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F Iight Lines

MaAj M. J. PETERSEN, EDITOR

The Main Act

S AIRPOWER fact or fancy? Sideshow or the

main act? From Martin van Creveld, who
wrote in MHQ: The Quarterly Journal of Mili-
tary History that “in a world where almost all
wars are fought not between states, but within
them, many if not most of [airpower’s] ele-
ments have become useless and obsolete,” to
Gen Frederick Kroesen, US Army, Retired, for-
mer commander of US Army Europe, these
and other military and nonmilitary thinkers
contend that the case for airpower has just not
been made. They honestly believe airpower is
more promise than fact. General Kroesen
wrote in a letter to the Washington Post, “None
of the great air campaigns of the past has ever
been decisive, and many have had contrary
results. . .. All were sideshows to the Army and
Marine efforts to occupy land and dominate
the enemy.” Others have suggested that the
nation should devote greater resources to
Army armor and artillery at the expense of
new airpower weapons. It seems that there is
still considerable or at least very vocal suspi-
cion about airpower’s impact in modern war.
This issue of the Journal looks at airpower’s
relevancy to peacekeeping, ground combat,
and space, and at its overall position in the
post-cold-war world.

We start this issue with Dr. John Hillen, who
suggests in “Peacekeeping at the Speed of
Sound” that because operations other than
war (OOTW) are driven by political impera-
tives, itis particularly important that airpower
doctrine reflect these imperatives. Therefore,
he argues that the question under considera-
tion should be the relevancy of airpower doc-
trine to OOTW and their impact on each
other. This is a different question from the
relevancy of airpower to OOTW.

In a slightly different vein, Col Jeffery Bar-
nett’s “Great Soldiers on Airpower” looks at

the airpower relevancy question from a differ-
ent angle. Colonel Barnett suggests that since
any airpower advocate wearing a blue uniform
is routinely dismissed as an “airpower zealot”
making a partisan case, it may be helpful to
review the insights of nonairmen who have
seen the effects of airpower firsthand. He there-
fore draws on the perspectives of such nonair-
men as Generals of the Army George Marshall,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, Omar Bradley; Gener-
als George S. Patton, Vo Nguyen Giap, Khaled
bin Sultan; and Franklin D’Olier, chairman of
the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, to
present his contention that airpower is effec-
tive and relevant not only in the modern world
but was also relevant in the past.

The rationale for the existence of the Air Force
is to envision, develop, and apply airpower ca-
pabilities. In “Strategic Planning for the Air
Force,” Deborah Westphal, Richard Szafranski,
and Dr. Gregory S. Parnell present two tenets in
regards to airpower. The first is their belief that
planning for the future of airpower is so critical
to the existence of the United States and to that
of our friends and allies that it must be done
right. To help ensure it is done right, they suggest
that much can be gained by examining how
planning is accomplished in the fiercely com-
petitive world of “for profit” business. Their
second tenet argues that some commercial plan-
ning initiatives offer the potential to improve
the Air Force planning process. Their article
asserts that the institutional planning process
should drive the efforts and effectiveness of the
Air Force and that it can and must be improved.
Before you dismiss this as just another manage-
ment article, consider this: They are really advo-
cating a return to the vision and boldness that
characterized airmen’s pre-cold-war planning.



From terrestrial applications of airpower
' and strategic plans for the future, Lt Col Bruce
M. DeBlois takes us out of the atmosphere to
consider the near-term implications of weap-
ons in space. He does not see the “militariza-
tion/weaponization” question as an all-or-
nothing affair. In “Space Sanctuary: A Viable
National Strategy,” he presents a summary of
the case against space weaponization, pro-
ceeding from the historical trends of US nu-
clear and space policy to domestic and
international political concerns. He addresses
the space weaponization issue by briefly ex-
amining adversarial potential (the threat),
technological limitations, financial trade-offs,
practical considerations of military strategy,
and finally the emotional appeal of global
security and well-being. DeBlois has staked
out a provocative position that we hope will
invite debate.

From the weaponization of space debate, Lt
Col Larry K. Grundhauser turns our thoughts
to the question of whether or not the “sky is
falling” because of the developing interest in
commercial high-resolution satellites. While
none of us can deny the impact that satellites
had upon the Persian Gulf War, Grundhauser’s
“Sentinels Rising” examines the possibility
that if the commercial remote-sensing indus-
try is right, there will be over 30 high-resolu-
tion commercial satellites in orbit around the
Earth by mid-2001. These satellites will be
using affordable technologies to provide vol-
umes of imagery to an international clientele
with fidelity previously unobtainable by the
general public. Thus, is the sky really falling
because an adversary will have the ability to
purchase high-resolution imagery of our ac-
tions? Read on and see what may happen.

And in the spirit of opening the debate, the
Airpower Journal introduces in this issue what
it hopes will be the start of something new—
the airpower professional’s book club. “The
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Mystique of Airpower” introduces our idea
that in order to become true professionals, we
must know the debate and know not only what
is immediately before us but also what has
gone on in the past and how our predecessors
responded to their unique situations. We have
decided to inaugurate a “book club” discus-
sion group not only in the pages of the Journal,
but also within our on-line journal, Air Chron-
icles. By using both media and your help, we
hope to induce you to participate and not only
be able to carry on a discussion on a quarterly
basis, but on a continuing basis in Air Chron-
icles. So, take a look at your bookshelves and
send us your list of the top 10 books that
airpower professionals should read.

These are the feature articles of this edi-
tion—but don’t forget to look at the Way Points
and the reviews in Net Assessment. Your Rico-
chet section is especially lively this time with
replies to Maj J. P. Hunerwadel’s way point,
which was a critical review of Into the Storm,
written by Tom Clancy and Gen Frederick
Franks (see the Summer 1998 edition), and
responses to Dr. Grant Hammond’s look at the
myths of the Gulf War in the Fall 1998 edition.

Is airpower the “main act”? Not necessarily.
Military power must be exercised in all of its
many forms and for many different purposes,
but airpower has arrived as a military force and
can no longer be cavalierly dismissed as a mere
“sideshow.” As we enter the last months of the
millennium and prepare for the next, it is
within the pages of the Journal that we as
airpower professionals will shape the course
of the debate.

We hope you relish these articles, but re-
member, this is your professional journal, and
it is only as good as you want it to be. So, if
you have an idea for an article, put pen to
paper (or fingers to keyboard) and send us
your thoughts. Enjoy! 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 Joumal, 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.

INTO THE STORM: MORE BALANCE,
LESS BIAS

Will Rogers once offered the opinion that “it’s
not what you don’t know that gets you in
trouble—it's what you do know that ain’t so.”
I believe the Airpower Journal should publish
documents that provide more balance and
less bias and stick more closely to relevant
facts. In doing so, you will provide your read-
ers with a better grasp of how the United
States prosecutes joint and combined opera-
tions now and in the future. While I applaud
a healthy pride in one’s own service, the
incontrovertible truth is that no single service
can win a modern war alone.

Maj J. P. Hunerwadel (“Into the Storm: A
Review Essay,” Summer 1998) does not dem-
onstrate a clear and thorough understanding
of the operational art. Further, he doesn’t
know very well the biographies of Gen Fred
Franks Jr. or Gen H. Norman Schwarzkopf.
General Franks’s pre-Desert Storm command
and staff duties were not insignificant. At the
senior level, he previously commanded the
11th Armored Cavalry Regiment in Germany,
served as the assistant commandant of the
Army Command and General Staff College, as
commanding general of the 1st Armored Di-
vision, and then as commanding general of
VII Corps in Europe. General Franks had joint
duty experience; he was the director, Opera-
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tional Plans and Interoperability Directorate,
J-7, Joint Chiefs of Staff, prior to his assign-
ment as commanding general of the 1st
Armored Division.

Likewise, General Schwarzkopf's develop-
mental assignments were significant and
clearly not lightweight. Among General
Schwarzkopf’s senior assignments were assis-
tant division commander, 8th Infantry Divi-
sion (Mechanized) in Europe; commanding
general, 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized),
Fort Stewart, Georgia; commanding general, 1
Corps, Fort Lewis, Washington; and he was
the Army’s deputy chief of staff for opera-
tions. Those positions are clearly among the
most significant developmental jobs for the
Army’s senior uniformed leaders. General
Schwarzkopf had also been the deputy com-
mander in chief during Operation Urgent
Fury in Grenada in 1983, a joint combat op-
eration.

General Franks’s VII Corps attack may not
have always been as swift as General
Schwarzkopf and others would have hoped.
There were several considerations Major
Hunerwadel didn’t mention: Much of the
ground attack occurred during periods of lim-
ited visibility, during rain, and through ter-
rain filled with numerous Iragi army units. In
an effort to swiftly gain depth into the enemy
territory, combat elements of VII Corps by-
passed many Iraqi units. These bypassed units
constituted a very real threat to the corps’s
rear area. This left a situation of very long and
very vulnerable lines of communications be-
hind VII Corps’s leading divisions and its ar-
mored cavalry regiment. To enable the conti-
nuity of combat operations, it is vital for any
commander to synchronize his combat forces
and support them logistically before closing



with the enemy. In the case of VII Corps, its
five divisions were quite literally closing with
Saddam Hussein’s remaining center of grav-
ity. That center of gravity was the Republican
Guard divisions.

While VII Corps didn’t achieve every initial
objective during the ground war, it wasn't all
the fault of either General Franks or VII Corps.
Political decisions ended the war early before
VII Corps was able to fully dispatch the Re-
publican Guard divisions within their zone.
However, when one looks objectively at the
numbers of Iraqi combat vehicles which VII
Corps units destroyed, you will find signifi-
cant achievement. What did VII Corps de-
stroy during 89 hours of combat operations?
VII Corps destroyed most of 11 divisions (in-
cluding two Republican Guard Forces Com-
mand divisions); 1,350 tanks; 1,224 person-
nel carriers; 285 pieces of artillery; 105 air
defense artillery weapons; and 1,229 trucks.
That is not the production of an incompetent
general.

General Franks was not too cautious. Major
Hunerwadel mistakes synchronization with
overcaution and timidity. General Franks
had, long before Operation Desert Storm,
proven his mettle and personal valor. Don't
mistake force protection and synchronization
with overcaution. An army must be able to
fight tomorrow. No commander may ignore
real threats in his rear area or to his lines of
communications and expect to continually
conduct cohesive operations. If you lose your
combat service support to bypassed but still
combat-effective enemy forces, you will lose
your combat forces next.

The very fact of the matter was VII Corps,
under the able command of General Franks,
proved with numbers of destroyed Iraqi com-
bat equipment alone the capabilities of a most
effective armored corps. I don’t wish to take
anything away from XVIII Airborne Corps,
the US Marine Corps, or any other ground
component units fighting in Desert Storm.
However, different ground maneuver units
were fighting in quite different threat envi-
ronments in their initial movements to con-
tact. Commanding a mobile corps in combat
isn’t an easy task, especially when fighting
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against an enemy’s main effort and when that
main effort is essentially the enemy’s very
center of gravity.

Was the generalship during Desert Storm
perfect? No, but it was executed at least as well
as in any recent war within this century, and
probably far better than most throughout his-
tory. Major Hunerwadel may better spend his
time reading a wider array of texts on Desert
Storm and other military operations through-
out history before criticizing the achieve-
ments of others. I would encourage him to
begin with Richard M. Swain’s Lucky War:
Third Army in Desert Storm (Fort Leavenworth,
Kans.: US Army Command and General Staff
College Press, 1994). Lucky War is an excellent
and very detailed account of Third Army’s role
in Desert Storm. During Desert Storm, an-
other echelon of command existed between
General Schwarzkopf and General Franks—
Third Army. Major Hunerwadel fails to make
any mention of its commander, organization,
or role.

One final word on comparing Desert Storm
and General Franks’s performance with those
of the Battle of Antietam fought 17 September
1862. Antietarn was the bloodiest single day
of combat for the armed forces of the United
States; there were over 25,000 casualties on
that battlefield. During Desert Storm there
were 613 US casualties. Unlike Antietam, the
tactical results on the battlefields and in the
skies above during Desert Storm were deci-
sive. Strategically, the results may not have
been quite as decisive as we’d hoped, but such
results come to light with time.

Gen Colin Powell had 13 rules he followed.
I believe they will serve others well when
perhaps criticizing others. In particular, rules
1, 2,10, and 12 are helpful.

1. Itain’t as bad as you think; it will look
better in the morning.
2. Get mad, then get over it.
10. Remain calm. Be kind.
12. Don’t take counsel of your fears or
naysayers.

Desert Storm clearly illustrated that joint
and combined arms operations provide the

Continued on page 103



Peacekeeping at the
Speed of Sound

The Relevancy of Airpower Doctrine
in Operations other than War*

DR. JOHN HILLEN
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S WITH MOST of its history, the

United States military has recently

been involved in many more opera-

ions other than war (OOTW) than
wars.! Since World War I, airpower has been,
more or less, an integral part of those many
operations. Indeed, earlier this year, the prin-
cipal military challenge to the United States
and its allies was how to respond to Yugosla-
via’s heavy-handed repression in the province
of Kosovo—and airpower has been the mili-
tary tool of choice thus far. Multinational air
exercises were conducted over Albania and
Macedonia on 15 June 1998 in an effort to
dissuade Yugoslav president Slobodan
Milosevic from using more excessive violence
on his own citizens. This attempt at coercive
diplomacy through the air had to be particu-
larly subtle, because the same signals meant
to cow Milosevic were not intended to em-
bolden Kosovar separatist groups such as the
Kosovo Liberation Army. This set of signals
was quite nuanced—all implicitly coercive
and all meant to be received via airpower. It
appears at this point that the United States is
exhausting its airpower options in Kosovo
before considering other types of interven-
tion, not because of airpower’s proven track
record in coercive diplomacy, but because, as
Eliot Cohen has written, airpower, “like mod-
ern American courtship, offers instant gratifi-
cation without commitment.”?

Be that as it may, the application of Ameri-
can airpower does represent a serious com-
mitment and has been an important facet of
OOTWs since they were called “small wars”
by the Marine Corps.® The question under
consideration here is the relevancy of air-
power doctrine to OOTW—the impact or lack
thereof of one on the other. This is a wholly
different question from the relevancy of air-
power to OOTW, although empirical judg-
ments made from those experiences are used
throughout this article to inform the first
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question. In those instances (airpower in
OOTW), the impact of airpower remains sig-
nificant but becomes less decisive in OOTW
as one moves along the spectrum of conflict
away from war and towards peacetime uses of
the military (figs. 1 and 2). However, to hold
to this is not to agree with military theorists
such as Martin van Creveld, who are dismis-
sive about airpower in low intensity conflict
or OOTW. Van Creveld fantastically main-
tains that “in a world where almost all wars
are fought not between states, but within
them, many if not most of [airpower’s] ele-
ments have become useless and obsolete.”*

It is important to note that the diminishing
returns from airpower in OOTW apply to the
coercive elements of airpower only—the ele-
ments addressed by much or most of airpower
theory and doctrine. Other elements of
American airpower, such as transportation,
logistics and supply, intelligence collection,
command and control (C?), reconnaissance
and surveillance, and psychological opera-
tions (PSYOP) have proven decisive in many
OOTWs in which the United States could not
use coercive airpower. For instance, the Air
Force’s 193d Special Operations Wing
(PSYOP), which deployed to Haiti prior to the
1994 invasion, may have contributed more to
the initial success of that operation than any
other air asset. Nonetheless, for the most part,
this article takes the significance of those
manifestations of airpower for granted and
concentrates instead on airpower doctrine as
it applies to the use of force.

In the main, the article finds that airpower
doctrine, inasmuch as it exists as a body of
doctrine for OOTW, is spare but well balanced
and relevant. The problem areas for doctrine
are more likely to lie in standard OOTW doc-
trine, which is either flawed in some way to
begin with and many times ignores airpower
as well.

