is reinforced
through multispecialty interaction in the
ports and wardrooms of the fleet. As with
the Army, operational deployments and
combat interdependencies mold the force
into a fairly cohesive whole.

The Air Force is the least cohesive of the
services. One may attribute its fragmentation
to the specialized nature of its technologies,
the specialization of its wing structure, and
the relative isolation of one specialized unit
from the others. The basis of the problem is
Air Force technologies, which are diverse and
specialized; both efficiencies and effective-
ness come from organizing around those
unique technical assets. The operational Air
Force mixes assets within operations, but
units live apart and work in isolation until
they join up en route to the operational tar-
get. Further, direct-support technologies that
are integrated into the actual operation may
be continents away at the time they are “in-
teroperating” with a force. The Air Force mis-
sion also mixes several operational foci, from
surface-warfare support through airlift (both
theater and global) to strategic operations and
into space. There is much less “glue,” less
single-mission simplicity, and less combined

| physical contact than one finds in the other

| services. The Air Force cannot be the Marines,

'and Marine answers may not even begin to
l address Air Force questions.

Perhaps the Air Force should look outside

| the military into other complex government

agencies and civilian organizations for mod-
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els. High-technology enterprises in the non-
military sector might offer relevant inputs for
Air Force cohesion issues. One might certainly
consider the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA), which can offer at
least as much relevant experience as the other
services. NASA also faced a period of transi-
tion leading up to the Challenger disaster, and
it is now facing an institutional renewal at
least as fundamental as that facing the Air
Force. Observers outline issues of culture and
cohesion in the confederation of cultures
known as NASA, finding that the integrative,
cohesive matrix culture that characterized the
Apollo era gave way to bureaucratic entropy
and disorder, leading up to Challenger. The
political environment decreased its support
for NASA, bureaucratic pressures became
paramount, and “conservers” pursuing a sur-
vival mentality replaced “innovators” at the
core of the organization.?® Today, NASA is
attempting to reinvigorate its high-tech, mul-
tiple-subculture matrix team around new mis-
sions and goals, and the Air Force should take
note of those efforts.

Regardless of the models examined, the Air
Force must find its own answers within its
own set of cultures and pressures: it must
define, build, and sustain its own team within
and against its own mission and vision. The
officer corps is the key to that effort. Military
officers lead the various units at all levels, and
through that leadership they set the example
and climate of the primary groups with which
Air Force members identify. Those same offi-
cers provide the linking mechanism, the glue,
that binds those individual units into a force,
both across the functions and up and down
the Air Force.*” The officers set, disseminate,
and perpetuate the culture, and they must all
become involved in reinventing the Air Force
team. The Air Force officer corps must share
essential values, define the service core mis-
sion(s) within the operational and political
environments, create a unifying vision, and
undertake strategic planning and action to
promulgate that vision.

A start should come from clearly defining
an Air Force team, one that includes both
decisive and supportive airpower and space
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power functions within the operational con-
text of the twenty-first-century battle space;
we must build on Global Engagement to define
that inclusive Air Force team of the future. But
such a team concept must be real, and it must
be backed tangibly through policy and incen-
tives (promotion and status) from the top
down. The team and its vision must be dis-
seminated at all levels, not just through for-
mal means but through active, continuous
involvement of all commanders. It must be a
formal/informal cradle-to-grave continuum
of Air Force corps concepts, not just core con-
cepts. That team must be built, reinforced,
and employed—as a team, not just its
parts—and the Air Force incentive system of
recognition and advancement must be
aligned with that team concept. High-tech,
complex matrix teams can be productive,
loyal, unified, and effective, and the Air Force
can and should expect or accept no less.
True, the Air Force has a cohesion problem,
but it also has a common infrastructure upon
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Campaigning for Change

Orgamzatlonal Processes, Governmental
Politics, and the Revolution
in Military Affairs

LT COL KATHLEEN M. CONLEY, USAF

y\d THE 1990s HAVE USHERED
g in an era of rapid change,
o\ both in America’s employ-

D ment of its military forces
and in its sense of its defense
needs for the next century. A

revolution in military affairs (RMA) looms:

some observers claim that Desert Storm's stra-

tegic air campaign heralded advances in tech-

nology and doctrine that will fundamentally

reshape future warfare. Today, the RMA is an

explicitly stated goal, enjoying the full sup-

port of Secretary of Defense William Cohen.

However, its successful implementation is not

foreordained. Similarly, there was no guaran-

tee that a single air commander would direct

the Desert Storm air campaign, despite the

concept’s endorsement by senior leaders. The

reasons for this gap between stated policy and

certain implementation are twofold. First, just

as the air campaign’s organizational enabler,

the unified air commander, was not ingrained

in military doctrine and practice prior to De-

sert Storm, neither is the RMA guaranteed to

take hold throughout today’s defense organi-

zations. Second, unless the rational basis for

the strategy is translated into an overarching

vision, the RMA faces obstacles in the form of -

powerful, change-resistant bureaucratic

forces.! ‘
This state of affairs should concern us, be- |

cause even if pursuing the RMA reflects a

rational choice (as US defense leaders claim),




past experience casts doubt upon their ability
to implement such sweeping changes. This
article employs the example of the Desert
Storm air campaign to illustrate those aspects
of organizational processes and governmen-
tal politics that tend to inhibit the adoption
of innovative technology and doctrine. Its
imethodology employs insights gained from
'the three models developed in Graham T.
Allison’s Essence of Decision, his seminal work
on government decision making—the rational
actor, the organizational process, and govern-
mental politics models. This article first dem-
onstrates how the policy choices in question,
while not entirely predictable, nonetheless
resulted from explicitly rational means. Its
purpose is not to argue that the policy choice
is the correct one (in the sense of being opti-
al); rather, it aims to show that a rational
rocess led to the selected course of action.
Next, for the case of the air campaign, it
examines how organizational processes and
overnmental politics combined to alter this
ationally chosen course of action. Finally,
hese findings will be combined to suggest an
ctionable set of recommendations aimed at
enhancing RMA implementation by explic-
tly incorporating organizational and politi-
kcal factors from the start.
Admittedly, the two cases are dissimilar in
important ways. The air campaign originally
nown as Instant Thunder was a strategy for
the attainment of national objectives through
the innovative use of existing forces and doc-
rine, while the RMA entails protracted inno-
vation and implementation processes.? Fur-
! .ther, selection of the Instant Thunder strategy
was largely a discrete decision made by Gen
. Norman Schwarzkopf and endorsed by his
superiors, whereas the RMA involves multiple
{lecision makers charged with selection, pro-
-urement, and integration of advanced weap-
nry throughout (and even beyond) the US
military. Yet, both cases share a common
hread in that both address the application of
echnology to warfare in new ways. There-
ore, effects present in pre-Desert Storm plan-
ing may find parallels during RMA imple-
entation. Furthermore, if organizational
rocesses and governmental politics had a
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significant impact upon Instant Thunder, we
should expect the RMA to magnify these ef-
fects due to the vastly greater number of play-
ers and time horizon.

Analytical Framework: The
Rational Actor, Organizational
Process, and Governmental
Politics Models

Many of the post-Gulf War analyses of
airpower assumed that the air campaign was
the result of a rational choice, which is a
clearly compelling supposition. General
Schwarzkopf asked for and received a strate-
gic air campaign plan, an apparently ra-
tional course of action in that it played a
coalition strength against an Iragi weakness.
However, this assumption fails to explain
why the military was able to fight a war that
ran counter to its basic assumptions about
the proper role of air forces. US military
leaders believed strongly that they should
train as they were going to fight, and the US
military in 1990 was thoroughly prepared to
employ air forces in support of ground
forces and in simultaneous, not sequential,
fashion. Furthermore, our explanation must
account for the influence of governmental
politics. Despite the fact that the joint force
air component commander (JFACC) con-
cept was grounded in joint doctrine, it was
extremely controversial.® Services whose
leaders disagreed with this concept had not
taken steps to enable integration of their air
forces under a unified air commander. We
thus must examine not only the rational
basis of this innovative strategy, but also the
organizational and political dynamics that
altered it and could have rendered it ineffec-
tive.

Graham Allison’s study of the Cuban mis-
sile crisis, Essence of Decision, provides a useful
framework for this analysis.* In that work,
Allison examined the events of October 1962
using three different conceptual models. The
first, the rational actor model, treated govern-
mental action as the result of rational choice.
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The second, the organizational process
model, built on concepts from organizational
theory and economics to assert that such ac-
tions can be described as the output of orga-
nizational processes. Finally, the third, the
governmental politics model, held that gov-
ernments act in ways that reflect bargaining
by players with different stakes and objec-
tives. Allison makes the point that all three
levels of analysis are useful. However, he
claims that the second and third models pro-
vide the analyst with greater explanatory and
predictive power.

These models lead to several insights into
the decision making that led to an innovative
air strategy against Iraq. Model 1 clearly ap-
plies, insofar as the plan which Schwarzkopf
took forward was based on Col John A. War-
den’s strategic approach to planning an air
campaign.’ In rational fashion, air planners
began with national objectives as their start-
ing point, identified complementary military
objectives, and then chose targets to support
those objectives according to Warden'’s theo-
ries of “inside-out” warfare. Next, applying
Models 2 and 3 will permit us to understand
how organizational processes and govern-
mental politics influenced the air campaign
plan. Organizational factors explain why the
Air Staff’s concept of operations was doctri-
nally distinct from that of US Central Com-
mand (CENTCOM) and the other services,
and bureaucratic forces are responsible for
the debates over the air campaign’s linchpin,
the JFACC.

Moreover, Allison’s models have increas-
ing levels of predictive and even normative
power. The action taken by an organization
at time t + 1 is partially determined by its
existing processes at time t. Thus, governmen-
tal actors who took a certain position towards
airpower during Desert Storm may adopt a
like stance during current RMA-associated ef-
forts to operationalize technology in innova-
tive ways. Further, knowing which elements
of a bureaucracy are ascendant gives impor-
tant clues as to the likelihood that defense
officials will succeed in transforming the mili-
tary, or whether the future will be much like
the present. This article advocates neither In-

stant Thunder nor the RMA; it merely aims to
predict the success of the latter by analyzing
the development of the former. The conclu-
sions do have normative value, however, in
that they point to some key ways in which
defense policy can enable the US military to
better leverage doctrine, organization, and
technology. As Allison points out, systematic
analysis holds the promise of better imple-
mentation of a preferred alternative by explic-
itly considering organizational and political
factors at the outset.®

The Path to the Air Campaign

Graham Allison’s framework of three mod-
els—the rational actor, the organizational
processes, and governmental politics—provides
a helpful insight into the conception and
implementation of the innovative air cam-
paign strategy in the Gulf War.

Model 1: Rational Actor

Using Model 1, the rational actor model, US
goals and objectives are the most important
factors influencing strategy selection. Al-
though the United States acted as a member
of a coalition, the air campaign was con-
ceived, planned, and largely executed under
US auspices. Therefore, for the sake of simpli-
fication, the United States will serve as the
“rational actor” in this analysis.” As President
George Bush made clear, US goals included
forcing Iraq’s withdrawal from Kuwait, restor-
ing Kuwait'’s legitimate government, securing
the stability of the Persian Gulf region, and
protecting US lives.? The United States faced
two alternatives: using force or relying on
economic sanctions. A sanctions-only policy
would have called for the coalition to build
up its forces in-theater only enough to defend
Saudi Arabia from invasion. Backed by this
defensive posture, diplomacy would have
been the chief means of reaching national
objectives. Although this approach had clear |
advantages, the Bush administration ulti-
mately decided that sanctions were unlikely |



to compel Iraqi president Saddam Hussein to
accede to US wishes.®

Another rational strategy was to rely on
some combination of ground and air forces
' to threaten and, ultimately, to force Iraq to
comply with US and coalition objectives. Pos-
- sible alternatives included (a) an air attack on
strategic targets in Iraq, (b) a combined
air/ground offensive against Iraqi forces in
Kuwait, or (c) a phased air/ground offensive
| in both Iraq and Kuwait. Ultimately, the
. United States chose the third option because
| it was most likely to bring about US objectives

at an acceptable cost. Although option (a) was

what Warden and other airpower advocates

had in mind when they designed Instant
' Thunder, they took a considerable risk: the
| expectation that airpower alone would in-
| duce an adversary to give up territory lacked
| historical grounding. The second alternative,
option (b), was consistent with then-current
AirLand Battle doctrine. Of the three options,
it was widely expected to produce the most
casualties because it did nothing to diminish
Iragi opposition before a counterattack by
ground forces. Iraqi forces were dug into their
| positions in Kuwait, expected the coalition to
attack Kuwait, and were prepared to exact
high numbers of coalition casualties. In addi-
ition, it would have been problematic to per-
\form the “left hook” maneuver without first
{paralyzing Iraqi command and control at its
Isource in Iraq proper.

On the other hand, combining air and land
power in turn (option [c]) had historically
'been an effective means of applying military
might while minimizing casualties. This ap-
proach had the additional advantage of giving
commanders sequential options: for example,
they could proceed with the air campaign (as
\per option [a]), and then decide later whether
ito go forward with the ground attack. If the

ir campaign did not achieve the desired deg-
radation in Iraqi combat effectiveness and if

asualty forecasts remained unacceptably
high, the air campaign phase could be pro-
longed or the ground phase could be can-
celed. Note that option (c) is not Instant
Thunder as Colonel Warden originally con-
ceived it; the impact of the initial Instant
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Thunder plan on this option is its massive
parallel attacks on targets in Iraq proper.

While there is no record of decision makers
explicitly weighing or rank ordering these
three options, Allison claims such a record is
not required: “Predictions about what a na-
tion will do or would have done are generated
by calculating the rational thing to do in a
certain situation, given specified objec-
tives.”1? Thus Allison’s Model 1 suggests that
we merely logically connect the national ob-
jectives with the means chosen. The above
Model 1 analysis, focusing on the strategic
choice of actors, thus leads to an unsurprising
outcome: it suggests that the United States
chose to conduct a strategic air campaign in
the context of a phased air/ground offensive
(option [c]) because it was the most effective
means of reaching US goals. Although option
(b)’s conformity with AirLand Battle doctrine
might have favored its selection, the expecta-
tion of high coalition casualties was enough
for a rational actor to rule it out.!! Overall,
then, the choice of option (c) seems rather
straightforward and provides few insights not
already apparent to students of the Gulf War.
But this is what we would expect, given Al-
lison’s observation that much strategic think-
ing falls within the confines of Model 1. As we
shall see in the next sections, there were im-
portant organizational forces at play, both
before and after the policy choice was made,
that could have brought about a different
course of action. Thus, the policy makers who
chose option (c) had taken a necessary—but
not sufficient—step towards the events of
January 1991.

Model 2: Organizational Process

Taking a Model 2 organizational process ap-
proach, the decision—the strategic air cam-
paign—becomes an output of organizational
processes. We thus focus on which organiza-
tions were responsible for generating the air
campaign plan and examine how their per-
ceptions, priorities, and standard operating
procedures (SOP) (as well as sets of SOPs
which Allison calls programs) combined to
shape the outcome. The chief organizations
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to be concerned with here are CENTCOM and
the US Air Force. Organizational processes
help explain how these organizations pro-
duced two very different plans in the early
days of the crisis.

The starting point for CENTCOM'’s August
1990 crisis response had roots in cold war
plans and thus incorporated many of the un-
derlying assumptions of that era. Military
planners had anticipated that, in a regional
contingency, the United States would be
highly dependent on airpower but not in the
sense of a strategic air campaign.'? While
CENTCOM's contingency plan for combating
aggression in the Persian Gulf underwent ex-
tensive changes after the cold war, airpower
was still cast in a decidedly supporting role on
the eve of Desert Storm.

In addition to the planning process, the
organization had an additional program at its
disposal to help reduce uncertainty: simu-
lated warfare in the form of exercises. How-
ever, diplomatic sensitivities and the lack of
troops stationed in the region limited
CENTCOM's capacity to conduct full-scale
exercises. Command post exercises such as
Internal Look 90 were the next best choice.
While these exercises were valuable (for ex-
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ample, they identified the need for a strategic
air option), their defensive focus further ha-
bituated CENTCOM'’s and its air force compo-
nent’s (CENTAF) organizational processes.

CENTCOM's organizational processes thus
actually limited its options by carrying for-
ward assumptions without allowing for fresh
thinking, especially about contentious doc-
trinal issues such as an independent air cam-
paign. This is not to suggest that CENTCOM
or CENTAF planners were intellectually lax,
because it would be unreasonable not to build
on previous experience. Starting each time
with a clean slate would both prolong the
planning process and discount the considered
judgments of past strategists. However, it does
underline how systemic factors—inherent in
an organization’s programs—can influence
outcomes in ways difficult for policy makers
to foresee.!?

The second organization whose actions
shaped the air campaign was the US Air Force,
specifically the Air Staff. In contrast to
CENTCOM's precise application of the mili-
tary’s prescribed planning process as outlined
above, the Air Staff’s input was quite ad hoc.
In part, this reflects the reality of crisis action
planning; still, it represents a significant de-
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Some observers claim that Desert Storm's strategic air campaign heralded advances in technology and doctrine thal

will fundamentally reshape future warfare.
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parture from the usual procedures. Led by
Colonel Warden, a group of officers in a
planning cell known as Checkmate came up
with a plan for a strategic air campaign. This
process was unhampered by the intellectual
limitations imposed by years of devising de-
fensive theater plans. The Checkmate plan
was distinct from previous CENTAF thinking
in that it attempted to render enemy leader-
ship ineffective by disabling Iraq's informa-
tion and communication capabilities. In ad-
dition, it focused on using force to create
desired effects rather than to attrit. Eventu-
ally, Checkmate’s planning efforts were in-
corporated into CENTAF’s in the form of the
“Black Hole” planning group in Riyadh.

In addition to planning and exercises, an-
other key organizational process was the de-
velopment of service and joint doctrine. The
Air Force’s doctrine had been shaped by the
wars in Korea and Vietnam, both of which saw
geographic and organizational division of air-
power by service and even within services.
Consequently, the Air Force’s doctrine man-
ual, AFM 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the
United States Air Force, was vague on a unified,
independent role for airpower. As Col Edward
Mann observed, “The main sections of the
manual seem carefully to skirt this issue,
stressing instead the interdependence of air,
land, and sea forces.”!* Joint doctrine likewise
failed to mandate unified control of the air
war.

Thus, the US military entered the Gulf
crisis lacking an ingrained routine that en-
sured centralized control of strategic conven-
tional air operations. In addition, the doctrine
of the US Army, known as AirLand Battle,
envisioned airpower as an integrated but sub-
ordinate element to the ground scheme of
maneuver.!S Army doctrine did not view air-
power as having an independent, strategic
role. Further, naval forces lacked interoper-
ability with the US Air Force; for example, the
air tasking order (ATO) could not be transmit-
ted automatically but had to be flown to the
carriers daily. Marine commanders were like-
wise unfamiliar with the ATO process and
preferred not to rely on it.! However,
Schwarzkopf’s choice of organization and the

six-month buildup allowed enough time for
planners and operators to overcome many of
these challenges.

Model 2 produces several insights into the
organizational processes behind Instant
Thunder’'s development. First, CENTCOM's
habitually defensive thinking from past plan-
ning processes initially restricted its range of
options. Second, the Air Staff organization
proved flexible enough to allow an ad hoc
planning group to form, to develop a revolu-
tionary plan consistent with political impera-
tives, and to communicate that plan to field
commanders. An organizational prob-
lem—the lack of organic ability to plan a stra-
tegic air campaign—found an organizational
solution—the melding of Checkmate and
CENTAF’s planning efforts. Finally, shortcom-
ings in organizational processes and doctrines
were resolved during the buildup phase.

In addition, the Air Force’s partial accep-
tance of John Warden’s ideas about parallel
warfare represents a rare instance of peace-
time organizational innovation. As Stephen
Peter Rosen has pointed out, peacetime inno-
vation generally requires more than a maver-
ick who challenges the prevailing doctrine.!
According to Rosen, military innovation suc-
ceeds when senior officers enable younger
officers favoring the innovation to gain a
voice.!® Seen in this light, Gen Michael
Dugan, Air Force chief of staff, took a critical
step towards innovation when he put Warden
in charge of Checkmate. An alternate organi-
zational source of innovation was the
CENTCOM planning staff. If the Air Staff’s
effort had not met his needs, Schwarzkopf
could have turned to his planners and di-
rected them to plan a strategic air campaign.
However, as discussed earlier, past planning
procedures may have inhibited CENTCOM
planners from fully exploiting airpower’s
strengths.

Model 3: Governmental Politics

Allison’s governmental (or bureaucratic) poli-
tics model posits that the various players
within governments take positions that will
tend to enhance their power, both laterally
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the military services.

and vertically. Because “where you stand de-
pends upon where you sit,” Model 3 analysis
causes us to identify the channels in which an
issue arises, is decided upon, and finally im-
plemented. These channels can have a major
impact on governmental decision making by
‘determining which players will be involved
in a decision and how much power each will
be willing to stake on the outcome. Decisions
are the result of “pulling and hauling” be-
tween the various entities and cannot be un-
derstood without an appreciation of the
forces that animate the participants. Further-
more, Allison points out, it is important to
recognize that participants’ options fall
within a range of acceptable actions, con-
strained by custom, doctrine, and past policy
pronouncements.'?

Allison’s emphasis on the importance of
Jchannels in determining outcomes is illus-
trated dramatically in the genesis of the air
campaign. As discussed earlier, General
Schwarzkopf chose to request a strategic air
jcampaign plan from the Air Staff. Reintegrat-
ing Instant Thunder into CENTAF channels
was predictably problematic; fortunately,

eneral Schwarzkopf gave Lt Gen Charles A.
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An unmanned aerial vehicle in Desert Storm. The major limits on exploiting long-available technologies are not
inadequate research, development, and procurement but rigid and parochial organizational systems within and among

Horner, commander of CENTAF, wide lati-
tude to modify the Instant Thunder plan, and
there was time to overcome the “not invented
here” objection. Moreover, constant commu-
nications between Checkmate and the Black
Hole planners accounted for the strong conti-
nuity between Instant Thunder and the final
plan for Desert Storm’s air campaign.?® Thus,
Model 3 analysis lends support to the conclu-
sion that channels of communication can
strongly influence outcomes.

Schwarzkopf’s choice of the Air Staff as the
source for the campaign plan also had the
effect of putting the Air Force in the bureau-
cratic driver’'s seat with Warden at the con-
trols. Although planners from all services con-
tributed to the Instant Thunder plan, it was
Warden who took the plan to the other ser-
vices. Thus, his ideas about airpower were
embedded in the plan from the start—includ-
ing, critically, the value of an air campaign
plan.?!

Model 3 analysis also considers the impact
deadlines can have in forcing decisions. Dur-
ing the Gulf crisis, deadlines played an impor-
tant role. On three separate occasions, Gen
Colin Powell discussed with the president the
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deadline for making a decision to commit to
an offensive strategy rather than to rely on
sanctions. Therefore, in late October 1990,
President George Bush decided to augment
the initial, defensive force with a much
stronger, offensive force. Without Powell’s
insistence, Bush may not have recognized the
exact point in time when he had to choose
between indefinitely prolonging sanctions
and developing an offensive capability.??

Why an Air Campaign?

The three models each lead to important
insights into the strategic decision making
culminating in Desert Storm’s air campaign.
We find that the air strategy is consistent with
a rational actor theory and that it is clearly the
product of organizational processes and bu-
reaucratic politics. The continuity among
these analyses cannot be wholly unexpected.
If in Model 1 we had decided that a rational
actor would have chosen a completely differ-
ent strategy, it would lead us to seek, in Mod-
els 2 and 3, to uncover those organizational
and political processes that may have led
decision makers astray. As it happens, how-
ever, Models 2 and 3 have allowed us to
identify several characteristics that enabled
the military to produce new operational capa-
bilities by combining existing technology
with enabling doctrine.

First, it is useful to have a well-considered,
overarching vision that is shared throughout
the chain of command. Schwarzkopf’s sup-
port for Instant Thunder’s core concepts en-
abled disparate organizations to collaborate
on the end product. Second, the vision should
be made actionable by adopting organiza-
tional programs to guide all agencies respon-
sible for planning and implementation. In the
case of Desert Storm’s air campaign, this
meant the centralization of air operations
under the JFACC using the air tasking order
process. Last, decision makers must have a
means of perceiving the cascading impacts
that their decisions often have. The presence
of these same attributes—an actionable, clear
vision combined with a transparent mecha-

nism for implementing decisions—might no-
tably increase the prospects for RMA imple-
mentation.

The Path to the RMA

In undertaking the RMA, the US military is
choosing the most difficult of possible paths
to the future. Singleness of vision and linear
paths to strategy implementation are not the
strong suits of the US military. Rather, Allison-
style “pulling and hauling” amongst roughly
equal actors—the services among themselves
and the legislative and executive branches
above them—better characterizes the milieu in
which this revolution will play out. This
brings us to our objective, which is to assay
the prospects for the RMA by extrapolating
the insights gained from the above air cam-
paign analysis. Here, Allison’s models can be
expanded to suit our purposes. Using Model
1, we will expose the rational basis for the
decision to pursue the RMA. An essential ques-
tion here is whether the decision process has
furnished the Department of Defense (DOD)
with a clear vision that can unite disparate
organizations. Model 2 then leads us to con-
sider the relevant organizations involved in
implementing the RMA. Is it likely that these
agencies, by employing their existing pro-
grams, can combine their efforts to produce a
true transformation? Finally, using Model 3,
we can predict the impact of governmental
politics on the RMA. Given the decision-mak-
ing and implementation channels, will lead-
ers have a clear picture of how each alternative
either contributes to or detracts from the over-
all objective? Further, will the parochial inter-
ests and past stances of the players subvert the
intended transformation?

