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Flight Lines

Lt CoL EriC AsH, EDITOR

Precision Doctrine

RECISION IS A bedrock of aerospace
power. It became a fundamental goal of
aerial warfare prior to World War Il and
was codified into Air War Plans Divi-
sion-1 (AWPD-1), a force-structure plan to pro-
duce assets capable of delivering high-altdtude
davlight precision bombing—specifically, the
B-17 Flving Fortress with its Norden bombsight.

Precision is rooted in the concept of cut-
ting with accuracy. It is the minute difference
between a violin's being in tune or out of
tune, the difference between a vote and a
hanging chad in an electon, and often the
difference between life and death in the pro-
fession of arms. As Brig Gen Malham Wakin
has eloquently expressed. in the militarv a fine
line exists between incompetence and im-
morality. A crucial factor in that statement is
precision—for it is paramount in core values
and core competencies, in which excellence
and integrity begin with precise honestv and
end with precise execution. Whether we an-
swer a question for a superior or drop a bomb,
in the military it is our duty to be precise.

Precision spans the spectrum of what we
do. It is obviously key to precision-guided mu-
nitons, introduced in Vietnam and now de-
manded by political necessity. Commonly
called “smart”™ bombs, these weapons have the
ability to strike surgically and thus reduce the
risk of collateral damage, which makes them
exceptionally more attractive than their old-
fashioned predecessors—gravity (or “dumb”)
bombs.

Precision is also a key enabler of stealth
and other important platform technologies
like the airborne laser (see PIREP, this issue)
that continue to boost aerospace capabilities.
It is certainly a requirement for good intelli-
gence, and even successful leadership de-
mands precision in myriad ways—for impre-

cise leadership can lead to poor decision
making, lack of confidence, and sinking
morale. APJwill have much more on that sub-
ject in our special Developing Aerospace
Leaders (DAL) issue, coming out in our
Summer 2001 issue.

In just about every facet of the Air Force,
precision really matters—even in publishing a
professional journal like APJor in composing
a precise editorial (ouch!). Exact understand-
ing of ideas and facts is often difficult but im-
portant, which is why the precise transcript of
Dr. Kohn's interview is valuable to the story of
General Fogleman'’s retirement. Precision is
also crucial to projecting aerospace power, as
exhibited in General Jumper's piece. And the
articles on air and space demonstrate that
precision is at the very essence of aerospace
integration in both functional and organiza-
tional aspects.

Doctrine also spans the spectrum of what
we do, and we must recognize the role of pre-
cision in doctrine—and vice versa. Tradition-
ally, precision has been linked with strike, as
it was with AWPD-1 and is today in an Air
Force core competency. Yet, as our service
continues to realize the importance of doc-
trine, it must promote precise doctrine. Cov-
ering the waterfront with more doctrine,
which happens sometimes, is not necessarily
better. Rather, better (read precise) doctrine
is preferable. That is the road toward im-
provement we see in products like the concise
Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD) 1, Air
Force Basic Doctrine.

Basically, doctrine is the nexus of precision
and engagement. Doctrine is valuable only
when deployed and employed through train-
ing and education. At that point, technologi-
cal precision capabilities can be linked to
learned (human) precision abilities to pro-
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duce the precision-engagement core compe-
tency. The Air Force is on the right track in
recognizing doctrine-education shortcomings
and responding with initiatives from the Air
Force Doctrine Center and the College of
Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education
that emphasize the deployment of doctrine.
For example, a new doctrine-education map

to clearly coordinate objectives and promote a
continuum of doctrinal education at Air Uni-
versity schools and throughout the Air Force
promises to help answer the DAL challenge to
produce tomorrow’s strategic leaders.The key
to success in this and in nearly everything the
Air Force does, however, lies in executing with
precision—doctrinal precision. [

Ricochets and Replies

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

SPACE DEBRIS

APJ continues to stimulate aerospace integra-
tion with great material like Col Jonathan W.
Campbell’s “Using Lasers to Remove Orbital
Debris” (Winter 2000). Such ideas are exactly
what we need as we evaluate the Air Force’s
core missions in space beyond force enhance-
ment and space support.