*This article was originally presented as a paper at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)/VII Inc. Conference on
Dueling Doctrines and the New American Way of War, held in Washington, D.C., 24-26 June 1998. Special thanks to Halley Guren of
Duke University’s School of Public Policy for research assistance in the preparation of this paper.
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Figure 1. The Military Spectrum of Conflict

Airpower Doctrine

The temptation in an article such as this is
to paint a rigid Douhet-redux portrait of air-
power doctrine. OOTW would then be por-
trayed as an impossibly subtle, terrifically nu-
anced, and tremendously sophisticated
diplomatic endeavor that the inflexible appli-
cation of airpower could never affect in pro-
ductive ways (e.g., Curtis LeMay solutions to
the Brcko corridor problem). Select bits from
airpower doctrine, especially Air Force doc-
trine, would be juxtaposed against the emo-
tive complexities of certain OOTW missions
as a demonstration of trying to fit a square peg
into a round hole.’

In fairness to both sides and with a nod to
intellectual integrity, the article does not do
this. Instead, one must recognize that air-
power, shared as it is by all the services, has

an amorphous doctrine that is flexible and
sophisticated enough to have great applicabil-
ity to OOTW. Moreover, OOTWs are not such
a Gordian knot of intensely deep human com-
plexities that the application of coercive air-
power in many different ways cannot make a
decisive difference in OOTW. In other words,
blowing something up from the air (or threat-
ening to) can sometimes make an immense
difference—even in a humanitarian relief ex-
ercise. This is a fairly rare circumstance,
though, and all services (and Special Opera-
tions Command [SOCOM])), which together
make up and share airpower doctrine to a
certain degree, recognize that the principles
of OOTW are very different from the princi-
ples of war (e.g., restraint, perseverance, and
legitimacy as opposed to offensive, surprise,
and mass). All services (although some not as
much as others) also recognize that airpower
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Figure 2. Effectiveness across the Military Spectrum of Conflict

plays a key role in OOTW. For instance, the
one-hundred-page Army field manual on
peace operations mentions airpower only five
very brief times, and only two of those refer-
ences are about the coercive application of
airpower.® Given the perceived importance of
Apache helicopters to recent peace opera-
tions, I would hope that the Army is updating
this doctrine.

All this makes for a curious state of affairs
in terms of airpower doctrine and OOTW.

The military community seems generally to
appreciate the fundamental impact of air-
power on OOTW and vice versa. Nonetheless,
appreciation is not strategic and operational
understanding codified in doctrine. In the
main, airpower doctrine applied to OOTW is
sound but spread around the services and the
joint level in bits and pieces, thereby lacking
the coherency that regular OOTW doctrine
has achieved. The holes in the doctrine also
match in many ways the dilemmas airpower
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has experienced in OOTW over the past few
years, but causality is tough to pin down. It
would be quite a stretch to say that good
doctrine formulated before Bosnia and So-
malia might have precluded some of the
problems discussed below. For the most part,
doctrine has learned from experience as
much as experience from doctrine.

Airpower in Operations
other than War

US joint doctrine specifies 16 different
OOTWs:

Arms Control
Combatting Terrorism
Counterdrug Operations

Enforcement of Sanctions/Maritime Inter-
cept Operations

Enforcing Exclusion Zones
Humanitarian Assistance

Ensuring Freedom of Navigation and Over-
flight

Military Support to Civil Authorities
Nation Assistance/Support to Counterin-
surgency

Noncombatant Evacuation Operations
Peace Operations

Protection of Shipping

Recovery Operations

Show of Force Operations

Strikes and Raids

Support to Insurgency’

This article cannot possibly treat the air-
power dimension of all these operations in
detail but makes some observations on sev-
eral that are the most relevant to the US
military in recent years. Moreover, the arti-
cle focuses on an extended discussion of
peace operations—specifically, the role of
airpower in peacekeeping and peace en-
forcement, areas that have caused much

angst for the United States and its allies over
the past five years.

Enforcement of Sanctions

Sanctions have been a popular foreign-policy
tool for American decision makers, and it is
the military’s duty to enforce them. Most
recently, airpower has been used exten-
sively to enforce sanctions in the Balkans
and the Persian Gulf. Such use of airpower
is usually selectively employed, in that “an
air quarantine is difficult to achieve because
the enforcement is an ‘all or nothing’ propo-
sition. ... Shooting down an aircraft may be
the only way to truly enforce an air quaran-
tine, but that action may not be morally or
politically acceptable.”® This is an example
of a political intent/rules of engagement
(ROE) issue discussed below. Current doc-
trine is weak on other strategic issues that
arise in regard to this mission. These include
C? problems with partner states or organiza-
tions (unilateral sanctions are rare) and force-
management/readiness problems stemming
from the protracted, indecisive, and—many
times—monotonous nature of this task.

Enforcing Exclusion Zones

“No-fly zones” have been another hot arrow
in the diplomatic quiver in recent years. US
airpower has established and enforced them
in the Balkans, northern and southern Iraq,
and elsewhere. Other than some multina-
tional C?issues involved (below), they are not
a doctrinal enigma. However, in Bosnia and
northern Iraq, the concept of air-exclusion
zones was stretched to deny movement on the
ground to certain military forces. The heavy-
weapon exclusion zones established by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
around Sarajevo and Bihac are an example, as
is the virtual demilitarized zone established in
1991 north of the 36th parallel in Iraq to
protect Operation Provide Comfort. The en-
forcement of these zones, an implicitly coer-
cive activity, has sometimes compromised the
neutrality of peacekeepers on the ground and
has caused friction between passive peacekeep-
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More than any other OOTW listed, standard
airpower war-fighting doctrine applies, al-
though a competent body of specialized doc-
trine exists for these types of operations.

=}

A C-130. Elements of American airpower, such as
transportation, logistics and supply, intelligence
collection, command and control (C¥), reconnaissance
and surveillance, and psychological operations (PSYOP)
have proven decisive in many OOTWs in which the United
States could not use coercive airpower.

Peace Operations

Peacekeeping, for reasons of strategic culture,
was for many years an unknown science as far
as the American military was concerned. Clas-
sically defined, it required impartial and pas-
sive troops working with the consent of the
belligerents—all qualities for which the US
military of the past SO years was not well
known. Nonetheless, its basic tenets have
come to be appreciated and even put into
practice by the US military in the past several
years. The military has also moved forward on
putting into practice and formulating a doc-
trine (in that order) for peace enforcement.
Unlike peacekeeping, peace enforcement
makes less of the need for all-out neutrality
and allows for the measured use of coercive
force to shape the behavior of recalcitrant
belligerents. Even so, observers such as James
Corum maintain that “within the context of
a peace-enforcement operation, however, the
US military and other air forces have often
exhibited a doctrinal vacuum.”?

But the search to fill that vacuum has
caused a fundamental disconnect between

most of the world and the US military
concerning the compatibility of these tech-
niques with one another. For its part, joint
and other US military doctrine maintains
that peace enforcement and peacekeeping
can be used simultaneously or even mixed
in the same missions. Joint Pub 3-07, Joint
Doctrine for Military Operations other than
War, states that “noncombat MOOTW may
be conducted simultaneously with combat
MOOTW, such as HA [humanitarian assis-
tance] in conjunction with PEO [peace en-
forcement operations].”!® The Navy War
College even created a hybrid sort of opera-
tion called an “inducement operation,” in
which peacekeepers use coercive force with
“the lightest touch possible in the hope that
the parties on the ground will, in the end,
assent to the UN’s mandate.”!! Most allies,
however, vigorously maintain that the use
of active force by peacekeepers or air forces
operating in support of their mission is a Rubicon
that, once crossed, completely compromises
the mission.!? This issue came up constantly
in Bosnia from 1993 to 1995, with the United
States alone trumpeting its role as enforcer
from the air and all other allies greatly resist-
ing the idea of NATO-UN as an air/ground,
active/passive team.

This became an especially contentious is-
sue when in the summer of 1995, US air
strikes on targets in the Bosnian Serb capital
of Pale precipitated the Serb shelling of Tuzla
(71 civilians killed) and the taking of hun-
dreds of UN peacekeepers as hostages. It be-
came an article of faith at NATO that peace
enforcement and peacekeeping did not mix,
contrary to US doctrine. The NATO secretary-
general stated, “I do not believe that we can
pursue decisive peace enforcement from the
air while the UN is led, deployed, and
equipped for peacekeeping on the ground. If
we have learned anything from this conflict,
it is that we cannot mix these two missions."”"*
The deputy commander of the UN peacekeep-
ers added that “there can be no gray area, no
overlap of peacekeeping with peace enforce-
ment.”'* A similar dilemma was at work in
Somalia, where resentment and misunder-
standing between American forces and UN



peacekeepers came to a head over the use of
US airpower (helicopters and fixed wing) in
an active campaign against one side in the
Somali conflict.

Many countries in the UN mission in
Somalia (the French and Italians in particu-
lar) felt that they and other UN peacekeep-
ers would pay the price when the US peace-
enforcement effort and heavy use of coercive
airpower backfired—which it did. As Dr. Mats
Berdal wrote of that mission and Bosnia, co-
ercive force used in conjunction with
peacekeeping techniques tended to obfuscate
“the basic distinction between peacekeeping
and enforcement action . . . and highlighted
the particular risks of attempting to combine
the coercive use of force with peacekeeping
objectives.”!s

Points of Friction

Airpower doctrine, for OOTW and other-
wise, has lagged behind fast-moving develop-
ments in the US OOTW experience. As a
result, it must “grow” to cover certain points
of friction.

Strategic Coherency

OOTWs often lack a coherent link between
military means and political ends. For in-
stance, in the current attempt at coercive di-
plomacy over Kosovo, how exactly can the
United States apply airpower to bring about
the complex political solution desired? As
John Bolton said at the CSIS/VII Inc. Confer-
ence on Dueling Doctrines in June 1998, the
Air Force will have to drop “autonomy bombs
instead of independence bombs” on the
Kosovars.'¢ In other instances, US airpower is
asked to assist in the fulfillment of mandates
well beyond its control. This was very much
the experience in Bosnia, where military com-
manders grew increasingly frustrated by the
gap between mandated ends and the means
at their disposal.!” Wartime commanders usu-
ally have the operational freedom to create
the conditions under which they will succeed.
OOTW commanders do not. They must oper-
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ate in the environment that they are given
(although the good ones can shape it some-
what). In addition, the aforementioned argu-
ment over the compatibility of peacekeeping
and peace enforcement often strains strategic
coherence.

Institutional Coordination

Strategic coherence becomes more difficult to
achieve when different institutions in charge
of various facets of an OOTW are pursuing
different political agendas. Adm Leighton
Smith has much to say about the coordination
of political guidance between the UN and
NATO. Airpower doctrine is not fully cogni-
zant of the character, nature, and core compe-
tencies of various international organizations
with whom US airpower will have an associa-
tion. For instance, airpower doctrine treats US
airpower in the US-led multinational task
force to Somalia (1992-93) the same as inde-
pendently used US airpower supporting the
UN mission to Somalia (1993-94). But the
wholly different political character of these
organizations greatly changed the circum-
stances and conditions under which airpower
was used, even though US air units did not see
a sea change in chain of command or operat-
ing procedures at their level. These issues go
well beyond the C? difficulties discussed be-
low. US doctrine has not fully explored the
political character and military competencies
of organizations such as the UN and the Or-
ganization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe in airpower doctrine, as well as the
role of NATO or US-led coalitions as airpower
subcontractors.

Command and Control

Admiral Smith’s paper for the CSIS/VII Inc.
Conference on Dueling Doctrines joined
many reports in properly criticizing NATO's
and the UN's dual-key approach to the C? of
NATO air forces operating in support of UN
peacekeepers in Bosnia.'® One report euphem-
istically referred to the C? system as con-
structed (fig. 3) as “a shambles.”!® Other
OOTWs (notably Somalia) experienced simi-
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Figure 3. Command Relationships in Operation Deny Flight

lar C?problems, some caused by institutional
coordination, some by “normal” multina-
tional C? difficulties (such as standard control
procedures and clear chains of command),
and other problems experienced completely
within the US military community. For in-
stance, in Somalia the 3d Marine Air Wing
found that it did not have the trained person-
nel or facilities to operate as the airspace
control agency for the unified task force that
deployed there from December 1992 to May
1993.20

Other Multinational Issues

Differences in force structure, interoperabil-
ity, training, doctrine, modus operandi, and
strategic culture can greatly affect airpower
coalitions above and beyond multinational C?
issues. Airpower doctrine should not only re-
flect the flexibility with which US airpower
must be prepared to act in many multina-
tional settings, but also indicate that para-
digms other than complete US dominance of
multinational airpower operations should be
explored.



NGO/PVO and Other Agency/Player Coordination

Almost all OOTWs have as players an enor-
mous and diffuse array of national agencies,
international agencies, NGOs, and PVOs.
Many of these groups are tremendously influ-
ential and sometimes are even the lead agency
for tasks involving the use of US airpower.
Admiral Smith has much to say about his
experience with UNHCR in Bosnia in this
regard.?’ The operation to Somalia also un-
covered similar disconnects between US air-
power authorities and agencies or NGOs with
whom they had to comprehensively coordi-
nate operations (such as the International
Committee of the Red Cross). This complex
area, which land power works extensively
through civil affairs and other specially
trained units, is not well covered in airpower
doctrine at all. Airpower must be prepared to
accommodate lead agencies other than the
military or even another US government or-
ganization. The day may soon come when a
Birkenstock-wearing NGO representative is a
key member of the joint force air component
commander’s (JFACC) staff.

Rules of Engagement

ROE issues return to the debate over the mix
of peacekeeping and peace enforcement. US
doctrine, searching for a way to make the mix
work, looks for some criteria of proportional-
ity in the application of coercive airpower to
peacekeeping-type operations. By definition,
proportionality is relative, and standard ROEs
are particularly hard to pin down in complex
post-cold-war peacekeeping environments.
Even the famously simple “four no’s” (no
bandits, no technical vehicles with crew-
served weapons, no Somali-manned check-
points, and no visible weapons) ROE in So-
malia could not be enforced from the air
without considerable and daily debate over

Notes
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individual cases that, by necessity, often had
to be solved by hours of haggling on the
ground. Many observers blame the heavy-

Airpower doctrine is hard to pin
down completely because it belongs
to all services, SOCOM, and the
joint level.
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handed application of US airpower in pursuit
of Somali disarmament for the several dozen
UN and US deaths and other troubles that
followed for the UN operation in Somalia.

Relevancy, Schmelevancy

Airpower doctrine is hard to pin down
completely because it belongs to all services,
SOCOM, and the joint level. Spread as it is
over many manuals, it does not comprehen-
sively cover airpower employment in OOTW.
What doctrine does exist, however, is fairly
sound but dated (one finds hardly a word
about the role of attack helicopters) and not
fully cognizant of some overriding political
difficulties that profoundly affect military op-
erations. In other words, to paraphrase
Clausewitz, although OOTW and airpower
have their own grammar, their logic is the
logic of the politics of the various organiza-
tions undertaking OOTW. Indeed, joint doc-
trine for OOTW recognizes the overwhelming
primacy of political factors in OOTW—much
more so than in war. It is particularly impor-
tant, then, that airpower doctrine reflect the
political imperatives that drive OOTW and
that create friction in the areas outlined in this
articlee. O
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Great
Soldiers on
Airpower

CoOL JEFFERY R. BARNETT, USAF

HE ROLE OF airpower in modern

war engenders continuous debate.