Model 1: Rational Actor

Both the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
and the National Defense Panel (NDP) reports
relied upon rationally based analyses which
led each to recommend that the US military
should actively seek to transform itself. The
analyses differ primarily in the speed with



~hich they advocate adopting the RMA. The
DR is the more conservative of the two
Jecause it focuses more on current threats;
the NDP emphasizes future dangers. In classic
-ational-analytic fashion, the QDR first states
1ational goals and objectives; it then identi-
ies alternatives, evaluates likely conse-
Juences, and recornmends actions that hold
he greatest promise of meeting the objec-
ives. A key assumption of the QDR is that
»olitical and military engagement overseas
will continue and that American military su-
seriority will be maintained. Further, the
DR strategy calls for the United States to be
ible to undertake two overlapping major
heater wars while defense resources remain

|
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Gen Charles A. Horner. Fortunately, General Schwarzkopf gave General Horner wide latitude to modify the Instant
Thunder plan, and there was time to overcome the “not invented here” objection.

constant. Taken together, these factors pro-
duce the QDR’s central trade-off between
speed of adoption of the RMA and preserva-
tion of current force structure.

Since the RMA presumably would be real-
ized in part through buying new systems, the
QDR'’s procurement budget is a partial reflec-
tion of the speed with which the United States
feels it can exploit the RMA. One alternative
was to maintain the current trend, in which
procurement was expected to rise from $42.6
billion in fiscal year (FY) 1998 to $50 billion
by FY 2001. Using force-structure cuts to
achieve more procurement spending, the
QDR entertains alternative increases in pro-
curement to $60 to $65 billion.
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Ultimately, the QDR chose to hedge
against uncertainty by taking the middle
ground, maintaining that a $60 billion pro-
curement budget would permit “increasing
new systems and technologies at a reasonably
aggressive rate, with modest room for new
program starts. The goal for this path is to
begin transforming the force to meet future
challenges, while also shaping and respond-
ing to meet near-term challenges.”?3 The $60
billion QDR'’s procurement budget, however,
only brings it in line with what was originally
planned in the president’s FY 1998 budget. As
documented in the QDR, procurement spend-
ing declined 63 percent between 1985 and
1997. The goal of $60 billion still represents
a 50 percent drop since 198S.

Model 1 analysis brings us to the conclu-
sion that the United States has chosen to
pursue the RMA because it wants to be able to
dominate in future battles. It weighed the
importance of continuing current commit-
ments against the risks of being slow to trans-
form. In sum, the United States has elected to
pursue the RMA as quickly as fiscal con-
straints permit, while simultaneously main-
taining the ability to respond to interim secu-
rity challenges.

The second Model 1-style analysis of the
impact of the RMA on US defense strategy
came from the NDP. The essential difference
between the NDP and the QDR is that the
NDP’s analysis discounted the probability of
two nearly simultaneous major theater wars
and focused instead on future threats. Since
the panel differs with the QDR in its assess-
ment of the strategic environment, Model 1
correctly predicts that it arrives at a different
set of recommendations. The panel decided
that “selecting a strategy appropriate for
twenty years hence was not possible or desir-
able.” Instead, the NDP argued that the
United States should embark upon a transfor-
mation strategy. This is a fundamentally dif-
ferent approach from the QDR'’s, but it still
conforms to Model 1 in that it assumes the
United States can select and pursue a strategy
through rational choice.

The panel embraced the RMA, stating, “We
are on the cusp of a military revolution stimu-

lated by rapid advances in information anc |
information-related technologies.” Like the
QDR, the NDP perceived a risk inherent ir |
sacrificing force structure to pursue the RMA |
“If we transform ourselves too quickly, we
may inadvertently dismantle elements of ous
military that have kept us safe all these years
and still have to play a role.”?* However, the
panel also discerned a risk associated with
tarrying: “If we do not lead the technologica.
revolution we will be vulnerable to it.”*
Along with recommending several reorgani.
zations and shifts in roles and missions among
the active and reserve components, the NDF
identified a need for $5 to $10 billion annu/
ally to pay for “initiatives in intelligence
space, urban warfare, joint experimentatiors
and information operations.”?

Despite their differences, both the QDFE
and the NDP concluded after rational analysis
that the nation should pursue the revolutior
in military affairs. More importantly, there are
indications that they add up to a shared strai
tegic vision. For example, Gen Charles Krulaki
Marine Corps commandant, has advocateq
“literally rebuilding our strategy-making
process, rebuilding the way we look at nai
tional security, in order to capitalize fully on
all of our national strengths.” Krulak says hit
vision extends “beyond interagency, beyon¢
jointness.”?’

Model 2: Organizational Process

As our earlier analysis of Desert Storm'’s ait
campaign suggests, however, the rational
strategies outlined in the QDR and the NDF
do not foreordain the progress of the RMA!
One observer, contending that focusing or
procurement funding misses the key issuel
wrote that “the major limits on exploitinyg
long-available technologies are not inade
quate research and development and procureﬁ
ment, but rigid and parochial organization
systems within and among the military se
vices.”2® Enunciating a policy in the QDR i
one thing; translating the goals into actio
able capabilities is another altogether.

The DOD’s policy-making repertoire reli
upon many planning and programming Ol




ganizations, well practiced in the art of assess-
ing the impact of different funding levels on
acquisition programs within functional areas,
as well as in the employment of an arsenal of
analytic tools. Like CENTCOM on the eve of
the Gulf crisis, the DOD’s ability to generate
alternatives is heavily reliant upon existing
organizational structures and programs. For
example, the process of assessing the worth
of new technology often employs models and
simulations, such as the Deep Attack Weap-
ons Mix Study, which was used to evaluate
the effectiveness of various weapons mixes in
nominal scenarios. These models, because
they use data from past conflicts, are better at
modeling operational capabilities of attrition-
oriented doctrines and force structures than
those of information-based future war.

The Department of Defense’s key program
for ensuring that the DOD budget reflects
policy priorities is the planning , program-
ming, and budgeting system (PPBS). Insti-
tuted by Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara in the 1960s, the PPBS comprises
inputs from the secretary of defense, the Joint
Staff, the combatant commanders, and the
services. However, the PPBS is inherently lim-

ited when it comes to implementing innova-
ions such as the RMA. For example, although
it is possible to identify total procurement
pending, gauging the amount of that spend-
ing which is being devoted to the RMA is
"more difficult. Because of previous commit-
ments to purchase existing systems, those
Bystems stand a far better chance of being
Funded than do RMA technologies. Thus, the
prganizational process is much more likely to
ome up with the targeted spending level of
B60 billion for procurement than it is to en-
pure that those funds are devoted to exploit-
ing the most promising new technologies.
The NDP suggested giving RMA programs
petter visibility by creating a Joint Forces
Command that would be the locus of joint
nnovation and experimentation. Further, it
Bdvocated giving the joint forces commander
Dudget authority to ensure that the experi-
mentation program was fully supported.?®
Fhis organizational mechanism proved suc-
kessful when deficiencies were perceived in
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special operations forces in the 1980s, so the
NDP recommendation seems to reflect an at-
tempt at organizational learning.

Another expectation we can derive
from the pre-Desert Storm period is
that the inability to realistically
rehearse new doctrine can leave
contentious issues unaddressed and
logical flaws undiscovered.

Rather than create a new Joint Forces Com-
mand, however, Secretary Cohen recently de-
cided to designate the US Atlantic Command
(USACOM) as the executive agent for con-
ducting joint war-fighting experimentation.
To ensure visibility at the DOD level, Secre-
tary Cohen charged the Defense Resources
Board with conducting periodic reviews of
USACOM'’s activities as part of its RMA over-
sight role. Significantly, USACOM will not
have budget authority; instead, the chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination
with the services and the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, will establish levels of fund-
ing support.’

The individual services will thus continue
to play an important role in RMA implemen-
tation. The evidence suggests that they are
already responding to the strategic vision
through organizational routines. The ad-
vanced concept technology demonstration
(ACTD) program is one example. The DOD
developed this program to inject innovation
rapidly into the field. According to Secretary
Cohen, “The ACTD is our approach to captur-
ing and harnessing technology and innova-
tion rapidly for military use at reduced cost.”3!
Some ACTD programs have succeeded; for
example, Portal Shield, an automated warn-
ing system that can detect chemical and bio-
logical attacks, was deployed in 1998, only
two years after development began at the
Naval Surface Warfare Center.3? Others have
met with more resistance. The Navy canceled



66 AIRPOWER JOURNAL FALL 1998

the arsenal ship, a much more costly ACTD,
after a funding cutback by the Congress.*?

The platforms also developed con-
stituencies in Congress, whose
members saw the continued pro-
duction of the platforms as ensur-
ing jobs in their states or districts.

Another expectation we can derive from
the pre-Desert Storm period is that the inabil-
ity to realistically rehearse new doctrine can
leave contentious issues unaddressed and
logical flaws undiscovered. The services are
addressing this by supporting efforts such as
the battlelab concept. Battlelabs are an at-
tempt to put creative thinkers in an environ-
ment where they can experiment with and
quickly incorporate new operational and lo-
gistic concepts. Focusing on concepts such as
unmanned aerial vehicles, battle manage-
ment, and space, these battlelabs span the
spectrum of technological, organizational,
and functional innovation. Battlelabs, to-
gether with war-fighting experiments, joint
exercises, and simulations, represent organi-
zational routines aimed at developing what
sociologists call organizational intelligence.
These efforts could have the same impact that
Checkmate and the Black Hole planners had
on Instant Thunder if they are nurtured by
senior leadership.

As sociologists Barbara Levitt and James G.
March point out, however, there are several
obstacles to learning from experience. First, it
will be difficult for the battlelab experiments
to remain relevant in the face of rapidly
changing technology and threat uncertain-
ties. Second, during the process of experimen-
tation, the battlelabs may develop routines
that themselves may become barriers to inno-
vation. Finally, the lessons learned from ex-
perimentation may be ambiguous since the
causal factors may be complex. According to
Levitt and March, learning can be counterpro-
ductive in terms of organizational intelli-

gence if it leads to erroneous inferences. Thus,
although the DOD’s experimentation pro-
gram is an impressive indicator of organiza-
tional commitment, it is not a guarantee that
the RMA will succeed.?*

Furthermore, while ACTDs and battlelabs
may assist the department as it attempts to
elevate the priority of the RMA, budgeting
processes may continue to delay it. The PPBS
itself inserts a two-year delay between identi-
fying a need for change and providing the
required funding. In addition, the budgeting
process creates pressures that can work
against innovative technology. In recent
years when the cost of operations exceeded
planned levels, the shortfall resulted in cuts
to research and procurement accounts. This
is because operations funds come out of cur-
rent appropriations, while modernization in-
volves both current and future spending.
Money cut from research and development,
and to some extent procurement programs,
usually results in only a small percentage of
the cut becoming available for spending in
the current year. As the QDR points out, the
result has been “a yearly postponement of
modernization goals.”3% Furthermore, since
acquisition of legacy systems has also received
a higher priority in the past, Allison’s Model
2 leads us to expect that organizational ten-
dencies will tend to perpetuate this pattern.
Overcoming the inertia of continuing to mod-
ernize existing forces even in the face of a
recognized need to invest in new technology
is an ongoing organizational challenge.

The organizational lens reveals both barri-
ers and the enablers for the RMA. Organiza-
tions are responsible for its lack of visibility in
the budgeting process, absence of ownership
and advocacy by any one segment of the
defense establishment, and an acquisition
process that can increase the cost of innova-
tion by focusing on procurement rather than
prototyping. On the other hand, organiza-
tional changes are taking place; senior offi-
cials have become involved in promoting
technology development, and routines nowL
exist to bring advanced technology and the
institutions that nurture them into the organi-.
zation. Still, it remains to be seen whether




these organizational changes can overcome
barriers to real innovation. The success or
failure of RMA efforts may turn, not solely on
organizational factors, but also on the charac-
teristics of governmental politics.

Model 3: Governmental Politics

Using the governmental politics model re-
veals that the services largely control key ac-
tion channels for injecting discontinuous
change into military forces. Desert Storm’s
dramatic technologies were available to all
the services, but each assessed those technolo-
gies differently and thus exploited them at
different rates. Often, existing action chan-
nels tended to incorporate the technologies
into certain platforms, whether or not it was
the best way to exploit the technology. Each
platform—aircraft carrier, fighter aircraft, and
main battle tank—had a community that had
grown up around it and sought to enhance
that platform’s capability. The services be-
came committed to those platforms, which
were seen as central to each service’s ethos.
IThe platforms also developed constituencies
lin Congress, whose members saw the contin-
lued production of the platforms as ensuring
ljobs in their states or districts. Therefore, the
isurest channel for fielding RMA technologies
is to build them into and around carriers,
manned aircraft, and heavy armor. The diffi-
culty is that this approach is unlikely either
to produce the most defense capability or to
engender rapid adoption of RMA capabilities.
One of the means of overcoming this bu-
reaucratic inertia is to develop a consensus
among the end users, in this case the combat-
ant commanders, that an innovation will
”help them perform their mission. This
would create a powerful governmental advo-
cate to push for new capabilities, just as
Schwarzkopf's insistence on a strategic air
campaign was critical to its success. US Space
Command, for example, sends teams to work
with the unified commanders to ascertain
heir needs. Eventually, as new capabilities
re fielded, it helps ensure that operational
lans incorporate them.* This creates re-
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quirements “pull” which can accelerate pro-
curement.

Another counter to bureaucratic inertia is
simply to bypass it, as Schwarzkopf perhaps
did when he approached the Air Staff directly.
This was also the case with the development
of the F-117A, according to Paul G. Kaminski,
the former undersecretary of defense for ac-
quisition and technology. He credits the suc-
cessful acquisition of the F-117A to the pro-
gram’s highly classified status during
development. Thus, it “was not in visible
competition with other Air Force programs.
Had it been in competition with other pro-
grams . . . we might not have done the pro-
gram at all.”3” Security was also helpful to the
F-117A effortin that it shielded the plane from
criticism during development and it “facili-
tated open and non-adversarial relationships
with the Congress.”3® However, secrecy is a
high price to pay; it can mask inefficient prac-
tices, it is expensive to maintain, and it can
make field commanders reluctant to exploit
new capabilities.*®

Moreover, the United States has now
moved from a threat-driven resource alloca-
tion environment to a cost-driven one. As
obvious threats vanish, it will become more
difficult to develop requirements “pull.” Fi-
nally, as Kaminski observes, current cost con-
straints can induce decision makers to shy
away from taking risks, thus inhibiting tech-
nological advances. ACTDs may counteract
this tendency. By actively seeking out new
concepts “before their time,” they may alert
threatened constituencies who could then
work to thwart them.

Even if new technologies are funded and
injected into platforms where they can have
maximum effect, they must be incorporated
into established doctrine before being built
into force structure. The battlelab concept
provides only a partial answer to this issue.
Between successful demonstration of new
concepts in a battlelab and their codification
in new doctrine lies another treacherous path,
fraught with bureaucratic obstacles. Joint doc-
trine threatening to particular platforms or
services can become contentious, as the
JFACC experience makes plain. The battlelabs
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are service creatures, as are many future-ori-
ented war games. Until new concepts are built
into the joint analytical models used to study

Organizational processes and
governmental politics hold the key
to military innovation, whether on

the eve of battle or at the dawn of a
revolution in warfare.

alternate force structures, they will have lim-
ited impact on operational plans and acquisi-
tion priorities.

The services have two limitations that in-
hibit their ability to serve as action channels
for implementing change. They lack both the
authority to conduct the joint experimenta-
tion which will fully test their visions and the
credibility to present the outcomes of field
tests in terms that would not be seen as paro-
chial. The joint innovation concept advo-
cated by the NDP attempted to address this
shortcoming. In short, this concept included
joint field testing by a new Joint Force Com-
mand, integrating service battlelabs under a
Joint Battlelab, and joint national training
centers. This concept offered a means of insti-
tutionalizing innovation by giving the joint
force commander the ability to combine the
innovation programs of each of the services.
Joint exercises and experiments would gain
credibility because they would no longer be
conducted under the auspices of command-
ers in chief (CINC) with their regional focus
or the services with their limited scope. How-
ever, this approach would have made the
joint force commander a powerful arbiter of
the direction of the RMA. Thus Secretary Co-
hen’s recent decision to designate USACOM
as the focus of joint experimentation, while
leaving the services fully empowered to ex-
periment within their core competencies, is
an attempt to both enhance and preserve
multiple routes to transformation.

Still, joint implementation of USACOM'’s
experimental outcomes presupposes cOOp-

1
|

eration from the services in their traditional
roles of organizing, training, and equipping
the armed forces. Since the services will be
giving up control over the scenarios in which
the new concepts will be tested, the outcomes .
may fail to gain service support. To the extent
the services reach different conclusions over‘

the results of joint experimentation, they will
disagree on the advisability of force structure
and doctrine changes. Furthermore, the ac-
quisition process introduces a powerful, ser-
vice-centered action channel that can frus-
trate needed innovation. As Allison points
out, “When a governmental or Presidential l
decision is reached, the larger game is not I
over. Decisions can be reversed or ignored. |
. .. For after a decision, the game expands,
bringing in more players with more diverse
preferences and more independent power."”4
Joint experimentation combined with service
implementation thus runs the risk of uneven
integration of revolutionary capabilities.*!

Conclusion and
Recommendations:
Whither the RMA?

We have seen several indications of the pro
able course of the RMA by applying observa-
tions gleaned from Instant Thunder. On th
rational-actor level, Desert Storm'’s air campai
and the future trajectory of the RMA seem lik
logical, even predictable, courses of action. O
the organizational level, they look much les
inevitable. Instead, they become the products o
organizations moderating each other, as dem
onstrated by the cooperation between CENT.
and Checkmate on the one hand, and the pr
posed leveraging of service initiatives to pr
duce joint innovation on the other. In additio
on the governmental-politics level, the case
raise our awareness of the clashes among par
chial entities.

This analysis has highlighted the forces a
work as the military attempts to come to term:
with the RMA and points the way towar
better implementation. First, at the rationa
actor level, the military is constrained by li




ited defense dollars and by the need to bal-
ance the opportunities for transformation
with the risks of abandoning current commit-
ments. While a shared vision of a transformed
US military is emerging, it is not enough. An
authoritative leader, whether it be the JCS
chairman or some other official, must cham-
pion its implementation. Only then will it
gain support among the unified CINCs and
the services. Second, the services have insti-
tuted organizational processes that can lead
to innovation, but again, a true RMA might
not result. Traditional budgeting processes
imust not be allowed to subvert attempts to
prototype revolutionary new capabilities. By
designating the Defense Resources Board to
loversee USACOM's joint experimentation ef-
forts, Secretary Cohen took an important step
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INCE THE EARLIEST DAYS of aviation,

the most important and probably least

controversial of the Air Force missions

has been air superiority—and now air
and space superiority.! In fact, most of the
initial impetus for the development of the
capability to control the air came from the
ground generals in World War 1. Air recon-
naissance and artillery spotting had become
50 important to ground battle that the gener-
als wanted to prevent enemy interference
with their own reconnaissance and spotting
and deny those functions to the adversary. By
the middle of the Great War, that led to the
igenesis of air units specialized to command
ithe air. It is clear enough that although air-
power had not been decisive in that war,
soldiers and airmen alike predicted that in
future campaigns, it would be necessary to
control the third dimension before other

To Kill a Stalking Bird

Fodder for Your Professional Reading
on Air and Space Superiority

ISR A RN

goals could be achieved there—on the ground
or at sea.

Hopefully, the reader and Harper Lee3 will
indulge my play on words in the title. My
excuse is that most of the time, American air
combat has taken place not in defensive roles
but on the offensive—to protect our attacking
air-to-ground birds that themselves were be-
ing stalked by Fokkers, Messerschmitts, Mit-
subishis, and MiGs. The purpose of this arti-
cle, then, is to give the reader a survey of the
way that our theory, doctrine, and technology
for air and space superiority have evolved.
Hopefully, that will be a stimulant for addi-
tional professional reading on the subject. To
facilitate that, I shall include a starter list of
readings I recommend to midlevel profes-
sional air warriors/scholars for the enhance-
ment of their grasp of the primary Air Force
core competency. Finally, the article reviews

*} wish to acknowledge the expert assistance of Maj Scott Walker of the Air Force Doctrine Center and Maj Matthew Donovan and
Maj Lee T. Wight of the School of Advanced Airpower Studies, as well as Maj Pete Osika of the College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research,
nd Education In the preparation of this essay—the shortcomings are all my own.
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A Shoestring Primer on the Evolution of
Air and Space Superiority Theory and Doctrine

World War 1, 1914-18: There had been stray thoughts about the need to command the air
even before the outbreak, but as of 1914 air units had not been specialized according to
function. Air combat did begin even in 1914, but it was not very effective then. However,
technological gains in engines and armament made it more important to specialize squadrons
intended to command the air—both engine power and the development of synchronizers were
important here. Air superiority swung from one side to the other because of advances in air
combat, and there was even an early example of what we would call offensive counterair
(OCA)* today when the British had to withdraw several fighter outfits from the front to
respond to the German air attacks on London—which yielded an advantage to the Germans
over the front.

Interwar Period, 1919-39: In general, most airmen emerged from the war with the notion
that the key to air superiority was air combat between fighters. In the United States, for
example, the 1st Pursuit Group was thought of as the elite unit of the Air Service and early
Air Corps until the late 1920s. However, the march of technology and the arguments of Giulio
Douhet made the notion of air superiority through attacks on enemy airpower on the ground
ever more attractive. Billy Mitchell thought that air superiority might be achieved through
some mixture of air combat and ground attack, but Douhet thought that the latter would
be by far the more important element. As the 1930s wore on, though, Air Corps thinkers were
increasingly won over to an OCA approach.

World War 11, 1939-42: Radar had been little anticipated before World War II, yet it did
much to weaken the potential for OCA and strengthen the air defense. The Luftwaffe achieved
some marvels by opening its attack on Poland and France with assaults on enemy airpower
on the ground—and then again against the Red Air Force in 1941. But in the interim in 1940,
in large part because of radar, the attack on the Royal Air Force (RAF) and its infrastructure
on the ground failed. The US Eighth Air Force made a major effort to wreck the German air
force and its supporting aircraft industry on the ground, but the results were disappointing
to say the least. Though the shortage of oil (in part due to US air attacks on synthetic plants)
weakened the Luftwaffe, Gen Carl Spaatz and many others emerged with the conclusion that
the air battle between the escorts and the stalking Focke-Wulfs and Messerschmitts had been
essential to the winning of air superiority. Up to that point, practically all of the air-to-air
kills had been done by guns (and unguided rockets). Although most other countries were
moving to cannons toward the end of the war, the United States stuck with the .50-caliber
Brownings.

Dawn of the Cold War, 1945-65: A combination of things made the Air Force increasingly
specialized in long-range nuclear attack during the late 1940s while the rest of its functions
were sadly underfunded. Nuclear weapons, jets, and long-range missiles were coming on
strong, and the thought was that any war would be short and total. However, we got into

*OCA refers to offensive operations intended to destroy enemy airpower on its bases or in its factories, or through air
battles over its own territory. Defensive counterair refers to winning air superiority through air defense over one’s homeland
as with the Royal Air Force in the Battle of Britain.
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Korea, and because the unanticipated political limits prevented a true OCA attack across the
Yalu River, most of the job was done with air-to-air combat in the extreme northem reaches
of the peninsula. It was the first great campaign among jets, but the weapons were still
guns—.50-caliber Brownings on the US part and cannons on the Communist side. The technical
virtues of the MiG-15 were a nasty surprise to us, but we decided that crew experience and
training had been decisive. After the Korean War, the United States returned to its emphasis
on strategic nuclear attack although it was still introducing new jet fighters at short intervals.
By then, the United States was going over to cannons, the 20 mm appearing first in the late
models of the F-86 and the now-standard M-61 of the same caliber first appearing in 1958 in
the F-104 and F-105. By the end of the 1950s, the United States led the way to the air-to-air
missile (AAM), the first kill being made by a Sidewinder off a Chinese Nationalist F-86 in 1958.
Toward the end of the period, a portent of things to come was the downing of a US U-2 over
the USSR in 1960 by a surface-to-air missile (SAM). The greater part of Eighth Air Force losses
in the last year of World War II had been to antiaircraft artillery (AAA), but the surface element
of the air superiority battle nevertheless received little thought before Vietnam.

High Noon of the Cold War, 1965-82: There had been substantial enthusiasm for AAMs
before Vietnam, but their kill ratios turned out to be disappointing, and it was deemed
necessary to go back to a gun installation in fighters where it had been omitted. The ground
defenses in North Vietnam turned out to be more formidable than had been foreseen, and
that stimulated the building of a suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD) capability that
had not been much anticipated. There was a synergy between the North Vietnamese fighters,
SAMs, and AAA that had been underestimated. Most of the US fighters had not been optimized
for the air battle, and that was costly. All the same, the greater part of the kills were done by
infrared and radar missiles, and in the Arab-Israeli wars, the trend was duplicated. The Israelis
achieved a classic victory with an OCA attack in 1967, but the air battle was much more
important in 1973, and there, too, the missile kills were becoming a greater part of the whole.
By 1982 all of the British kills in the Falklands War were done with missiles, and almost all
of the kills in the Israeli operation in the Bekaa Valley that same year were by the same
method.