An operational capability to remove orbital
debris from our space lanes of commerce and
communication is a logical step to make
space a safer place to operate. However, we
must be careful not to oversimplify the prob-
lem, lest the common observer develop a
mental picture of Air Force men and women
shooting down debris like Han Solo and Luke
Skywalker popping off TIE fighters in the
movie Star Wars.

Such a capability would provide a tremen-
dous opportunity to train a new cadre of
space operators and maintainers. It would
also give us an ability to develop operational
concepts of airspace clearance, deconflic-

tion, and collateral-damage estimation, as
well as improve our modeling and simulation
of laser effects in space.

However, at least three considerations will
probably make clearing the skies in two years
for “less than $200 million™ highly unlikely.
First, Colonel Campbell states that a laser
pulse, “applied at the appropriate point in
the object’s orbit,” could lower the object’s
perigee and hasten its disintegration in the
upper atmosphere. Since he advocates only a
single laser on the equator, Kepler will dictate
very few such opportunities. A single ground
site will have few (on the order of two to six,
depending on altitude and inclination) op-
portunities per day to see an object, let alone
at the required “appropriate point.”

Second, for every laser pulse, there will al-
ways be some finite chance that it will create
more debris rather than eliminate it. Laser ef-
fects on specific materials can be modeled and
tested on the ground. but often we have no way
of absolutely predicting the ultimate effect in
space. We may very well find that after a num-
ber of laser pulses, we no longer have a single 8
cm piece of debris but two untrackable and
equally deadly 4 cm pieces of debris.

This leads to my last point. US Space Com-
mand currently tracks nearly nine thousand
objects orbiting Earth. The real worry is not
the objects we see but those we don't. There
are potentially as many debris items lurking



out there that are too small to track (down to
1 cm). Investment in a debris-removal system
must be accompanied by an improved search/
surveillance capability.

These issues are not insurmountable but
point to the complex issues facing the Air
Force in space and serve to show that there
are few easy answers in this growing mission
area. The threat to space assets and the Space
Station Alpha crew is real, if remote, and an
80 percent solution is probably better than no
soludon. A modest test using existing lasers,
like the US Army’s mid infrared advanced
chemical laser (MIRACL), would provide an
opportunity to demonstrate the feasibility of
this approach for a fraction of the cost.

Maj Brad Broemmel, USAF
Colorado Springs, Colorado

First of all, thanks to Major Broemmel for his
thoughtful comments and for providing the
opportunity to continue the dialogue on
“Using Lasers to Remove Orbital Debris.”
This relates to an issue facing the Air Force in
space that is becoming increasingly impor-
tant. While we feel that our development and
research of this idea at the conceptual level
has been comprehensive, and while we re-
spectfully disagree with Major Broemmel's
opinion that this approach is unlikely to be
successful, we always welcome additional
looks at our advanced research.

Major Broemmel is correct in saying that
our proposed single ground-based laser facil-
ity would only “see” any one 1-10 cm debris
object two to six times per day, depending on
aldtude. Estimates continue to be debated
and vary widely as to the total amount of 1-10
cm orbital debris. However, middle-of-the-
road estimates place it at 150,000 objects, with
roughly 80,000 objects below 800 km altitude.
Since we are interested in all 80,000 objects
passing over our facility two to six times per
day, we will have in the beginning 160,000-
480.000 potential targets per day. This works
out to be over 50 potential targets of oppor-
tunity per minute. Extending our facility’s ca-
pabilities with additional funding to 1,500 km
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coverage would simply increase the number
of potential targets.
Laboratory experimentation in vacuum at