For some military thinkers, the case

for airpower has not been made.
Gen Frederick Kroesen, USA, Retired, former
commander of US Army Europe, believes
airpower is more promise than fact. He
wrote to the Washington Post that “none of
the great air campaigns of the past has ever
been decisive, and many have had contrary
results. . . . All were sideshows to the Army
and Marine efforts to occupy land and domi-
nate the enemy.”! In a similar vein, the
Association of the United States Army sug-
gests devoting greater resources to Army
armor and artillery at the expense of new
airpower weapons, such as the F-22: “Hope-
fully, proponents of the capability of air
power to defeat enemy ground forces will
finally be correct; its claimed effectiveness

17
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A view of the invasion forces landing at Omaha Beach, 6 or 7 June 1944. [General Eisenhower] testified to Congress

that. .. “unless we had faith in the air power to intervene and to make safe that landing, it would have been more than
fantastic, it would have been criminal.”

——

has not yet materialized.”? These are far
from the only airpower skeptics, but they
illustrate a point: there is considerable suspi-
cion about airpower’s impact in modern war.
Such suspicion is surprising, given air-
power’s successful war record. These suc-
cesses are well articulated by seven experts on
modern war, all but one of whom were great
soldiers. Their words testify to the decisive
character of airpower in modern war.

General of the Army
Dwight D. Eisenhower

As Supreme Allied Commander in Europe
during World War II, Gen Dwight Eisenhower
had a unique perspective. Not only did this
career soldier command all Allied ground
forces, he also led Allied air forces. He com-
manded bomber groups that attacked Ger-

man industry. He commanded Allied tactical
air forces that interdicted German surface
forces, gained air superiority, and flew close
air support of surface forces. Eisenhower also
commanded ground forces whose scheme of
maneuver depended on coordination with air
forces. Conversely, he was responsible for
forces that withstood German air attacks.? So
Eisenhower saw airpower from both sides. He
witnessed both the offensive and defensive
effects of airpower at all levels of war. Argu-
ably, Eisenhower had the finest perspective
on the effects of airpower during World War
II. What did he learn from his experiences?

Based on his wartime lessons, Eisenhower
concluded that airpower dominated modern
war. He wrote in his memoir Crusade in
Europe, “Here [the Normandy campaign], as
always, emphasized the decisive influence of
airpower in the ground battle.”* He testified
to Congress that



the Normandy invasion was based on a
deep-seated faith in the power of the air forces,
in overwhelming numbers, to intervene in the
land battle. That is, a faith that the air forces, by
their actions, could have an effect on the
ground of making it possible for a small force
of land troops to invade a continent, a country
strongly defended, in which there were 61
enemy divisions and where we could not
possibly on the first day of the assault land more
than 7 divisions.

Without that air force, without the aid of its
power, entirely aside from its ability to sweep
the enemy air force out of the sky, without its
ability to intervene in the land battle, that
invasion would have been fantastic.

To a lesser extent that also applied at Salemo.
In that operation there were 3 divisions that we
had at Salerno, two in the toe of the boot, and
there were 19 divisions of the enemy in Italy
arrayed against us.

Unless we had faith in the air power to inter-
vene and to make safe that landing, it would
have been more than fantastic, it would have
been criminal.’

As Army chief of staff in 1948, Eisenhower
wrote a sweeping endorsement of airpower.
In his annual report to the secretary of the
Army, Eisenhower stated that “the Army sup-
ports the theory that air power occupies a
dominant position in modern warfare.”® That
is a uniquely strong endorsement of another
service by a service chief. It is difficult to
imagine a US Army general saying similar
words today, a half century after Eisenhower’s
service as Army chief of staff. However, Eisen-
hower did more than simply put his endorse-
ment of airpower on the record. He also took
extraordinary steps to implement his beliefs.

As president, Eisenhower gave his highest
priorities to the Air Force. During his presidency
(1953-61), the Department of the Air Force
received 46 percent of military spending. The
Army and Navy/Marine Corps received 26 per-
cent and 28 percent, respectively.” The high-
water mark occurred in 1957, when the Air
Force received 48 percent of total military
spending. In constant (1998) dollars, Depart-
ment of the Air Force outlays in 1957 equaled
$120 billion, which is 60 percent greater than
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1996's Air Force outlay figure of $75 billion.®
This money funded a rapid expansion in theater
weapons, such as the “century” series of fighter
planes.® It also funded strategic systems, such as
bombers and missiles.

That the Air Force surged during Eisen-
hower’s administration is well known. What
is less well known, however, is the priority
given the Air Force versus the other services
by the Eisenhower administration. This ex-
Army general—in fact, one of the greatest
Army generals in American history—gave al-
most twice as much money to the Air Force as
he gave to the Army. He also named Air Force
generals as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Nathan Twining, one of only three Air
Force generals ever named chairman) and Su-
preme Allied Commander Europe (Lauris Nor-
stad, still the only Air Force officer to hold this
position). These pro-Air Force priorities re-
flected General Eisenhower’s highly credible
judgment on the decisive nature of airpower.

Gen George S. Patton

In December 1944, Lt Gen George Patton’s
Third Army prepared to attack the Saar. Indi-
cations of a German offensive towards the
north, in the Ardennes, concerned Patton. But
the weather bothered him more. The skies
were overcast. Incessant rains turned the
ground into mud. Heavy fog and freezing tem-
peratures made the environment miserable.
In typical fashion, Patton tried an “alterna-
tive” solution. He ordered his chaplain to
write a now-famous “weather prayer” to “re-
strain these immoderate rains.” Why did Pat-
ton want good weather? For his armor and
logistics? For better conditions for his troops?
Of course Patton wanted these things—but
there was another important reason.

Patton wanted good weather to get Allied
air forces into the fight—because he under-
stood airpower. Patton realized that effective
air attack denied the Germans operational-
level mass, maneuver, and logistics. In the
face of massive air attack, enemy forces
couldn’t mass, move, or efficiently resupply.
Without such capabilities, any military force
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was ineffective against a competent, aggres-
sive foe.

Patton recognized the dilemma that Allied
airpower forced on the German army. When-
ever the Germans massed, Allied air attacked
that concentration. Whenever the Germans
tried to protect themselves by dispersing, Pat-
ton’s armor pierced the thinned defenses.
When the Germans tried to maneuver in
force, Allied air detected and killed major
movements before they came to bear. This is
why Patton told Brig Gen Otto P. Weyland,
commander of 19th Tactical Command, “I
am going to depend on you to protect my
right flank with your airplanes.”!® Patton
seized on his advantage in the air to defeat a
very competent enemy who possessed supe-
rior ground numbers and had the advantages
inherent to defenders on their home territory.

After the Germans attacked through the
Ardennes with 17 divisions on 16 December
1944, they enjoyed seven days of poor flying
weather. Allied air superiority was ineffective
for a week due to fog and clouds. Ninth Air
Force, with 1,550 planes, flew only eighteen
hundred sorties that week in the battle area,

most of which were aerial-combat sorties.!!
With clear weather, however, the fighter-bomb-
ers went back to work. On Christmas day alone,
Ninth Air Force flew 1,920 sorties in the battle
area—more sorties in one day than in the entire
preceding week.!? The official US Army history
of World War II summarizes the impact of this
air offensive: “The morning of 23 December
broke clear and cold. ‘Visibility unlimited,” the
air-control posts happily reported all the way
from the United Kingdom to the foxholes of the
Ardennes front. To most of American soldiery
this would be a red-letter day—long remem-
bered—because of the bomber and fighter-
bombers once more streaming overhead like
shoals of silver minnows in the bright winter
sun, their sharply etched contrails making a
wake behind them in the cold air.”**It’s too bad
that current military writing fails this standard
of prose.

This pattern wasn’t limited to the Battle of
the Bulge. Patton saw the same model during
the Normandy breakout: “I was convinced
our Air Service could locate any groups of
enemy large enough to be a serious threat, and
that I could also pull something out of the hat

A P-47 overflies a Third Army tank column. After the breakout in France, [General] Patton told Brig Gen Otto P. Weyland,
commander of 19th Tactical Command, “l am going to depend on you to protect my right flank with your airplanes.”




to drive them back while the Air Force in the
meantime delayed their future advance.”'*
Patton understood that no enemy com-
mander could confidently expect a smooth
logistics flow in the face of Allied airpower.
Major roads and rail lines were death traps.
Allied air induced enough friction into the
enemy’s logistics, command and control, and
scheme of maneuver to keep the Germans off
balance, which allowed daring, rapid ad-
vances by Third Army. Patton understood the
“trump card” that Allied airpower gave
him—and seized the opportunity. A funda-
mental part of General Patton’s genius in
armored warfare was his appreciation of air-

power.

General of the Army
George C. Marshall

In the immediate aftermath of the Battle of
the Bulge, Gen George Marshall reported to
the secretary of war that “the weather has
favored us recently and rather unexpectedly.
The past few days have permitted our crush-
ing air superiority to be directed against the
enemy troops, tanks, trains, and communica-
tions. His marshaling yards are being blown
to bits. Aside from the fighting spirit of our
troops, no other factor means so much to us
in the present situation as flying weather.”'$

Airpower’s effectiveness was not a revela-
tion to Marshall. Seven months earlier, in a
memorandum to the secretary of war, Mar-
shall identified the crucial role of airpower:
“We are about to invade the continent and
have staked our success on our air superiority,
on Soviet numerical preponderance, and on
the high quality of our ground combat
units.”'¢ Marshall knew that airpower would
not prove decisive all by itself; he stated many
times that no one military arm can win a war
alone."” However, by placing airpower on a
par with the size of the Soviet army and the
quality of American ground forces, Marshall
explicitly recognized airpower’s crucial role.

Earlier, he had codified the importance of
airpower. Field Manual {FM) 110-20, Com-
mand and Employment of Air Power, published
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Gen George Marshall. Late in 1943, in a memorandum to
the secretary of war, Marshall identified the crucial role of
airpower: “We are about to invade the continent and have
staked our success on our air superionity.”

under Marshall’'s signature in July 1943,
stated as its major theme that “land power and
air power are co-equal and interdependent.”
It went on to state the US Army’s doctrine that
“the gaining of air superiority is the first re-
quirement for the success of any major land
operation.”'® After gaining air superiority, the
first priority of tactical air forces was to “pre-
vent the movement of hostile troops and sup-
plies into the theater of operations or within
the theater.”'® These were combat-proven pre-
cepts. They reflected arguments fostered by
the Air Corps Tactical School and proven dur-
ing operations in North Africa and the South
Pacific. Marshall codified these precepts into
the basic fighting doctrine of the Army. In
fact, airpower’s contributions during the first
two years of World War Il garnered Marshall’s
highest praise: “The outstanding feature to
date of America’s war effort has been the
manner in which our air forces have carried
the war, in its most devastating form, to the
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enemy.”? Without a doubt, General Marshall
understood airpower.

General of the Army
Omar N. Bradley

In 1945 Gen Omar Bradley wrote a book
titled Effect of Air Power on Military Operations,
Western Europe, in support of the United
States Strategic Bombing Survey.?! In this
book, Bradley addressed the broadest reach of
ground-force operations, from defensive op-
erations (e.g., Bastogne) and breakthroughs
(e.g., Operation Cobra) to assaults on de-
fended river lines and fortress cities. In each
of these ground operations, Bradley found air
operations critical to overall success. He sup-
ported his findings with quotations from sev-
eral ground commanders, both American and
German. For example, Bradley summarized
an interview with Field Marshal Gerd von
Rundstedt: “Carpet bombing in the main line

of resistance is the type of air actions most
detrimental to German ability to defend a
position. He [von Rundstedt] rates the effi-
ciency of the bombing on a par with the
strength of the defenders and the initiative of
the ground attackers. . . . The [German] troops
could not move and were demoralized; the
communications system broke down; artillery
and anti-tank pieces were knocked out; and
tanks were immobilized in craters or beneath
heaps of dirt and debris.”??

Bradley expounded on von Rundstedt’s
statements: “From the high command to the
soldier in the field, German opinion has
been agreed that air power was the most
striking aspect of allied superiority.”?* This
opinion was endorsed by Lt Gen Hans
Speidel, Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s
chief of staff: “Air forces were the decisive
factor for the Allied victories in the [Nor-
mandy] invasion and subsequent opera-
tions.”?* Maj Gen F. W. von Mellenthin,
chief of staff of the Fifth Panzer Army, made

The effect of aipower on tanks—Wehrmacht panzers in northern France after D day. [According to] Lt Gen Hans Speidel,
Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s chief of staff: “Air forces were the decisive factor for the Allied victories in the [Normandy]

invasion and subsequent operations.”
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A B-17 over Berlin in early 1945. Franklin D’Olier, chairman of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey, concluded
that “he German experience suggests that even a first class military 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.”

a similar judgment: “The Ardennes battle
drives home the lesson that a large-scale of-
fensive by massed armor has no hope of suc-
cess against an enemy who enjoys supreme
command of the air."”?*

On the American side, Bradley quoted Lt
Gen ]. Lawton Collins’s appraisal of the Allied
advantage in airpower:

The effect of this bombing on the enemy’s
transportation system . . . was most marked
during the exploitation of the St. Lo
breakthrough about August 1, 1944, when
German troops were obviously unable to move
with sufficient speed to meet our attacks. . . .
The pattern bombing by the heavies,
particularly on the front of this corps along the
St. Lo-Periers road, had a devastating effect.
Enemy communications were completely
disrupted resulting, in some areas, in an almost
total lack of coordinated resistance following
the bombing. Most prisoners taken by our
troops were stunned and bewildered by the
bombing. The morale factor was truly
shattering. There can be no question that the

bombing was a decisive factor in the initial
success of the breakthrough.2

Nor did Bradley limit his comments to
operational-level airpower. After the war, he
told Congress that strategic bombing “had a
decisive effect on the ultimate ability of the
allies to defeat Germany in a shorter time,
saving many, many lives and dollars.”?” Al-
though General Bradley, like Marshall and
Eisenhower, understood that airpower cannot
win a war alone, he fully appreciated its deci-
sive effect.

Franklin D’'Olier

Although nearly forgotten today, Franklin
D’Olier was the chairman of the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey, conducted imme-
diately after World War II. In a letter to the
House Armed Services Committee in 1949,
D’Olier cited the survey’s key finding: “Allied
air power was decisive in the war in western
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Europe.”? He wrote this letter in response to
airpower critics who had misused this survey
to argue that bombing was ineffective against
Germany. D’Olier—arguably the paramount
expert on this survey—called such criticisms a
“distortion.” He quoted the survey’s sum-
mary report:

The German experience suggests that even a
first class military power—rugged and resilient
as Germany was—annot live long under
full-scale and free exploitation of air weapons
over the heart of its territory. By the beginning
of 1945, before the invasion of the homeland
itself, Germany was reaching a state of
helplessness. Her armament production was
falling irretrievably, orderliness in effort was
disappearing, and total disruption and
disintegration were well along. Her armies were
still in the field. But with the impending
collapse of the supporting economy, the
indications are convincing that they would
have had to cease fighting—any effective
fighting—within a few months. Germany was
mortally wounded.?*

After a thorough and impartial review,
D’Olier came to the same conclusion as the
leading soldiers of World War II: airpower was
decisive.

Gen Vo Nguyen Giap

In late March 1972, Gen Vo Nguyen Giap
attacked South Vietnam with two hundred
thousand regular North Vietnamese troops. At
that time, there were no major US ground-
combat forces in South Vietnam,; the last ma-
jor unit withdrew in January 1972.3° American
advisors and logistical support were still in
South Vietnam, but major US ground-combat
forces were gone.

Giap thought the situation ripe for a stra-
tegic offensive. Unfortunately—for Giap and
half his attack force—American airpower was
still in the theater. Land- and carrier-based
airpower slaughtered Giap’s formations.
Buttressed by this support, the South Viet-

In late March 1972, Gen Vo Nguyen Giap attacked South Vietnam with two hundred thousand regular North Vietnamese
troops. Land- and carrier-based airpower [like this B-52] slaughtered Giap's formations. . . . In the end, Giap lost half his

force—one hundred thousand men.
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Airpower versus armored forces—the Guif War. One Iraqi soldier complained, “ During the war with Iran my tank was
my friend. | could sleep in it at night and know that | was safe. However, during this war my tank became my enemy.
No one would go near a tank at night because they just kept blowing up.”

namese army fought hard. In the end, Giap
lost half his force—one hundred thousand
men. After 10 weeks, the offensive petered
out.