Twilight and Sunset of the Cold War, 1982-Present: The Air Force reacted to the
frustrations of Vietnam in part by designing three new fighters: one optimized for air combat
(F-15), one for close air support (CAS)(the A-10), and one swing-role bird (F-16) for both
ground attack and air combat. Later, it moved to create a follow-on to the F-15C with the
F-22, originally optimized for air-to-air combat. Unlike the F-4C, all these aircraft except the
A-10 came equipped with the M-61 20 mm cannon plus missiles, although most of the F-16s
had only infrared Sidewinders. The F-15 came with both Sidewinder and semiactive radar
missiles (AIM-7, Sparrows), and later when the AIM-120 active radar missile proved success-
ful, both aircraft were retrofitted with it. Again in the Gulf War, almost all of the kills were
by missiles, and the United States seems to have suffered only one loss to the stalking birds—a
Navy airplane that may have fallen to a MiG missile. All the rest of the losses were to SAMs
and AAA. By then, though, stealth had entered the equation to weaken the SAM threat, and
SEAD also helped greatly. At the end of the day, many airmen hoped that the US dominance
of the Gulf War air battle might be continued by the coming of the F-22 with all the
advantages discussed above plus stealth, supercruise (sustained supersonic speed without
afterbumner), and an ever increasing information edge.
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an important new work on the subject, Col
Marshall L. Michel’s Clashes: Air Combat over
North Vietnam, 1965-1972.%

The Current Conceptual
Framework: Air and
Space Superiority

The current, official vision of the way in
which superiority in the third dimension—the
air and space regime—should be achieved and
maintained is contained in Air Force Doctrine
Document (AFDD) 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine,
of September 1997. It is signed by the current
USAF chief of staff, Gen Michael E. Ryan.’
Doctrine is said to emerge from history and
from speculative thought, and there is much
in the current concept that has come down to
us from the earlier manuals and experience in
war. The new document asserts that the offen-
sive is often the more effective way to foster
air superiority. That has been a strongly held
notion among airmen from the very begin-
ning.® Thus, the function is divided up into
OCA and defensive counterair (DCA), with
the airman’s preference usually being the for-
mer. For a time, the Air Force was proposing
that the conceptualization of the function
include yet another mission area—SEAD—but
it was unable to persuade our allies to go
along with that to make it a part of NATO
doctrine.” So in that context, SEAD has re-
mained a part of OCA, and that practice is
now also carried into the new Air Force basic
doctrine manual.

One of the ideas inherited from the past
has to do with air superiority as an objective.
Douhet thought that the mere achievement
of command of the air would make the enemy
case so hopeless that it might even be enough
to impose one’s will on him without the need
to punish his civilian population and wreck
his economy.® But it did not turn out that way
in World War II, and by the time the US Army
Air Forces (USAAF) set to writing its scheme
to defeat Germany in the summer of 1941 (Air
War Plans Division, Plan 1 [AWPD-1}), it was
clear to the authors that air superiority was

instead a means to an end. It was not a final
objective but an intermediate one that would
take priority in point of time to enable the
achievement of later goals.” It is the later
concept that is in the current Air Force doc-
trine manual, asserting that the struggle for air
supremacy, or at least air superiority, usually
has to be the first call of the air commander.
It does recognize, however, that sometimes in
desperate ground emergencies, it may be nec-
essary to divert air forces to the support of
ground units. It also allows that sometimes
the battle for air superiority may be con-
ducted simultaneously with other opera-
tions—parallel attack, to use the modern ver-
nacular.’® As noted, it does distinguish
between air supremacy and air superiority and
laments that sometimes the achievement of
the former may simply be too expensive. It
also warns against premature relaxation of the
pressure because of the possibly huge penal-
ties of even a temporary revival of enemy
ability to contest the command of the air.
Finally, in its discussion of the “core compe-
tencies,” the new manual unifies the effort to
achieve space superiority with the battle for
air superiority. In a later chapter, when dis-
cussing the functions of airpower and space
power, it creates separate categories for coun-
terair and counterspace.’!

In its discussion on functions and else-
where, the 1997 version of basic doctrine
continues the traditional Air Force emphasis
on the centralization of command—especially
for the sake of the battle for control of the air.
Both OCA and DCA must be under the com-
mand of a single airman in order to imple-
ment the idea of centralized control and de-
centralized execution for the most efficient
accomplishment of those functions.'

The Genesis of Air Superiority
Theory and Doctrine

Central to the very definition of profession-
alism is the requirement that the members
have a specialized expertise and a system of
schools to develop it. In America, at first, it
was a technical expertise: civil engineering for



the Army and mechanical or steam engineer-
ing for the Navy. But after the Civil War, the
technical dimensions were reduced, and the
education systems focused more on the pro-
fessional officer as a military rather than tech-
' nical expert. As with other professions, the
history of the development of this expertise
was a vital part of the professional’s under-
standing.'? So, one can argue that anyone who
would understand the current conceptual
framework for the primary Air Force core com-
petency must know something of its evolution.

It is not at all surprising that the idea that
people must control the medium in which
they operate should come to the fore in the
very earliest days of aviation. At the outbreak
of World War [, we were emerging from the
heyday of Alfred Thayer Mahan, during
which his argument was that if a state gained
command of the sea, then all else would
follow. Even Douhet was explicit in the no-
tion that the concept should be expanded
from the sea to the air."

The machine gun is often given the major
credit for the World War I defensive stalemate
when it should really be more widely shared
with many other factors. Artillery was one.
The Civil War round used to fragment into
two or three pieces. However, by World War
I, artillery projectiles could be made to reli-
ably burst above the surface and to shower
thousands of high-velocity fragments on
those in the open below. On the defensive,
the infantryman was in a trench; on the of-
fensive, he was in the open. Another factor
was the presence of prying eyes above, some
in balloons but many more in aircraft. It was
then the rule that the offensive had to have a
numerical advantage of three or four to one
to have any chance of overcoming a prepared

. defensive line. But how was a general to accu-
' mulate that kind of mass when aircraft were
| warning his adversary in plenty of time to
| undertake countermeasures? So it happened
| that a cry came up first from the ground
| commanders that one must have air supe-
| riority over the battlefield. Ground generals
| must have a free ride for their own observa-
| tion aircraft; enemy generals must be denied
a free ride for theirs.!s
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But how could an air force achieve this?
Immediately after the guns of August spoke
their piece, aviators began casting about for
methods of gaining air superiority. Some of
the things tried seem pretty bizarre now. The
Russians actually achieved an air-to-air kill
with a towed grappling hook. The British flew
above attacking zeppelins to drop flaming
darts onto their hydrogen-filled envelopes.
Booby traps were set up in the baskets of
captive observation balloons by filling them
with explosives. When an attacking fighter
rolled in on them, the observer would para-
chute out of the basket, and the operator on
the ground would detonate the charge when
the enemy was near the balloon.'®

But the problem was gradually overcome
by a combination of more conservative mea-
sures. First, engine power was increased rather
rapidly as propulsion was still on the steep
part of its development curve. Also, the Lewis
gun was adapted to aerial combat, and it was
only about half as heavy as the Maxims and
Vickers of older design—and it did not need a
water jacket. But if one added a second crew
member to man the gun, then the weight
increase would certainly prevent overtaking
enemy aircraft and therefore defeat the pur-
pose. Putting the guns outboard of the propel-
ler arc was tried, but neither they nor their
ammunition was yet reliable enough to place
them out of the reach of the pilot. Finally,
means were found to fix the gun to the aircraft
and fire it through the propeller arc without
shooting one’s self down. Thus, pilots were
then able to aim their whole aircraft at the
target without trying to fly and manipulate a
gun at the same time.!?

But technology alone was not enough. By
the middle of the war, general-purpose avia-
tion units were supplemented by specialized
squadrons. On both sides of the line, organi-
zations optimized for air combat were built.
On the German side, a defensive policy was
generally followed—usually the aviators were
instructed to give combat only over their own
territories. In the British case, Hugh Tren-
chard—at the head of the Royal Flying Corps
for much of the war—consistently ordered an
offensive approach. This led to many combats
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over the German lines and considerable
losses. The role of the dogfight in all this has
been romanticized in the popular literature.
The vast majority of kills were done on crews
who did not know they were under attack
until they were hit—one pass and away was
already a good tactic.'® By midwar, formation
flying for the sake of both mass and situ-
ational awareness was common practice on
both sides.

In general, it is probably fair to say that
most aviators carried away the idea that air
superiority is the most important mission and
that it is best achieved in an air battle. Air-
drome attack had been tried but was not all
that successful. No one had given much
thought to AAA before the war, and it was held
in disdain by most of the aviators coming
home.'

Most airmen and soldiers realized that air-
power had not been a decisive factor in the
outcome, but most of those were predicting
that command of the air would soon become
necessary to the success of all other opera-
tions on land, at sea, and in the third dimen-
sion. In the words of Billy Mitchell himself,
“The principal mission of Aeronautics is to
destroy the aeronautical force of the enemy,
and, after this, to attack his formations, both
tactical and strategical, on the ground or on
the water. The secondary employment of
Aeronautics pertains to their use as an auxil-
iary to troops on the ground for enhancing
their effect against hostile troops.”2°

The Interwar
Air Superiority Thought

Mitchell was undoubtedly speaking for the
majority of airmen in the early twenties in
insisting that air superiority was the first mis-
sion and a prerequisite of everything else.
Those were austere times, and only three
groups were allowed in the Air Service, orga-
nized along functional lines. The fighters
(then called pursuits) were brought into the
Ist Pursuit Group, and clearly that was the
elite organization. There was one bomb
group, the 2d, and one attack unit, the 3d

Attack Group. It was clear enough that Douhet
then thought that command of the air in the
future would be achieved by massive attacks
on enemy air forces and their supporting
structures on the ground. But in America, the
thought was that a part of the contest would
take place in the air. Douhet contended that
bomb units might well be all that was re-
quired, but Mitchell in the early twenties ar-
gued that a balanced force of fighters and
bombers as well as ground-attack and obser-
vation aircraft would be necessary.?!
Mitchell was court-martialed and con-
victed in late 1925, and he resigned from the
Army in early 1926. From about that time
forward, he moved away from his original
balanced-force approach toward Douhet’s
concentration on strategic attack.?

There can be no doubt that the strategic
bombing mission was further elaborated and
emphasized at the Air Corps Tactical School
in the years that followed. However, one must
also note that it has often been exaggerated
into an obsession in the literature. Neither the
attack nor the air superiority mission was
ignored, and both were in the curriculum
throughout the interwar period.?

At the school, a heated debate went on in the
early and mid-1930s between Claire Chennault
and a few other pursuit advocates versus the
prevailing majority of bomber enthusiasts.?* He
questioned the “Big Sky” concept and the no-
tion that the bomber would always get through,
asserting that an air defense system was practi-
cal, given a competent early warning network.
The bomber advocates, however, arguing in the
absence of any knowledge or anticipation of |
radar, rejected the Chennault argument. Not
only did Chennault agree with the bomber
people that the escort fighter was probably an
impractical concept, but also he asserted that
such use of fighters yields their most precious
asset—the initiative.

Too many historians have indulged in the
wisdom of hindsight to paint Chennault as a
pariah who was right and who was drummed
out of the service because of his outspoken-
ness in a correct cause. But arguably Chen-
nault was wrong, and the establishment was
right—in the context of the facts then known




and assumptions that could then be reason-
ably made. First, much of the literature was
highly colored by the knowledge that five
lyears later, the defense worked in the Battle
lof Britain. The bomber did not get through.
However, radar and an integrated command
and control (C?) system were in place for the
Battle of Britain. The disastrous experience of
the 33d Pursuit Group at Thelpte in Tunisia
itwo years later in the absence of radar and a
competent reporting system showed what
'was likely to occur.? In the mid-1930s, it
would have taken a superhuman act of fore-
sight to anticipate the coming of radar in just
five short years.?® Even in Chennault’s own
theater—China—his argument is weakened by
the fact that the Japanese had more important
fish to fry than to wreck his forces. In 1944,
when the Japanese had been set back on their
theels everywhere else, they marched against
Chennault’s bases in China and were not to
be stopped. Finally, the drumming-out part of
the story has also been dramatized. As Martha
Byrd has shown, Chennault had a lucrative
contract in hand in the summer of 1936 from
the Chinese Nationalists before he put in his
retirement papers.?’

Further, one can make a plausible case that
ithe Air Corps certainly did not ignore the

Boeing P-26 Peashooter
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need for progress in either ground support or
pursuit, notwithstanding the emphasis—per-
haps even overemphasis—on strategic attack.
The doctrinal equivalent of “putting one’s
money where one’s mouth is” may be the
kinds of equipment that actually got onto the
ramps of attack and pursuit units.

The first monoplane metal bomber—the
Martin B-10—got onto the line of the Air Corps
in 1932.2 The first metal monoplane fighter to
reach line service in any of the major air forces
was the Boeing P-26 Peashooter, arriving in
1933.%° The first monoplane in the British ser-
vice, where the threat of bombing attack was
much greater than with the United States, was
the Hurricane, which got to squadrons in
1936—and did so with fixed-pitch wooden pro-
pellers and a partially fabric-covered fuselage.
The first unit in the German air force to receive
monoplanes traded its biplane He-S1s for
Messerschmitt 109s in the summer of 1937.%
The first monoplane fighter in the carrier-deck
loads of the Navy was the Brewster Buffalo,
which was delivered in 1939. The first Air Corps
monoplane fighter with closed cockpit and re-
tracting landing gear was the Seversky P-3§,
which first flew in 1935 and was ordered in
quantity in 1937. The Curtiss P-36 was simi-
lar, and it too first flew in 193S. Delivery of
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Seversky P-35

the production models beganearly in 1938, and
some P-36s were in combat against the Japanese
at Pearl Harbor.3! The first Soviet monoplane
fighter with retracting gear and closed cockpit,
the Polikarpov I-16, went into squadrons start-
ing in 1934 and outclassed the German and
Italian fighters in the first part of the Spanish
Civil War—albeit the Russians were still de-
pendent upon Western technology transfer
for their engine designs.3?

The point is that, notwithstanding the lack
of a bomber threat against the American
homeland, pursuit design was not ignored. It
was only in the last months before the war
that European fighters began to open a lead
over those of the United States—and with
good reason because they were much more
threatened by possible bombing attacks.

About the time that the B-17 first flew and
the P-35 and P-36 were coming into service,
a major reorganization of the Army Air Corps
took place. In 193S the General Headquarters
Air Force was established at Langley Field,
Virginia. It was made up of three wings and
resembled the current composite wings much
more than the organizations the Air Force has
had for most of the time since Pearl Harbor.
That is to say, each had a variety of types,

including bombers, fighters, and sometimes
attack aircraft. Theoretically, each of the
wings was similar and qualified for all Air
Corps missions. However, the 2d Wing at
Langley Field had all of the B-17s, and the 3d
Wing at Barksdale Field, Louisiana, was more
oriented toward the attack mission. Neither
the 1st Wing at March Field nor the other two
could be described as having pursuit as a
primary function—although all three pos-
sessed fighter squadrons.3

On the eve of Hitler’s attack on Poland,
then, there was a heavy emphasis on long-
range bombers in the Air Corps even though
the equipment to implement that was still
scarce. The implication was that a substantial
portion of the battle for air superiority would
be through the OCA attack on those bases in
striking range of the US homeland. The grand
strategy was still purely defensive in outlook, ‘
and the primary mission was defense. There |
were indeed some doubts among airmen that
the bomber could go it alone. The develop-
ment of an escort fighter was a low prior-
ity—and the hope was that the bombers could
be made self-defending. Perhaps that was only
making a virtue out of necessity (or perceived
necessity) since the feeling was widespread ;f

|
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that any escort with enough tankage to go the
route with the bombers would necessarily not
be agile enough to contend with short-range
interceptors at the far end of the trip.3* Al-
though Gen Henry Arnold was aware that the
Navy was doing research in the area, in the
rest of the Air Corps there was not even a
glimmering that radar was just around the
corner.* He was also getting feedback by the
summer of 1940 that the Me-110, which had
been designed as a long-range escort fighter,
was a failure in the Battle of Britain, and the
Me-110 itself had to be escorted.3¢

The Impact of World War Il

The German attack on Poland in 1939
seemned to be a splendid demonstration that
Douhet had been right. The best place to get
the stalking birds was in their nests, where
they were helpless. That part of the Polish air
force that escaped did so by dispersing to
outlying bases—where maintenance and sup-
ply support were so poor that the sortie rate
was driven low enough to be ineffective.?’
Offensive counterair seemed to be the way,
and nothing in the experience seemed to

|

contradict the general notion that air supe-
riority came first, followed by interdiction,
and—where necessary—direct support of
ground forces through CAS.

Battle of Britain

Dunkirk before and Barbarossa after the Battle
of Britain seemed to mask some of the doubts
that should have arisen from the fight over the
British Isles. The Germans started with their
standard OCA against the RAF on the ground,
but it did not go as well as it had in Poland. Here,
they were faced with an integrated air defense
system (IADS)—the first in the world. It included
radar; a first-class pair of fighters, which were
agile and heavily armed; a competent C? system;
and an elaborate antiaircraft structure under the
operational control of the air commander. Fur-
ther, it also included a good organization of
ground observers to supplement the radar and
first-class communications. The Luftwaffe per-
sisted in its OCA attack for a while, but when it
became frustrated, turned to other objectives
(like London), shy of having achieved com-
mand of the air. By mid-September 1940, it
had been defeated. The Luftwaffe had made a
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start against British radar but for several rea-
sons still underestimated its importance.

Many “lessons” came out of the Battle of
Britain. Among them was the notion that
maybe the bomber would not always get
through after all. Defensive counterair can
sometimes work. In the words of Gen Carl
Spaatz,

A well dispersed air force is a most difficult
target to destroy on the ground. Bombing
attacks against airdromes have resulted in
surprisingly little damage against aircraft and
combat crews although considerable damage
has been done to buildings and major
permanent installations. However this damage
does not prevent the units from operating
effectively. On the other hand the action of
fighters against hostile daylight raids has been
very effective and in such cases where airplanes
are brought down the combat crews are
casualties, this in contradistinction to the
destruction of planes on the ground. Since the
combat crew eventually becomes the neck of
the bottle this makes destruction in combat
doubly effective. The RAF officers I have spoken
to on this subject state that their pre-war
conception that the place to destroy an Air
Force is at their nests was wrong.®

Combined Bomber Offensive

The initial British attempts at bombing the
Germans seemed to affirm that DCA had
much more potential than had been antici-
pated, and the RAF went over to night opera-
tions to preserve the security of the bomber
force. This was done at a considerable cost in
target acquisition and bombing accuracy, but
it seemed necessary.

When the Americans got into the bombing
of Germany, they too learned thatthe bomber
might not be able to get through with accept-
able losses. Further, the USAAF made more of
an effort to establish air superiority through
OCA than did the RAF. The airfields and air-
craft factories did prove hard to get, and later
the impact of bombing the Luftwaffe’s fuel
sources was felt only gradually, although
from the late spring of 1944 the effect proved
increasingly significant. But in the first half of
1944, most of the mayhem worked on the

Luftwaffe was done in the air—by US long-
range fighter escorts and bomber gunners. Air
superiority was achieved by the deadline—the
invasion of Normandy. However, the factors
leading to that result were complex indeed.
Suffice it to say at this point that the USAAF
leaders came away with the idea that the
bombers could get through with acceptable
losses only through a campaign that resem-
bled Mitchell’s approach more than Douhet’s.
There would have to be both an air battle and
an attack on the ground echelons of the en-
emy air force plus its supporting infrastruc-
ture. Even in Russia, the effects of the German
OCA assault at the outset were only tempo-
rary, and at the end of the day the USSR owned
the air, very largely through air battle there
and over Germany itself. In the words of two
of the principals,

General Carl A. Spaatz: When did you know that
the Luftwaffe was losing control of the Air?

Reichsmarschall Hermann Goring: When the
American long range fighters were able to escort
the bombers as far as Hanover, and it was not long
until they got to Berlin. We then knew we must
develop the jet planes. Our plan for the early
development of the jet was unsuccessful only
because of your bombing attacks.??

Messerschmitt 262, the jet Géring mentioned



The US Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS)
seemed to agree. It attributed the German loss
of command of the air to a combination of
attrition of fighters in the air and on the ground
and damage to aircraft production, which de-
layed that program and assured air superiority
over Normandy. Command of the air was then
sustained by the additional measures of de-
struction of aircraft fuel sources and, finally, the
disruption of the transportation system, which
' wrecked supply and aircraft repair.*

Pacific

In the end, the war against Japan did not do
much to change perceptions of the nature of
the battle for air superiority. In the Pacific,
too, the factors leading to command of the air
for the Allies were complex.

The irreplaceable Japanese pilot force suf-
fered severe attrition at the Battle of Midway
and during the Solomon Islands campaign.
The Japanese committed their best surviving
naval air units to the latter struggle and lost
them. But they proved unable to replace them
in part for the want of fuel, technological
limitations, and bad doctrines. Literally hun-
dreds of half-trained pilots went down in the
Battle of the Philippine Sea of 1944, to cite
but one of many samples.

Yet, there were also some classical OCA
operations against Japanese bases in New
Guinea before then, and the Southwest Pa-
cific campaign might even be seen as one
designed to capture air bases with ground
forces acting in support of the main striking
arm—the air forces. Again, the need for escort
‘was demonstrated there, and the length of the
leaps that Gen Douglas MacArthur’s forces
imade was usually determined by the range of
ithe fighters available.

Judgments

By the time the B-29 attacks on the Japanese
homeland started, the two Japanese air forces
(army and navy) were too weak to do much
about them, even if they somehow could have
been persuaded or coerced into cooperating
with one another. The bomber losses over
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Japan were but one-third of what they had
been over Europe. Too, the Japanese training
system had degenerated to the point where
nearly half of their losses were noncom-
bat—getting lost or crashing on landing and
the like. The Allies by midwar enjoyed a sub-
stantial qualitative and quantitative advan-
tage in aircraft and weapons, and though the
Western organizations were hardly more uni-
fied in command than the Japanese, there did
seem to be more unity of effort through coop-
eration.!

It has seldom happened that victory is so
complete that the winner has complete access
to his victim’s country—and even to his ar-
chives. That did happen with both Germany
and Japan in World War II. Even that, though,
does not reveal a picture that is absolutely
complete and absolutely true. Often, the de-
feated will tell the victors what the latter want
to hear. Often, the investigators will somehow
reveal to the defeated that which they want to
hear. Often, much of the desired data is lost
in the final fires. But the USSBS is about as
valid feedback as one ever gets from wars. Its
final judgment on air superiority in World
War II was expressed thusly: “The German
experience suggests that even a first class mili-
tary power—rugged and resilient as Germany
was—cannot live long under full-scale and free
exploitation of air weapons over the heart of
its territory. . . . The significance of full domi-
nation of the air over the enemy—both over
its armed forces and over its sustaining econ-
omy—must be emphasized. That domination
of the air was essential.”*?

The Battle for Command of
the Air in Korea

At the time of the USSBS report, few people
thought that any war in the future would be
anything but a total war. Fewer still thought
that our wartime ally, the USSR, would soon
be our enemy—and that before the decade was
gone, she would explode a nuclear device.
And fewer yet suspected that we would again
be involved in an overseas war before the
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B-29s suffered relatively little attrition over Japan in World War I, but the MiGs shut down their daytime operations near
the Yalu River in Korea.

aircraft with which we had fought World War
Il had worn out.*3

Yet, we were back in combat in Korea be-
fore the fifth anniversary of V-] day. The tiny
North Korean air force was wiped out in short
order, but soon the People’s Republic of
China, now the second great Communist
state, had intervened in the war. Airpower was
a disappointment in Korea to most airmen.
But it was not because of the want of air
superiority. Most of them felt that we enjoyed
more or less complete superiority not only
over the battle lines but all the way up to the
Yalu River. It is true that there were some
pretty fierce air battles, by then all jet, over
the northernmost reaches of North Korea.
However, the United Nations (UN) forces
seemed to have a free ride all over South
Korea and almost up to the northern borders
of North Korea.*

Many interpretations of the frustrations
with airpower rest upon the notion that the
new form of limited war denied UN forces the
possibility of conducting an OCA campaign
against the Communist air forces on the
ground. Rather, they had to depend wholly
on the air battle and to do so at a long range
from friendly air bases and in the enemy radar

environment. That yielded three great advan-
tages to the enemy: numbers, the ability to
refuse battle, and ground-control intercept
direction by radar.** Too, the Chinese air force
had MiG-15s that were surprisingly compe-
tent in some ways, even in comparison to the
US F-86 Sabre, which did most of the air
combat on the UN side. Until very late in the
war, American airplanes were armed only
with .50-caliber machine guns, whereas the
MiGs had cannons—with much heavier pro-
jectiles, albeit with a lower rate of fire. Missiles
were not on the scene yet for either the air or
the ground defenses—although ground fire
did impose many casualties on UN aircraft.
The war did have an OCA dimension to it,
notwithstanding the fact that the rules of
engagement (ROE) prohibited the B-29s from
crossing the border and the MiGs made it too
dangerous for them to do so in any event (in
daylight). The Chinese did, however, try to
extend their base structure southward to in-
crease their pressure on the interdiction air-
planes in the north and perhaps to provide
some air support to their troops in the line.
However, the B-29s and fighter-bombers suc-
cessfully denied that extension by their con-
tinual attacks on bases under construction.*




The organization of airpower in the Korean
War was anything but centralized. The Air
Force did create a joint operations center and
won the cooperation of the other services in
it, but that had little effect on the air battle.
The air combat in MiG Alley up at the Yalu
was largely an Air Force affair, as the Navy and
Marine Corps did not yet have fighters that
were at all competitive with the Communist
jets. So, the lack of centralized organization
did not matter much for the air superiority
battle.¥’

In the end, the judgment was that the
superior combat experience among the
American flyers was the decisive thing in gen-
erating the overwhelming kill ratios against
the MiGs. The Sabre was not superior to the
MiG-1S in some important respects. Its arma-
ment had a much higher rate of fire, but the
Communist cannons had a much larger pro-
jectile weight. The MiG also had a weak gun-
sight, a small ammunition load, and guns that
often jammed.*8 The official organization cer-
tainly had little to do with the ratio. The
Communists had the advantage in C? in their
own ground-controlled intercept (GCI) envi-
ronment. They also had the ability to refuse
battle and a large numerical advantage. So,
there is little left but combat experience to
explain it. And that was largely fortuitous.
Only five years had passed since World War
I, and many of the seasoned veterans of that
conflict were still in good shape and on active
duty or in the reserves.*® Perhaps all that led
to complacency in America—especially in
light of the fact that few came away with any
thought of ever again engaging in a limited
war on the Asian mainland.