' Oak Ridge National Laboratories and Wright-

Patterson Air Force Base have shown that for
typical orbital-debris materials, microablation
tends to fuse the object’s surface. This fusing
actually strengthens the suructural integrity of
the object and reduces the probability of parti-
cle breakup. Furthermore, should particle-de-
bris breakup occur after a 200 km perigee has
been achieved, the cloud of particles will simply
deorbit faster due to drag than as a single ob-
ject. There is no current protection against
1-10 cm objects. If an 8 cm object is broken
into two 4 cm objects, then at least one of those
objects will be deorbited in the engagement.
Hence, an 8 cm object will have been replaced
with a 4 cm object (that will be brought down
on a later orbit), achieving our mission of re-
ducing the risk to spaceflight. Should an un-
likely breakup occur, resulting in reducing the
object to less than 1 cm in size, then we are now
within the envelope for protection by onboard
shielding. Major Broemmel is astute in recog-
nizing that the laser is only half the solution.
The other half is a sufficiently capable sensor
system. Our conclusions are based not only on
extensive laser research, but also on thorough
radar, optical sensor, and pointing and tracking
findings as well. One example is the Haystack
radar, which has demonstrated the capability to
track objects in low earth orbit (LEO) down to
1 cm in size.

Again, we reaffinn the derivation obtained
from years of research analysis and experimen-
tation. All 1-10 cm orbital debris up to 800 km
in altitude can be removed in two years with
one laser facility located near the equator for
approximately $200 million. We heartily agree
with Major Broemmel that a demonstration is
the next step. Part of that is planned to be a
Jjoint Air Force /NASA collaboration to conduct
a laser-calibration demonstration in space from
Maui that will demonstrate the capability of ex-
isting technology to successfully engage a de-
bris object in LEO.

Col Jon Campbell, USAFR
Huntsuille, Alabama



The Early Retirement of Gen
Ronald R. Fogleman, Chief of Staff,
United States Air Force

EDITED by DR. RICHARD H. KOHN’
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N MONDAY, 28 July 1997, Gen
Ronald R. Fogleman asked Secre-
tary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall
to be relieved of his duties as chief

Editorial Abstract: Air Force chief of staff
Gen Ronald Fogleman's early retirement in
1997 has caused great speculation. Was

this a LRSI aROUTIE I ? Here for th_“’ of staff of the Air Force and retired as soon as
first time, in an interview with former Air possible, a year before the end of his four-vear
Force historian Richard H. Kohn, General term. At the time, the press and electronic
Fogleman explains his thinking and his media overwhelmingly interpreted General
reasons for choosing this unprecedented Fogleman's act as a resignation in protest over
course of action. the secretary of defense’s intention to block

the promotion of Brig Gen Terrvl “Terry”

"I'_he editor thanks Jacqueline Gorman (University of North Carolina at Chape! Hill) for transcription of the intervicw tape: Jonathan
Phillllps (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill) for research assistance with the introduction and annotation; and, for help in lo-
cating documents and specific items of information, Wonne Kinkaid and Perry Jamieson (United States Air Force History Support Office),
Elizabeth Muenger (Air Force Academy historian), Duane Reed and his staff (Air Force Academy Cadet Library Special Collections De-
partment), and Barbara Levergood (Electronics Documents librarian, Davis Library, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill).
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Schwalier to major general. Schwalier had
commanded the 4404th Composite Wing in
Saudi Arabia the previous year when a terrorist
bomb had destroved the Air Force housing
complex known as Khobar Towers outside
Dhahran Air Base, killing 19 airmen and
wounding a total of some three hundred
Americans. After one Department of Defense
(DOD) and two Air Force investigations,
Fogleman had concluded that Schwalier had
done everything that could be expected of a
commander and had no culpability in the
tragedy; punishing him would have a chilling
effect on commanders around the world who
might then infer that protecting their forces
outweighed accomplishing their missions.
Reports had circulated some weeks earlier
that General Fogleman would resign if the
secretary blocked Schwalier’s promotion. But
the uuth of the matter was that General
Fogleman's decision to leave was neither a