Three years later, in the spring of 1975,
Giap launched another “final” offensive
with a total of one hundred thousand troops
(half the 1972 number). This time the South
Vietnamese army collapsed. Giap captured
Saigon in six weeks. The war ended as
Americans watched Saigon’s evacuation on
television.

Giap’s two offensives, occurring three
years apart, produced radically different re-
sults. Why the huge difference between 1972
and 1975? Was the North Vietnamese army
substantially better in 1975 (despite being
half its 1972 size)? Was the South Vietnamese
army substantially worse in 1975? Although
either condition is theoretically possible, the

role of American airpower constitutes the
more likely difference.

The official US Army history of the 1972
Easter offensive reports the critical importance
of airpower. The southern thrust of the North
Vietnamese attack surrounded An Loc, 60 miles
north of Saigon. An Loc was strategically vital;
its capture “would open the door to Saigon.”3!
However, after initial setbacks, the South Viet-
namese rallied to defend An Loc. This success
was a close call in which airpower played the
decisive role. The official history quotes the
senior American Army officer on the scene: “An
Loc would have never held out without the
handful of American advisors directing the air
strikes and shoring up the local leadership.”3?
The description of the effect of the 887 B-52
strikes on the enemy is telling.3® The threat of
heavy-bomber strikes “forces the enemy to
break up his ground elements into small units
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and makes it difficult to mass forces for an
attack. If he does mass his forces, he takes
terrible casualties.”** This is the traditional
dilemma inflicted by effective airpower on
surface forces. To surmount a determined
defense, an attacker must mass. However, in
the face of effective airpower, massing is sui-
cidal. An Loc exemplified this axiom.

During the 1972 offensive, allied land- and
carrier-based pilots flew 50,000 fixed-wing
strike sorties against Giap’s forces.3s Their at-
tacks were clearly decisive. However, US air
strikes played no role in the 1975 offensive.
By 1975 America had withdrawn from the
war. American airpower was completely gone
(along with the American advisors who could
direct the air strikes). Unlike the massive air
strikes in 1972, there were no massive air
attacks on North Vietnamese forces during
their 1975 offensive. Giap could mass, ma-
neuver, and resupply at will. The net effect
was startling. With half the forces and half the
time, the North Vietnamese rolled victori-
ously into Saigon. General Giap had learned
the decisive nature of airpower.

Gen Khaled bin Sultan

Gen Khaled bin Sultan commanded joint
forces during the 1991 Gulf War. His major
force elements were from Saudi Arabia, Egypt,
Syria, and Kuwait.*® During the ground offen-
sive, their mission was to attack from Saudi
Arabia directly into Kuwait. This meant attack-
ing into the supposed teeth of Iraqi defenses.
The highest number of coalition casualties was
expected in this area. Gen H. Norman Schwarz-
kopf’s “Hail Mary” flanking maneuver far to the
west with VII and XVIII Corps was specifically
designed to avoid these defenses.

As most people are well aware, Khaled's
offensive was a complete success. His forces,
alongside two divisions of American marines,
advanced with minimal casualties. According
to the official Department of Defense report,
Joint Forces Command East “secured its ob-
jectives against light resistance and with very
few casualties; however, progress was slowed
by the large number of Iraqis who surren-

dered.”’” Khaled praised the skill of his
ground commanders but gave most of the
credit for this success to coalition airpower:

Both psychologically and physically, it must
have been terrible to be on the receiving end of
Coalition air power. From the start of the war
the dilemma facing Iraqi troops was acute: they
got hit if they stayed in their fortifications, they
got hit if they fired their heavy guns, they got
hit if they moved, and they got hit by Iraqi
execution squads if they tried to cross over to
us. . . . It was clear that the 38-day air campaign
had done far more damage than we had
imagined. There was little fight left in the Iraqi
divisions facing our troops. Indeed, they must
have realized the war was over.3®

Because of coalition air attacks, Iraqgi divi-
sions facing Khaled’s forces were unable to sur-
vive no matter what they did. If they dug in, air
strikes destroyed them piecemeal. One Iraqi
soldier complained, “During the war with Iran
my tank was my friend. I could sleep in it at
night and know that I was safe. However, during
this war my tank became my enemy. No one
would go near a tank at night because they just
kept blowing up.”* Nor could the Iragis maneu-
ver. When Iraqi divisions attempted to flee
north to Iraq, their high signature keyed inten-
sive coalition air strikes. One section of road
became known as the “highway of death.” This
was a classic dilemma for the Iragis. They could
stay in one place and be killed or attempt to
move and be killed. They faced a dilemma that
only defeat could resolve.

Coalition ground commanders faced no
such dilemma. They could maneuver massive
forces at will. For example, Schwarzkopf de-
ployed a quarter million troops with 60,000
vehicles and their supplies four hundred
miles to the west over a single road. At its peak,
traffic near the Iraqi border was 18 vehicles
per minute, 24 hours a day, seven days a
week.4 This logistics flow was crucial to the
entire operational scheme. During the ground
offensive, the US Army’s VII Corps drew 1,330
truckloads of fuel and ammunition from
these stocks per day.*! Without this massive
logistical flow, there would have been no
massive Hail Mary flanking attack, and with-
out air supremacy, this logistical flow would



have been impossible. However, despite the
inherent vulnerability of truck convoys, the
Iraqis were unable to interfere with this de-
ployment. Although Iraqi impotence was
critical, it is not even the most remarkable
fact. The most remarkable fact is that—be-
cause of coalition air supremacy—the Iraqis
were unable even to detect the massive move-
ment of troops and supplies over several hun-
dred miles of open desert.

It's important to note that, if anything,
Khaled was at a disadvantage on the ground.
After-action reports reveal that the Iraqis de-
ployed approximately seven divisions oppo-
site Khaled’s approximately five divisions.*?
These Iraqi divisions had the inherent advan-
tages of the defender. They employed fire
trenches, minefields, barriers, and well-sur-
veyed artillery zones—all of which coalition
forces had to surmount. After their eight-year
war with Iran, Iraq’s divisions were experi-
enced in war. Also, they were cohesive (i.e.,
all from one country). Khaled's forces, on the
other hand, were drawn from 11 countries,
none of which had any recent military suc-
cesses. None could be considered elite. De-
spite these handicaps, Khaled’s forces enjoyed
Guderian-like success.** They exceeded the
most optimistic timetables with minuscule
casualties and captured 25,000 prisoners.
There has to be some logical explanation for
these counterintuitive developments. Accord-
ing to General Khaled, the primary reason for
these startling successes was airpower.

Conclusion

These great soldiers testified to the decisive
nature of airpower in modern war. At the
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If you are going to try to go to war, or to prepare for
war, in a capitalist country, you have got to let
business make money out of the process or business
won’t work.

—Henry L. Stimson

HE RAISON D’ETRE of our national

Air Force is force application: possess-

ing the capabilities to apply force, on

command, to an adversary state as
part of the United States and alliance joint
operations team. We have two tenets regard-
ing airpower. The first tenet is the belief that
planning for the future of airpower is so criti-
cal to the United States, our friends, and our
allies that it must be done right. To help
ensure it is done right, we could gain much
by examining how planning is accomplished
in the fiercely competitive world of “for
profit” business. The second tenet is that
some commercial planning initiatives offer
the potential to improve the Air Force plan-

R
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ning process. This article explores strategic
planning for the Air Force, illuminating how
Air Force planning might incorporate some of
the best planning practices used by competi-
tive businesses. We have one hypothesis: The
institutional planning process should drive
the efforts and effectiveness of a 500,000-per-
son firm, and it can and must be improved.

Perspectives

Over the past several years, the Air Force
created an environment encouraging debate
and promoting innovative thinking about the
future. Sponsored efforts resulted in major
studies and lengthy reports such as those cre-

29
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ated by Spacecast 2020, Air Force 2025, and
New World Vistas.! Creation of a “Revolution-
ary Planning Office”? as the precursor of a

As we define it, long-range
planning is planning done without
regard for risks or other constraints.

new Air Force-level deputy combining plan-
ning and programming allowed planners
across the Air Force to look into the future and
question where the Air Force was going,
thereby identifying potential new vectors and
new demands. The Air Force also created bat-
tlelabs?® to explore new concepts of operations
and to allow the discovery of creative opera-
tional concepts.

Perhaps the most significant of all of these
initiatives was creation of an institutionalized
process linking planning functions to budget-
ary decisions. At the beginning of this ambi-
tious endeavor, there were many naysayers to
convince and many hurdles to overcome.
Threatened by the thought of losing control
over the ability to make decisions, many Air
Force representatives debated the utility of
the nascent planning function and its meth-
odology. The constant questioning, debate,
investigation and examination helped bring
a stabilizing force to the Air Force’s quest for
planning for the future. But is this the desired
effect the Air Force intended to achieve
through a major overhaul of its planning
processes? Was the outcome visionary and
creative, pedestrian and stabilizing, or some-
thing else? Can the Air Force institutionalize
a more creative process? Can the Air Force
establish a process for creativity and innova-
tion at every level? What will happen when
all the “plans” at all the levels have been
completed? What products does the Air Force
now expect from its research and develop-
ment? Will it still be important for the Air
Force to support innovative thinking when
the details of the plan are complete? If so,
then maybe by striving for stability in Air

Force plans for the future, the Air Force will
find itself actually stifling creativity and inno-
vation. If creativity and innovation in devel-
oping airpower’s tools or in the application of
airpower are impeded, then airpower’s contri-
butions are limited. Can this be so? It can be
so, unless leaders and planners are willing to
think in the boundary between order and
chaos.

Long-Range Planning, Strategic
Thinking, or
Strategic Planning?

As a starting point, consider the apparent
difference between long-range planning for
the future, on the one hand, and leveraging
chaos to help develop strategies that allow for
the creation of more desirable futures or the
creation of future value on the other.

Planning

As we define it, long-range planning is plan-
ning done without regard for risks or other
constraints. Long-range planning asserts the
existence of alternative futures and what is
important is not planning to offset the effects
of one future or another, but the awareness
that some futures would require more behav-
ioral adjustments than other futures. Alterna-
tively, strategic thinking is having insight
about the present and foresight about the fu-
ture. The key to both is understanding the
dynamics of the “big picture” context in which
decisions are made.* So, as we define it, stra-
tegic planning is planning that appreciates un-
certainty and risk. It is constrained by this
awareness.

Strategic planning also is cold and calculat-
ing, measuring the probabilities associated
with a rather large set of exogenous variables
in an attempt to understand uncertainties,
reduce risk, and identify opportunities. It as-
serts that, enough things considered, the do-
main of uncertainty can be understood at a
sufficiently manageable level. Long-range
planning asserts that “we could do this, or




this, or this and may have to be prepared to
do that, or that, or that.” Strategic planning
asserts that “all things considered, we should
do this.” Long-range planning, then, is rather
more unconstrained than strategic planning.®

Consequences and the Antiplan

To do either strategic planning or long-range
planning, one must look into the future (or
define a vision for the future); determine
what is needed, identify and test assumptions;
then build the broad or detailed maps, plans,
and variants for achieving the desired end
state. But can this be done when the future is
as unknowable as the technology develop-
ments and the behavior of competitors that
will help condition the future? Of course not.

In today’s rapidly changing technology en-
vironment, it is important for any strategic
decision to consider the competitors. It is
imperative to determine competitors’ ability
to achieve the same level of technical compe-
tence or to leverage less technical competence
by superior operational schemes, and then
estimate how quickly they might be able to
deliver a “product” to market. Thus, embed-
ded in the notion of the “plan” is the notion
of the “antiplan.” The antiplan accepts that
valuable markets will be contested and the
“forces of good” are not the only ones plan-
ning or operating in the dynamic environ-
ment. The planning process is thus an itera-
tive process. The plan is the thesis. Responses
to the plan from customers, suppliers, and
competitors may constitute the antithesis. Ac-
tual performance, which may be at wide vari-
ance with planned performance, is the syn-
thesis. Said another way, the plan is a
declaration of strategic intent. What actually
results from the plan is more rather than less
independent from the plan.

Helmuth von Moltke described it this way
in an 1871 essay:

Certainly the commander in chief (Feldherr)
will keep his great objective (Zweck) contin-
uously in mind, undisturbed by the vicissitudes
of events. But the path on which he hopes to
reach it can never be firmly established in
advance. Throughout the campaign he must
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make a series of decisions on the basis of
situations that cannot be foreseen. The
successive acts of war are thus not premeditated
designs, but on the contrary are spontaneous
acts guided by military measures. . ..

The importance of “time to
market”—the speed at which a
product is brought to customers and
begins generating revenue or adding
some other value for the firm—also
holds true for the military
acquisition of new weapon systems.

Strategy affords tactics the means for fighting
and the probability of winning by the direction
of armies and their meeting at the place of
combat. On the other hand, strategy appro-
priates the success of every engagement and
builds upon it. The demands of strategy grow
silent in the face of a tactical victory and adapt
themselves to the newly created situation.

Strategy is a system of expedients. It is more
than a discipline; it is the transfer of knowledge
to practical life, the continued development of
the original leading thought in accordance with
the constantly changing circumstances. It is the
art of acting under the pressure of the most
difficult circumstances.®

Thus, and with von Moltke’s advice firmly
in mind, there also is a third approach: strate-
gic development. Strategic development as-
serts that the Aristotelian entelechy, that
which determines what a thing becomes, is
not attainable by either long-range planning
or strategic planning. Rather, the end state is
not so much planned as it is negotiated with
the developing future environment. Negotia-
tions are active and interactive processes that
reflect compromises with both internal forces
and external environments. Negotiations
keep von Moltke’s “original leading thought”
in mind but accept that it must submit to
“continued development” in the face of “con-
stantly changing circumstances.” The negoti-
ated end, because of these dynamics, is un-
knowable. Negotiators may have a sense of
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best-case, worst-case, and initial positions;
but in a true negotiation, the actual end state
is unpredictable. The process of raising a child
to become a self-sufficient adult is ample
evidence. Parents may provide all the neces-
sary guidance and training they deem appro-
priate to produce the adult that they envision
their child becoming. They use existing for-
mulas professing to have the “action plan” to
success. They may feel they are working to-
wards one “future” for their child, yet envi-
ronmental influences, individual desires, and
secondary interactions that are negotiated,
interactive event by interactive event, result
in a truly unique individual that may or may
not resemble the hopes of their parents.

Strategic development is the process of
preparedness for success in single-mindedly
negotiating the flux of reality, whatever that
reality is at any given moment. A key appears
to be that adaptation and readiness for inno-
vation may be the most important compo-
nents of strategic development.

The Paradox: Planning Can Summon Failure

For companies with a product to sell, the
speed at which innovative thinking produces
new products to sell on the market is critical.
It is not as important that some other com-
pany might produce a similar product. What
is important is who got to the market first and
most effectively, allowing for harvesting the
greater percentage of the consumer market.
The importance of “time to market”—the
speed at which a product is brought to cus-
tomers and begins generating revenue or add-
ing some other value for the firm—also holds
true for the military acquisition of new
weapon systems. However, there is at least
one added dimension to the military acquisi-
tion process. Not only is it important to be the
first to develop the latest leverage technology,
but it is equally as important to look at the
consequences of developing that technology
and understanding how it may alter an en-
emy’s development strategy.

In democratic societies, openness may give
an enemy sufficient strategic warning to com-
mence building a countermeasure—especially

in an era of outsourcing and privatization,
aerospace contractor press releases, congres-
sional testimony, well-publicized “vision”
documents, and so forth. Thus, just advertis-
ing a particular course may render a chosen
path ineffective. It is classical measure, coun-
termeasure, countercountermeasure behav-
ior. With the world experiencing the same
technology and information explosion, one
must ask, Is the current long-range planning
process the most efficient method for meeting
the future? Asked another way, Can we be
assured the current long-range planning pro-
cess will result in the outcomes (strategic po-
sition, market share, and so forth) that we
desire and indeed must have?