In the years immediately following Korea,
the commander in chief and the secretary of
state were telling the country there would be
no more Koreas. Although fighter and
'ground-attack aviation were never ignored
altogether, the emphasis was very much on
massive retaliation. It was the heyday of Stra-
tegic Air Command (SAC), and for all others
it seemed that the only way to get funding was
to acquire a slice of the nuclear pie. Still, it
iwas during the Eisenhower administration
that some important things were done that
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affected US conventional war capabilities. The
Forrestal class of aircraft carriers came on the
line—the Navy got its supercarriers after all.
The C-130 rolled out in 1956 to become one
of the most successful tactical aircraft pro-
grams ever. One of the best nonnuclear weap-
ons in history, the M-61 Gatling gun, got its
initial operational capability (IOC) in 1958
aboard the F-104 and F-105. Too, AAMs ap-
peared for the first time, and one of them—the
AIM-9 Sidewinder—got its initial kills aboard
Chinese Nationalist F-86s that same year.*°
Before Eisenhower left office, the first SAM
kill was achieved when a US U-2 was brought
down over Russia by an SA-2. That these
things would work a substantial change on
the world of air combat was only dimly per-
ceived.

GUN MECHANISM

BARRELS

The M-61 Gatling gun came on the line in 1958 and still
equips practically all US fighters except the Marine Corps
Harrier, Air Force F-117, and Air Force A-10 Warthog.

History may record that in one respect, the
Eisenhower administration’s foresight was
crystal clear—the space part of air and space
superiority. The German combat employ-
ment of ballistic missiles in World War Il even
while General Eisenhower was campaigning
across France set the world thinking about the
future of space and space weapons. Soon after,
both RAND and the Scientific Advisory Board
were declaring that satellites and interconti-
nental ballistic missiles (ICBM) might soon
become practical.!
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The remarkable thing about the initial space
policy was that Eisenhower, himself a military
man, chose the “freedom of the seas” rather
than the “command of the air” model to be
sought as humanity first extended its military
activity into space. Well before anybody had
orbited anything in space and before he could
have had an inkling that the Russians would do
so first, President Eisenhower established the
policy of freedom of space—similar to freedom
of the seas. A part of that was his “open skies”
proposal at the summit of 1955 and his whole
effort to keep military space and civilian space
activities strictly separated—and to give the lat-
ter a commanding role. His whole effort was
greatly facilitated by the fact that the Soviets
under Khrushchev launched sputnik without
any attempt to get permission for overflight,
and the satellite clearly flew over US territory
repeatedly and with impunity.5?

So, well before Gary Powers was shot down
in the U-2 in May 1960 for violating Soviet
airspace, the Eisenhower administration had
established the freedom-of-space idea to fa-
cilitate space reconnaissance that was to un-
derwrite the viability of both deterrence and

Although the emphasis in the 1950s was on strategic
nuclear warfare, tactical doctrine and technology were not
ignored, the C-130 has been used for all sorts of tactical
missions as a gunship, bomber, airborne delivery of
troops and resupply, medical evacuation, and many other
functions. Starting in 1970, portable infrared missiles like
the SA-7 became a threat, and one countermeasure was
the launching of flares.

arms control. At first and for a long time, the

space program clearly had a strategic orienta- |

tion although it sometimes had tactical ef-
fects. Among its early achievements were the
revelations that neither the “bomber gap” nor
the “missile gap” had any basis in fact. That
was an important factor in the leveling off of
the US strategic nuclear order of battle, which
in turn led to stabilization of the nuclear arms
race.

Space-based weather forecasting began to
have a significant effect on the Vietnam War.
Communications technology was so facili-
tated by satellites that it actually became an
impediment in some cases. During the evacu-
ation of Saigon in 1975, for example, the
presence of a satellite communications termi-
nal in the Defense Attaché Office (formerly
the Military Assistance Command, Vietnam
[MACV] headquarters building) was a god-
send. Ultimately, all other links with the out-
side world were broken. But satellite commu-
nications made it so easy for many leaders
everywhere to reach the few officers responsi-

ble for marshalling the evacuation that they

hardly had time to attend to their urgent

duties—they were so busy answering queries
from every headquarters between Nakhon
Phanom and Washington.*?

Two years earlier, during the Yom Kippur
War, the superpowers had been better informed
as to what was going on at the battlefront than
were the combatants themselves. In part, this
was due to high-altitude reconnaissance from
the SR-71 and the Foxbat. In part, too, both sides
were getting satellite photographic intelligence
that was instrumental in bringing a truce to the
fighting—and to the stabilization of Middle East
politics ever since.>

Up to that point, then, I suppose that one
could argue that the United States did not have
space superiority. She could operate freely there
herself but could not deny the adversary the free
use of the medium. Still, the fact that the Soviets
could also work there with impunity was not

altogether negative in its impact on US national

interests. We now turn to a review of an impor-

tant new book as a vehicle for discussing the

Vietnam War phase of the history of air and
space superiority theory and doctrine.




“Clashes”": A New View of the
Struggle for Air Superiority
over Vietham

So the United States entered the war in Viet-
nam in stages without much thought as to what
her real objectives were, nor how she would get
out. Her Air Force and Navy had emerged from
Korea without much change in their doctrines
on air superiority and probably had not fully
articulated the implications of the subsequent
new technology of AAMs and SAMs. It is prob-
ably also true that the services had not much
considered that relationship between guerrilla
war and airpower, nor were they as advanced in
electronic warfare (EW) as they might have
been. At the outset of Vietnam, precision-
guided munitions (PGM) technology had
hardly advanced at all (in principle) over the
Azon guided bombs that had been used in
Korea. Col Marshall Michel has now come forth
with a new book* explaining how all that came
to pass and how the performance might be
improved in the future.

Thesis

Michel makes a persuasive argument that is not
altogether new. The US air forces—Navy and Air
Force—held their own for the early part of the
war, once they found technical answers to the
new SAM threat to their command of the air.
But things turned sour during 1967, in part
because the Vietnamese themselves were learn-
ing, and the technological responses were hav-
ing a diminishing effect against them. Opera-
tion Rolling Thunder was shut down in the
spring of 1968, and in the months that fol-
lowed, the Navy went to work and repaired its
training program with its Top Gun operation;
the Air Force made some technological im-
provements but then did not do much with the
air-to-air training effort. The result was that
when the Linebacker operations came in
1972,% the Navy fared much better than did the
Air Force. Only since then has the Air Force
repaired the training system with such things as
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Red Flag, changes at the Fighter Weapons
School, and other programs.*

Is the Author an Authority?

Colonel Michel has fine credentials for doing
such a book. A native of New Orleans, he came
into the Air Force in 1966 and flew combat
sorties—more than three hundred—out of
Udorn, Thailand, some in the RF-4 and others
in the F-4E. He later spent time as assistant air
attaché in Israel and on the Israeli desk for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). He then flew a tour
in F-1S5s at Langley Air Force Base (AFB), Vir-
ginia. Michel later was on the NATO staff and
retired in 1992. His writing style is excellent,
and though he seems knowledgeable on naval
aviation, the vast preponderance of his docu-
mentation is of Air Force origins. He has a nice
combination of practical experience and pro-
fessional study, but it is probably fair to say
that his search of the literature on air and
space superiority was competent but not ex-
haustive.

One of Colonel Michel’s degrees is in En-
glish from Georgetown University, and that
shows in his writing. Another, in international
relations, is from Catholic University. He was
also a fellow both at the Harvard Center for
International Affairs and at Tel Aviv Univer-
sity. He is now working on another book, this
one focused on Linebacker. It does seem to me
that he makes one assumption that there is in
the Air Force an inverse relationship between
rank and the ability to profit from construc-
tive criticism. A second might be that there is
a direct relationship between high rank and
the fragility of egos. Perhaps a third is that
commanders and other high-ranking officers
are omnipotent. I have no evidence that
Michel was ever a flying-unit commander,
and those apparent assumptions make me
suspect that he was not.

The Argument

Clashes explains the disappointments of the
battle for the command of the skies over

. *Clashes: Air Combat over North Vietnam, 1965-1972 (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1997).
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North Vietnam as arising from a variety of
factors, the most important of which is unre-
alistic air combat training before and during
the war. Among the others, though, were
equipment shortcomings. The main air-to-air
fighter on the US side was the F-4, much larger
than the MiGs it fought. That, plus the fact
that it had a smoky engine made it less likely
that the American crewmen would see their
enemy before they themselves were spotted.
Too, the design of the F-4 (originally intended
to be a fleet-defense fighter against nonma-
neuvering, large targets) yielded poor all-
around visibility, which was especially bad
toward the rear—the most likely avenue of
enemy attack. Further, in the F-4C—the Air
Force version—the cockpit layout was not
“user friendly.” The switches were placed
hither and yon, which made it difficult for the
crews to manipulate them at the same time
they were keeping watch for enemies outside
the cockpit. Finally, the aircraft did not have
an internal gun in either the Navy (F-4B) or
the Air Force versions (F-4C and D). Here,
Michel seems to imply that the shortcomings
were somehow the fault of the senior leader-
ship in the Air Force.

An Air Force F-4G for the suppression of enemy air
defenses (only the F-4E had a gun installed)

The air-to-air weapons were also highly
ineffective. Radar missiles were particularly
difficult to set up in the heat of combat, and
one had to keep the F-4’s radar pointing at the
target for the entire flight time of the mis-
sile.”’ The AIM-7 Sparrow (radar guided,
semiactive)*® was large, about a quarter of a
ton, and it had a smoky engine—both factors
making it easier to spot and evade with vio-

lent maneuvers. Too, when the Navy first
developed the missile in the 1950s, solid-state
electronics had not yet appeared, and mini-
aturization of electronic parts had just begun.
Thus, the early versions of the Sparrow were
far less reliable than desired. Also, the ROE
required a visual identification of the target
before firing, which greatly inhibited the use
of the AIM-7s. So, in the end, the kill rate with
them in Vietnam was down around 10 per-
cent, and two-thirds of them malfunctioned
when Air Force crews tried to fire them.

The AIM-9 Sidewinder was a heat seeker
(infrared [IR]) also developed by the Navy in
the 1950s. The IR system was much simpler
than radar missiles and thus more reliable. But
it also was dependent on earlier-generation
electronics and consequently very subject to
failure. Too, its rocket motor was exceedingly
smoky,*? and its ability to make a high-G (very
sharp) turn was limited—so it could also be
avoided if spotted in time. Still, the Side-
winder kill ratio was only about 18 percent.
Colonel Michel does explain, though, that
one of the reasons the Navy achieved a better
record was its greater reliance on the more
reliable and simpler-to-use IR missile than on
the radar weapons. (The Navy’s best-trained
air-to-air units flew the F-8, which was not
equipped to fire the radar missiles.)

]
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AIM-7 Sparrow (top) and the AIM-9 Sidewinder (bottom)
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None of the Navy’s F-4s ever used a gun in
combat—they never acquired a model with an
internal weapon and could not use the exter-
nal gun pod because it would have eliminated
the use of the centerline external fuel tank,
which would have been unacceptable for car-
rier operations. Even before the war, the Air
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| Force had undertaken the development of an
external gun pod containing a 20 mm
weapon. It turned out to be a good piece of
equipment, but it did limit the performance
of the airplane because of its drag, and it never
was as accurate as an internal gun. The F-105
had such an internal gun from the beginning
and made some of its kills with that
weapon—it did not have a radar-missile capa-
bility, but it also made some Kills with the
Sidewinder.

Michel demonstrates that another reason
for the Navy’s superior record was the excel-
lence of its shipborne GCI, called “Red
Crown.” Even the Air Force crews, when they
were close enough to the coast, avowed that
radar control and warning was superior to the
Air Force provisions in the “College Eye” ra-
dars aboard C-121s or the “Teaball” warnings
coming from a ground facility at Nakhon
Phanom.

Finally, Michel explains that the Navy had
he easier problem in many ways. Its operat-
ing areas were on the coast, requiring very
ittle time over enemy territory. But the Air
orce aircraft had a long drag from Thailand
cross the whole of North Vietnam to the
targets in the eastern part of the country.
Thus, Air Force crews were under enemy sur-
veillance and fire for much longer periods.
Also, he explains that the Vietnamese de-
ployed the MiG-21s against Air Force forma-
tions more than against the Navy, and the
atter was faced with the obsolescent MiG-17
much more frequently than was the Air Force.

Nevertheless, Michel denies that that situ-
ation excused the Air Force for its inferior
record. His main complaint was the inade-
Juacy of air combat training before and dur-
ing the war. This he lays at the door of senior
ieadership, although he does allow that there
~as a substantial conservative streak among
the teachers at the Fighter Weapons School.
Fheir approach to training was much too
-onservative, and the air-to-air portion of the
drogram consistently received too little em-
bhasis. A part of this arose from the heavy
-oncentration on the nuclear-strike mission
N the years following Korea. Also, ma ny com-
manders were too hypersensitive to the risk
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of accidents to permit truly realistic air com-
bat training. Then too, the conservatism of
the senior generals made the Air Force stick
with an inadequate tactical formation—the
“Fluid Four”—long after the Navy had demon-
strated the superiority of its “Loose Deuce.”
Finally, the conservatism of senior Air Force
leaders also caused them to cling to a techno-
logical explanation for the disappointment
after Rolling Thunder—that the poor kill ratios
were to be expected because we were operat-
ing in the enemy GCI environment without
radar warning and control of our own. But the
Navy was usually able to employ the radar
facilities of ships standing hard by the shore.
The result was that the Navy turned to briskly
and built up a splendid “Top Gun” training
program® while the Air Force sought only
technological solutions until after Linebacker
exposed the unwisdom of that.

Evaluation

My estimate is that Clashes is the best book in
print on the subject. But it is not perfect. The
sources used are largely limited to Air Force
documentation and only a few of the most
prominent published works on naval avia-
tion. Michel uses the Air Force’s Red Baron
studies very extensively. There are some infer-
ences drawn that may not come from the
documentation but from his crew-member
experience. One example is that the absence
of a gun from the design of the F-4C was the
fault of Air Force senior leadership. I suspect
that the whole thing is much more complex
than Michel imagines. The way that Lt Gen
John J. Burns explains it is that the A-7, F-4C,
and F-111 were forced upon the Air Force as a
package, at least insofar as some of their de-
sign features were concerned, by Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara. He came to office
determined to improve accountability and to
reduce the inefficiencies arising from service
parochialism.

One dimension of this was to get the ser-
vices to employ more “commonality” in their
aircraft-acquisition programs. The Navy did
not require an internal gun for the F-4 because
it was designed to be a fleet-defense intercep-
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tor. McNamara wanted the airplane to equip
both services, and the initial difficulties with
the F-105 helped him achieve that. When the
Air Force was finally persuaded to accept the
F-4, the secretary put strict limits on the modi-
fications that would be made to it to make it
suitable for Air Force service. One that was
permitted was the addition of a duplicate set
of controls—which were not in the Navy ver-
sion—to the back cockpit. The Air Force also
wanted an internal gun, but the Office of the
Secretary of Defense would not permit it—un-
til after combat over Vietnam proved its es-
sentiality. By then, it was necessary to come
out with an entirely new model—the F-4E—o
accommodate it. The side-by-side seating in
the F-111 is another example. The visibility
from the cockpit of that airplane is poor, and
the Air Force could not have tandem seating
because that would have made the airplane
too long for aircraft carrier elevators. In the
end, the Navy never purchased any 111s.%
The point is that the generals in the Air Force
are not as omnipotent as most flyers, includ-
ing me, have traditionally thought them to
be. That is as it should be in a democracy,
even when it results in some wrong decisions
from time to time.

Another standard lament of crew mem-
bers, especially those in the fighter force, is
that the generals of the pre-Vietnam days
were too timid to permit realistic air combat
training. General Burns shares that opinion
with Colonel Michel.®? Doubtless they have a
point, but what is often left out of that lament
is that the accident rate certainly did come
down greatly during the late 1950s and early
1960s. It seems to me that there was a certain
devil-may-care/boys-will-be-boys attitude
among the flyers in the early fifties, but the
“buzzing” of girlfriends’ houses was much
diminished after 1955, when the service be-
gan to exert more professional discipline on
the officer corps. Indeed, more lives may have
been saved in the ensuing decade than were
lost in the skies over North Vietnam—just
another dilemma of high command, I sup-
pose?¢? Finally, we came away from the war
against Kim Il Sung with a stout “no-more-
Koreas” attitude that necessarily led to em-

phasis among fighters on continental air de-
fense against high-altitude, nonmaneuvering
bombers.

In the end, though, those comments are
only quibbles. Again, [ say that Clashes is, to |
my knowledge, the best thing in print on the
air war over North Vietnam, and APJ’s audi-
ence should give it a high place on their
reading list. It may not be the last word,
though, because there is a book in the offing
by a long-time member of the Air Force His-
tory and Museums program, Dr. Wayne
Thompson, that will appear in the next year,
or so; his book should supplement if not
supercede Colonel Michel’s fine work.
Thompson, who has done much creditable
work there over the last couple of decades and
was a prominent member of the Gulf War
Airpower Survey, has completed the draft of
Rebound: The Air War over North Vietnam,
1966-73. It should be in print within the next
year. Rebound and Clashes are both positive
signs that airpower history is maturing be-
yond the histrionics of the 1960s.

Air Superiority
after Vietnam |

For a number of years after 1972, the
American air forces did not do much air fight-
ing. Several times, foreign air forces got in-
volved in combat, but they all were so limited
that what emerged was largely a set of specu-
lations rather than any “lessons.”

Before the final American humiliation in
Vietnam, the Israeli air force (IAF) executed a
campaign that added to its already-great mys-
tique. In the opening hours of the 1967 war,
it destroyed the Egyptian air force in an OCA
operation that would have made Douhet
proud. The war began with a preemptive
strike on Egyptian airfields and radar sites. .
More or less complete surprise was achieved,
and restrikes were conducted with impressive
dispatch and minimal ground times. At the
end of the campaign, the Israelis claimed to
have destroyed over four hundred Arab air-
craft, close to 90 percent on the ground. Al-
though the missile war was in full swing in

N



' Vietnam at the time, it seems that all the
air-to-air kills on both sides came from guns.
‘u Atoll air-to-air missiles were fired, and one did
| some damage—but apparently no aircraft was
brought down by a missile. The Israelis domi-
nated the air battle, but by far the greatest
'damage was done by the attacks on the ene-
| mies in their nests.*

The dramatic IAF victory had multiple ef-
fects. First, it set off an aircraft-shelter build-
 ing program not only all over the Middle East

but also among the NATO and Warsaw Pact
air forces. Second, it accelerated the Arab
move into ground-based missile defenses, not
only around their air bases but also ultimately
leading to the building of a formidable mis-
sile belt along the Suez Canal. Third, it im-
posed such a humiliation on the Arabs—and
they lost so much important territory—that it
| probably made another war inevitable. Fi-
nally, the additional buffer space gained by
the Israelis and the ease of their 1967 victory
‘may have lulled them into a false sense of
| security.
. Notwithstanding the splendor of Israel’s
|victory, the Six-Day War may not have been
‘the IAF’s finest hour. According to Michael
Howard, doctrine is always wrong, and he
iwhose doctrine is the least wrong and whose
Isystem is the most flexible will win. This is so
because he will be able to compensate for the
wrongness more rapidly than can his en-
my.6S

The war of attrition from 1967 to 1970
aught the Israelis that a preemptive, Douhet-
ike strike would not likely work again. In any
vent, it would be too costly in terms of world
pinion—especially so in the United States. By
1973 there were missile batteries around the
ost important Arab bases and along the
anal, and the IAF had largely been

There were plenty of signals of an impending
ttack, but the Israelis did not believe them.
0ssibly that was because they did not under-
tand that the Arabs no longer had the de-
truction of the Israeli state in mind but were
oing for more limited objectives. Further, it
ossibly was because of complacency, and

TO KILL A STALKING BIRD 89

certainly because of a false assumption that
there would be 48 hours advanced warning.®®

This time, there would be a more complex
and closer-run contest for the command of
the skies. The ground-based element was to
play a much larger part than theretofore. The
firm doctrine that air superiority has to come
first was compromised for the sake of ground
support, especially on the Golan Heights,
where it seemed for a while that the Syrians
were about to break through to the sea. It was
a classical case of a ground emergency serious
enough to divert airpower away from its pri-
mary task—the winning of air superiority as
envisioned above in the passages on the new
AFDD 1. Too, it was a wonderful demonstra-
tion of the flexibility of airpower, in that the
IAF was switched from the Sinai Desert in the
south to the Golan Heights in the north with
blazing speed. And it seems that it saved the
day in so doing. The cost, though, was enor-
mous. The Israelis had reequipped their forces
with aircraft but had not gone as far as they
might have in the acquisition of PGMs and
electronic countermeasures (ECM) pods.
However, in this war there were significant
numbers of kills by both AAMs and SAMs.
Further, the shoulder-fired antitank missiles
had a field day in the biggest tank battles since
Kursk in 1943. Howard suggests, then, that
one does not gauge the true measure of an air
force when things go perfectly according to
plan, but when the plan becomes a shambles
and the force nevertheless has the presence of
mind and flexibility to snatch victory from
the jaws of defeat. If that is valid, then perhaps
Yom Kippur is a better indicator of greatness
than 1967 was.

The next air combats came in the Falklands
War and the Israeli operations in the Bekaa
Valley, both in 1982. In the former, most of
the air-to-air kills were by missile, and ship-
board defenses seemed inadequate, notwith-
standing some SAM kills. The British suffered
painful ship losses and might have suffered
many more if the safe-and-arm devices of the
Argentinean bombs had worked properly (ac-
tually, it was improper launching tactics that
prevented the devices from functioning as
designed). In the latter case, the IAF proved
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that it had learned its lessons well. In com-
pany with the Israeli ground forces, the IAF
managed to shut down the Syrian SAM system
with impressive speed, extensive use of re-
motely piloted vehicles (RPV), and an air bat-
tle that went heavily in the Israeli favor. Both
experiences suggested that the command of
air and space would continue to be deter-
mined by some combination of surface attack
and air fighting plus fire from ground guns
and missiles. In the Falklands, AIM-9L Side-
winders were responsible for the greater part
of the British air-to-air kills, and the very high
success ratio suggested that reliability prob-
lems with that missile had been overcome.
Practically all of the kills of the IAF at the
Bekaa Valley were by missiles.®

The Navy and Colonel Michel were cer-
tainly right in saying that a part of the Rolling
Thunder difficulty over North Vietnam arose
from training, not technology alone. After all,
there is no evidence that the Communist
weapons were any better than the American
ones. The Navy moved quickly to establish a
rigorous, specialized air-to-air training pro-
gram (Top Gun) for its F-4 pilots, and that
seemed to have immediate effects.

As noted, Michel argues that the Air Force
leadership did not want to admit a weakness
and blamed it instead on technology. Perhaps
that is true, but it is also true that there were
but four years between the bombing halt and
Linebacker—and that is not all that much time
to get a major training operation started. Soon
after, though, the Red Flag exercise was set up
on the ranges at Nellis AFB, Nevada, complete
with electronic tracking and recording meth-
ods and elaborate video debriefing systems.
The range was equipped with accurate simu-
lations of practically all of the ground threats
the West was liable to face, and American and
allied units were cycled through the program
at frequent intervals.5®

The Air Force Fighter Weapons School was
collocated with Red Flag and played an impor-
tant role in the reforms. It brought in select
instructor pilots from field units and subjected
them to an intense, unusually rigorous training
program. If those students graduated, they went
back to their units with a special status and

expertise to pass on the latest thinking abous
air combat to their colleagues.” |

Additionally, again following a Navy lead
elaborate air combat maneuvering instru-
mentation (ACMI) systems were installed a
various locations around the United State
and at some places overseas. Although not as|
elaborate as the installations at Nellis, they
nevertheless were able to accurately track an
record fairly complex mock air battles over
their local ranges. Then the recorded material
was used in a new and rigorous debriefin
program that vastly improved the realism and
effectiveness of continuing training.

For some time after the fall of Saigon, the Air
Force maintained both a Soviet Awareness:
Group and an aggressor squadron. Both were!
charged with becoming expert in Soviet culture,
technology, and doctrine and with traveling)
about the United States to pass on their expertise’
to users. The aggressor squadron was equipped
first with T-38s and later with F-Ss so as to permit’
dissimilar air-to-air training. Practice air combat
maneuvering between F-4s had limited effects
in preparing US crews to face MiGs, and the F-5s
were a fairly close approximation of the MiG-
21. According to Michel, the results were at first'
much in the favor of the F-5 aggressors, but
fairly soon the line crews were able to reduce’
the gap.”* Added to this was a new, more aggres- |
sive policy toward home-unit training thaty
many fighter pilots feel was the most significant
factor.”?

Finally, there were some highly importan
reforms in areas other than the air-to-air battle
that affected it in a significant way. One wa
development of the stealth bomber—the F
117. That was important because it was s
hard to detect on radar that if it flew at night
the support package needed for other attack
ers to protect them from the stalkers wa
unnecessary. Another item was that the in
creasing availability of PGMs and their sub:
stantial advantage in accuracy over unguide
bombs meant that a strike package containin
few “shooters” would administer a high
level of damage to the target than would hav
been the case in Vietnam. That meant that th
United States could afford to include man
more support aircraft to protect the “shoo




{ ers” from the enemy airborne and ground-
based stalkers. It also meant that easing of
i} requirements for air-to-ground training re-
leased more time for air-to-air practice.
il By the 1990s, although we had not yet
i deployed lethal instruments in space, the
Y nonlethal ones were making a substantial
Il contribution to air and space superiority. Cer-
|| tainly, space-based weather reconnaissance
contributed in many ways, even in the days
of the Vietnam War. By 1990 it yielded a
substantial advantage in planning attacks and
providing for force protection. Space assets
also were a large help in reconnaissance and
the air-“recce” units had all but disappeared
from the forces. Also, in conjunction with the
new airborne warning and control system
(AWACS) in the jet aircraft that replaced the
“College Eye” in the C-121 “Connies” of
which Marshall Michel complained, space as-
sets were making warning and battle damage
ssessments (BDA) much more effective than
they had been. Although it was to prove im-
ossible for the air campaign to completely
shut down Saddam Hussein’s communica-
ions, their degradation, combined with the
normous benefit of the new US space-based
icommunications links, yielded another huge
fadvantage.