resignation nor an act of protest; it was a re-
tirement. Had he resigned in protest, he
would have waited until after the secretary of
defense announced his decision in the
Schwalier case and explained publicly and
unambiguously that the request for retire-
ment was the product of disagreements over
specific decisions and policies. Instead, Gen-
eral Fogleman chose to leave quietly. In a
brief public statement written and issued the
same day, the chief stated, “My values and
sense of loyalty to our soldiers, sailors,
Marines and especially our airmen led me to
the conclusion that I may be out of step with
the times and some of the thinking of the es-
tablishment. This puts me in an awkward po-
sition. If I were to continue to serve as chief of
staff of the Air Force and speak out, I could
be seen as a divisive force and not a team
player. I do not want the Air Force to suffer
for my judgment and convictions.”
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Unitil now, General Fogleman has not elab-
orated on or clarified that brief public state-
ment he issued at the end of July 1997. His
public statement at the time stated specifi-
cally that he “was driven by the desire to de-
fuse the perceived confrontation between my-
self and the secretary of defense over his
impending decision on the Khobar Towers
terrorist attack.” As he explains below, it “was
a request for retirement versus a resignation.
. . . My request was very carefully worded and
consistent with historical practice and prece-
dent. . . . | wanted to take that off the table
and give him [the secretary of defense] one
last opportunity to act on the Schwalier case
on the merit and facts of the case, rather than
the issue of the secretary of defense’s power
vis-a-vis some service chief.” In leaving, Gen-
eral Fogleman recognized that a resignation
in protest over policy would encroach on civil-
ian control of the military, one of the founda-
tions of American government and national
defense, by setting a precedent that military
leaders might resign instead of accepting a
decision they opposed. Fogleman knew that
there was no tradition or practice of resigna-
tion in protest in the United States military.

Indeed. the causes of General Fogleman'’s
action were complex and lay rooted in a series
of issues that went back many months. He had
contemplated early retirement for at least a
year and a half. “I said publicly from the be-
ginning that Miss Jane [Mrs. Fogleman] and 1
considered being chief a four-year tour, not a
sentence. . . . There were certain things that I
intended to accomplish, and when they were
done, I felt that I might want to leave rather
than hang on. [ had watched people hang on
into that fourth year and just did not think it
was value gained for them or the organiza-
tion.” Fundamentally, he believed that his con-
tinued service depended on his effectiveness
as an adviser to the national leadership and as
an advocate for, and leader of, his service.
While he had good relationships with the
other chiefs and the chairman and vice chair-
man of the joint chiefs, he was disappointed in
some of the discussions and some of the posi-
tions taken by the group. There had been dis-

agreements over the modernization of the tac-
tical aircraft inventory of the Air Force, Navy,
and Marines; he disagreed with the determi-
nation of the Quadrennial Defense Review in
early 1997 to reduce the number of F-22 air-
planes to be purchased and, worse, was dis-
gusted by the process which produced the de-
cision. There were other conflicts: “Some
serious resource allocation decisions were
being made on the basis of superficial, often
mistaken, thinking.” In the summer of 1997,
General Fogleman clashed with Secretary
Widnall over the punishment of 1st Lt Kelly
Flinn, the first woman B-52 pilot, whose im-
pending court-martial for adultery, disobeying
orders, and lying to an investigating officer
led to national headlines, much criticism of
the Air Force, and her separation with a gen-
eral rather than an honorable discharge.