Other Planning Models?

In order to answer those questions, it is
useful to set aside, at least temporarily, extant
Department of Defense (DOD) or Air Force
planning models and examine other models.
These models suggest that perhaps a better
way to move into the future is to develop
strategies based on the knowledge of today
that promise to have important and enduring
impacts on the future. If this is so, then devel-
oping a good strategy is not developing a new
planning process or better-designed plans. It
is understanding at least two fundamental
points: the benefit of having a well-articu-
lated, stable purpose, and the importance of
discovering, understanding, documenting,
and exploiting insights about how to create
more value than others.” Said another way,
the process of planning and the plan itself from
this perspective are less important to the or-
ganization than the organization’s focus—its
well-articulated, stable purpose, its “original
leading thought,” however this “thought” is
modified over time—and its behavioral trans-
formation processes. An organization’s be-
havioral processes are not confined to how it
thinks about and prepares for the future.
Rather, its key behavioral processes from day
to day and every day also include how it goes
about creating more value than other organi-
zations create.



In this focus on day-to-day and everyday
innovation and success, organizations can
differentiate themselves no matter how the
future develops. Innovation is a key for stay-
ing ahead of competition, whether competi-
tion is another company in the same or adja-
cent market or a military competitor who may
have to be overcome someday. How organi-
zations move into the future, by long-range
planning or by developing strategies, will
help define how innovative that organization
can be. Organizations that make planning the
methodical ossification of thinking are less
likely to promote innovation than those mak-
ing planning a creative process for innova-
tion. These approaches differentiate evolu-
tionary change and revolutionary change.

Evolutionary and Revolutionary Change

Evolutionary change accepts and endorses
linear improvement in product and process.
A commitment to evolutionary change is a
commitment to modest innovation through
line extension, “block upgrades,” process im-
provement, and product improvement. Revo-
lutionary change accepts all the advantages
evolutionary change has to offer but appreci-
ates the value of using discontinuities, non-
linearity, and the emergent characteristics
and consequences of compounded change.
Revolutionary change accepts that the whole
need not be limited to being greater than the
sum of its parts but also that it can be, in
Robert Jervis’s words, different than the sum
of its parts.® How an organization is struc-
tured, how it is managed, and what the stakes
are concerning risks all affect whether or not
long-range planning or strategic develop-
ment should be pursued. What may work for
one type of organization may not work for
another. The key is in the creative activity of
making new maps or plans, not in the imita-
tive following and refining of existing ones.’
Recently, the Air Force reviewed its core val-
ues and core purpose in order to produce a
guiding vision to help focus on priorities for
the future. The goal of Global Engagement is
to provide a vision for the future—to ensure
the Air Force possesses the air and space
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power necessary for America’s defense in an
uncertain future. Using the vision, the Air
Force executes a systematic, institutionalized
long-range planning process to both identify
the capabilities necessary for future war fight-
ing and to allocate the resources required to
enable the vision. A closer examination of the
methodology used in this planning process is
warranted. Is it too restrictive to allow for
flexibility, institutional agility, and the rapid
responsiveness required to meet the often
unpredictable demands of an uncertain fu-
ture? Will it support a revolution in military
affairs? Does it allow for the discontinuous
technology explosions that can rapidly and
radically alter the strategic landscape and can
neither be predicted nor forecast? Does it
consider that the antiplan may be generated
by the enemy based on his knowledge of the
Air Force’s desired end states?

Air Force Planning in Context

In the business world, companies that enjoy
enduring success have core values and a core
purpose that remain fixed while their busi-
ness strategies and practices repeatedly adapt
to changing environments. The metrics for
continuously increasing shareholder value
are as quantifiable as they appear to be invio-
lable. Market share, profit, and productivity
all can be measured. The best businesses es-
chew a single “core competence” in favor of
pursuing a family of constantly changing and
evolving competencies.!® The ability to differ-
entiate between the promise of profitability
and the promise of loss, and the continuous
revitalization around new products and pro-
cesses differentiate the best businesses from
other enterprises. Thus, the planning pro-
cesses that businesses use may have much to
offer to not-for-profit government enter-
prises. After examining the Air Force planning
process, we can ask, What are the different
methodologies used in the business world for
developing business strategies under condi-
tions of uncertainty and rapid change that
may apply to the Air Force?

Since early 1992, the Air Force has devel-
oped a long-range planning process to aid in
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the prioritization of new weapon system ac-
quisitions and technology investments for
the future. There have been many additions

Planning and programming are not

the same. Planning builds mental

models for the future;

programming funds one model at
the expense of another.

and modifications to the initial planning
process, yet the primary goal has remained
the same. The goal is prioritization of the
most important operational needs for the fu-
ture Air Force and the investment of declining
defense funds towards meeting those needs.
This process aims to ensure that the Air Force
has the required weapon systems and tech-
nology advancements to meet operational re-
quirements in the future. There has been a
constant struggle between advocates of revo-
lutionary modernization pathways and advo-
cates of more evolutionary ones in trying to
achieve this goal. The desire for innovative
technology to allow for a revolution in mili-
tary affairs also has begun to clash with the
necessity for critical upgrades to weapon sys-
tems already in the current inventory.

The Genesis

The importance and difficulty of determining
operational requirements for the future and
the most useful or appropriate systems to
acquire, subjects the Air Force to much scru-
tiny. One of the biggest perceived problems
in the area of defense planning has been the
inadequate linkage between national security
objectives and DOD budget requests for sys-
tem development and procurement.!’ Most
critics complain about the alleged lack of
rationality in past defense planning pro-
cesses. Their criticism has been centered on
the observation that the United States lacks
an explicit strategy at both the national secu-
rity and national military planning levels. So,

part of the defense planning problems rests
on the perception that public budget state-
ments did not or do not reflect an underlying
rationale for the allocation of resources re-
flected in the documented plans. But is this
perception driving the Air Force down a path
towards stagnant thinking and planning for
present threats?

Some exculpatory thoughts underscore the
effect of the legacy of the cold war on military
planning because it is important to have a
basic understanding of why and how the Air
Force developed its current methodology for
long-range planning. Throughout the cold
war, the “Soviet threat” drove long-range
planning. In fact, it drove all planning in the
defense community. In essence, the military
projected the Soviet threat and matched it or
developed competitive strategies to counter
it. It is hardly an overstatement to claim that
the military did not plan for, but rather pro-
grammed against, a projected threat. Planning
and programming are not the same. Planning
builds mental models for the future; program-
ming funds one model at the expense of an-
other. Since the Soviet Union invested steadily
in its military machine, the pace of US military
innovation was fueled by threat-based obso-
lescence. New weapons were introduced into
the force because the old ones were deemed
incapable of coping with new Soviet weap-

1

onry.!?

Defense “Reform” or Reformatting?

Since 1985, there have been five major works
that have directly influenced operational re-
quirements and systems concepts generation
processes and hence Air Force strategic plan-
ning for the future. Respectively, these were
the Packard Commission reports issued from
February to June 1986; the Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986, enacted October 1986; the Defense
Management Report (DMR) issued by the sec-
retary of defense to the president in July 1989;
and RAND's A Framework for Defense Planning
and A Framework for Enhancing Operational
Capabilities, released August 1989 and No-
vember 1991.1



The Packard Commission reported to the
president . . . “a need for more and better
long-range planning to bring together the
nation's security objectives, the forces needed
to achieve them, and the resources available to
support those forces.” The commission also
stipulated that long-range planning should be
fiscally constrained, based on sound military
advice, and, of course, [be] forward looking.
The Packard Commission’s recommendations
for improving long-range planning encompassed
several recommendations to improve other
areas. As a vehicle for tying together the
national security objectives, forces, and
resources, the commission recommended a
top-down planning process with the president’s
National Security Strategy Report followed by
the secretary’s defense guidance based on the
president’s choice from national military
strategy options formulated by the secretary
and the CJCS. Each of these options would be
fiscally constrained by provisional five-year
budget levels also formulated by the secretary
and the CJCS. Integral to the military strategy
options would be future projections of threats
to US interests and corresponding US military
capabilities to counter those threats.!

Although the Packard Commission and
other earlier works were very influential for
setting the stage, the RAND studies—A Frame-
work for Defense Planning and A Framework for
Enhancing Operational Capabilities—appear to
have launched the development of the cur-
rent Air Force long-range planning process.
Both studies provided “recommendations for
improving the entire defense planning and
systems acquisition processes from the top-
down direction and guidance at the national
level down to the selection and acquisition of
systems for development and procure-
ment.”!S The proposed framework focused on
the building blocks of operational capability
rather than on building blocks of hardware.
It promoted the idea that long-term continu-
ity of programs resulted by clearly linking
national security objectives to the timely pro-
curement of hardware.'s It also advocated
translating demonstrated technology into in-
creased operational capabilities by avoiding a
cumbersome and time-consuming process of
technology insertion.
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From these recommendations and the ac-
tivities implementing the plan, the Air Force
produced a vision, defined core competen-
cies, and embarked upon building a long-
range plan for meeting the vision. The
thought was that a long-range plan would be
an invaluable tool for better understanding
the systemic and long-term effects that deci-
sions would have on resources and capabili-
ties. The Air Force adopted a “strategies-to-
tasks” methodology for linking national
objectives to the Air Force budget. This pro-
cess allowed for a structure depicting the in-
terrelationships among mission area objec-
tives, weapons system modernization and
acquisition, technology investment recom-
mendations, and the Air Force budget. The
goal was to build a common, long-range plan-
ning framework and a projected 25-year mas-
ter “road map” for all Air Force suborganiza-
tions. The Air Force has traveled a long way in
the long-range planning process. A vision for
the future was developed and institutional-
ized. Core competencies were identified for
all to understand and, theoretically at least,
support. A long-range plan was developed and
documented. The plan was used as guidance
for budget allocations.

Yet, there is still some concern that the Air
Force is on an evolutionary path towards the
future, with its sights still on the past. Con-
cern about whether or not the Air Force is
taking advantage of the current technology
explosion to leverage its war-fighting capa-
bilities still exists. There is a continual debate
over the vision and how the 25-year plan
should be detailed in order to get to the plan.
There is also skepticism as to the validity of
the plan—that is, whether or not the plan is
too rigid to accommodate change. The strug-
gle continues between pursuing revolution-
ary transformations (but is also higher risk)
and the evolutionary path set into motion
several years ago that just keeps up with tech-
nology. How an organization directs its re-
search and development activities will deter-
mine whether or not it follows an
evolutionary path or pursues a revolutionary
transformation.
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Next Steps

What ought to be the next steps? We propose
some hybrid that combines the best orderly
features of mechanical planning and the in-

The Air Force has recently
organized battlelabs to hasten the
process of implementing
war-fighting innovations. However,
the battlelabs are still burdened
with resource allocation realities
and political oversight.

clusion of rather more untidy emergent fea-
tures. Plans exist to cope with the immediate
needs of the organization. They operate un-
der a preset timetable and demand structured
documentation. Planning is a valuable activ-
ity and is unfairly derided, but it is a different
process from forming strategy. Planning pro-
cesses are not designed to accommodate the
messy process of generating insights and
molding them into a winning strategy. A well-
structured planning process is therefore ill
suited to strategy formulation.!’

Michael E. Porter describes strategy as the
creation of unique and valuable position, in-
volving a different set of activities.!® If there
were only one ideal position, there would be
no need for strategy. The essence of strategic
positioning is to choose activities different
than the rival’s activities. Strategic position-
ing is not sustainable unless there are trade-
offs with other positions. Trade-offs occur
when activities are incompatible. Simply put,
a trade-off means that more of one thing
necessitates less of another.!” Ralph Stacey
states that new strategic directions emerge
spontaneously from the chaos of challenge
and contradiction through a process of real-
time learning and political interaction.?®
While this sounds exciting, is such a process
possible to implement in a large, complex
organization like the Air Force?

If this emergent process can be imple-
mented by private companies, elements of it
can be implemented by organizations like the
Air Force. There are several challenges com-
mon to both the Air Force and private compa-
nies. Both must identify where they are today,
what their core competencies are, and where
they want to be, and how they are going to get
there. Market assessment, product lines, tech-
nology insertion, funding constraints, and
rate of return are all common issues and con-
cerns.

With these common challenges come sev-
eral things that differentiate the Air Force
from a private company. The first difference
between the Air Force and private companies
is the national and international conse-
quences of making bad strategic planning de-
cisions. If the Air Force decides not to build a
capability in a particular area, such as theater
missile defense, the competition or threat
builds long-range missiles in order to take
advantage of the weakness. The potential risk
is loss of lives of service personnel and citizens
(national and international). If a private com-
pany decides not to invest in a particular
technology or market, the risk is a missed
opportunity or at the very worst, bankruptcy.
The loss of national sovereignty is not an issue
with even the large corporations making a bad
decision. If the United States or its Air Force
fails to consider the antiplan as a part of their
strategic planning deliberations, an enemy
can leverage the United States Air Force’s
course of development and target it with an
opposite response. These responses can have
national and international consequences.

The second difference is the budget process
supporting new acquisitions or product lines.
The Air Force is given a budget after a political
process involving taxpayers and congres-
sional representatives working for the taxpay-
ers. Within the Air Force it is a zero sum
process, unless more money is allocated to the
Defense Department. While it certainly is pos-
sible to take time, work, and costs out of
existing government processes and pro-
grams,?' there really isn’t an easy way to
“make profit” off existing product lines in
order to reinvest in innovative technology




exploration or new markets. The only way to
pursue new product lines appears to be in
divestment of current product lines. This di-
vestiture is very difficult because of the insti-
tutional inertia and resistance from support-
ers of current product lines. Although this is
somewhat true concerning companies, a
company making a profit can increase alloca-
tions towards higher risk explorations. This in
turn could build more revenue, which could
be fed into current and potential markets
continuously. The business motivation is be-
ing able to make more money, whereas the
Air Force’s motivation is to retain a capability
edge against potential military threats.

The final difference is in how rapidly new
products are introduced. The Air Force has a
very long product-development cycle to bring
new products to market, that is, to opera-
tional status. Because of the significant re-
sources involved and the adverse political
impact of a research and development failure,
the acquisition development timeline is long,
overly cautious, and full of reviews and over-
sight. Companies, on the other hand, have
the luxury of rapidly making a decision about
a new product line and initiating its produc-
tion soon after the decision is made. Some
companies even enjoy the ability to bypass
market surveys, employing the tactics of ex-
peditionary marketing, making a number of
different versions of a product, putting them
on the market, and letting the consumers
determine the primary product line.?? The Air
Force has recently organized battlelabs to has-
ten the process of implementing war-fighting
innovations. However, the battlelabs are still
burdened with resource allocation realities
and political oversight. Oversight and the
need for consensus will continually slow pro-
gress towards rapid changes.

Even so, the stated differences in the Air
Force organization’s planning and develop-
ment for “products” actually help to promote
a chaotic environment. As the environment
changes, as technological break-throughs
occur, the Air Force must deviate from its
plan in the midrange and long range, result-
ing in chaotic behavior. But this is not nec-
essarily an unsatisfactory situation. Chaotic
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behavior has two important characteristics,
noted by Stacey. At one level, it is inherently
unpredictable, while at another level it dis-
plays a “hidden” pattern. Chaos in its scien-
tific sense is not utter confusion. It is con-
strained, rather than explosive, instability. It
is a combination of order and disorder in
which patterns of behavior continually un-
fold in irregular but similar forms. In
chaos, creativity is a potentially ongoing
process internally generated in a spontane-
ous manner. It is neither proactive accord-
ing to some prior design nor reactive to
environmental change, but rather it is con-
tinuing interaction with other systems in
the environment. A system in this state can
create its own environment and its own
future.?3

So, is the Air Force creating this chaotic
state, strategic positioning, just by how the Air
Force is organized and managed and how it
executes its long-range planning process? Is
this what the Air Force is doing by allowing
its many suborganizations to conduct their
own long-range planning process? Is the anti-
plan being considered sufficiently in these
chaotic deliberations? What is the role of
research and development in creating future
value in this chaotic environment?