Finally, the Goldwater-Nichols Depart-
ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986
nad greatly strengthened the role of the chair-
man of the JCS and the area commanders in
-hief (CINC), and that was arguably a substan-
ial step in the direction of the traditional Air
‘orce organizational and doctrinal prefer-
’nce.” Legislation and the policies growing
herefrom made it not only feasible but also

idvisable for the CINCs to appoint a joint
Orce air component commander (JFACC).”
'his seemed to promise that the ideal of cen-
alized control of airpower at the theater

evel by a coequal air commander would fi-
1ally be realized.

oy

The Gulf War

Some people have suggested that any old
rategy would have brought the Iraqis down
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in 1991. The implication might be, then, that
the battle for the command of air and space
against a paper tiger means little for the fu-
ture. It is true that it was a lopsided victory.
The OCA part of the campaign in its air-to-
ground dimension worked like a charm. The
F-117 did always get through.”® The degrada-
tion of the Iraqi detection and C? systems was
quickly accomplished, and it certainly added
to the ease with which the air-to-air part of the
campaign was completed. The F-15s cleared
the skies of the few enemy aircraft that ven-
tured forth, and the coalition suffered no
more than one suspected air-to-air kill. The
combination of stealth as well as lethal and
nonlethal SEAD largely suppressed the SAM
threat and in turn permitted coalition aircraft
to do their missions at medium and high
altitudes above the AAA and shoulder-fired
SAM threats. The spread of PGM technology
enabled them to actually hit targets from
those altitudes. They also made feasible what
John Warden calls “parallel attack” (as op-
posed to sequential).”® That empowered the
coalition to overwhelm the defenses as a syn-
ergy arose from the destruction of so many
OCA targets nearly simultaneously.

The stout aircraft shelters built by Iraq and
many other nations in reaction to the “les-
sons” of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War proved
useless—except perhaps as magnets attracting
PGMs to empty shelters. The combination of
precision and penetrating bomb bodies made
it so.”

Added to those great advantages was the
fact that the coalition enjoyed a huge infor-

BLU-109 penetrating bomb body, two thousand pounds
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mation edge by virtue of an extreme imbal-
ance in the access to space resources—the Gulf
War was called the first space war. In short,
the coalition enjoyed air and space suprem-
acy.’® This time, the adversary did not even
enjoy the access that the Arabs had in the Yom
Kippur War through the Soviets. The cold war
having ended, the Russians were no longer
the patrons of the Iraqis, and the only access
Saddam Hussein might have had was through
commercial space assets. But was that imbal-
ance just a flash in the pan, or can we hope
for more to come?

Missiles accounted for practically all of the
air-to-air Kills in the Gulf War. The reliability
and kill ratios for the AIM-7s and the AIM-9s
were much better than they had been in Viet-
nam, and the AWACS performed much better
than had College Eye in the 1960s and 1970s.
There really was not that much of an air-to-air
battle, certainly not in the form of dogfights.
The result was that the major improvements
made in the F-15C design for the sake of
air-combat maneuvering were not fully tested
in combat. The same is true for the F-16,
which had been designed as a dual-role
fighter, although with much more attention
to air combat than had been the case with the
F-105 and the F-4. The great advantage that
the United States had in air refueling made
the maintenance of continuous combat air
patrol feasible. This had advanced consider-
ably since the Vietnam War by the acquisition
of the KC-10, which helped greatly with refu-
eling deployment (and with airlift). Further,
the reengining of the KC-13$ fleet to create
the R model greatly enhanced its ability to
sustain extended combat operations.”

There was a good deal of self-congratula-
tion in the aftermath of the Gulf War over the
fact that the Goldwater-Nichols Act worked.
The centralization of the C? of theater air
forces was really accomplished. Later,
though, some people argued that the reason
it appeared that way was the accommodating
personality of the JFACC, Gen Charles Hor-
ner.?® They argued that his great preponder-
ance of air assets permitted him to avoid the
hard choices and to allow all the air forces
(save perhaps his own US Air Force) to fly

whatever missions they wanted. As with the
campaign in France in 1944, when one has
wall-to-wall airpower, doctrine does not mat-
ter very much.

Since Operation
Desert Storm

Many critics were quick to say that the
conditions in the Gulf War were nearly ideal
for airpower.®! That was true. Still, spells of
bad weather slowed the air campaign. Laser-
guided bombs (LGB), IR weapons, and televi-
sion guidance all required at least a modicum
of visibility. Since the Gulf War, the United
States has moved to close that weather sanc-
tuary, just as she has eliminated the shelter of
darkness.

The Joint Direct Attack Munitions System
(JDAMS) is going into service at this writing.
It uses a guidance system that is not quite as
precise as laser or television guidance, but one
that can operate in all weathers—as long as
there is good intelligence on the location of
the target. It operates with an inertial kit that
steers the bomb toward its objective, aided by
a Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver
that takes signals from space to correct the
inertial trajectory and deliver a circular error
probable (CEP)®2 of about 15 meters (for some
LGBs, the CEP is about three meters). This
accuracy is fine for the vast majority of tar-
gets—if a two-thousand pounder falls within
15 meters of a soldier in the open, his day is
done. This can be done from above the clouds
and at medium altitude, either day or night.
Another beauty of it is that the cost of each
JDAMS kit is only $14,000—far lower than that
of a laser kit, which itself is far cheaper than
all other forms of guidance. Some people
argue that the day of the “dumb” bomb ap
pears to be done.®* The implications of this fo
the air-and-space-superiority battle is that fa
fewer shooters will be necessary to destroy
given set of targets than heretofore; conse
quently, it will be far easier to protect the
from the stalking birds. Too, early in the nex
century, it is anticipated that an autonomous
seeker’* will be developed for some of the




JDAMS so that when the last increment of
precision is indeed required, JDAMS will be
able to deliver it. The F-117 will be able to
carry two of these weapons in the two-thou-
sand-pound size, and a smaller version of one
thousand pounds is being developed so that
it may be carried inside the weapons bay of
the oncoming F-22. That is necessary to pre-
serve its stealth qualities, although where that
is not necessary, the Raptor will be equipped
with pylons to carry the larger bombs exter-
nally.®
An attractive feature of the JDAMS we
noted was its moderate price. But another
development has been designed especially as
a strap-on kit for the standard munitions dis-
penser. It does not contain the GPS feature
and relies wholly on an inertial system that
takes out the effects of the wind when the
weapon is dropped from medium altitudes. It
costs about half the price of a JDAMS kit, and
initial production will take place in 1998.
Called the wind-corrected munitions dis-
penser (WCMD), it will be capable of carrying
the standard submunitions, including the
{sensor-fuzed weapon, mines, and the com-
bined-effects munition. It is not quite as ac-
curate as JDAMS, but extreme accuracy is not
required for scatter weapons.% It would play
2 part in the battle for command of air and
space because submunitions are especially
2ffective against SAM and AAA sites or aircraft
in the open.
To be able to fire at an enemy stalker who
cannot reach you is a capability longed for
bince ancient times. The Air Force has been

| rrected munitions dispenser loaded on port pylon
of Air Force F-16 g
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the lead service in the development of the
JDAMS; the Navy is leading another develop-
ment with a common guidance system—the
joint standoff weapon (JSOW) system, also
designed to fire at an enemy who cannot
shoot back. Its IOC is just around the corner.
It is a glide bomb with wings that extend after
release. The idea is that the weapon will be
used at a distance to degrade the enemy air
defense systems to make it safe for aircraft to
go in with JDAMS and even dumb bombs to
strike other targets. It too will be released from
medium altitude or above and from a much
greater distance than with JDAMS. Initial ver-
sions will be equipped to deliver the various
submunitions in the inventory, such as the
combined effects munition (CEM) or Gator
mines.®” One version is being built to deliver
a unitary bomb as well. Later phases of the
program in the next century will marry the
GPS/inertial guidance system with a terminal
seeker that will give some of the JSOWs the
same precision that LGBs now enjoy. Usually,
scatter weapons like the CEM have no need
for the last increment of precision, so there
will not be the need to use up an expensive
seeker and processor for them. Still, JSOWs
will be more expensive than JDAMS and,
therefore, will not be procured in as many
numbers.88

Still more expensive than the JDAMS is the
joint air-to-surface standoff missile (JASSM).#°
There typically are some nodal points in an
IADS that are vital but too dangerous to ap-
proach, even to JSOW ranges. Before the fall
of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact, the services
had a joint program for a similar missile with
stealth characteristics that were deemed nec-
essary to attack such targets. However, to get
the last increment of stealthiness would have
been an expensive proposition. When the
Communist empire fell, we decided that that
requirement could be relaxed a bit, so the
original program was cancelled (for that
among other reasons), and JASSM was de-
signed for the same mission at about half the
cost.® It will nevertheless be expensive and
not ready until the next century, when it will
become the longest-range standoff weapon
available for Air Force fighter aircraft.
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Another part of the armament program
that is aimed at similar effects is the high-
speed antiradiation missile (HARM)—but it
does not have the long-range JASSM. We saw
that the stalking birds in Vietnam had a huge
advantage working inside their own GCI en-
vironment, and HARM is designed to suppress
the radars essential to that direction. It homes
on radiation and travels at very high speeds
in the hope of arriving at the antenna before
the enemy operator can shut it down. HARM
was first used in the raid on Libya in 1986,
and in the Gulf War it was not necessary to
fire very many of them. The Iraqi controllers
quickly discovered that emitting was hazard-
ous to their health, so the mere presence of
HARM shooters in the vicinity was enough to
keep their radars off the air—which enabled
the free passage of nonstealthy strike forces.

e e e
P
AGM-88 HARM

We saw above that substantial improve-
ments were made in air-to-air weapons before
the onset of the Gulf War. However, perhaps
the most important one achieved its IOC only
in September 1991 and could not be deployed
to the Gulf in time to get a combat test. The
advanced medium-range air-to-air missile
(AMRAAM) had been under development for
many years, and the goals for its program had
been ambitious indeed.*?
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AIM-120 AMRAAM

We have noted that it was necessary for US
fighters over Vietnam to direct their radar
missiles until they hit the target and that that
was a disadvantage compared to the “launch-
and-leave” characteristics of IR missiles. One

of the AMRAAM goals was to develop a
weapon that could guide itself to the target
without the assistance of the launching air-
crew after it departed the missile racks. That
would permit the crew either to begin their
escape or to launch other missiles at other
targets before the first one had impacted. Yet
another goal was to make the AMRAAM light
enough to be used aboard the F-16, since the
fighter force had more of these planes than
any other. Most of the latter did not have any
beyond-visual-range capability because the
AIM-7 Sparrow needed a fairly sophisticated
aircraft guidance system and the F-16 radar
was inadequate.?

AMRAAM'’s weight is perhaps 70 percent of
the Sparrow, and it is fully compatible with the
avionics of the F-16. It has a higher speed too,
and there is less smoke generated by its motor.
Multiple AMRAAMs can be managed at one
time by a single fighter, and one of their modes
of operation is autonomous—they become
launch-and-leave weapons. For all of that,
though, the world of air combat is a hard one—it
is difficult to stay ahead, and in some respects
the Russians have better missiles—although the
combination of stealth in the F-22 and the
AMRAAM will likely be better than the combi-
nation of Russian fighters and missiles.**

If the threat of Russian fighters and radar
missiles were not enough to keep one awake,
then there have also been developments in
the world of IR weapons and helmet-mounted
displays (HMD) that will. In the days of Viet-
nam, as we have seen, it was necessary to drive
up behind an enemy and maneuver into a
moving cone behind his exhaust to get a.
lock-on and fire an IR missile. Such missiles
have now been improved to the point that
they are all-aspect weapons. They can be fired.
from the forward hemisphere of the enemy,
and they will home in perhaps on the leading
edges of wings that have been heated by air
friction—but more likely on the jet exhaust,
which can be sensed even from the nose as-
pect.®s But at first it was still necessary to point
one’s aircraft at or nearly at the enemy befor:
the missile could be fired. By moving th
sighting display to the visor on the pilot’




helmet and giving the seeker on the missile
itself a wide field of view (FOV), it can be
aunched at very large “off-boresight” an-
les—precious seconds before the enemy can
ire one at our airplane.’® The Russians and
he Israelis have had such missiles and hel-
ets for some time now, and they do have
ome limitations.®” The F-22 will come
equipped with a joint helmet-mounted cue-
ing system and a new IR missile (AIM-9X), but
that is not scheduled to gain its [OC until
2004.%8 Several European nations have missile
'programs also looking toward that kind of
iweapon/helmet combination.*

Another advantage of the IR missiles is that
they are passive—that is to say, they send forth
10 electromagnetic emissions to warn the en-
>my that he is about to be attacked (some
sidewinders do have proximity fuzes that emit
-adio-frequency energy—and using the aircraft
fadar to measure range even with IR missiles
ran be a big help). The unfortunate part of it is
hat IR weapons are short range. However, the
Russians and the US Navy (aboard its F-14s)
have had operational infrared search and track
ystems (IRSTS), which enable them to spot
sther aircraft at considerable distances without
urning their radars on. This has the potential
o permit the first shot, as radars theoretically
an be detected by radar-warning receivers at
wice the distance that they can themselves
dentify the target (the energy has to make a
found-trip for the attacker’s antenna but only a
mne-way journey to the target’s antenna). This
nay be especially troublesome in that the Rus-
ian AA-10 has a longer range than most other
R missiles; this capability might enable it to
2ach out and touch someone when combined
7ith an IRSTS.'® A well-established notion of
ir combat is that he who takes the first shot is
ery likely to win.

The Air Force has so far not specified an
ASTS for the F-22, although it tested some in
1e late 1980s. Apparently, stealth combined
rith a radar set that seems to be difficult to
atercept is enough to make the inclusion of an
{STS unnecessary. Such equipment already on
ussian and late-model Navy fighters is soon to
e included on other European aircraft. Too, it
other potential uses in which its passivity
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may help, such as finding a tanker without
making emissions or identifying plumes from
Scud missiles as they fire.!* US fighters so
equipped have a similar capability through their
LANTIRN (low altitude navigation and targeting
infrared for night) pods.!®

But balanced against those technological
gains has been a huge force-structure draw-
down. The Air Force is now about a third the
size it was at the height of the Vietnam War. In
1997 the enlisted strength of the Air Force was
lower than in any year since Pearl Harbor except
1947. Continuing commitments in the Persian
Gulf and elsewhere have created an operations
tempo so high that opportunities for realistic
training are often lost. Aggressor units are much
diminished from what they once were.'*

Additionally, there has been a huge over-
seas-base drawdown and a greater concentra-
tion of units in the continental United States.
There has been some reorganization and con-
solidation among the major commands, and
composite-wing experiments have been con-
ducted. Work has been done on developing a
doctrine and organization for quick redeploy-
ment overseas in the form of air expeditionary
forces, but that has not yet had a large-scale
combat test. Most of the plans associated with
that call for the front-loading of air superiority
assets in the redeployments, and doubtless it
would be done better now than it was in Torch
in 1942. But excessive confidence that our
technological, doctrinal, and organizational
cleverness will compensate for low numbers
and the lack of bases and radar sites in the
stalkers’ backyards would make us victims of
Michael Howard'’s lament. Doctrine is always
wrong, and he who can adapt to its errors after
combat has revealed them will win. If the
world turns out to be different from the way
we picture it, will we be able to react more
quickly than enemies now far less knowable
than the Soviets were for 50 years?

A Century of Thinking on the
Command of Air and Space

We are now in the twilight of the first
century of the air age. What do we have to
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show for the huge intellectual effort that has
gone into the development of air and space
superiority doctrine? There has been little
disagreement that we should command the
medium. The rub comes when the discussion
turns to the methods of doing so.

During World War | and the 1920s, in
America at least, the emphasis was on the air
battle. Different thinkers placed varying val-
ues on the offensive methods of fighting that
battle. Douhet was among the earliest to as-
sert that command of the air could be best
won through attacks against ground targets.
American thinkers moved toward that posi-
tion in the 1930s but not all the way.

Soon after the onset of World War II, the
limitations of the Douhet approach began to
show themselves. The coming of radar was
everything. The ability to spot attackers in the
footless halls of space enabled stalkers to im-
plement the principle of mass—to hold their
forces on the ground and launch them di-
rectly at the threat without dispersing their
power all around the perimeter looking for
bombers. British bombers had to go over to
the sanctuary of night to survive—but for a
long time, that entailed such a loss of target-
acquisition ability and accuracy that it ruined
their potency. In the end, the survivability
evaporated because radar helped the German
interceptors, but British gunners and escorts
had little effect at night. The Americans at-
tempted for a while to find sanctuary behind
the many .50-caliber turrets they hung on
their bombers. But that failed because it was
too easy for the stalkers to mount even larger
weapons and hold back their assault until
radar told them the escorts had gone home.
Then they could quickly find the attacking
formation, hover just outside .50-caliber range,
and pop away until they made their lethal
hits. Finally, the impractical was made practi-
cal by the partially fortuitous combination of
technologies in escort fighters, growing num-
bers, and changes in tactics—and the stalking
birds were killed in such huge numbers that
it was not long before Germany lay prostrate
before the Allies, now in command of the air.

Unhappily, the emergent doctrine obso-
lesced as rapidly as did the World War II air-

planes. In both Korea and Vietnam, the
United States was unable to apply the full
force of OCA attacks because of constraints
arising from the limited-war scenario. Too,
her great advantage in air superiority technol-
ogy and experience eroded with seemingly
blazing speed. From the Eisenhower adminis-
tration forward, though, the exploitation of
space in a nonlethal way tended to counteract
that erosion. That, combined with the fall of
the Communist empire, enabled the coalition
to fully exploit the potential of its technologi-
cal and doctrinal advantages against Iraq and
achieve an air supremacy not often witnessed
in the past.

But the wall is down. The “threat” has
become so diffuse that thinking about the
methods of commanding air and space is
more difficult than ever. Technology seems to
be changing as rapidly as ever, but the force
structure is much diminished. There are no
more Vietnam veterans in the cockpit; only a
fraction of the force got combat experience in
Desert Storm, and that too is disappearing.
The doctrine has really not changed greatly.
One wonders whether a full revolution in‘
military affairs (RMA) is really afoot—whether
all the technology and readiness training will
be enough to yield air and space superiority
in the next century. Certainly, potential ad-
versaries have learned as much or more from
the Gulf War as we have. Doubt remains
whether we have solved the problems of com-
mand of the air in a guerrilla-war contex’t|
Because of Watergate, Linebacker III never
came to measure whether or not the first twoi
were exceptions to a general rule.

One of the pillars of our self-assurance nm
the struggle for air and space superiority han
long been the notion, perhaps the conceit,
that our people have more initiative thad'
those elsewhere—especially those in the Com:
munist empire. But the centralized C? syste
the wonderful instant-communications sys
tems, and VIP jet travel may have led to mi
cromanagement over the last half century th
has eroded the degree to which junior peopl
have developed that initiative. The Air For
Academy has just graduated its 40th class. Th
student body there has been drawn dov
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A 10-Book Sampler on Air and Space Superiority:
Works for Air Force Professional Development*

Two for the Macroview:

Benjamin Franklin Cooling, ed., Case Studies in the Achievement of Air Superiority (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Center for Air Force History, 1994). This is an official Air Force history done by
various authors. It is better than most anthologies because the chapters were done under contract,
and the editors had more control over the coherence than is usually the case.

Mike Spick, The Ace Factor: Air Combat and the Role of Situational Awareness (Annapolis:
US Naval Institute Press, 1988). Lest the title stimulate the wrong image, you should be aware
that this work is much better than many of the aviation books in the popular market.

Eight for More Detailed Knowledge:
Lee Kennett, The First Air War: 1914-1918 (New York: Free Press, 1991). This book is by a longtime
professor at the University of Georgia. See especially chapter 4, “The Development of Air Combat.”

Marshall L. Michel III, Clashes: Air Combat over North Vietnam, 1965-1972 (Annapolis: US
Naval Institute Press, 1997). Colonel Michel was a fighter pilot, and the work is colored somewhat
by that viewpoint. Many of his viewpoints are widely shared by crew members outside the fighter
community as well. Still, it is the best work available in print about the air battle over Vietnam.

David R. Mets, Checking Six Is Not Enough: The Evolution and Future of Air Superiority
Armament (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1992). This pamphlet is included not because
of my high regard for its author but because, to my knowledge, it is the only recent, compact
treatment of the air armament part of the struggle for air and space superiority.

Lon O. Nordeen, Air Warfare in the Missile Age (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution
Press, 1985). Although this work was published before Desert Storm and takes a case-study
approach, it is worthwhile. Nordeen was employed by McDonnell-Douglas in public relations for
some time, but he has a better-than-average grasp of the technical and tactical details of the
subject. The book covers more than the air superiority dimension of airpower.

Lon O. Nordeen, Fighters over Israel (New York: Orion Books, 1990). There is a substantial literature
on the Israeli air force, and often it has had the most recent air combat experience with US equipment
against air forces instructed and equipped by the USSR. Thus, the history of its struggle for air superiority
in the Middle East is a worthy topic for study by Air Force warriors/scholars.

David N. Spires, Beyond Horizons: A Half Century of Air Force Space Leadership (Colorado
Springs, Colo.: Air Force Space Command, 1997). Although the Gulf War was widely advertised
as the first space war, there as yet has been no combat there—and possibly there will never be any.
The implication for us is that the literature is highly speculative, although it is becoming vast.
The Spires book is a good start, even though it has many more subjects than just space superiority.

Kenneth P. Werrell, Archie, Flak, AAA, and SAM: A Short Operational History of
Ground-Based Air Defense (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1988). Carl Builder’s
asset_'ﬁon that Air Force officers are more interested in their airplanes than they are in air war
receives some support in the way that the United States has dealt with ground-based air

*The sampler is intended only to provide a baseline for the generalist professional officer. It is not for specialists in
military or airpower history, nor for specialists in air combat (though some of the latter might find some instruction in the

historical dimension of their own specialty). A bibliography covering the whole field would b 1 d
. : id
quickly become outdated in any event. SRRy ¢ AR S R
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defenses. Surely, they are as much a part of the air superiority equation as are fighters, but the
literature on air combat far outweighs that on surface defenses. Back in World War I1, the ground
defenses were a part of the Luftwaffe, but there never has been much thought'% here about making
them a part of the air arm. Werrell’s book is therefore an essential part of our study.

Derek Wood, with Derek Dempster, The Narrow Margin: The Battle of Britain, 1940 (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1961, 1990). There is a huge literature on this clash,
and the battle indeed was a seminal event in the evolution of airpower theory and doctrine. It
remains the closest approach to a pure air battle, and the Luftwaffe was operating under many
of the same handicaps that the Air Force had over North Vietnam. This book was written by two
British journalists with good writing skills and a grasp of technical and tactical details. The battle
proved that the bomber would not always get through.

One for Good Measure:

Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD) 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine, September 1997. You will
have to read this sooner or later; why not now? At the very least, it will familiarize you with the
standard conceptual framework and vocabulary, and those things will certainly facilitate your

further study on air and space superiority.

much less than has the officer corps in gen-
eral. Their retention, as disappointing as it has
been, has nevertheless been higher than that
of other sources of officers. Diversity on the
faculty and among the Air Officers Com-
manding is much diminished. The last two
chiefs of staff and the greater part of the
current three- and four-star generals are Acad-
emy graduates. We live in an age of “political
correctness” wherein a single mistake is often
thought to be the death knell of a career. If
indeed we do bank on individual initiative
among our war fighters and their leaders, are
we counting on a chimera? Is Marshall Michel
correct in his low estimate of the open-mind-
edness of the senior officers of the service?
Another of the great advantages upon
which we found our confidence is “informa-
tion warfare” (IW) superiority. But that, com-
bined with our doctrine, does much to drive
centralization even further—and to make us
all the more dependent upon centralized
technological systems with obvious nodal
points. Just as the last great wave of imperi-
alism was brought to an end when the colo-
nials learned how to use the Maxim gun, is it
inevitable that this lead in IW will disappear?
As we have noted, GPS has become increas-
ingly central to our operation in many ways,

and technicians assure us that it is ECM resis-
tant—but that is what they said about the
German Enigma machine. It was a code that
could not be broken—but it was.'% Similarly,
we now possess an enormous lead in space,
and perhaps the law of diminishing returns
will set in. Meanwhile, the rest of the world
may still be on the steep part of their develop-
ment curves, and the gap there will also close.
Will it close all the more rapidly if those of us
who would end the “freedom of space” policy
have our way? If they succeed in weaponizing
space, will that only so threaten the rest of the
world as to stimulate their efforts to close the
gap even more rapidly? Would we then be
able to duplicate the kind of air and space
supremacy that we enjoyed in the Gulf War
of 1991?

But what can professional air warriors/
scholars do about it? How can they help to
assure that somehow their country will be
able to sustain air and space superiority?
There is no need to deliver a sermon about
being the best in one’s own specialty. But are
we in general as competent to think about war .
as opposed to battle, engineering, mainte-
nance, logistics, and the like? One cannot do
much to practice war, and even those things
that simulate battles, campaigns, and wars are

|

i



always wrong. They are also expensive and
time-consuming. They have to be supple-
I mented with an organized, professional read-
ing program. Certainly, that is an imperfect
substitute for experience, but it is the only
substitute one has available in a lifetime lim-
ited to, say, 76 years. You cannot live it all, so
ou must supplement your real-world experi-
nce with the vicarious experience called pro-
fessional reading. Because the most impor-
tant of the Air Force core competencies is air
land space superiority, you should concen-
trate on that area above all—all the more so if
you are not directly involved in that area in
he course of your day-to-day work. The “10-
Book Sampler” included here is intended to
elp you get started in that effort.
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Way Points

Real knowledge is to know the extent of one’s ignorance.
—Confucius

OPERATIONALIZING JOINT
VISION 2010°

ne of our key challenges as we approach the new century will
be to transform America’'s armed forces into a future joint force
tailored to a new security environment and capable of employing
revolutionary new systems and operational concepts to achieve
decisive success. The foundation of this effort is Joint Vision 2010, or
JV2010, our conceptual template for future joint war fighting. In the past
few years, we have made dramatic progress in charting a course to the
future. Now we must begin to translate that vision into concrete reality.