Then came the Schwalier decision. “As
chief of staff of the United States Air Force,
charged with providing military advice to the
civilian leadership that the civilian leadership
did not value for whatever reason, I had be-
come ineffective as a spokesman.” “When you
sense that you have lost the confidence of the
folks you're dealing with—almost to the ex-
tent where the service will be punished—
that’s one reason to leave.” Another was that
General Fogleman had “simply lost respect
and confidence in the leadership that I was
supposed to be following.” General Fogleman
“watched the way the United States Air Force
as an institution was treated, for purely politi-
cal reasons, and the way an individual was
treated and came to the conclusion that it was
fundamentally wrong.” He remembered.
“You really do have to get up and look at your-
self in the mirror every day and ask. ‘Do I feel
honorable and clean?’ I just could not begin
to imagine facing the Air Force after Secretary
[William S.] Cohen made the decision to can-
cel General Schwalier’s promotion. It wasn't
only Cohen. It was the Washington scene. the
pressure from the Hill—from people who
were uninformed—it was the way DOD
treated this man and the Air Force. To merely
shrug this off and say, 'Heyv. it's okay guys.
we’ll do better next time. . .." "
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Generai Fogleman had also recently read
H. R. McMaster's Dereliction of Duty: Lyndon
Johnson, Robert McNamara, the foint Chiefs of
Staff, and the Lies That Led to Vietnam, a book
detailing how the joint chiefs in 1964-65 had
failed to insist on giving their advice directly
to the president and had gone along with hav-
ing their views misrepresented, thus con-
tributing to the decision to intervene in Viet-
nam and pursue a strategy of gradual
escalation. “There was the incredible per-
formance of the joint chiefs at that time and
then seeing some of the things that were
going on in the tank and now, maybe not on
the same scale, but the same sickness . . . ser-
vice parochialism. the willingness to collec-
tively go along with something because there
was at least some payoff for vour service some-
where in there . . . a slippery slope.”

Thus, as General Fogleman makes clear
below, he had come to believe that he could no
longer serve effectively as chief of staff. “I felt
out of step—the [Quadrennial Defense Re-
view], discussions, and decisions that I saw
being made in the tank. problems with the Air
Force leadership over the Kelly Flinn affair. A
whole series of things convinced me that per-
haps I was riding the wrong horse here. After a

while, you look around and experience some
serious doubts about whether you can be right
and evervbody else is wrong.” As he concluded,
“We also serve on a personal level. Unless you
really believe, and see, that you are continuing
to contribute . . . , when you begin to believe
that your continued service is detrimental,”
then “the pressure” is to leave. “In my heart, I
concluded that my continued service was not in
the best interest of the Air Force.”

In December 1997, some four-and-a-half
months after his decision, the editor inter-
viewed General Fogleman by telephone.
What follows is a transcript of that conversa-
tion, transcribed by Ms. Jacqueline Gorman
of the Curriculum in Peace, War, and Defense
of the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill. The transcript was then edited, reviewed
by General Fogleman, annotated by the edi-
tor, and returned to General Fogleman for
final approval. The purpose of publishing itis
to clarify why he took the unprecedented step
of asking for early retirement and doing so
with so little explanation at the time—not re-
signing in protest but leaving out of a sense of
obligation that the Air Force and the nation
would be served more effectively if a new
chief of staff were to take his place.
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Interview
| | December 1997

Richard H. Kohn: General Fogleman, why did you decide to ask for early retirement?

Ronald R. Fogleman: The answer to that question is complex: on one level, simple, but on
another, more complicated. Let me begin on one level. When I became the chief, I received a
number of letters from people like you who essentially said that they thought the chief
needed to restore the soul of the Air Force. That caught me somewhat by surprise because [
was not sure exactly what the soul of the Air Force was, or what was required to fix it. But my
conclusion was that somehow we had found ourselves, or allowed ourselves, through a series
of decisions and actions, to lose sight of our values. The trouble came not from some overrid-
ing set of principles, but more from employing situational ethics (i.e., cronyism and other
things) that made it seem as though the institution lacked integrity. So in the back of my
mind, there seemed a necessity, or charge if you will, to work this issue on my watch.

Another factor grew out of a meeting in the fall of 1994 with all the other four-stars, before 1
became the chief, in which we discussed what we thought the Air Force needed more than any-
thing else in the near term.! We concluded generally that the Air Force had been through an
extraordinary period of change, most of it necessary in the altered world where we were head-
ing. The change was both externally and internally driven. But it would be extremely valuable if
we could give the Air Force some stability for a period of time from internal turbulence.