Creating Future Value?

The heart of creative strategic management
lies in the ability of managers within an or-
ganization to develop live, active strategic
issue agendas continually. Strategic issues are
perceived only when individuals notice some
incongruity in what is currently going
on—when they question the established reci-
pes, culture, or business philosophy. Main-
taining a live strategic issue agenda depends
upon people having different perceptions and
then amplifying those perceptions through-
out the organization by means of political
activity. Multiple perceptions thrive when
cultures are not strongly shared.?

So, as the Air Force struggles over creating
future value and its 25-year plan, it should
create chaos by investigating and under-
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Gen H. H. “Hap” Arold. He had a long-range vision that built American air supremacy.

standing the antiplan. There should be con-
tinuous questioning and investigation con-
ducted by highly qualified individuals who
are suited for leading this task. These indi-
viduals should be skilled in industry business
practices and understand drivers for future
value creation. As experts in the potential
usage of technology for military purposes,
they need to have the unique ability to under-
stand and explore technology forecasts and
combinations of different capabilities that
could be brought together to counter the Air
Force’s long-range plan. Their role is twofold.
One role is to recommend and develop the
uniquely military technology needed to assist
war fighting in the future. The second role is
to investigate commercial technology explo-

sion and to determine its implications for
war fighting. This is extremely important es-
pecially in areas such as information tech-
nologies and commercial space (particularly
imaging and other forms of remote sensing)
capabilities.

The Air Force must take advantage of the
opportunity to influence its strategic position-
ing by adopting the most appropriate tech-
nologies and by leveraging commercial prac-
tices for new acquisitions. It must determine
what the vulnerable and the robust nodes of
the plan are. Debate should not end with the
desired capability achieved or the future con-
cept of operations identified. The Air Force
must understand the technology explosion
for its own purposes as well as for the enemy’s.



Air Force research and development must
possess a balanced portfolio, with technology
enhancements as directed by the plan and
with technologies to counter an enemy’s an-
tiplan. It must support line extensions, “block
upgrades,” process and product improve-
ment, and thus evolutionary change. How-
ever, the portfolio must be allowed to lever-
age the discontinuities, nonlinearity, and the
emergent characteristics of the technology
explosion in order to render the enemy’s
antiplan ineffective.

Conclusion

It is interesting to observe that as the Air
Force strives for stability, it creates a state of
chaos unintentionally. Perhaps the worst
thing that could happen to the Air Force is to
finally produce a 25-year, long-range plan for
all to agree upon. If this occurs and the de-
bates cease, creative thinking would stop. So
it is the challenge of the Air Force to manage
the boundary conditions that push it into the
area far from equilibrium in which spontane-
ous creativity may occur and new strategic
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Space Sanctuary
A Viable National Strategy

LT CoL BRUCE M. DEBLOIS, USAF*

PACE “militarization/weaponization”

is not an “all-or-nothing” affair. For

clarification, one can view military ac-

tivities in space on a threat continuum
(see table 1). As used here, space weaponization
refers to anything greater than the current
capability, which is roughly at the moderate
threat level.!

Much of the literature flowing from the
Department of Defense (DOD) on space and
its role for future military operations makes a
fundamental assumption: “Space will be
weaponized; we only need to decide if the US

will take the lead.”? One cannot so readily
make such an assumption. The immediate
military advantages of being the first nation
to weaponize space are undeniable® but must
be weighed against long-term military costs,
as well as against broader social, political, and
economic costs. The decision to weaponize
space does not lie within the military (seeking
short-term military advantage in support of
national security) but at the higher level of
national policy (seeking long-term national
security, economic well-being, and world-
wide legitimacy of US constitutional values).

°T'was privileged to be Maj David Ziegler’s research advisor during the preparation of his master’s thesis at the School of Advanced
Alrpower Studies, Maxwell AFB, Alabama. | am deeply indebted to him because much of his effort supports this work.
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Table 1
Threat Continuum
THREAT LEVEL MILITARY ACTIVITY

High 10 Space-to-Earth Weapons Capable

7 Space-to-Space Weapons Capable
Moderate 5 Earth-to-Space Weapons Capable
Low 3 Space-to-Earth ISR/MCG/Comm®

2 Space-to-Space ISR/MCG/Comm

1 Earth-to-Space ISR/MCG/Comm
None 0 No Militarization

#ISR/MCG/Comm = intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance/mapping, charting, and gecdesy/communications
(military). Other less-threatening functions include missile warning, navigation, and environmental matters.

At that level, many reasons suggest why the
weaponization of space may not be the obvi-
ous “best” strategy.

The purpose of this article is to articulate
those reasons. Space-sanctuary advocates will
appreciate what follows as a comprehensive
summary of their position; likewise, space-
weaponization advocates will have to address
these issues if their belief (that American
preemptive weaponization of space best
serves this nation) is to remain on firm
ground. The following summary of the case
against space weaponization proceeds from
the historical trend of US nuclear and space
policy to consider domestic and international
political concerns. It then addresses the space-
weaponization issue by briefly examining ad-
versarial potential (the threat), technological
limitations, financial trade-offs, practical con-
siderations of military strategy, and the emo-
tional appeal of global security and well-being.
This article is not meant to be an in-depth
study of each facet of the debate; rather, it is
a terse summary of the space-sanctuary argu-
ment aimed at opening the debate.

Historical Trend

Although the militarization of space may
seem to be a new issue driven by emerging
technological capacity, a historical trend
dates from the close of World War I

The Nuclear Weapons-Space Weapons Analogy

Demonstrations of atomic weapons at the
close of World War II and the prospect of
nuclear weapons married to emerging ballis-
tic missile technology ushered in a new era of
international relations. Threatening to use
military force had always been an instrument
of diplomacy, but the potential for instanta-
neous, indefensible, and complete annihila-
tion posed a new rubric in the games nations
play. Thus, nuclear deterrence was born.

Initial thoughts that such a threat relegated
warfare to the shelves of history due to the
prospects of massive nuclear retaliation
proved naive—subsequent lower-order con-
flict did not force nuclear escalation. Symmet-
ric nuclear capabilities among the principal
powers weakened the credibility of their use,



while asymmetric responses (guerrilla and
terrorist tactics, aligning with nuclear-capable
parties, conflict protraction, etc.) still allowed
lesser powers to test the resolve of the princi-
pals—particularly over issues of peripheral in-
terest to those nuclear powers. Examples in-
clude Vietnam and Afghanistan. Visions of
massive space superiority and the touted huge,
coercive power advantage they provide will
likely prove as bankrupt a notion as that of
massive nuclear retaliation. In their logical evo-
lution, both give way to strategies that recog-
nize an international context of reactive na-
tions. Principal powers will simply not allow
a space hegemon to emerge, and lesser powers
may concede hegemony but will continue to
seek asymmetric counters.? The result will be
a space strategy that better aligns with what
evolved out of the nuclear dilemma: mutual
assured destruction (MAD).

As a common MAD logic developed across
the globe (but primarily between the two
players in the game—the United States and
Soviet Union), nontraditional foreign-policy
traits became apparent. Any move toward de-
veloping weapons or practices that increased
the viability of the idea that one could “win”
a nuclear exchange was perceived as destabi-
lizing. Deterrence in the form of MAD had to
overcome the notion of “winning”—one that
could come in several forms:

1. A nation could survive nuclear attacks
and prevail. Conceding offensive domi-
nance was critical if MAD were to deter
nuclear holocaust. One had to avoid an
odd array of destabilizing practices and
systems, including missile-defense sys-
tems and civil-defense programs.

2. A nation could use nuclear weapons on a
small scale and prevail in a predominantly
conventional conflict. The term theater
nuclear weapons was an oxymo-
ron—every nuclear weapon was strate-
gic because it posed the threat of esca-
lation. Limited use of nuclear weapons
was destabilizing; hence, one had to
avoid any such strategy. Prohibiting the
development of the neutron bomb, in
spite of the immediate tactical benefits
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it offered to outnumbered NATO forces
in Europe, was a direct result of this
logic.

3. A nation could launch a successful first
strike. Stabilizing approaches that re-
duced the viability of surprise via first
strike were pursued. More than its name
implies, if MAD were to prohibit a nu-
clear exchange, it had to be paired
either with a reliable early warning ca-
pability allowing a reactive nuclear re-
sponse or with a survivable second-
strike capability. The United States
pursued both: the former via space- and
land-based early warning networks and
the latter via submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles.

From this experience, one can draw and
apply lessons as the possibility of space weap-
ons emerges. Clearly, these weapons offer the
potential for instantaneous and indefensible
attack. Although the Outer Space Treaty of
1967 (outlawing weapons of mass destruction
[WMD] in space) prohibits complete annihi-
lation, the threat of annihilation would still
exist—it is difficult to distinguish space-based
WMD from space-based non-WMD. In simple
terms, space weaponization could bring a new
round of MAD.

Although MAD successfully deterred a nu-
clear exchange over the past 40 years, it was a
very costly means of overcoming the lack of
trust between superpowers. The dissolution of
that distrust and the corresponding reduction
of nuclear arms lie at the very heart of the
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START).
Comparing the emergence of nuclear-tipped
ICBMs with the accession of space weapons
does yield some stark differences, however.
There is no single threat to focus diplomatic
efforts aimed at building trust, and there does
seem to be some international support for the
idea of coalescing a strategy supporting space
sanctuary and deterring third world space up-
starts. Aside from these differences, though,
one could assume the existence of prolifer-
ated space weapons and proceed with the
thought experiment that a space-MAD strat-
egy would emerge among the principal pow-
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ers. Again, one would have to eliminate the
notion of “winning” a space-weapons ex-
change, and on at least the first two counts,
one could do so:

1. It is logical to concede the offensive
dominance of space-based weapons in
low-earth orbit (LEO). Any point on
earth could have a weapon pointed at it
with clear line of sight; the potential of
directed-energy weapons takes the no-
tion of instantaneous to the extreme;
and defense of every national asset from
such an attack would prove next to im-
possible.

2. The same argument against the logic of
“tactical” nuclear weapons would also
apply to the “tactical” use of space-
based weapons. Once they were used,
any conflict could automatically esca-
late to a higher level.

3. The failing of a space-MAD strategy
comes on the third count: early warning
or survivable second-strike capability.
Should space be weaponized and two
space-capable foes emerge, there will be
no 30-minute early warning window
from which one actor could launch a
counterattack prior to the impact of the
preemptive first strike. Furthermore,
space basing is equivalent to expo-
sure—no strike capability can be reliably
hidden or protected in space in order to
allow a surviving, credible second strike.

Space-MAD weapons without early warn-
ing or reliable survivability logically instigate
a first strike. This creates an incredibly unsta-
ble situation in which the viability of “win-
ning” a space war exists and is predicated
upon striking first (with plausible deniability
exacerbating the problem), eliminating the
“mutual” from MAD and only assuring the
destruction of the less aggressive state. Obvi-
ously, this is not a good situation. Putting
weapons in space could well be a self-fulfill-
ing prophecy: we put them there because we
anticipate we’ll need them, and because
they’re there, we’ll be compelled to use them;
hence, we needed them.

The conclusion, then, of a nuclear weap-
ons-space weapons analogy can only be that
while the threats from each type of weapon
are similar, the most successful strategy
(MAD) for dealing with the former cannot
work for the latter. Unlike the strategy for
nuclear weapons, there exists no obvious
strategy for employing space weapons that
will enhance global stability. If the precedent
of evading destabilizing situations is to con-
tinue—and that is compatible with a long his-
tory of US foreign policy—one ought to avoid
space-based weapons. Further, even if one
could construct a workable space-MAD strat-
egy, the nuclear-MAD approach teaches that
this is an intensely expensive means of deal-
ing with mutual distrust between nations.

American Foreign Policy Tradition of Space
Sanctuary

Forty years of cold war history show a success-
ful pattern of US policy aimed at supporting
space as a sanctuary. The reason is that we
have more to lose if space is weaponized.
Since the Eisenhower era, the open-skies phi-
losophy has sought to bolster space
ISR/MCG/Comm legitimacy—not space domi-
nance. Theoretically, weaponization is overtly
threatening and destabilizing, while a robust
ISR environment—everyone spying on every-
one—teduces paranoia and is ultimately stabi-
lizing. This motivated the many signatories of
the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 to agree that
no proprietary claims could be made of space,
thereby legitimizing global space reconnais-
sance.’

During the cold war, military spending
strategies were clearly escalatory—when in
doubt, buy more weapons. In spite of this
general philosophy, though, some US re-
straint in weaponization occurred. The Carter
administration thought better of deploying
the neutron bomb, seeing it as an intermedi-
ate step between conventional and nuclear
war and making the latter more likely. The
logic of not pursuing a destabilizing weapon
offers a tactical advantage. Had the Soviets
fielded a tactical nuclear weapon, US response
might have been different. The concept of



space weapons took US restraint to another
level. Although the United States pursued op-
erational antisatellites (ASAT) on two occa-
sions, they were reactions to Soviet moves
toward operationalizing orbiting nuclear
weapons and not a reflection of the prevailing
trend away from ASAT deployment.

The first occasion came by order of the
Kennedy administration (specifically, Secre-
tary of Defense Robert S. McNamara) in May
1962. US Army Program S0S modified Nike
Zeus antiballistic missiles (ABM) to accom-
modate nuclear warheads capable of destroy-
ing satellites in LEO. The second occasion,
Program 437, followed soon thereafter. It too
called for a ground-launched nuclear ASAT
capability. Although both programs went op-
erational in the spring of 1964, Program 505
was canceled within two years due to the
longer range offered by Program 437. While
these makeshift programs were in their in-
fancy, information and sentiments were al-
ready emerging to halt them. Starfish Prime
tests/studies of nuclear weapons in space
made it clear that nuclear detonations in
space were indiscriminate, capable of destroy-
ing adversarial and friendly capability alike.5
Additionally, the use of Program 437 capabil-
ity would violate the Partial Test Ban Treaty
signed by the president in 1963.” The commit-
ment to space-sanctuary strategy became
clear as interest in and funding for Program
437 waned. The program was finally canceled
in 1975.%

Other ASAT programs have appeared since,
such as the F-15-launched Miniature Homing
Vehicle, but congressional test restrictions as
well as budgetary limitations have killed
these programs well before they became op-
erational.® This occurred in spite of the fact
that the Soviets began testing a co-orbital
ASAT in 1967 and maintained it as an opera-
tional ASAT through the end of the cold war.
Even when provoked, the United States has
shaped its strategy to maintain space as a
sanctuary in order to protect the legitimacy of
space ISR as well as the quality advantage of
US space ISR/MCG/Comm capability.

The United States has proceeded with this
logic over four decades, producing, by far, the
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Dwight D. Eisenhower. As president, he promulgated the
“open skies” philosophy.

most capable of all ISR/MCG/Comm space
infrastructures. The quality advantage of US
ISR/MCG/Comm space capability still exists,
and given waning Russian investment in its
space program, one can make a strong case
that the advantage is greater than it ever was
during the cold war. The roots of this strategy
are logically founded in the inherent, destabi-
lizing nature of weaponization as opposed to
the inherent, stabilizing effects of ISR. Simply
put, in a relationship of mutual distrust, con-
stant and assured surveillance is far more
likely to avoid conflict than is the presence of
offensive weapons. US pursuit of space sanc-
tuary is more relevant today than it was in the
past. In addition to destroying the legitimacy
and security of our own ISR/MCG/Comm ad-
vantage, a policy move toward weaponization
would be perceived domestically and interna-
tionally as a discontinuity of American na-
tional strategy—a destabilizing situation in it-
self.
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Political Concerns

Aside from this historical pattern, there are
numerous values, policies, and legal issues
that directly support a space-sanctuary pos-
ture.