In thinking about the future, my thoughts often wander back to my
predecessors of a century ago. How did they see the future as the
Victorian age drew to a close and the twentieth century came into view?
Did they foresee that in less than a single generation the greatest war in
history would break out? Did they anticipate that in less than a single short
career, they would see the emergence of the airplane, the tank, the
submarine, and the wireless radio systems that would transform forever the
field of human conflict? Or did they extol the virtues of horse cavalry,
observation balloons, and the bayonet?

Much of the tragedy of the First World War stemmed from the inability
of the military leaders of the day to grasp the implications of change. Their
failure doomed an entire generation and led directly to a second, even
more destructive global war. How high was the price of that failure? The
true numbers of dead may never be known; certainly they numbered in the
tens of millions. But one example of the enormous cost of misjudging the
future is described in Barbara Tuchman's classic work The Guns of August.
After the war, a memorial was erected at Saint-Cyr, the French military
academy, bearing a simple but tragic inscription that read, “To the Class of
1914." Every member of that class was killed in the Great War. And to
compound the tragedy. even the memorial itself was destroyed in World

*Adapted from remarks by Gen Henry H. Shelton, chairman of the Joint Chlefs of Staff, at the Gen Graves S. Erskine
Distinguished Lecture Series, Marine Corps University, 10 February 1988.



War Il. The American people would never forgive that today. nor should
they. It is our responsibility that each and every one of us do all in our
power to see that we are ready for tomorrow and that we never allow
complacency to take hold.

What will the future look like for you, the military leaders who will lead
us in the next century? Almost certainly we will not face a hostile
superpower in the near term, but let me be very clear: the world will
remain a dangerous place. There will be many who do not share our
values. many who will challenge our interests, and many who will threaten
our friends and allies.

Some of these threats will look familiar. The nation-state, after all, will still
be with us for a long time to come. and so will armies, navies, and air
forces much as we know them today. But the twenty-first century will also
see the nonstate actor come of age.

Fanned by the ancient flames of ethnic, religious, cultural, and economic
rivalry, many groups will challenge us at home and abroad. However, unlike
past eras, terrorist groups and other nonstate actors will have access to
state-of-the-art technology. They will have secure communications and
access to global positioning satellites; highly advanced computer
technology; and, perhaps most frightening of all, weapons of mass
destruction.

The proliferation of advanced technology with military applications has
been so rapid and so pervasive that our enemies in the next century will
have capabilities they could only dream about in this one. And whether
those enemies come in the form of nation-states or rogue organizations
pursuing their own agendas, they will have |learned to challenge us
asymmetrically, not where we are strong but where they think we are
vulnerable. Thus, preparing to respond to the full range of asymmetric
threats should increasingly occupy our attention now when we have a
window of opportunity in which we are unchallenged by a strategic rival
that could threaten our existence as a nation.

Our best thinking about how we should fight in the twenty-first century
is found in Joint Vision 2010. our conceptual template for future joint
operations. Most of you are probably familiar with Joint Vision 2010, at
least in its broad outlines. The four pillars of JV2010 are its key operational
concepts: Dominant Maneuver, Precision Engagement, Focused Logistics,
and Full-Dimensional Protection; and two “enablers”—Technological
Innovation and Information Superiority. Each of these are very powerful
individually, but they are not ends in themselves. The ultimate goal for joint
war fighting in the future is decisive operations: the ability to win quickly
and overwhelmingly across the entire range of operations, or, in other
words, Full-Spectrum Dominance.

More than ever before, achieving a rapid decision on the battlefield and
in operations other than war will be the hallmark of joint operations in the
next century. But in thinking about the future, there is a key error we must



avoid. We must never fall into the trap of thinking that simply by fielding
new and better systems we will maintain our lead. History has taught us
over and over again that technology alone is not the answer. The quality of
our people. the caliber of our leaders, and the operational concepts and
doctrine we use to employ technology on the battlefield—they are the
decisive factors.

World War Il provides us a sobering example of this point. In the 1930s,
the Allied powers were hard at work developing new airplanes, tanks,
aircraft carriers, radar, and other advanced systems. As war broke out, the
Allies had, across the board, better technology than the Germans, and more
of it. When the Germans invaded France in May of 1940, they had fewer
men, fewer artillery tubes, and fewer tanks than the Allies—and the tanks
they did have were inferior.

But they had revolutionary operational concepts for employing their
systems to achieve battlefield effects far greater than the sum of the parts.
The next year they stood before the gates of Moscow, having conquered
all of Europe from the arctic circle to the shores of Greece, from the coast
of France to within sight of the Kremlin. In time, the Allies learned the hard
lesson that how you employ technology is even more important than the
technology itself. But these lessons came at a fearful cost.

If we are to avoid the military tragedies of this century, and if we are
serious about bringing joint war fighting into the next one, then we must
go beyond conceptualizing. We must operationalize our vision. That means
translating ideas into steel on target, in a way that captures the best of
what each service brings to the fight, while eliminating the inefficiencies
that can sometimes accompany interservice operations.

We have already come a long way since we published Joint Vision
2010 in July 1996 and its companion piece, The Concept for Future Joint
Operations, a year later. The next milestone is the JV2010 Implementation
Master Plan, scheduled for release in the summer of 1998. This plan is our
road map for assessing and evaluating joint concepts for future war fighting.

Our starting point is joint doctrine. Because doctrine undergirds
everything we do, it is the logical beginning for our efforts to translate our
vision of joint war fighting into reality. Joint doctrine is indispensable
because it provides the overarching framework for the conduct of joint
operations. We have found time and again that when we stand up joint
task forces on short notice and give them challenging missions, as we did
in Operation Just Cause in Panama or Uphold Democracy in Haiti, joint
doctrine provides the glue that holds everything together. As inherently
complex and difficult as joint operations are, we have a sound body of joint
doctrine out there—some 108 joint doctrinal publications so far—which
gives our joint commanders a strong foundation to build on.

As new systems come on-line, as new operational concepts evolve, our
joint doctrine will evolve as well. To turn joint doctrine into reality, we plan
to conduct an extensive series of “joint war-fighting experiments.” Such
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experimentation will be a continuous, ongoing process that pulls together
many different threads to help us test new systems and new concepts.
More than ever before, great things are going on in each of the services to
aggressively prepare for the future. The Marine Corps’s Sea Dragon
experiments, the Army’s Force XXl initiatives, the Air Force Battle Labs, and
the Navy's Fleet Battle experiments are all plowing fertile ground for

advanced experimentation.
We are working very hard to bring these service efforts together to help

us learn how to meld service expertise, service systems, and service
networks more efficiently into the world of joint war fighting. Joint
war-fighting experiments will complement service experiments by focusing
on major areas where forces and weapons from different services overlap.
And that's where we're going to realize our most revolutionary
breakthroughs.

What do | mean by a real breakthrough? If a joint commander and his
staff from 1998 were somehow put into deep freeze and brought back in
2010, they would have a difficult time coping with the challenge of
twenty-first-century warfare. The tempo of operations, the interplay of forces,
and the operational concepts being used would be so advanced that
today's commanders could scarcely recognize them, much less control them.

For example, the 72-hour airtasking cycle we now use is great for
executing prolonged air operations in support of a theater campaign plan.
But it can’t react quickly to battlefield changes measured in hours or
minutes. The same is true on the ground, in the sense that there is a delay
in bringing major ground systems to bear on high-value targets, even when
they are within range. But if we can give battlefield commanders a
real-time picture of threats and opportunities, we can mass weapons effects
on the target literally in seconds. That means we could get much more
punch out of our weapons and do it much faster than our opponent can
react. That's what we mean by exploiting information superiority to
dominate the battlefield.

Can we do this in the chaos and confusion of future hi-tech battlefields?
That's what we intend to find out with joint warfighting experiments. This
concept calls for much more than just a few joint exercises. We'll begin by
defining the operational capabilities we think we’'ll need, test and evaluate
them, and then align and integrate the systems and doctrine that will give
us those capabilities. Next we’'ll hand this effort off to our war fighters, the
commanders in chief (CINC) and joint commanders in the field for more
hands-on evaluation and testing to make sure we're getting it right.

We envision a series of war games and simulations, headquarters
experiments, command post exercises, and field training exercises (FTX),
each progressively more advanced. This will culminate in a “Super Bowl”
event in 2004 called “Global Challenge.” a massive joint FTX where we
plan to test all of our JV2070 concepts at every level. The year 2004 is
important, because what we learn then will help guide the Quadrennial



Defense Review the following year, and will show us what we need to
fund, develop. and field to have the optimum joint force for 2010.

This year, US Atlantic Command (USACOM) will take over responsibility
for monitoring CINC, service experiments, and battle labs. We'll put both
the Joint Battle Center and the Joint Warfighting Center under ACOM,
which already operates the Joint Training Analysis Simulation Center, our
joint activity for training joint operational headquarters. These different
agencies already play leading roles in developing JV2010, and ACOM is
therefore a natural choice to take on the day-to-day responsibilities of
operationalizing our vision for future joint war fighting.

Our initial experiments will focus on building operational architectures to
achieve the joint command and control capabilities required to realize our
vision. Simultaneously, we'll initiate information superiority experiments to
gain better understanding of what is possible, and what isn’'t, in the realm
of information warfare. Then we’ll progress to joint war-fighting experiments
testing JV2010’s key operational concepts, leading up to Global Challenge.

In addition to refining joint doctrine, we'll apply the lessons we learn to
our joint organizations, training and education, leadership, and
materiel—even the kind of people we recruit and where we place them in
the force. That's essential because, unless we make timely changes in
these areas to keep pace with emerging technology, we’ll fail to realize its
full potential.

What is exciting about all of this is that we're going beyond traditional
methods to reach out and grab the future. For example, instead of putting
all our units in one place, we're thinking about using distributed nets.
linking all of the participating forces and headquarters electronically without
colocating them. In fact, we'll be doing a lot of “out-of-the-box™ thinking.
hooking up different systems, trying out seemingly incompatible hardware
and software, and harmonizing different processes and procedures.

In the early stages this process has been centered in the Pentagon. Now
it's time to get it out into the field and work it, in the mud and snow and
salt water, up at 30,000 feet, and in space too. We'll put everything under
the microscope, not just operational concepts and doctrine, but also
operational architecture and emerging technologies and techniques
borrowed from the private sector.

Clearly, we face many challenges on the road to operationalizing
JV2010. Perhaps the biggest is finding the resources we'll need to
modernize the joint force based on what we learn from all our joint
experimentation. Where will the funding, the people. the equipment, and
the time come from to transform ourselves from where we are now to
where we need to be?

That's a tough question given our level of activity and how constrained
our budgets are. The current level of funding won't be enough to fully
modernize the force in the next decade. The bottom line is we'll need help
from the Department of Defense (DOD), and continuing support from
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forward-thinking leaders in Congress, to close or realign facilities we no
longer need. We must also save money by becoming more efficient in how
we do business within DOD. And we'll need to be sensitive to the heavy
commitments borne by the services and CINCs. But we must not allow
ourselves to be deterred by these obstacles, because the future won't wait.
In the year 2010, our forces will be much smaller than they were in the
cold war, but if we do this right they'll be much better. And smaller is not
better—better is better!

How good will we be? In the joint force of 2010, we’ll be able to
detect the launch of a ballistic missile; identify, target, and attack the
launch platform; alert all units in the impact area; and attack and destroy
the incoming missile all in a matter of a very few seconds. The ability to
transfer information that fast across service and even national boundaries, in
the fog and friction of war, using joint language that we all understand, will
be nothing less than revolutionary. No military in history ever thought
harder about its future than we are doing right now. And we will get there
because that is our contract with the American people. They expect the
best military on the planet. That's what they have today—and that's what
we must give them tomorrow.

Our goal is to field a military of unmatched capability and versatility. But
translating our vision into reality will take the talents, energies, inspiration,
and hard work of the entire joint force. We cannot succeed without the
active involvement of all our leaders, young and old, from every service and
command. | challenge all of you to participate in this vitally important
process. In our professional journals, in our joint and service schools, in the
field, and in the fleet, we need and must have a strong and vigorous
exchange of ideas to move forward. With your help, we'll build a joint force
that will ensure a safe and prosperous America for many, many years to
come. And that will be a legacy we can all be proud of.

Quantico, Virginia



CAN THE UNITED STATES AFFORD TO
SURRENDER IN THE NEXT CONFLICT
TO ANOTHER NATION’S DOMINANCE
IN SPACE?

LT CoL RICHARD EARL HANSEN, USAF. RETIRED

hemistocles, an Athenian politician and naval strategist of early

Greece, was an astute observer who wrote that “he who commands

the sea has command of everything.”' Themistocles was the creator

of Athenian sea power and the chief savior of Greece from being
conquered by the Persians. The navy he designed defeated the Persian
fleet in the Battle of Salamis in 480 Bc., thus saving Athens from
subjugation.?

In those ancient times, it must be noted, the fastest means of travel was
on the seas, since ships outdistanced all other methods of travel. Over the
centuries, we have seen an upward progression in the speed of travel from
ships on the sea, to railroads and highways on the surface, up through
airplanes in the atmosphere and, in this fin de siécle, to the flashing speed
of rockets in space. Consequently, while giving due respect to Themistocles,
it must be concluded that we have presently reached that era in which
whoever commands in space has command of everything.

The United States and our Air Force would do well to accept that
statement as a basic doctrinal verity in any conflict. Note that the Gulf War
played out to be an excellent, though partial, proving ground for that
axiom. Our dominance over Iraq in passive space tools provided the United
States and its allies with a commanding position over Iraqi terrestrial forces.
After a period of decisive air strikes and only one hundred hours of ground
warfare, the stated goals of the United Nations were achieved. Due in great
part to these superior United States advantages in space. victory in the
conflict was celebrated.

The world has reached the situation in which many nations and
businesses have extensive commercial capabilities in space for television
and communications. One example is the Motorola Corporation's 50-odd
satellite-studded array of its iridium personal communications system. Other
satellite-rich commercial systems are quickly filling near-earth space
seemingly out-pacing governmental deployments. Aggressive acts by
unprincipled nations or terrorists threatening such orbital assets must be
dealt with as a possibility. Our US corporations will then reasonably expect
Air Force aerospace forces to provide security for their peaceful space
ventures. Such normal expectations would parallel our naval fighting ships
providing protection for our merchantmen and fishing fleets, or as our
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cavalry in the early West escorted and defended the prairie schooners
venturing into our unpopulated frontiers.

In order to establish national policy and Air Force strategic doctrine, the
United States would do well to make these declarations:

As to United States National policy: /t shall be the policy of the United
States that freedom of passage on the high seas of space is considered an
inalienable right of all nations.

As to United States Air Force doctrine: Air Force forces shall be
prepared to achieve early dominance in any space conflict so as to
guarantee freedom of passage for United States commercial ventures as
well as all United States governmental and military assets in space.

We must initiate the struggle for the creation and operation by our Air
Force of those aerospace forces capable in wartime of achieving a
commanding presence on the high seas of space. When realized, that
dominance would provide protection from electronic tampering. predators,
pirates. and hostile nations for our valuable US space-traveling assets. And
it is difficult to believe that any middle or compromise solution to protect
our vital space assets could approach success against direct hostile
interference.

Could it possibly occur that the United States, presently one of the
world’'s most powerful nations on the sea, on the land, in the air, and
currently masterful in space. would ever fail to strive for wartime
dominance in space? Were we not to create and exercise US Air Force
commanding forces in space. would we not, in effect, be abandoning our
commercial and military space assets to potential, or even certain, loss. By
such a failure to act, would not the United States be engaging in surrender
before the fact? Could we in this country afford to turn our heads and
permit a form of military laissez-faire to be our guiding doctrine in space?
No!

The medium of aerospace has long been the combat operating
environment of our Air Force, just as surely as ground-based forces accrue
to the Army and seaborne forces belong to the Navy. “Aerospace
Environment” is succinctly defined in Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic
Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force, this way: “Aerospace
consists of the entire expanse above the earth’s surface.”® | believe that the
US Air Force, therefore, should be charged promptly by the Congress and
the Executive Branch with the mission of achieving and exercising, in
wartime. dominance on the high seas of space. Further, Congress should
be urged to provide sufficient statutes and funding for the Air Force to
create and carry out that mission. Upon some future hostile challenge to
US space assets, were our Air Force not so prepared, the unwelcome
outcome would be seen to border on sheer capitulation.

Presently, the Air Force has published doctrine stressing that air
supremacy must be achieved early in any conflict.* These days, air
supremacy is often referred to by some flag officers as “air dominance.”



This dominance serves as the cornerstone of success in any campaign, be
it air, ground, or sea. Because AFM 1-1 states that “the aerospace
environment can be most fully exploited when considered as an indivisible
whole,” the term Air Dominance leads across that continuum to the
concept of Space Dominance.

The necessity for embracing such a wartime doctrine will undoubtedly
not be fully grasped nor readily accepted by everyone. Few seminal
concepts are. Gen Howell M. Estes stated recently that “space, to a large
extent, is an unknown to many throughout our country and to many
leaders in our government who are being asked to make critical decisions
that will chart the course in space for the United States—both inside and
outside the military.”® General Estes is the commander of the US Air
Force’'s rapidly growing Space Command.

The US citizenry’s majority belief in these policy and doctrinal matters
must be fostered through the educational efforts of responsible
professionals, policy makers, and executives. To stimulate citizen thinking,
this author has assayed the completion of a novel.® the plot of which
embraces the crucial decisions and difficulties involved in a fictional hostile
space challenge to our US space shuttle in orbit. Other, more
comprehensive, exploitation of electronic and print media are certainly in
order. It can be expected that, with a fuller understanding of the issue,
voters will demand that Congress fully fund the requisite forces and
infrastructure within the Air Force to achieve “Dominance on the High Seas
of Space.”’
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3. Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force. March 1992, vol. 1, 5.

4 |bid.

5. Gen Howell Estes Ill. commander in chief. US Space Command. and commander. Air Force Space Command. as
quoted in Aviation Week & Space Technology. 1 December 1997, 69.

6. Richard Earl Hansen's Check Sid (Murphys, Calif. Novelnovels, n.d.) is space fiction envisioning a US Department
of Defense satellite grappled by a hostile and hotly radio-fuzed space mine that is discovered by space shuttle astronauts
sent to repair that “broken” reconnaissance bird in orbit; ondine. Internet, available from http://www.novelnovels.com.

7 Lt Col Richard Earl Hansen. USAF. Retired. “Dominance on the High Seas of Space.” Air Chronicles. n.p. onine,
Internet. available from http://www airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles.

110



Ricochets and Replies
Continued from page S

mand and control centers? Aren’t those tacti-
cal objectives to set the stage for hitting stra-
tegic targets? Isn’t that the same as the Ger-
mans creating a hole in the French and British
lines in May 1940 and then exploiting that
hole and capturing Paris, a strategic objec-
tive? Wasn't France defeated in about the
same amount of time that it took to liberate
Kuwait?

In both cases, the attacker applied his own
strengths against the weaknesses of his oppo-
nent. This application of force against weak-
ness is probably the most fundamental con-
‘cept in executing any conflict. For the

Germans it was a superior combined arms
Idoctrine emphasizing mobility, and for the

United States it was superior airpower. The
jlraqis were incapable of defending against
#stealth aircraft and cruise missiles. The initial
US attack took advantage of this to create a
huge “hole” in the Iragi defenses and to then
exploit this hole with overwhelming air-
power. The incredible results were not
achieved simply by airpower but because of
the relative Iragi vulnerability to air attack, or
in essence, a weak flank. Without the stealth
aircraft or cruise missiles, Iraqi vulnerability
fwould have been much less and the results of
an air campaign far less decisive.

That’s the true advantage enjoyed by the
United States at this point in time—we have
the capability to punch a hole in nearly any

ir defense. If we fail to maintain this advan-
tage, future air campaigns could again closely
resemble the indecisive war of attrition. It's
important to note that we only control half

f the equation, for while we build an ever-
more effective Air Force, other nations will
iseek to improve their air defenses.

e

Capt Robert A. Dietrick
Prince Sultan Air Base, Saudi Arabia

EDMONDS REVISITED

I challenge a number of points made by Lt Col
avid K. Edmonds in his article (“In Search of
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High Ground,” Spring 1998) concerning the
Clausewitzian theoretical “trinity of war” and
the National War College schematic construct
illustrating that trinity. Upon careful exami-
nation, these points do not seem to me to be
fairly based upon the actual words and intent
of Clausewitz himself as stated in his work On
War.

In book 1, chapter 1, section 28, “The Con-
sequences for Theory,” Clausewitz expressed
his opinion that the dominant tendencies of
war make it a trinity of (1) violence, which
concerns mainly the people; (2) chance,
which concerns mainly the army and its com-
mander; and (3) its subordination as an instru-
ment of policy, which makes it subject to
reason and concerns mainly the government.
Clausewitz described these three tendencies
as “variable in their relationship with one
another.” He rejected any theory that seeks to
fix an arbitrary relationship between them.
And he went on to discuss developing a theory
that maintains a balance between these three
tendencies, a task which he explored in book
2

Ithink it's very important to regard the idea
of “balance” in light of Clausewitz’s assertion
that the three are “variables” in their relation-
ships and his rejection of an “arbitrary rela-
tionship” between them. The questions I
think must be asked are (1) What are proper
and improper balances between the three? (2)
How can it be determined what is an improper
or proper “balance”? (3) Are there really
proper “balances” as contrasted to improper
“balances” between these variable tenden-
cies? These questions are not answered by
Clausewitz in book 2, or in the quoted section
from book 1. But Colonel Edmonds and the
National War College seem to believe that
they have the answers. Nowhere does
Clausewitz define proper and improper bal-
ances, and his assertions about the elements
of the trinity being variable and his rejection
of arbitrary relationships seem to negate
proper and improper balances between the
three.

Edmonds says, “If one element gets out of
balance, then, as Clausewitz warns, war has
the tendency to spiral out of control” (page
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6). And he claims that in World War I and the
Vietnam War, one or two elements got out of
balance. However, nowhere did Clausewitz
make any warning about war spiraling out of
control because of a lack of balance in the
trinity. Such a statement simply wasn’t made
by Clausewitz. Clausewitz merely said that
the theory of war should maintain a balance
between the three—not that the three them-
selves should be in some sort of defined bal-
ance.

Further, Clausewitz, in discussing a theory
involving his postulated trinity of war, was
being descriptive—not prescriptive. He was
providing insights to understanding, not di-
rections, when he discussed theory. In book
8, chapter 1, Clausewitz said, “Theory cannot
equip the mind with formulas for solving
problems, nor can it mark the narrow path on
which the sole solution is supposed to lie by
planting a hedge of principles on either side”
(page 278).

In book 2, chapter 2, both titled “On the
Theory of War,” in the section “Theory
Should be Study, not Doctrine,” Clausewitz
has this to say: “Theory will have fulfilled its
main task when it is used to analyze the
constituent elements of war . . . to illuminate
all phases of warfare in a thorough critical
inquiry. Theory then becomes a guide to any-
one who wants to learn about war from
books. It is meant to educate the mind of the
future commander, or, more accurately, to
guide him in his self-education, not to accom-
pany him to the battlefield . . . not lead him
by the hand for the rest of his life” (page 141).

In view of the actual words of Clausewitz,
I question the purpose for which the
Clausewitzian theory of the “trinity of war” is
employed in Colonel Edmonds’s article.

Joseph Forbes
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

COLONEL PARRINGTON'’S RESPONSE

In response to the critiques of my article,
“Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited:
Strategic Doctrine in Question” (Winter

1997), I offer my full assurance that I am 100
percent pure Air Force and not an Army or
Navy man in disguise as they imply! I also
agree with them on many of their counter-
points, including their criticism of the sweep-
ing generalizations made. But as anyone who
has published will confess, it is nigh impossi-
ble to compress textbooks of material into the
few pages of a journal article and still get your
point across. The idea is to challenge, not
prove, a point, and to cause further research
and thinking on the subject, which I hope |
have done.

The two letter writers seemed most dis-
turbed with the possibility that without a
strategic mission, the Air Force could not jus-
tify its separate existence. One suggested I
wanted us back in the meat-grinder days of
World War I and attrition warfare. How far
from the truth. After fifty years of leading our
nation in national security, there is plenty of
reason for a separate US Air Force. Such accu-
sations also do a great disservice to our sister
services. It may surprise the writers to leam
that the US Army actually flies more aircraft
than the Air Force and that the concept of
maneuver warfare is all about avoiding head-
on battles, not pursuing them.

More importantly, as I wrote in “MAD Re-
visited,” airpower has proven itself the deci-
sive factor of warfare in the twentieth century.
No one has lost a battle without first losing air
superiority, and when used correctly in con-
cert with land and naval power, airpower
greatly reduces attrition and casualties on all
sides. But our focus must be on the enemy’s
military capability, not on his people. To para-
phrase Capt Alfred Thayer Mahan, US Navy
(perhaps the most widely respected strategic
thinker in American history), “The principal
mission of a navy in war is the destruction of
the enemy navy just as the principle mission
of an army is destruction of the enemy’s
army.” It follows that the principal mission of
an air force (or space force) is destruction of
the enemy’s air forces (or space forces) and
the establishment of air (space) supremacy. If
we do that, as we have done since 1943, then
all the other missions, whether on the ground,
in the air, or at sea, can succeed in their own



RICOCHETS 113

‘tasks. But if we fail, or more likely ignore, that | a separate Air Force; we need explain no fur-
imperative and pursue a strategy of our own, ther.

then our nation will relive the bloody lesson

of Pearl Harbor, Schweinfurt, and even the Col Alan J. Parrington
Somme. Air supremacy is reason enough for London, United Kingdom
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The reason why so few good books are
written is that so few people who can
write know anything.

—Walter Bagehot

To End a War by Ambassador Richard Holbrooke.
Random House, 201 East 50th Street, New York
City 10022, 1998, 432 pages, $27.95.

Richard Holbrooke’s To End a War is an extraor-
dinarily rich and complex book. Additionally, it is
a highly personal and frequently compelling ac-
count of what might come to be regarded as a
watershed in US foreign relations following the
cold war: the decision of the United States to com-
mit itself—both diplomatically and militarily—to
the implementation of peace in Bosnia-Herze-
govina. Itis in fact Holbrooke’s admittedly partisan
account of the interaction between the diplomatic
corps and the military that places To End a War on
the “must read” shelf. Those who read it carefully
will be rewarded with unique insights into a wide
range of foreign-policy processes not limited to war
in the Balkans.