These two elements lay in the background as I began my tenure—my tour, if you will. I
looked very carefully at the law specifying my duties as chief of staff: the responsibilities rela-
tive to organizing, training, and equipping the force and the separation of duties between the
secretary of the Air Force and the chief.? So as I began the job, I thought I had a good under-
standing of what needed to be done in the Air Force. I did not have any special agenda. As we
kicked off the tour, we ran into a series of things that we had to deal with: changing the uni-
form and a lack of confidence in the personnel system, promotions. and the evaluation sys-
tem.” I think our decisions in these areas were generally very well received.

I had also inherited two pieces of unfinished business. One was the F-15 shoot-down of the
Black Hawk helicopter over Iraq.* The other one was the B-32 crash up at Fairchild.® The F-15
shoot-down was making its way through the legal process, and there wasn't much I could do
about it until the process called for my action.

1. The day before taking office, General Fogleman met in the secretary of the Air Force's conference room in the Pentagon with the
other Air Force four-stars, who were in Washington to attend the retirement of his predecessor.

2. The duties of the Air Force chief of staff are specified in U.S. Code, Title 10, chap. 805, sec. 8033 (1996).

3. General Fogleman's predecessor, Gen Merrill “Tony" McPeak, had overseen what many considered a radical change in the style
and insignia of the Air Force uniform. A uniform board review in January 1995 reduced over wenty-five hundred suggesuons to 363 pro-
posals. 55 of which General Fogleman approved, including restoring the traditional shoulder insignia instead of sleeve rings to identify
officer rank. See Suzann Chapman, “Last Uniform Changes?" Auwr Force Magazine 78 (May 1995): 24: and “Air Force Announces Uniform
Changes.” Air Force News, on-line. Internet, 11 September 2000, available from hup://www.af.mil/news,/ Mar1995/n19950313_208.huml.

4. On 14 April 1994, two F-15Cs of the 53d Fighter Squadron enforcing the “no fly” zone over northern Iraq mistakenly shot down
two Army Black Hawk helicopters engaged in UN humanitarian missions for the Kurds, killing all 26 passengers, including 15 Ameri-
cans; five Kurdish civilians: and British, French. and Turkish military officers. John F. Harris, “Four May Receive Court-Martial for Copter
Mishap.” Washington Post, 30 August 1994, 2: and Eric Schmirt, “Inquiry Urges Crew Stand Trial in Downing of Copters over Iraq.” New
York Times, 30 August 1994, A2.

5. (?n 24 June 1994, a B-52H of the 325th Bomb Squadron, 92d Bomb Wing at Fairchild Air Force Base (AFB), Wash.. crashed while
preparing to land after practicing maneuvers for an air show, killing all four crewmen. The pilot in command had over a long period of
time dcrf\onslr.{wd a disregard for Air Force flying rules and regulations, and this was known by the senior commanders in the wing. No
appropniate action had been taken to discipline him or rein in his noncompliant hehavior.
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As I dealt with day-to-day business, stabilizing the Air Force (in terms of internal changes),
I continued to think about the soul of the Air Force as an issue. As I dealt with these issues,
the stress on accountability emerged—without my intending at the beginning of my watch to
focus on accountability. At the completion of the court-martial of the AWACS captain at Tin-
ker (I had been reading all the background investigation material), I was satisfied that the
outcome was appropriate and just: no one was court-martialed who should not have been, or
vice-versa. or issued letters of reprimand, Article 15s, and so forth.® But I was appalled when I
asked the question, "Let me see the evaluation reports on the people.” I discovered that none
of what they had done was reflected in those reports, and from that, I then began to see the
connectivity to standards, values, and core beliefs.” That's when I made the tape® in which I
talked about Air Force values and accountability—not because I was some zealot, but because
I have always believed that if you want people, or an institution, to do something, you must ex-
plain what vou expect of their behavior. The rules and standards for the behavior of any indi-
vidual, group, or unit must be universally known and uniformly applied. That tape was de-
signed for an internal audience, but it got much more play than that, and from then on, I
believe we began to see a change all through the chain of command on the issue of account-
ability. If anything, it may have started to go too far. Commanders were deferring to lawyers
rather than taking action, short of legal action, to correct the shortcomings of people. As |
continued to work on other things that I thought were very important—the long-range plan-
ning effort for one—this issue of accountability and standards took on a kind of life of its
own. The secretary of the Air Force and I emphasized very strongly the ideas of core values:
excellence in all we do, service before self, and integrity.’ These became identified with me
and with the secretary, but largely with me. This is important background leading up to the
events of 1997.