Incompatibility with US Constitutional Values

The United States exports its national values
of individual freedoms and democracy and
maintains a pattern of not bullying other
nations into accepting these ideals. The ex-
pectation is that the inherent worth of the
ideals is self-evident. Maintaining the moral
high-ground in order to support this pattern
is essential, even if it requires the United
States to take some risks. Historically, it has
taken such risks. Not responding in kind to
the operational Russian ASAT is one case.
More recently, the United States signed the
Chemical Weapons Convention (ratified in
the US Senate in April 1997) even though
Russia, Libya, and Iraq refused to sign.'°* Why
give potential adversaries such a military
advantage? The answer is reputation. The
idea of putting weapons in space to domi-
nate the globe is simply not compatible
with who we are and what we represent as
Americans.!!

No Political Will

Almost every military theorist from Carl von
Clausewitz to B. H. Liddell Hart recognizes
that the legitimacy of a military institution is
predicated upon its connection with its sup-
porting political instrument. The US Consti-
tution is not subtle in its support of this
concept. The fact that there is absolutely no
political will to weaponize space calls into
question the relevance of any plans to do so.
The current administration!? has been clear
on its position regarding space, as evidenced
in the opening statement of President Clin-
ton’s national space policy: “The United
States is committed to the exploration and
use of outer space by all nations for peaceful
purposes and for the benefit of all human-

ity."l3

The second statement in that same policy
allows for defense and intelligence-related ac-
tivities in pursuit of national security, but the
intent is clearly at odds with current military
thrusts for defensive and offensive space sys-
tems. Actions of the current administration
have been stronger than its predecessors to-
ward maintaining space sanctuary. Even
space-weapons research and development ef-
forts short of operational employment, tradi-
tionally used to hedge against emerging
threats, have been derailed and replaced by
terrestrial-based systems. This lack of Ameri-
can political will to weaponize space is both a
result of and adds credence to the remainder
of this space-sanctuary argument.

Treaty Limitations

There are few treaty limitations on the
weaponization of space. Any survey of the
Outer Space Treaty and other international
space agreements yields but one conclusion:
except for WMD and ABMs, no international
prohibition on space weapons exists. What is
not explicitly forbidden by international law
is implicitly allowed; hence, the United States
can, if it chooses, put conventional weapons
in space. But a second-order look at the rami-
fications of treaty obligations and the way
foreign nations interpret those obligations
yields a different conclusion. For instance,
both START treaties (US and Russian agree-
ments to destroy thousands of nuclear weap-
ons) are linked to compliance with the ABM
Treaty of 1972,'S and most space weapons
have ABM capability. The Russians will per-
ceive the pursuit of space weapons as the
pursuit of ABMs. This would jeopardize the
START treaties—a direction the United States
obviously does not want to follow.

International Opinion

Furthermore, any move by the United States
to weaponize space not only incites poten-
tial adversaries to follow suit but also is
perceived as provocative by allies as well as
adversaries. History is full of examples of
the emergence of one military power insti-



gating coalitions against it.'* Make no mis-
take, the world is acutely attuned to US
moves toward space:

The world space community is confused as to
the need for the US to develop space weaponry
now, and is dismayed that the US is planning to
test a high-powered laser against a satellite
target [F. Ongaro, Headquarters European
Space Agency].

The policing of space is an international
concern. . . . The international community will
be very concerned if the US goes alone to solve
problems that affect all space powers [Dr. H.
Richarz and Dr. K. Schrogl, Headquarters
Deutsche Agentur fiir Rahmfahrt Angelegenheiten
(DARA—the German space agency)).

It is obvious to educated Russians that
Americans are subject to self-persuasion.
Americans say they intervene to uphold
democracy and peace, but Russians see some
other objective, oil, uranium or bananas.
Therefore what America should not do in space
at the present time is any sort of anti-satellite
activity. The Duma (Russian Parliament)
banned the use of anti-satellite weapons after a
heated debate. The Russian military and their
political allies wanted to keep an ASAT
program. The proposed test of the US MIRACL
laser against a US satellite is at the center of a
Russian controversy. . . . ASAT development
should not be a unilateral US action; it should
be an international effort when required.
Almost all of the Earth'’s states have some space
requirements, and will see any move by the US
towards space superiority as threatening [Dr. M.
Tarasenko, Russian Center for Arms Control,
Energy, and Environmental Studies].!’

Adversarial Potential

What disturbs most foreign powers regard-
ing US space development is the clear absence
of motive: there is virtually no threat to US
space-ISR dominance.

No Current Major Threat

Some foreign ISR threat has existed for many
years. As mentioned above, the calculus was
accomplished, and the historical pattern of
US policy decisions has supported the conclu-
sions that the gains from our own space-

SPACE SANCTUARY 47

ISR/MCG/Comm capability outweigh what
we stand to lose from others’ space-ISR/
MCG/Comm capability. The best way to se-
cure that advantage has been to pursue space
sanctuary. Arguments that support weaponi-
zation often cite the emergence of foreign
space-ISR capabilities; yet, the proliferation of
worldwide space-ISR capability is stabilizing.
Only aggressive nations—with something to
hide—would take exception to being moni-
tored. Additionally, concealment, communi-
cations and operations security, and decep-
tion are all means by which the United States
can counter foreign space-ISR, if and when we
so choose. In the event of conflict, active
measures also include ISR and communica-
tions jamming and/or attacks against ground
stations (the true vulnerability of any space
architecture).

While foreign ISR capability is proliferat-
ing, one must perceive it as what it is, for the
most part—a stabilizing global pattern of
watchfulness. Besides, it is not simply a matter
of what data one can access from space but,
more importantly, what one can do with the
data that is accessed. The United States is by
no means surrendering its lead on data pro-
cessing and exploitation. The fact that a third
world actor has access to space reconnais-
sance data should not be alarming, since it
must be weighed against the huge, coordi-
nated intelligence infrastructure (tasking, col-
lection, processing, exploitation, dissemina-
tion, and archives) possessed and being
further developed by the United States. In
short, one can use less provocative means
than preemptive weaponization to deal with
minor gains made on US access to space data.
These minor gains on data access may simply
be the price of peace.

Further claims of adversarial space weap-
ons are simply unfounded. Military futures
studies often cite predictions of foreign space-
based particle beams and other such tech-
nologies,!8 but in reality they merely provide
paranoid justification for US space programs.
Reality speaks of a different future:

1. Russia is currently operating under its
own unilateral ban on ASAT testing. In
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November of 1991, the Russians an-
nounced that their co-orbital ASAT was
still operational. But 12 of 29 tests be-
tween 1968 and 1982 resulted in failure;
the ASAT is limited to inclinations be-
tween 62 degrees and 66 degrees; and its
maximum range is one thousand
miles.!? Additionally, any current, open-
source account of the Russian economy
will find it in financial crisis (to the
detriment of space funding). Earlier this
year, Yuri Koptev, director of the Rus-
sian Space Agency, commented that of
20 nations active in space research and
satellite launches, Russian spending
ranked 19th.0

2. Europe’s combined space efforts are
growing, but Europeans refuse even to
consider collaborative efforts at theater
ballistic missile defense because of the
potential ASAT spinoff capabilities it
might afford. Collectively, Europe is
one of the strongest supporters of space
sanctuary.?!

3. Japan constitutionally prohibits offen-
sive weapons. The Japanese also de-
clined to participate in a cooperative
agreement with the United States aimed
at building theater missile defense.??

4. China is interested in space but has
done nothing except persistently pur-
sue collaboration with Europe and the
United States.?

The overwhelming evidence suggests that,
unprovoked, the rest of the world is simply
not interested in space weaponization at this
time.

Dealing with Minor Current and Future Threats

US passive defense plans continue to address
limited ISR threats posed by potential adver-
saries. Space protection is a recognized prior-
ity within the US space community, which
continues to examine vulnerabilities and pro-
tection of national space systems. One can
divide the methods of passive defense into

two distinct categories—fundamentally a
game of hide-and-seek:

1. Effective “hide”: methods and mecha-
nisms of countering foreign ISR collec-
tion efforts against the United States.

2. Secure “seek”: methods and mechanisms
countering attacks against US ISR collec-
tion efforts.

These will be discussed shortly. The point to
be made here is that the space-weaponization
advocate’s conception of either defending
space assets with space weapons or not de-
fending them at all is a false dilemma. There
are at least three viable approaches for defend-
ing US space assets: (1) diplomatic/political
defenses (agreements aimed at building col-
lective security), (2) passive defenses (hide-
and-seek), and (3) active defenses (weapons).
This article suggests that the more prudent
option is a combination of the first two and
active, aggressive avoidance of the third.

No “Pop-Up” Future Threat

To hedge against strategic surprise (a pop-up
space-weapons-capable adversary), enhanced
efforts at space-sanctuary treaty building offer
several benefits. Beyond assurances that sig-
natories are willing to abide, preestablished
coalitions against any nation fielding space
weapons would be a strong deterrent, greatly
reducing the likelihood of an emerging threat.
Furthermore, intelligence coordination
across the coalition would provide a strong
resource for monitoring the development of
space weapons worldwide. If one can foster
the appropriate international climate, it
would be highly unlikely that space-weapons-
capable rogue actors would pop up overnight.

Technological Limitations:
An Overstated, Promised
Capability
Much of the space-weaponization argu-

ment hinges upon an assumed capabil.ity,
given proper investment. Such “technological



optimism” warrants a second look. As noted
by a distinguished scientist, “Scientists and
engineers now know how to build a station in
space that would circle the Earth 1,075 miles
up. . . . Within the next 10 or 15 years, the
Earth will have a new companion in the skies,
a man-made satellite that could be either the
greatest force for peace ever devised, or one
of the most terrible weapons of war—depend-
ing on who makes and controls it.”2*

Surprisingly, the distinguished scientist is
the father of the space rocket, Wernher von
Braun, and the year he made this unrealized
statement was 1952. More recently, space-
shuttle design plans of the 1970s called for
160-hour turnaround times and a minimal-
maintenance concept requiring three or four
technicians.>* Obviously, we have not at-
tained anything close to this vision either.
Such optimistic projections on the future uses
of space have been around since the begin-
ning of the US space program, and that tradi-
tion continues today. We should remain cau-
tious on several counts:

1. The energy differential between air
flight and spaceflight is orders of mag-
nitude,?® and requires not simply an
evolutionary advance of current aero-
dynamics technology but revolution-
ary leaps in astrodynamics and rocket
technology.

2. In the concept-design phase of many
space systems, some aspects of the hos-
tile space environment have underesti-
mated effects. Micrometeorites, space
debris, extreme temperatures, and ex-
cessive radiation all require shielding,
insulation, and energy-dissipation
mechanisms.

3. One of the biggest technical problems
facing any spacecraft is generating
and/or maintaining sufficient onboard
energy.

4. Remote guidance and control of space-
craft have posed confounding prob-
lems since the advent of the rocket in
the early 1940s.2’
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5. The growing global interconnected-
ness will blur the distinction between
who owns what and for what purpose
the asset exists. Assumptions regard-
ing the isolation of adversarial space
assets, along with assumptions regard-
ing the capability to discriminately
target those assets without collateral
effects, have not been thoroughly ex-
amined.

6. Finally, technical capabilities as seen
from the military perspective are typi-
cally measured against an adversary’s
ability to counter them. But these capa-
bility measurements must not be con-
fined to symmetric responses. Building
a huge space-capability differential be-
tween itself and other states will not
insure the United States a resultant
huge coercion capability. Asymmetric
response by opposing states is a natural
tendency.

All told, the story of proliferated space ac-
cess and exploitation in the near future is
grossly exaggerated. Since the beginning of
the space age, we have readily assumed away
the very many technical and political difficul-
ties associated with access to and movement
in space. It is a natural thing to do—the skies
were readily conquered; why not space? Vi-
sions of Buck Rogers “flying” through space
reinforce the natural, albeit false, analogy be-
tween the conquest of air and space—hence
the misnomer spaceflight. This optimism is
part of our American heritage. Although it is
a positive motivator of our inevitable move
into space, it must not cloud rational deci-
sions.

Financial Trade-Offs

Before any nation pursues a particular strat-
egy, it must assess both the benefits and costs
of doing so. Some of the costs of space
weaponization have already been addressed
in terms of American reputation and military
trade-offs. Another aspect of cost comes in
recognizing where the chosen path might
lead.
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Another Costly Arms Race

Once a nation embarks down the road to gain
a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural
tendency of others is to close that gap. An
arms race tends to develop an inertia of its
own and is difficult to turn off. Will this
generation’s legacy be to provide a constant
threat of space weapons, just as the constant
threat of nuclear weapons has diminished?

National Opportunity Costs

Still another part of the cost analysis must
weigh opportunity costs: what else could
have been purchased? The following are but
a few of the broader trade-offs to consider:

1. Cancer research is currently funded at
$2.6 billion per year, an amount equiva-
lent to roughly 1 percent of the DOD
budget, yet 555,000 Americans are dy-
ing each year from cancer.?® That is 10
times the number of American lives lost
over the entire course of the Vietnam
conflict. One must trade off further
medical efforts at attacking this prob-
lem with the purchase of future weap-
ons that might work against an adver-
sary that is as yet unknown. It prompts
the question, Which war are we losing?
Cancer research is only one of many
such domestic programs that must com-
pete for limited resources.

2. By the close of fiscal year 1997, the
national debt was estimated to pass $5.5
trillion.? Can the United States afford to
borrow more on its future to fund space
weapons?

3. Particularly, is the investment of bil-
lions of dollars premature? Aside from
the costs of building a space-capable
weapon, lifting it to space today costs
roughly $10,000/pound. What if the
United States pays $10,000/pound to lift
a space-weapons architecture only to
find in the aftermath of a technical
breakthrough that the rest of the world
closes the gap at a cost of $100/pound?

4. Even in the absence of a technological
breakthrough, Americans have a pattern
of fronting the costs of research and
development only to find other nations
taking our technology and using it to
our disadvantage (for example, US de-
velopment of microelectronics in the
1960s and subsequent Japanese exploi-
tation of that development).*® Parasitic
behavior of corporations and nations in
regard to technological advance is well
documented,?! offering upstarts the “ad-
vantage of backwardness.” Following
this pattern, US investments in the re-
search and development of space weap-
ons could lead to the demise of US inter-
national prowess.

Space architects must recognize that although
space-weaponization strategies seem appeal-
ing from a military perspective, the weighing
in of opportunity costs favors the much
cheaper and historically effective sanctuary
strategy.

Simple Economics

More than being a lot cheaper than a space-
weapons strategy, space-sanctuary strategy in
practice has many advantages as it relates to
global commerce. Space weapons are eco-
nomically provocative because they can ap-
pear to threaten that commerce. During a
conflict, distinguishing space friend from
space foe would prove difficult since most
nations do not overtly “flag” their satellites.
Additionally, a number of satellites have
many roles and are possessions of many na-
tions. Discriminating impartial, commercial
space assets from adversarial space assets will
be problematic. Furthermore, even in the
event that one can isolate adversarial space
assets, the collateral effects of space debris®
will be extremely difficult to control. One
cannot posit the benefits of having space-
weapons capability without logically thinking
through all the ramifications of using them.
Given the multinational commercializa-
tion of space that is being pursued far more
intensely than a weapons program could be,



itis very doubtful that the political arm would
ever authorize the use of space weapons even
if the United States possessed them. Why,
then, should we pursue a huge investment
toward a suboptimal space-weapons strat-
egy—while the better space-sanctuary strategy
is overlooked? Probably because such a strat-
egy comes across as a weak, “do-nothing”
approach, something disdainful to American
military leaders. On the contrary, though,
actively pursuing space sanctuary does not
need to be a “sit-on-your hands” approach to
national strategy.