Holbrooke, former assistant secretary of state for
European and Canadian affairs, led the diplomatic
shuttle preceding the Dayton Conference and then
served throughout the negotiations (1-21 Novem-
ber 1995) as the ranking American diplomat. To End
a War is, however, far more than an annotated
travelogue of mind-numbing meetings and endless
travel. Holbrooke offers the reader a detailed and
remarkably undiplomatic account of the personali-
ties and negotiation processes involved. His por-
traits of principal protagonists, drawn with
artist-like attention to human frailties, graphically
illustrate the importance of individual personali-
ties in shaping the character of nations. His obser-
vations on the success and failure of negotiations
in a variety of locations, including Packy’s All-
Sports Bar, offer plentiful raw material for a study
of negotiation strategy. The dynamics that moti-
vated Holbrooke and his team, however, remain the
focal point. What drove them? What allowed them
to succeed where others had failed?

The book is certain to be controversial. One
point of controversy will be whether or not Hol-
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brooke was politic to publish it with so many issues
still unresolved. The narrative is a complex weave
of many themes, running from the personal to the
political. His reflections on missed opportunities
(including one from Vietnam that inspired his later
efforts in the Balkans) will no doubt catalyze specu-
lation, approval, and disagreement. Was a peaceful
disintegration of the Socialist Republic of Yugosla-
via into its component republic and territories pos-
sible? Would early involvement of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) have miti-
gated the bloodshed? Once concluded, could the
Dayton Agreement have been implemented more
rapidly and effectively?

As noted above, one of the central themes that
runs throughout To End a War is Holbrooke’s ac-
count of the interaction between diplomatic initia-
tives and military operations. He offers case studies
of both the conflicts and pressures between mili-
tary and diplomatic professionals and the measured
application of military power as the means to
achieve diplomatic ends. Holbrooke leaves no
doubt that the military situation is the foundation
from which diplomatic initiatives are undertaken:
“The shape of the diplomatic landscape will usually
reflect the balance of the forces on the ground”
(page 73). Furthermore, he clearly understands that
the military instrument can be—and in the case of
the Dayton negotiations, was—effectively applied
to shape that landscape. Airpower enthusiasts will
note repeated references throughout the book to
the efficacy of air strikes to discourage aggression
and insure compliance. In retrospect, Holbrooke
argues, “the best chance to prevent wars would
have been to present the Yugoslavs with a clear
warning that NATO airpower would be used against
any party that tried to deal with the ethnic tensions
of Yugoslavia by force” (page 28). In the course of
his narrative, however, he tacitly acknowledges that
the tragedies of Srbrenica and Sarajevo may have
ultimately been necessary to catalyze the interna-
tional consensus necessary for the conduct of air
operations.

Holbrooke differentiates among at least five fun-
damentally different military actions in Bosnia: the
United Nations (UN) mission prior to US engage-
ment; the “Western offensive” or the Muslim-Croa-
tian Federation; the NATO air campaign in August
and September of 1995 (Operation Deliberate



rce); the implementation of the military provi-
ions of Dayton; and Implementation Force (IFOR)
upport to civilian authorities. The critical signifi-
ance of the NATO air campaign for the negotiation
rocess is clear. Less clear, however, is the criticism
directed toward the military’s insistence on unity
f command. Somewhat insensitive to the signifi-
e of the “chain of command,” Holbrooke ar-
ues that the air campaign might have been even
ore effective had he been able to deal directly
ith the commander—the US Air Force’s Michael E.
yan, then a lieutenant general. “Informed discus-
jons” between Holbrooke and General Ryan, how-
aver, were prevented by Adm Leighton W. “Snuffy”
smith Jr, who correctly insisted upon unity of
command and strict control over tasking, staffing,
ind communication.

In the context of the air campaign, it is interest-
‘ng to note that, coincident with the campaign,
Holbrooke repeatedly encouraged the leaders of the
Croat-Muslim Federation forces to pursue their
jwestern offensive. His account of the diplomatic
imaneuvering that coordinated these “combined
forces” operations is superb. Once the agreement
ras signed, NATO and allied ground forces under

‘he command of Admiral Smith began to play an
>qually important part in ending the war.
Holbrooke’s observations on the deployment and
mission of the IFOR are perhaps among his most
sontroversial. In particular, he is critical of the “mini-
malist” interpretation of support to civilian authority
aken by Admiral Smith. One could argue that, given
Admiral Smith’s successful execution of the IFOR
lnission, the minimalist approach was prudent. On
he other hand, Holbrooke’s description of the theo-
Jetical cost of the minimalist approach merits
Jhoughtful consideration.
Diplomatic initiatives and military operations are
yoth instruments of state power. At the highest levels
>f government, where Holbrooke operates, this rela-
§ionship is oftentimes as personal as it is institutional.
¥riction between civilian and military “factions” is
inavoidable and is actually an essential ingredient of
foreign-policy implementation process. Rather
han counterproductive, it is a healthy dynamic that
»uilds on the collective experience of diplomatic and
§nilitary leadership in order to evolve workable
‘ourses of action.
1 once had a conversation with a high-ranking
liplomat who espoused a theory about this profes-
Fional friction. He explained that career soldiers
pend much of their professional lives wringing the
imbiguity out of problems. Career diplomats, on
e other hand, spend their professional lives
‘ourting ambiguity, oftentimes building it into
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negotiations in order to allow room for negotiation
and flexibility. A “clash of cultures” can occur both
within and outside the US national-security arena
and may, in fact, be endemic to US national-security
decision making.

In summary, To End a War is a fast-paced narra-
tive that is certain to become a classic on the shelf
of primary-source diplomatic and military litera-
ture. Perhaps more importantly, it is also a stimu-
lating invitation to a fresh, constructive debate on
the evolution of US foreign policy, the coordina-
tion of diplomatic initiatives and military opera-
tions, and the inevitable friction that evolves as the
United States pursues its foreign-policy objectives.
Current unrest in the region highlights the impor-
tance of the issues so ably and vividly addressed by
Richard Holbrooke.

Maj Gen Michael J. McCarthy, USAF
Stuttgart, Germany

The Origins of Western Warfare: Militarism and
Morality in the Ancient World by Doyne
Dawson. Westview Press, 5500 Central Avenue,
Boulder, Colorado 80301-2877, 1996, 203 pages,
$24.95.

In the short introduction to his excellent book, The
Origins of Western Warfare, Doyne Dawson relates an
instructive observation about his college teaching
experience. In the 1980s, he taught military history to
ROTC cadets, and at the same time, he served as a
volunteer for several student peace organizations in
Boston. Dawson talked with both groups about war
but found he had to do so in different ways. In the
first case, with the cadets, he primarily used strategic
and tactical terms, while in the second case, with the
peace activists, he spoke using moral terms. Both
groups discussed many of the same issues, yet did so
using languages that were foreign to the other group.
Accordingly, Dawson points out, they could not com-
municate with each other nor could they understand
the other’s position.

Professor Dawson's clear and lucid text is a su-
perb effort to bridge that communication gap. He
does so with the coherent insight that only when
both types of languages are used can the phenom-
ena of war, particularly Western warfare, be dis-
cussed productively.

The essence of Dawson’s argument is that only
by returning to our roots in the ancient world, first
in primitive tribes with their warrior bands, then
Greek city-states with their phalanxes, and sub-
sequently, the Roman Empire with its legions can
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we understand the sources of our uniquely Western
way of war. He notes that the main motivations of
prehistoric warriors for going to war were revenge
and honor. These motivations developed into para-
digms of justice and group loyalty. The Greeks
added one additional motivation, that of seeking
the advantage, which evolved into the paradigm of
raison d’état, which views war as a legitimate ex-
pression of a state’s power. Finally, the Romans
refined all three notions into recognizable ideas
familiar to contemporary audiences.

Using a short account of classical theories of war
and imperialism, Dawson organizes these ideas into
three major issues: moral, international, and con-
stitutional. In the first case, warfare is viewed as an
instrument of human and divine justice. This sec-
tion includes an interesting discussion of the older
doctrines of “just war” and “holy war,” which until
recent times were assumed to have a place in the
world order, as well as some thoughtful reflections
on more modern theories of “defensism” and paci-
fism.

In the second case, warfare is seen as a legitimate
instrument of foreign policy—raison d’état. This
section includes a discussion of the Greek, and later
Machiavellian, notion that states exist in a tough
world environment and therefore must be prepared
to use force when it is in their interest to do so.

Finally, in the third case, warfare is understood
as an instrument of internal policy. In this section,
the discussion of martial values goes beyond their
functional role—defending the city or state—to a
larger role of becoming a source of civic virtue and
loyalty. Distinctions are also made between the
concepts of militarism and “bellicism.”

The only shortcomings that can be cited in
Dawson'’s book are those of omission, not commis-
sion. His discussion of the origins of Western war-
fare and morality leaves the reader wanting to read
more about their development throughout the me-
dieval and modern eras. Likewise, a similar treat-
ment of Eastern warfare and morality would be
instructive and worthy, but as Dawson himself
notes in the introduction, he is not qualified for the
pursuit of such a project.

Overall, however, this is a wonderful book that
allows one to easily follow the development of
Western ideas about war and their corresponding
paradigms of morality, strategy, and militarism
through the disciplines of history and philosophy.
I plan to use it in my next advanced military ethics
course here at the Air Force Academy.

Lt Col John D. Becker, USA
USAF Academy, Colorado

Victory at Any Cost: The Genius of Viet Nam's
Gen. Vo Nguyen Giap by Cecil B. Currey.
Brassey’s, Inc., 1313 Dolly Madison Boulevard,
Suite 401, McLean Virgina 22101, 1997, 432
pages, $25.95.

Fascinating! Victory at Any Cost provides a para-
digm shift into viewing the Vietnam War through
our enemy’s eyes. Cecil B. Currey has performed a
great service by carefully researching and present-
ing this biography of Vietnam's leading general, Vo
Nguyen Giap. The book argues that Giap was a
military genius, successfully formulating winning
strategies against three of the world’s major powers.
Make no mistake, this book does not deify Giap. He
was a totally ruthless individual, responsible for the
murders of many fellow countrymen who posed a
political threat. Currey spent five years thoroughly
researching Giap’s life. He conducted interviews
with Giap and several key colleagues. Currey re-
cently retired as a professor of military history,
University of South Florida, and from the US Army
Reserve with the rank of colonel.

Born in 1911, Giap'’s life parallels the rise of the
anticolonial movement in Vietnam. A gifted stu-
dent, Giap acquired a Western education in French-
managed schools in Vietnam. Giap avidly studied
military history. He could present schematics of
Napoléon’s campaigns and major battles from
memory. Already a vehement anticolonialist, Giap
was introduced to Communist ideology, which he
quickly adopted as his own. In the 1930s, while
working as a teacher and journalist and covertly as
a Communist propagandist, Giap became increas-
ingly radical, advocating the revolutionary over-
throw of the French. His value to the Communist
movement was recognized in 1940 when he was
ordered to seek refuge in Southern China. There he
became acquainted with Ho Chi Minh and began
plans for the formation of the Communist army.
Giap proved to have a genius for organization and
logistics, basically forming and equipping an army
from the ground up with virtually no resources.
One of Giap's fundamental beliefs was the prereq-
uisite for political indoctrination. He professed
only properly politically indoctrinated troops
would make the sacrifices necessary to obtain vic-
tory.

r}[’)uring World War 11, Giap's forces occasionally
cooperated with US forces against the Japanese.
Japanese surrender brought the return of French
colonial rule and resulted in open hostilities be-
tween Communist forces and the French. Giap
learned his trade by trial and error, learning from
his mistakes. He gradually improved and expanded




his forces and his logistical base of support. The
harshness of the French rule furthered the Com-
munist agenda by alienating the people.

One of Giap’s defining moments was the plan-
ning and execution of the defeat of the French
garrison at Dienbienphu in 1954. There Giap used
low-tech solutions such as undetectable underwa-
ter bridges, hand-carrying thousands of artillery
'rounds, and using thousands of civilians to dig
trenches to within close proximity of French lines
to surprise the defenders. Similar tactics would be
lused later against US forces engaged in Vietnam.
\Giap was a master of analyzing his opponents,
identifying strengths to avoid as well as weaknesses
to exploit. He correctly surmised that the American
people would tire of the conflict and its continual
 drain of manpower and wealth. All along, his strat-
egy was to take the long-term view, believing he
eventually would be victorious if he simply out-
lasted his opponents. Giap broke with party lines
and opposed the 1968 Tet offensive. He contended
they were not ready for large-scale offensive opera-
tions. He was overruled by other senior party mem-
bers and went on to develop the plan for the Tet
offensive. The United States proved a tougher ad-
versary than the French because of its massive
firepower, modern technology, and greater mobil-
ity. Following Tet, Giap once again turned to low-
tech solutions, using massive amounts of
manpower to repair bomb damage and camouflage
and deception to mask operations.

After Communist forces overran the South,
Giap’s influence and power waned. In later years,
he became more of a figurehead representing the
party internationally and at ceremonial functions
within Vietnam.

I do not hesitate to recommend Victory at Any
Cost to all readers of the Airpower Journal. 1 totally
enjoyed reading the book both because of the
engrossing subject matter as well as the author’s
writing style. Most importantly, the book conveys
a different and yet very enlightening perspective of
our involvement in Vietnam.

|
\J

Lt Col Chris Anderson
Maxwell AFB, Alabama

e Luftwaffe: Creating the Operational Air War,

1918-1940 by James S. Corum. University Press
of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas 66049-3904, 1997,
378 pages, $39.95.

The development of the Luftwaffe in the inter-
r period, 1919-38, is an accomplishment un-
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matched by any other power. It also ought to pro-
vide some important lessons to modern military
leaders and thinkers. Disarmed, demoralized, and
under constant if not very vigilant observation, the
Luftwaffe was to emerge as the most combat-effec-
tive air force in the world. Using new archival
sources, Corum explains how the Luftwaffe resur-
rected itself with visionary planning. Opening with
an overview of World War I German aviation his-
tory, he provides a complete and accurate account
of the evolution of German military airpower the-
ory, doctrine, war games, and operations between
the two world wars. The Germans, in defiance of
the Treaty of Versailles, thoroughly studied and
tested the lessons of World War I, analyzed the
emerging air doctrines of other nations, and experi-
mented with innovative aviation technology to
create a “shadow air force.” In creating the new air
arm, the army, especially Hans von Seeckt, the first
post-World War I chief of staff, was instrumental
in keeping aviators in the Weimar army and sup-
ported the eventual creation of a separate air force.
The old imperial General Staff and its post-World
War I successor, the Truppenamt, realized in 1919
that Germany had been surprised by technology in
the great battles of 1918 and needed to keep abreast
of developments if it was to avoid strategic surprise
on any future battlefield. Setting up a secret airfield
inside Soviet Russia, thousands of pilots and
ground-support personnel were cycled through
training, giving the Germans valuable experience
necessary for creating a viable operational doctrine.
The Germans also exploited every loophole in the
Treaty of Versailles in building police, reserve air
arm, and civilian aeronautical establishments that
allowed the military to train and created an air-
mindedness that would serve the Luftwaffe well in
later years.

An item that stands out among the many posi-
tive innovations in the German military during the
interwar years is a complete and total lack of naval
aviation. In later years, especially after the Nazis
came to power and rearmament began in earnest,
Hermann Go6ring and Adm Erich Raeder fought for
control of naval air assets. There was no real devel-
opment of naval air doctrine other than reconnais-
sance and artillery spotting. Thus, aircraft carriers
were thought of as luxury items instead of an
operational necessity that could benefit attack op-
erations. Corum discloses the debates within the
General Staff, led by Hans von Seeckt, Helmuth
Wilberg, Wolfram von Richthofen, and Walther
Wever, about the future role of airpower and the
problems of aligning aviation technology with air
doctrine. He challenges previous accounts and
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demolishes a number of myths. For example, he
demonstrates that Germany did not dismiss the
potential of strategic bombing or embrace terror
bombing of civilian populations and that it was not
heavily influenced by its popular culture’s ro-
mance with aviation. The Luftwaffe was organized
along traditional lines with fighters, bombers, re-
connaissance assets, dive-bombers, and transport
aircraft. Its ability to cooperate with the army, far
superior to any power opposing Germany in the
1930s, did not distract from the understanding and
value of strategic bombardment. Lack of resources
and politically imposed guidance, rather than lack
of doctrine or operational strategy, kept the Luft-
waffe from gaining a true strategic bomber force.
The Luftwaffe also pushed the development of new
technologies such as radios, cameras for reconnais-
sance, and coordination for air support between
panzer and Luftwaffe units. As another cornerstone
of German blitzkrieg strategy, paratroopers were
established after the Germans were able to observe
Soviet tests with smaller battalion-sized forma-
tions. Karl Student, who had an engineering de-
gree, was able to convince the Luftwaffe to add
gliders to this force and create a strategic strike
force, allowing German paratroopers to seize for-
tresses and defeat the Dutch army in 1940 in five
days.

Again, learning from its World War I experience,
the Luftwaffe developed a comprehensive and so-
phisticated flak (antiaircraft) arm for defensive
operations. The development of a series of me-
dium- and heavy-caliber guns led to the creation
of the famous 88 mm gun, which was also effective
against armor. Also believing that it needed to
create a defensive battle plan for its civilian popu-
lation, the Luftwaffe formed an extensive civil air
defense organization, which was exercised exten-
sively before the outbreak of the war.

During the Spanish Civil War, the Luftwaffe was
able to exercise its first- and second-generation
aircraft. Its future commanders used this proving
ground to test aircraft, doctrine, and tactics in
preparing for future conflicts. Airlift, never really
considered a strategic form of warfare, helped to
achieve the breakthrough the nationalists needed
to win the war. German Ju-52s ferried Gen Francisco
Franco’s troops from Morocco to Spain, and the
Luftwaffe conducted similar operations in Holland
in 1940 and Crete in 1941, again achieving the
battlefield dominance required for victory.

Battlefield mobility was also stressed as a force
enhancer, and a ground infrastructure was built up
in peacetime that would give the Luftwaffe great
service during the 1940 campaigns in the West.

Units and their support equipment could be
quickly and effectively moved, ensuring that air
support was close to the battle. This extensive or-
ganization was originally created to allow the Luft-
waffe to shift its scarce resources quickly within
Germany, but it was then adapted for the battlefield.

After 1933, Goring took over the reins of the
Luftwaffe, but he made some key appointments
that condemned the Luftwaffe to equipment that
could not achieve the battlefield victories desired
after 1941. Ernst Udet, who as chief of the technical
office was responsible for the development of third-
generation aircraft, pushed his concept of dive-
bombing on Luftwaffe medium and heavy
bombers with disastrous results. This shortcoming
became apparent after 1941 with severe conse-
quences.

Owing to the German General Staff tradition of
war games and large-scale maneuvers, the ideas
developed in the 1920s matured into an effective
air doctrine for battlefield victory. Despite the fail-
ure to develop a naval air doctrine and the poor
guidance of Hans Jeschonnek, chief of staff of the
Luftwaffe, the Germans were able to gain the aerial
advantage over the Allied powers in the first years
of World War II, not because they had overwhelm-
ing numbers of aircraft but because their concep-
tion of a future air war and the training and
equipment for such a war was far more accurate
than their opponents’ airpower visions.

Flexibility of German doctrine afforded the Ger-
man Luftwaffe a greater strategic impact than mas-
sive bombardment alone did, which was the
strategy of other European powers. This book is
outstanding because it shows how doctrine, train-
ing, and visionary thinking need to be combined
and refined through war games if airpower is to
succeed in any future war. As the changing world
situation continues to deemphasize the classic mis-
sion of strategic bombardment, the United States
Air Force must recognize, plan for, and adapt to
missions such as military airlift, close air support,
and precision strike. I strongly recommend this
book for inclusion into the curriculums of Air
Command and Staff College and the Air War Col-
lege, since the text actually shows how doctrine and
tactics are created to overcome military problems
and situations. The Luftwaffe had the ability to
adapt and ensure that its doctrine and strategy did
not become stale or tied to outdated or technologi-
cally inferior concepts. This is the key lesson of this
book.

Capt Gilles Van Nederveen, USAF
Melbourne, Florida



The Future of War: Power, Technology, and
American World Dominance in the 21st Cen-
tury by George and Meredith Friedman. Crown
Publishers, Inc., 201 East 50th Street, New York
10022, 1996, 464 pages, $30.00.

| Arguably the first modern airpower theorist,
| Giulio Douhet, argued that “research into the war
of the future is not, therefore, an idle pastime. It is,
| rather, an ever-present practical necessity.” The
quote is applicable to the Friedmans’ book The
Future of War, since those in the national security
field should consider reading this work a practical
\necessity rather than an idle pastime. The book
| does not present radical “2013, 2023, or pick your
 favorite date” scenarios articulated merely for
shock value and doomsday predictions not based
on any logical analysis of historical fact, as the
j current glut of most futurist-oriented works tend
{ to do. Instead, the work presents a line of reasoning
and argument that is thought provoking and well
'supported.

The authors start the work by presenting their
argument along with the majority of the national
'security community that Desert Storm represented
an epochal change in warfare. The twenty-first cen-
tury is argued to be an American epoch secured
through brilliant weapons just as the European epoch
was secured by ballistic weapons. To support their
fundamental thesis, the Friedmans present as a frame-
work (referenced indirectly throughout the book) a
list of eight points on weapons development that
'determine when a weapon has atrophied from being
strategically significant to becoming obsolete, or “se-
inile” as the Friedmans express it. To the Friedmans, a
strategically significant weapon “is the one thatbrings
force to bear in such a way that it decisively erodes
the war-making capability of the enemy,” while a

nile weapon is one in which “the primary strategic
function of the weapon has been obscured by the
need to construct expensive defenses against threats
to the weapons platform.” Historical accounts provid-
ing examples of how past strategically significant
weapons systems have become obsolete are presented
dthroughout the work.

Despite the title, earlier chapters avoid discus-
sion of the future of warfare and focus on other
indirectly related issues. For example, chapters 2

nd 3, respectively, discuss the evolution in which
American scientists and civilians became military
listrategists and present an argument outlining the
easons for the irrelevance of nuclear weapons. As
n interesting debating point, the special treatment
ccorded nuclear weapons in The Future of War
seems to imply that the authors themselves believe

NET ASSESSMENT 119

that as a total system, nuclear weapons are not
necessarily obsolete but rather irrelevant due to
their lack of political utility through actual use. The
political discussion entailed in their treatment of
nuclear weapons also discounts an early statement
in the work that stresses that the authors intended
The Future of War to be a “book on the technology
of war only.” The discussion of nuclear weapons,
however, within the context of the entire book
serves as an interesting digression more than an
integrated portion supporting overarching themes.

The later chapters are directly linked to the
Friedmans’ fundamental thesis and supporting
framework. For this reason, these portions of the
work are very interesting and demand attention.
The Friedmans spend much time identifying cur-
rent weapons systems destined for obsolescence or
senility (implying that some type of technological
Alzheimer’s disease exists and that the authors by
dealing only with discussing the technology of war
are prone to humanizing weapons systems). Weap-
ons systems argued to be approaching senility in-
clude the tank, the aircraft carrier, and the stealthy
manned aircraft. Obviously, this alone makes the
book somewhat unique since it endeavors to criti-
cize the most prized programs of each service and
chooses no favorites as works in the defense policy
field tend to do (intentionally and unintentionally).
The book’s support for the mobile off-shore base in
a final chapter may be the one exception depending
on which service is the owner of such a program.
What makes the final chapters exceptional of their
own accord is the Friedmans’ predictions regarding
future strategically significant systems.

The book articulates that increasingly more bril-
liant and faster weapons, coupled with the inevita-
ble movement of warfare into the medium of space,
represent the arena in which military dominance is
to be established, as well as the tools with which to
establish dominance, far into the future. Hyper-
sonic cruise missiles are advocated as the quintes-
sential weapons of the future. The discussion of
hypersonic missile technology does not seem that
futuristic when considered with recent informa-
tional reports such as the September/October issues
of Surface Warfare and the 13 October issue of
Aviation Week & Space Technology, which both pos-
sessed cover-story articles discussing plans for hy-
personic weapons development. Arguing space to
be the high ground of future military activity also
is reasonable considering policy documents such as
Global Engagement: A Vision for the 21st Century Air
Force and the White House’s National Security Strat-
egy identification of space as an area in which the
United States has an overarching capability.
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The book’s discussion of space warfare begins
with the premise that the migration of warfare into
the realm of space has a historical precedent in the
migration of warfare into the realm of air, and later
continues into an analysis concluding that the
actual conduct of space warfare shares the most
commonality with the conduct of naval warfare.
The control of the seas is then revisited when the
book concludes that controlling space will be a
necessary step to maintain control of the seas,
which is cited as the most fundamental mission for
any hegemonic power to be able to complete in
order to protect its interests and ensure its national
security. As summarized on page 411 of The Future
of War:

Whoever controls space, therefore, will control the
world’s oceans. Whoever controls the oceans will
control the patterns of global commerce. Whoever
controls the patterns of global commerce will be
the wealthiest power in the world. Whoever is the
wealthiest power in the world will be able to
control space.

The final chapters also include one that presents
the effect of future weapons technologies on land
warfare that foreshadows the “return of the poor,
bloody infantry” possessing information-age weap-
onry and firepower, extending to it extraordinary
capability in what by today’s standards seems to be
in small quantity. As already alluded to, however,
the primary prediction of the final chapters is that
the future of American preeminence is and will be
founded on its capability to expand military activ-
ity into space and to operate hypersonic, brilliant
weapons. Readers of The Future of War are left to
discern for themselves what will motivate this ex-
pansion, at whose hands it will take place, and
whether it will be politically acceptable. This makes
it a valuable, perhaps an indispensable, read for
those guiding the future of American military
power.