Practical Considerations

The US military strategist is trained to
think beyond historical trends and current
policy issues; he or she is trained to think
worst-case scenarios and imminent threats to
US national security. Military space strategy
must also be examined with the scrutiny of
this perspective.

A Flawed, Long-Term Military Strategy of Space
Weaponization

Sound military reasons exist for not weaponiz-
ing space. For example,

1. space-weaponization strategies lack the
element of survivability. Space systems
will not survive if they are targeted.
Military systems in space, like all oth-
ers, follow well-established, fixed orbits
(orbital transfers are energy- and cost-
prohibitive). This leaves space systems
exposed and vulnerable. As predomi-
nantly unmanned systems, they also
require data link to a controller, leaving
them vulnerable to interference in the
electromagnetic (EM) spectrum. For in-
stance, a nuclear explosion in
space—with force and radiation not at-
tenuated by the atmosphere—could ne-
gate the use of vast numbers of orbits.
Or direct-ascent ASATs, constructed
from modified cold war ICBMs, could
disperse something as simple as sand in
LEO, leaving anything passing through
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it (17,000 MPH @ 200 km) severely
damaged or destroyed. Many futuristic
war games are conducted throughout
DOD each year, and the play of space
systems has increased. One conclusion
persists: the fight for space is first and
fast, and many space systems do not
survive. As space access matures, the
survivability issue will become obvious.
Nations will not rely on space systems
for crisis situations—they will rely on
terrestrial systems (perhaps redundant
with more efficient but more vulner-
able space counterparts). Hence, the
value of space weapons to deny those
space systems will be moot.

. Space-weaponization strategies maintaina

bogus “center of gravity.” A military theo-
rist would recognize US space
ISR/MCG/Comm assets as a vulnerable
center of gravity (COG) since they are
both critical to successful military op-
erations and extremely vulnerable to
adversarial attack, as noted above. But
using space weapons to protect this vul-
nerability is a leap beyond prudence.
Terrestrial-based and space-based
ISR/MCG/Comm assets are assuredly a
vulnerable COG, but their vulnerability
is not a result of being in or related to
space; rather, it is a result of a central-
ized architecture. Sound military judg-
ment has often led military strategists
to eliminate a COG’s vulnerability
rather than require them to protect
it—in this instance, perhaps a distrib-
uted architecture. A more detailed dis-
cussion of alternative means of dealing
with the security-of-assets issue follows
shortly. Here, one need only note that
it is accurate to assume that space
ISR/MCG/Comm is a COG, but the
claim that “space” is the COG is awry.
“Centralization” of this ISR capability is
the COG, and weapons to protect it are
not necessary. One can successfully
protect current space ISR/MCG/Comm
systems by both decentralizing and
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enhancing the sanctuary approach of
the past 40-odd years.

3. space-weaponization strategies are pro-
vocative. Space weapons are inherently
offensive, and dominant offensive
weapons encourage preemption against
them.*? Hence, space weapons are mili-
tarily provocative and destabilizing.

4. space-weaponization strategies are escala-
tory. Space weapons, by their nature, are
escalatory. Because they are remote,
they offer plausible deniability; because
they are typically unmanned, they are
easier to use. As such, the use of space
weapons blurs the distinction between
peace and war. They are another am-
biguous step on the slippery slope to
escalation.

S. space-weaponization strategies are mili-
tarily self-defeating. A space arms race
threatens to negate the overwhelming
military advantages we now hold in
space, as well as in the air, on land, or at
sea. By proving the efficacy of space
weapons, the United States may provide
the international community with an
asymmetric approach capable of offset-
ting current US global dominance.

6. space-weaponization strategies are politi-
cally self-defeating. Pursuing the military
advantages of space weapons will inevi-
tably incite military coalitions against
the United States.

7. space-weaponization strategies are not a
panacea. As mentioned, the anticipated
advantages of massive space superiority
will be neutralized by symmetric reac-
tions of major powers and offset by
asymmetric responses of lesser powers.

8. space-weaponization strategies are expen-
sive. There are significant long-term-
opportunity costs within the military,
particularly in these times of diminish-
ing DOD budgets. One can meet the
same requirements with cheaper alter-
natives, such as combat unmanned ae-
rial vehicles (UAV).3* Weaponizing space
will necessarily come at the expense of

satisfying documented military defi-
ciencies (strategic-lift deficiencies and
the C-17, air-superiority deficiencies
and the F-22 or joint strike fighter,
forward-basing deficiencies and carriers,
ISR deficiencies and the next generation
of ISR satellites,3s etc.).

9. space-weaponization strategies are a single-
point solution. What can be done with
space weapons can also be done from
the air, without the political baggage of
weaponizing space.

10. space-weaponization strategies are not the
only solution. Finally, the military notion
of sanctuary—a place where one can pos-
ture forces and a place which, if at-
tacked, necessarily changes the nature of
the conflict—has a long history of suc-
cessful use. Twentieth-century examples
include Portugal as sanctuary for the
Nationals during the Spanish Civil War
(1936-39), China as sanctuary for the
North Korean air force (1951-53), China
and Cambodia as sanctuary for the
North Vietnamese (1965-72), Lebanon
as sanctuary for the Palestine Liberation
Organization (1978-82), Pakistan as
sanctuary for the Afghan rebels
(1979-89), and space as sanctuary for US
and Russian ISR assets (1965-97).

Military strategists need to pause and care-
fully consider the military attributes of the
standing national space-sanctuary policy be-
fore dismissing it as a “head-in-the-sand” ap-
proach to future US military prowess. Not
doing so raises the question, Whose head is in
the sand?

A Viable Space-Sanctuary Strategy

The United States has a written national space
policy. Unfortunately, it is weak and ambigu-
ous. It sounds much like the traditional
American position of pursuing space as a sanc-
tuary but reserves the possibility of weaponi-
zation. What is America doing as a nation with
regards to space? Fumbling around in an ad
hoc manner is a fair characterization with



which few people would argue. No one is “in
charge”; and there is no clear vision of what
the future should be, no unity of effort, and
no clear path or strategy to get to that future.¢
The following recommendations remedy this
situation and stem from the validity of the
sanctuary argument presented here.

Who Is in Charge? Before structuring a
national space strategy, we must address the
issue of command (authority and responsibil-
ity to set strategy) and control (authority and
responsibility to execute strategy). The broad
impact of space access and the issues it raises
clearly warrant top-level oversight. Because
the executive powers of the president were
established for just such circumstances, the
president should be “in charge.” Vested in
that “charge” is both responsibility of provid-
ing vision and authority to set strategy to
pursue that vision.

What Is the Vision? The president must
produce and communicate a clear vision of
where the future of the United States in space
will be. John F. Kennedy’s vision of an Ameri-
can man on the moon by the close of the
1960s best illustrates a president’s ability to
focus a nation toward national goals in space.
The twenty-first-century vision should in-
clude the United States as world leader in a
peaceful space environment characterized by
both extensive, multinational, exploratory
ventures and intense commercial endeavors.

What Is the Best Strategy for Pursuing
That Vision? To pursue that vision, the presi-
dent retains the power to set strategy. Based
upon the argument presented above, the best
strategy for getting to that vision is one of
space sanctuary. As stated, this is not a do-
nothing strategy. We need to undertake in-
tense diplomatic efforts to convince a world
of nations that space as a sanctuary for peace-
ful and cooperative coexistence and stability
best serves all. Treaties must address exactly
what constitutes a space weapon, commit-
ments to not employ them, mechanisms of
verification/policing, and assurances of puni-
tive response for violations. A treaty with the
clause “the positioning of any weapon in
space or attacking any space platform will be
considered an act of war against all signatories
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of this treaty” would provide formal and in-
stant coalition (or collective security) against
any actor seeking the weaponization of space
and would be a natural extension of the Outer
Space Treaty of 1967. Clearly, the United
States has the opportunity and means to lead
the diplomatic ventures, as well as the re-
sources to lead in developing the methods
and tools of verification’’ and punitive re-
sponse.3®

The question of securing US space capabili-
ties remains. One can reconcile this “security
of assets” issue by a variety of initiatives other
than protective weapons. First, diplomatic ef-
forts (agreements and treaties), as briefly out-
lined above, provide a measure of collective
security. Second, strategic alternatives elimi-
nate the vulnerability of this military COG.
Space-based ISR/MCG/Comm assets, as well
as all the peripheral components of that sys-
tem, are clearly a vulnerable COG; but, as
discussed previously, that vulnerability is not
an inherent result of having spaceborne com-
ponents. It is a result of choosing a centralized
architecture. Methods to eliminate the COG
rather than protect it with space-based weap-
ons include

e ISR/MCG/Comm system redundancy:
terrestrial and/or space-based, small,
multiple components set in a decentral-
ized, distributed architecture (much like
switching networks in telecommunica-
tion systems, the security afforded here
is self-redundancy);*

* ISR/MCG/Comm system reconstitution:
a plan that overcomes the loss of some
system-critical components by estab-
lishing a responsive reconstitution capa-
bility (UAV backups and/or responsive
space lift);*°and

* ISR/MCG/Comm system substitutes:
substitute and/or redundant terrestrial
systems (e.g., inertial navigation,
ground communication networks,*
UAVs, 2 etc.).

Third, passive hide-and-seek defenses provide
a preemptive measure of security. Effective
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hide measures (denying foreign ISR collection
efforts against the United States) include

¢ deception (ISR provides a view of ac-
tions, but intent can be either hidden or
scripted);

» camouflage;

* security measures to deny access (e.g.,
communications and computer secu-
rity, software gates and passwords,
proper classification and protection
methods, etc.); and

* encryption, so even if data of intelli-
gence value is accessed, it is not useful.

Secure seek measures (countering attacks
against US ISR collection efforts) include

e warning to include ISR and other verifi-
cation measures—attacks have to be ob-
served while they occur if they are to be
countered or avoided;

 vigilance to include ISR and other veri-
fication measures—more importantly,
the emergence of ASAT capability needs
to be recognized well in advance if
countermethods are to be in place if and
when an attack occurs;

* restricted orbits—for instance, if an air-
borne direct-ascent ASAT capability
emerges, moving assets from the more
vulnerable LEO locales to the less vul-
nerable geostationary locales might be
prudent, or if a ground-based-laser ASAT
capability emerges, high-cost space as-
sets may need to be kept in orbits that
limit exposure to the ground-based lo-
cation of the ASAT;

* shielding from a variety of EM pulses as
well as shielding from physical debris;

e automatic shutdown of spaceborne ISR
collectors once a harmful EM pulse is
detected, coupled with retasking the
collection mission to less vulnerable
collectors as well as archiving the source
and location of the harmful emitter;

e automatic frequency modulation to re-
duce possibility of data-link jam-
ming/intercept;

* security measures aimed at protecting
critical information regarding US space
systems (frequencies, orbital parame-
ters, capabilities, etc.); and

* defensive information operations to
counter computer-virus attacks, soft-
ware bombs, and so forth with restricted
access, extensive and regular software
operational test and evaluation (OT&E),
passwords, gates, encryption, and so
forth.

Fourth, and finally, preparedness (maintain-
ing the technical ability to deploy coalition
space weapons should the need arise and be-
ginning with the lesser provocative earth-to-
space weapons)* provides both an additional
deterrent as well as a fail-safe measure of
security.

To suggest that robust space weaponization
is the essential means of providing security of
US space ISR/MCG/Comm capability and de-
nying similar foreign capability grossly over-
looks the many alternatives that avoid much
of the cost and political baggage of space
weapons. More than simply choosing the
sanctuary strategy, the president and his ad-
ministration must aggressively pursue it, all
the while clearly articulating the reasons be-
hind the strategy and the ways of implement-
ing it.

Where Is the Unity of Effort toward Exe-
cuting the Strategy? The Departments of
State, Defense, Transportation, Energy, and
Commerce, as well as a variety of government
agencies and offices, all have parochial inter-
ests in space. None of them could fairly arbi-
trate discrepancies and execute a comprehen-
sive sanctuary strategy. As an example, one
should consider once again the protection-of-
assets issue. All communities agree that na-
tional ISR capability is vulnerable and re-
quires a measure of protection—but who picks
up the bill? Currently, no one doesittle is
done toward funding space protection. Or-
ganizations chartered to acquire and operate
spaceborne intelligence-gathering systems
see the protection of national assets under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense,
emphasis on defense. Contrarily, DOD claims



that government organizations with a mis-
sion to provide space reconnaissance cannot
reliably satisfy that mission without provid-
ing a means of securing the assets. Both are
good arguments without an arbitrator.
Clearly, these issues require resolution, or the
United States will end up with a very capable
space architecture that is lost in the first fray.
An organizational construct that can arbitrate
such issues to the best interests of the country
is necessary; fortunately, the United States has
several models and precedent for just such an
organization. All space-related organiza-
tions—including the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA), United
States Space Command (USSPACECOM), and
the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO)—
should be restructured under one single insti-
tution: the Department of Space. This would
provide the unity of effort required for such
an ambitious national effort.

Emotional Appeal

In total, the issues raised here indicate that
long-term military costs and the broader so-
cial, political, and economic costs associated
with the United States leading the world in
the weaponization of space outweigh the
prospect of a short-term military advantage.
Furthermore, pursuing a national space strat-
egy on the assumption made at the out-
set—that “space will be weaponized; we only
need to decide if the US will take the
lead”—can be challenged on a more funda-
mental level. This assumption is ultimately
founded on a belief that the nature of peo-
ple—their historical tendency to wage
war—cannot change. Contrarily, the social na-
ture of people can change. One has only to
compare today’s global attitudes toward slav-
ery with those of 150 years ago.

If we continue to assume that major global
warfare between nations is inevitable and pre-
pare for it accordingly, we condemn ourselves
to that future. Doing so assumes determin-
ism—that the future will happen and that we
have to optimize our position in it. That as-
sumption is not necessarily true and runs
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counter to the American spirit. The future is
what we make it. Perhaps we need to spend a
little less time creating weapons to protect
ourselves in a future that we are destined to
stumble into and a little more time building
the future we would want to live in. More than
challenging a flawed assumption, this article
suggests a replacement—an assumption that is
both more optimistic about the nature of
people and one that resonates with the Ameri-
can spirit: “The United States will lead the
world into space; we only need to decide
where and how to go.”

Conclusion

Many US military war games today begin
with strikes against US space systems in the
2010 to 2020 time frame. Each war game
addresses what to do about those strikes and,
of course, concludes with the call for space
weaponization. The more significant (but
missing) issue is the examination of exactly
what happened in the geopolitical environ-
ment from the present to 2010/2020 that
allowed those strikes to occur, and raises the
question, Could they have been prevented?
This article offers a close-to-complete, albeit
terse, listing of the historical, political, adver-
sarial, technological, financial, practical, and
emotional aspects of the sanctuary argument.
It provides a framework for addressing such
questions. It does not intend to close the
argument on any of these counts; rather, it is
specifically aimed at opening debate.
Whether accepted or not, US long-range space
strategy must deal with each of the issues
generated by the space-sanctuary argument.
Each count deserves much deeper work. Fur-
thermore, if one is to consider a sanctuary
strategy credible, one must take pains to think
through its execution. This raises interesting
questions regarding cooperation (diplomatic
requirements), verification (intelligence re-
quirements), and punishment (technological
requirements). In the end, one would hope
that serious thought on these issues would
yield a US space strategy that both today con-
tinues the 40-year pursuit of a secure space
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environment and global stability, and tomor-
row projects several paths for cooperatively
using space to seek US national interests:

Notes
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5. The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 states that international
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standing international laws (e.g., one sovereign state cannot
threaten the territorial integrity or political independence of
another—United Nations Charter, 1947) and initiated new
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