Patrick Harding
McLean, Virginia

Fateful Rendezvous: The Life of Butch O’Hare by
Steve Ewing and John B. Lundstrom. Naval In-
stitute Press, 2062 Generals Highway, Annapo-
lis, Maryland 21402, 1997, 408 pages, $32.95.

Butch O'Hare was an American hero when
America most needed heroes in the dark early days
of World War II in the Pacific. Flying an F4F Wildcat
off the carrier Lexington, Butch O’Hare destroyed
five of nine attacking Japanese bombers, effectively

breaking their attack. Winning the Medal of Honor
and saving hundreds of American lives for that
heroic action is only part of the Butch O'Hare story.
He played a key role in developing fighter tactics
and preparing naval aviators for war. Steve Ewing
and John B. Lundstrom have pieced together the
first biography of this naval aviation hero. The book
was written with the cooperation of the O’Hare
family, who provided insight and made available
family papers. Research for this book included
quite extensive use of recently released Japanese
documents and numerous interviews with those
who served with Butch.

Both authors are experienced naval historians.
Mr. Ewing is the author of six additional naval
books and is currently curator at the Patriots Point
Naval and Maritime Museum. Mr. Lundstrom is
curator of American and military history at the
Milwaukee Public Museum. He has authored two
other naval books and is working on a third.

As a biography, the book mostly follows a tradi-
tional chronological approach, although it di-
gresses a little to discuss Butch'’s father, E. J. O’Hare,
and his role in bringing Al Capone to justice. Butch
O’Hare was born in 1914 in St. Louis, Missouri. His
given name was Edward O’Hare, and his nickname
came some twenty years later. His early years gave
no indication of the greatness he would achieve.
Butch'’s father was so concerned about Butch's lack
of initiative that he enrolled him in a military
academy, which seemed to work wonders. In 1933
he was accepted at the US Naval Academy, graduat-
ing with the Class of 1937.

Appropriately, the majority of the book covers
Butch’s wartime accomplishments. His defense of
the Lexington against the Japanese bombers is cov-
ered in detail. As a result of his actions, Butch
O’Hare was promoted and given command of a
fighter squadron, VF-3. Due to a shortage of carri-
ers, VF-3 became a reserve pool of pilots and aircraft
for other squadrons. While this was not as exciting
as combat, VF-3 made valuable contributions by
preparing newly assigned pilots for the rigors of
combat. Eventually Butch was reassigned to combat
operations as commander of Carrier Air Group Six
aboard the carrier Enterprise. He was instrumental
in developing techniques for night fighter opera-
tions to protect carriers from attack. On 26 Novem-
ber 1943, Butch O’Hare, flying an F6F Hellcat, failed
to return from an attempted intercept of an enemy
night strike. For years the loss of Butch O’Hare was
a mystery, as no one actually witnessed the crash
of his aircraft. Some attributed his death to friendly
fire. The authors went to great lengths to resolve
the mystery, interviewing actual participants and




analyzing both US and Japanese archives to resolve
the mystery. The authors surmise that Butch
O'Hare was most likely killed by a lucky shot from
a Japanese bomber.

I found this book interesting and recommend it
' to fellow airmen. In addition to a fascinating story
. of courage, it provides great insight into World War
1l carrier operations. The book also showcases
| Butch’s unique leadership style, which motivated
| and inspired the men under his command.

Lt Col Chris Anderson
Maxwell AFB, Alabama

Fighter Pilot: World War II in the South Pacific
by William M. Gaskill. Sunflower University
Press, 1531 Yuma, P. O. Box 1009, Manhattan,
Kansas 66502-4228, 1997, 186 pages, $22.95.

The Cold Blue Sky: A B-17 Gunner in World War
Two by Jack Novey. Howell Press, 1147 River
Road, Suite 2, Charlottesville, Virginia 22901,
1997, 183 pages, $24.95.

PR

ACE! Autobiography of a Fighter Pilot in World
War II by Melvyn Paisley. Branden Publishing
Company, Inc., 17 Station Street, P. O. Box 843,
Brookline Village, Boston, Massachusetts 02147,
1992, 316 pages, $22.95.

l
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— Begging Charles Dickens’s indulgence, these
~ books represent the best of memoirs and the worst
of memoirs. This trio depicts a wide spectrum of
aerial combat in World War II. The first book,
written by a P-38 fighter pilot, covers a small por-
ition of the air war over New Guinea in late 1944
and early 1945. The second covers one man’s war
as a B-17 waist gunner over occupied Europe in
1943. The final memoir, by a P-47 pilot, describes
the battles in the skies over Europe in the final
months of the war.

I attacked William Gaskill’s memoir first. Let’s
not mince words: it is amazing that this book was
sver printed. Published by Sunflower University
ress, a small, mustang publishing house known
r its independence and emphasis on airpower
opics, I expected a degree of entertaining insight
nto the trials and tribulations faced by airmen in

e Southwest Pacific area. I was sorely disap-
Jointed. The diary Gaskill kept while stationed in
he Southwest Pacific failed to stimulate his mem-
)ry enough to write a decent account of his war.
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Instead of expanding on his wartime experi-
ences—something he was eminently qualified to
do—the author penned chapters on the Pacific war,
including a war chronology—things he was not
qualified to do. The rambling and disjointed narra-
tive is too poorly written to be of value to any but
the most ardent student of the war. More than once,
the author included an anecdote (or chapter) with
little or no connection to the story line. For in-
stance, he includes a chapter on Japanese aggression
in the Pacific that chronicles the first months of the
war but fails to describe what impact this had on
him as a young aviation cadet, or the changes he
perceived in society at large, or how his training
was preparing him for the upcoming challenge.

This is all the more distressing since Gaskill had
the foundation of a first-rate story. Of historical
note: he piloted one of the lesser-known fighters of
World War 11, the P-39 Airacobra, one of the first
fighter aircraft with a tricycle landing gear and one
built around its armament—a 37 mm cannon.
Armed with this weapon, Gaskill’s squadron at-
tacked Japanese shipping and myriad installations
in the Pacific. Later, his squadron transitioned to
P-38 Lightnings and provided bomber escort. What
Gaskill needed was a good editor to tighten the
argument. Unfortunately, this is something he did
not receive from his press.

Unlike Fighter Pilot, the other two memoirs are a
joy to read. Jack Novey'’s The Cold Blue Sky recounts
the exploits of a B-17 waist gunner in the early days
of the Combined Bomber Offensive. The Cold Blue
Sky has two things going for it that Fighter Pilot
lacks. First, aside from a great title, Novey created a
highly entertaining and engaging account of his
war. Although he gives credit to his editor for
markedly improving his manuscript, the author’s
talent is immediately obvious. He spins an enter-
taining tale that engages the reader. Second, Novey
focuses on his point and sticks to it. Only rarely,
and then towards the end of the book when he
discusses his postwar experiences, does the narrator
wander onto unstable ground.

But to the heart of the tale: Novey and his crew
flew during the most dangerous time of the Com-
bined Bomber Offensive, receiving fighter escort
only rarely. Novey is a rarity in that he managed to
complete a full tour of 25 missions—including both
the August and October 1943 Regensburg-Schwein-
furt missions. Few of his friends were so fortunate.
Given the appalling attrition rates (on the first
Regensburg-Schweinfurt mission, the Eighth Air
Force had an attrition rate of 40 percent), it is all
the more amazing that Novey’s plane, the Black-
hawk, survived as well.
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From page one, the reader realizes he has a
fast-paced narrative in his hands. Novey begins
his memoir recounting a typical mission and his
impressions of 3:00 AM. reveille, disagreeable
chow, mission briefing, followed by the intermi-
nable wait beside his aircraft in anticipation of
the go signal. Then, the invasive cold and bore-
dom, broken by periods of intense action.
Novey’s writing is gritty but entertaining and
laced with much humor. He discusses how he
enlisted in the Army, first wanting to join the
cavalry but choosing the Army Air Forces (AAF)
because of the free beer at the recruiting meeting
and because as a gunner he would be a sergeant
and exempt from “fatigue” duty. Once the
author set his mind to something, however, he
was determined to succeed. Plagued with
chronic airsickness during his training, Novey
devised ingenious ways to stay on flying status.
Sometimes he would tell the pilot that his retch-
ing was the first time, “honest, Sir!” Other times
he would successfully hide his used breakfast.
Ultimately, he was found out and grounded.
Novey saw his classmates depart for their crews
and Europe. Brokenhearted but not dissuaded,
Novey devised a unique way to work his way
back. He checked into the hospital complaining
of some fictitious ailment. When the doctors
could find nothing wrong with him, they wouid
declare him fully fit for combat duty and, alas,
he was back at square one for training as a gun-
ner. He never did fully lose his penchant for
airsickness—he just had to be creatively resource-
ful in disposing of the evidence.

The combat narrative, which consumes the
final two-thirds of the book is truly exceptional
because so few men actually survived this period
in the air war—and fewer still have put their
experiences into words. In the author’s vivid
tapestry of his war life, the reader can see in his
mind’s eye the sullen expressions on the faces of
the “old salts” when the “wet-behind-the-ears”
Novey drops his bag at his bunk. The reader feels
the apprehension during his first few missions as
he becomes, not comfortable with the stress of
combat, but resigned to it. Later, the reader un-
derstands why the author gives replacements that
same sullen look he received when he arrived. He
couldn’t afford to become emotionally attached
to anyone. Novey had seen too many of his
buddies literally tumble from the sky. Novey
often noted that it was only luck that saved a
man, as when a friend had the sad duty of escort-
ing a body to the American Cemetery in London,
when, on that particular day, the man’s entire

crew was lost over Germany. In another example,
Novey watched as Luftwaffe fighters, in one pass,
shot down every plane in his group except his.
Finally, the author communicates vividly the
anxiety he felt as he prepared for his 25th and
final mission. The author sugarcoats nothing,
Besides his airsickness, he freely discusses his
girlfriends, liaisons, and drinking in graphic de-
tail.

It is interesting to note that the author describes
the atmosphere on board his plane as relaxed. He
called the pilot, a lieutenant, “sir” more because he
was several years older rather than due to his rank.
Yet, he appreciated the stern discipline and leader-
ship from the group commander, Col Archie Old Jr.
The author credits Old’s insistence on practice
missions and formation discipline with saving
many lives during combat. The Cold Blue Sky is
perhaps the finest example of what life was like for
the enlisted crew members and would make a fine
companion volume to A Wing and a Prayer by Harry
Crosby.

Like The Cold Blue Sky, Melvyn Paisley’s ACE! is
one of the best combat narratives to come out in
years. Whereas Novey describes his part of the
strategic air war, Paisley provides a glimpse of what
a fighter-bomber pilot’s life was like. Of course, the
author was not just any run-of-the-mill fighter pi-
lot. Paisley was one of the few with the eyesight,
skill, and just plain dumb luck to become an ace.
More than just a war memoir, however, ACE! covers
Paisley’s early years growing up in Portland, Ore-
gon, and his readjustment to civilian life after the
war. These bookends make this work unique from
the other two.

The author devotes approximately half of the
more than three hundred pages to a history of hi
private life. A child in the depression, Paisley hada
life that was anything but easy. Yet being a child,
he didn’t realize the hardships his parents endured
He filled his days with marbles, milk bottle caps
and rummaging through the dump looking fo
treasures. Later, he graduated to jalopies, drag rac
ing, and girls. Although this was not directly relate
to his wartime experiences, his narrative is engag
ing nonetheless and well worth the read.

This fascinating view into depression life make
it clear why men like Novey and Paisley were §
determined to succeed, whether it be in gunne
school for Novey or flight training for Paisley. Fai
ure was not part of the equation. In fact, Paisle
feared washing out of pilot training so much th
he refused to visit the local women of the evening
fearing a case of venereal disease would force h
dismissal.



Paisley, like Novey, provides a valuable de-
scription of training. In fact, taken together both
memoirs are valuable if only for the insight into
the AAF school system. In particular, one is struck
by the “industrialization” of the process and the
bewildering maze of courses the students struggled
through. Whether basic training, aerial gunnery, or
primary flight instruction, the impression left in
these memoirs is that the students were mere cogs
in a machine. Perhaps lambs to the slaughter is a
more apt analogy. The students went where they
were told, did what they were told, and either
graduated and moved on to the next school or
washed out and went to the infantry.

Like The Cold Blue Sky, Paisley’s narrative is
lively and fast-paced. Enlisting in 1942, Lieutenant
Paisley didn’t arrive at his squadron until October
1944. Between then and V-E Day, he racked up nine
victories, including a V-1 and an Me-262. Several of
these victories were due to luck, being in the right
place at the right time. For instance, it was pure luck
that Paisley’s squadron was just slightly further
away from the German border on New Year’s Day
1945 when the Luftwaffe launched Operation
Bodenplatte—an all-out, last-ditch attempt to catch
the Allied tactical air forces on the ground. Paisley
and his squadron had just sortied when he spied
swarms of German planes attacking nearby Royal
Air Force bases and swarms more headed for his
aerodrome. The British were caught on the ground,
‘as were many US aircraft. Paisley accounted for five
kills that day.
| After the war, the author recounts his attempts
to reenter the civilian world. Unfortunately for
Paisley, this proved far more difficult than he had
limagined. He had wanted to return to Portland and
to the days of fast cars and faster women. However,
he was now in his twenties and was expected to
earn a living. Paisley unabashedly describes his
immaturity, ending his story when he took a job

ith Boeing in Seattle.

The Cold Blue Sky and ACE! are two of the best

orld War Il memoirs to appear in the last several
ears. Both works compare with the very best of
he firsthand-account literature on the air war, pro-
viding the reader with riveting and touching ac-
Izounts of the horrors, tragedies, and triumphs of
he US air campaigns. Both do a wonderful job of
seizing the drama of the air war and placing the
reader in the middle of the action. A general audi-
[znce might be slightly disappointed by the abun-
ldance of “civilian” stories in Paisley’s account.
evertheless, for readers interested in strategic
mbing, tactical support to the ground troops, or
training of the AAF, Novey’s and Paisley’s ac-
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counts will provide informative and worthwhile
reading.

Capt Jim Gates
Washington, D.C.

A Certain Brotherhood by Col Jimmie H. Butler,
USAF, Retired. Cricket Press, Colorado Springs,
Colorado, 1996, 346 pages.

This softcover entry into the Vietnam “forward
air controller memoir” genre belongs on the shelf
alongside Danang Diary, Lonely Kind of War, and
Vietnam above the Treetops. It complements that set
of history, adding the mission of interdicting the
Ho Chi Minh Trail in 1967. Colonel Butler brings
the trail to vivid life, complete with secondary
explosions, airbursts, and the frequent terror of
operating there in an 80-knot Cessna. His descrip-
tions of flying are worth the price of the book. He
takes you there.

The main character is Lt Mitch McCall, who
brings baggage to his Nail forward air controller
(FAC) assignment at Nakhon Phanom, Thailand. A
close call in pilot training shakes his confidence,
and now he must deal with hundreds of angry
antiaircraft guns along the Ho Chi Minh Trail. His
worries mount as friends pay the full price over
interdiction points like Mu Gia Pass where even
high-low tactics do not allow the O-1 Birddog air-
craft to survive. Whenever a comrade falls, that
certain brotherhood pulls together the forces for
daring rescue attempts. Lieutenant McCall’s reti-
cence seems accentuated alongside more daring
pilots in his unit, but he performs his share of
heroic deeds.

Mitch develops a rapport with the hear-all, see-
all North Vietnamese ground commander for the
trail in Laos, and their collision at once seems
inevitable. Mitch comes away from the encounter
with quite a survival tale to tell. In fact, his heroics
on the ground do not fit the character who began
the story, unless we believe in some kind of cathar-
sis brought by being drawn into the brotherhood.

This book should be of interest to aviation buffs
and Vietnam history professionals, as it illuminates
the strategic importance of the North Vietnamese
logistics tail through Laos and the difficult Air
Force mission of cutting it. Colonel Butler has
produced an accurate picture, and an engrossing
account.

Col James E. Roper, USAF, Retired
Montgomery, Alabama
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Rape Warfare: The Hidden Genocide in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Croatia by Beverly Allen. Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 111 Third Avenue
South, Suite 209, Minneapolis, Minnesota
55401-2520, 1996, 180 pages, $20.00.

Rape Warfare is a compelling book and a neces-
sary read for all military officers who will serve or
are serving abroad and for planners responsible for
implementing Joint Publication 3-07.6, Joint Tac-
tics, Techniques, and Procedures for Foreign Humani-
tarian Assistance Operations, and Joint Publication
3-08, Interagency Coordination during Joint Opera-
tions. All forms of genocidal rape constitute the
crime of genocide as described in Article 2, United
Nations (UN) Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948). Al-
len’s book is a testimony and an analysis of the
horrifying phenomenon of “a military policy of
rape for the purpose of genocide.” Although the
United States military would never engage in such
a policy, unfortunately it has become or will be-
come involved with nations that do. The incident
in Okinawa, for example, in which three members
of the armed forces of the United States raped a
12-year-old Japanese girl embroiled our govern-
ment in a foreign legal system, closed bases, de-
stroyed decades of goodwill and credibility, and
gravely offended one of our important Asian allies.
Allen takes the United States to task over its inade-
quate understanding of rape and lambastes Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Croatia over their use of rape to
further military policy.

As defined by Allen, rape warfare is “a military
policy for the purpose of genocide currently prac-
ticed in Bosnia-Herzegovina (B-H) and Croatia by
members of the Yugoslav Army, the Bosnian Serb
forces, Serb militias in Croatia and B-H, the irregu-
lar Serb forces known as Chetniks, and Serb civil-
ians.” Allen identifies three main forms of this
“genocidal rape.” First, Chetniks or other Serb
forces enter a Bosnian-Herzegovinian or Croatian
village, take several women of varying ages from
their homes, rape them in public view, and depart.
The news of this atrocious event spreads rapidly
throughout the village. Several days later, regular
Bosnian Serb soldiers or Serb soldiers from the
Yugoslav army arrive and offer the now-terrified
residents safe passage away from the village on the
condition they never return. Most accept, leaving
the village abandoned to the Serbs and thus further-
ing the genocidal plan of “ethnic cleansing.”

Second, Bosnian-Herzegovinian and Croatian
women being held in Serb concentration camps are
chosen at random to be raped, often as part of

torture preceding death. Third, Serb, Bosnian Serb,
and Croatian Serb soldiers; Bosnian Serb militias;
and Chetniks arrest Bosnian-Herzegovinian and
Croatian women, imprison them in a rape/death
camp, and rape them systematically for extended
periods of time. Such rapes are either part of torture
preceding death or part of torture leading to forced
pregnancy. Pregnant victims are raped consistently
until their pregnancies have progressed beyond the
possibility of a safe abortion and are then released.
In the first case, the death of the victim contributes
to the genocidal goal; in the second, the birth ofa |
child has the same effect because the perpetrator |
or the policy according to which he is acting con- |
siders the child a Serb, having none of the mother’s
identity. ‘

Allen does not offer political-military remedies |
to the horror of genocidal rape. She feels that the
arms embargo should be lifted so that the army of
Bosnia-Herzegovina can defend itself and fight to
regain territory conquered by the criminal Serb
aggression. No political remedies exist since they
would depend on negotiations with the architects
and executors of the policy of rape. But she does
offer some very sound and workable humanitarian
and legal remedies. Some of the most effective
remedial work in caring for victims has been done
by nongovernment organizations and private indi-
viduals offering aid and refuge. Her analysis, how-
ever, found that “humanitarian” aid from outside
governments entailed practically no effort to inter-
vene in any way to stop such atrocities.

Legal remedies suggested by Allen include the
dropping of the British (and American) tradition of
common law for the juridical system derived from
Roman Law and the Napoleonic Code. Addressing
genocidal rape under these codes would allow
authorities to bring to trial (even in absentia) Ra-
dovan Karadzic and the Serb army officers (Gen
Blagoje Adizic and Gen Milan Guero) who authored
the Ram and Brana plans (which promulgated the
military policy of ethnic cleansing). Allen also
strongly advocates the establishment of a perma-
nent tribunal for adjudication of genocidal rape in
particular and genocide in general, as well as other
war crimes, on an ongoing basis.

Just as the reader is taking all of this in, Allen
concludes that genocidal rape is a type of biological
warfare. Citing the definition of biological warfare
as “a voluntary use of living organisms or their
toxic products with the aim of killing or harming
persons, useful animals, or plants,” she demon-
strates that as a systemic policy, rape is willfully
destructive and aimed at harming. Second, it is used
to attack a highly susceptible sector of a popula-:
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tion—women and children—who are under the
| threat of death, whether imprisoned or not. Third,
'sperm, as used in genocidal rape for enforced preg-
‘nancy, attacks a specific biological system in its
'victims: the reproductive system of women capable
|of gestating. Fourth, genocidal rape has both im-
' mediate and long-term effects. Immediately, it pro-
‘duces atrocious physical pain, mental suffering,
and often death. Long-term, it produces social os-
‘tracism; psychological trauma; and possible death
by abortion, childbirth, or suicide. Therefore, ac-
cording to Allen, genocidal rape qualifies as bio-
logical warfare—a crime and a UN treaty violation.

Allen has taken a giant step in justifying the
American/UN/NATO presence in the Balkans and
its continuing presence. These organizations are as
opposed to the use of biological warfare as they are
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adamantly opposed to the use of chemical and
nuclear weapons. Such opposition justifies inter-
vention in the Balkans and other regions as well.
This book’s detailed descriptions make the
reader extremely uncomfortable as well as more
knowledgeable about rape warfare. One must read
it at least two or three times to understand the
dimensions of what Dr. Allen has seen, researched,
and synthesized. Rape Warfare calls for actions that
will aid survivors, judge the perpetrators, and do
what is required to guard against the atrocity of
genocidal rape in the future. Otherwise, as Dr. Allen
writes, we will never move towards any new formu-
lations of justice and peace in our disordered world.

D. G. Bradford
Orlando, Florida

The real danger is not that computers will begin to think
like men, but that men will begin to think like computers.

—Sydney Harris
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and strategic levels of war. We are interested
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how warfare is conducted. This includes not
only the actual conduct of war at the opera-
tional and strategic levels, but also the im-
pact of leadership, training, and support
functions on operations.

We encourage you to supply graphics and
photos to support your article, but don't let
the lack of those keep you from writing! We
are looking for articles from twenty-five
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length—about 15 to 25 pages. Please submit
your manuscript via electronic file in either
MS Word or WordPerfect format. Otherwise,
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As the professional journal of the Air
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well AFB AL 36112-6428.
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sory group function.
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One copy for each US Air Force or US go
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If your organization is not presently
ceiving its authorized copies of the A
power Journal, submit a completed
Form 764a to your publications distri
tion office (PDO).
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r. Grant T. Hammond (BA, Harvard Unives-
ity: MA, PhD, Johns Hopkins University) is
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the Department of Strategy, Doctrine, and
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ional Security Studies at AWC and the first
older of a rotating Chair of National Secu-
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or Intermational Affairs at Harvard. The
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urnal articles, Dr. Hammond is completing
t~n0 books about a seminal American mili-
firy strategist, Air Force colonel John Boyd.

Lt Col James M. Smith, USAF, Retired
(USAFA; MS, University of Southemn Califor-
nia; DPA, University of Alabama), is on the
faculty of the United States Air Force Acad-
emy, Colorado Springs, Colorado. He for-
merly served on the faculties of Air
Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB,
Alabama, and the United States Military
Academy, West Point, New York. A graduate
of Squadron Officer School and Air Com-
mand and Staff College, Dr. Smith was re-
cently appointed director of the USAF
Institute for National Security Studies (INSS).

Col Lloyd J. Matthews (USMA; MA, Harvard
University; PhD, University of Virginia) is re-
tired from the United States Army. Overseas
tours included Germany and Vietnam. In
subsequent assignments, he was commander
of a basic combat training battalion at Fort
Ord, California; editor of Parameters, the US
Army War College’s quarterly journal; and as-
soclate dean of the US Military Academy,
from which position he retired in 1984. The
editor of five books and the author of some
60 articles, Colonel Matthews is a graduate of
the Armed Forces Staff College and the Army
War College.

Brig Gen john L. Barry (USAFA; MPA, Uni-
versity of Oklahoma) is commander of the
S6th Fighter Wing at Luke AFB, Arizona. At
the time he wrote his article for this issue of
AP, he was director of plans and programs,
Headquarters United States Air Forces In
Europe, Ramstein Alr Base, Germany. A com-
mand pilot with more than three thousand
flight hours in the F-4 and F-16, he com-
manded an Air Force fighter squadron as well
as a fighter operations group and a compos-
ite wing In a combat zone. Previous assign-
ments include F-4 instructor pilot in Europe,
test and evaluation pilot at Nellis AFB, Ne-
vada, White House Fellow at NASA during the
Challenger disaster, F-16 pilot In Korea, and
military assistant to the secretary of defense
during Operations Desert Shield/Storm and
the dissolution of the Soviet Union. A Na-
tional Security Fellow at Harvard University,
General Barry Is a graduate of Squadron Offi-
cer School and the Armed Forces Staff Col-
lege.
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Lt Col Kathleen Conley (USAFA; MA, Naval
War College; MS, Comell University) is a Na-
tional Defense Fellow at the john M. Olin Insti-
tute for Strategic Studles, Harvard University.
Previous assignments include C-141 pilot and
aircraft commander; assistant professor of
management at the US Air Force Academy; op-
erations officer for the 14th Airlift Squadron,
Charleston AFB, South Carolina; and com-
mander of the 86th Flying Training Squadron,
Laughlin AFB, Texas. She is a command pilot
with over thirty-two hundred hours in C-17,
C-M41, T-1A, and T4 aircraft. Colonel Conley
also attended Squadron Officer School and the
Armed Forces Staff College.
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Dr. David R. Mets (BS, USNA; MA, Columbia
University; PhD, University of Denver) is a
professor at the School of Advanced Alrpower
Studies, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, and was once
the editor of Air University Review. He spent a
30-year career as a Navy sailor and as an Air
Force pilot and navigator. He flew more than
nine hundred C-130B sorties in Vietnam, and
his last flying tour was as commander of an
overseas AC-130 squadron. He had teaching
tours at both the US Military Academy and
the US Air Force Academy. Dr. Mets has pub-
lished three books.
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