On another level—viewing the Air Force from the outside as a military historian,!’ as some-
one who has tried to stay involved in academic affairs as well as national security affairs—I sin-
cerely believed that the nation was at a unique crossroads. that the country had a tremendous

6. Investigations by the Air Force resulted in charges of dereliction of duty against Capt James Wang, a crew member of the airbome
waming and control system (AWACS) aircraft from the 963d Airbome Control Squadron controlling the airspace at the time, and
charges of negligent homicide and dereliction of duty against one of the F-15 pilots and four other AWACS crew members. Captain Wang
was acquitted. and charges against the others were dropped following Article 32 (the equivalent to grand jury) investigations. Altogether,
eight officers were repnimanded. counseled. or admonished. and one punished nonjudicially. See news briefing, Maj Gen Nolan Sklute,
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), 15 August 1995, on-line. Internet, 26 November 2000, available from
htp:// www.defenselink.mil/ news/ Aug1995/1081795_tsklu-81.hunl; Susanne M. Schafer, “U.S. Pilot Charged for Downing Copters,”
Chucago Sun Times, 8 September 1994, 3; Owen Canfield. “Air Force Closes Case on 26 Deaths,” Chicago Sun Times, 21 June 1995, 26; Frank
Oliveri. "USAF Accuses Six in lraq Shootdown," Asr Furre Magazine 77 (November 1994): 15; and Bruce B. Auster, “Strange Justice, Air
Force Stvle.” L'S. News & World Report 118 (15 May 1995): 42, 4. Article 15 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice oudines the punishments
commanders can impose on the men and women under their command without resort to court-martal or other judicial proceedings.

7. In August 1995. General Fogleman (in the words of the Air Force judge advocate general) “concluded that the failures of certain
officers 1o meet Air Force standards were not appropnately reflected in their performance evaluations” and “therefore, personally issued
letters of evaluaton describing their failure™ that became "a permanent part of each individual's record.” For the two F-15 pilots,
three officers on the AWACS aircraft, and two generals in the chain of command, this action effectively ended their careers in the Air
Force The chief of staff also grounded the pilots and AWACS crew members and disqualified them from duties in flying operatons for
three years. Skiute: Eric Schmitt. "Chief of Air Force Grounds 5 Pilots,” New York Times, 15 August 1995. Al; and Chris Black. “Shifts in
Air Force Policy Arc Seen after Reprimands,” Boston Globe, 16 August 1995, 3.

8. In a short videotape released 1n mid-August 1995, required to be viewed by every Air Force officer. Senior Executive Service civil-
ian, and noncommissioned officer in the top three grades, General Fogleman reviewed the Black Hawk accident, as well as the actions
taken against the individuals involved and the officers who wrote their performance evaluations. He used the affair to emphasize Air
Force standards; personal accountability: and the necessity for officers to lead, to pursue excellence in the performance of their duties,
10 act always with integrity. and to place service before sclf. See transcript, on-line, Internet, 13 September 2000, available from
hup:// www.usafa af. mil/ corevalue/accountability. html. For background, see Sklute.

9. Sheila E. Widnall. previously professor of aeronautics and astronautics, director of the Fluid Dynamics Research Laboratory. and
associate provost at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, was secretary of the Air Force from August 1993 to October 1997.

10. General Fogieman earned a master’s degree in history at Duke University and taught military history at the Air Force Academy
from December 1970 1o November 1972, when he went back to combat-crew training for his second flying tour in Southeast Asia.
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number of internal needs, that the external threats were lower than we had faced in half a
century, and that we had an opportunity—if we could have a serious discussion about national
security strategy and defense issues—to restructure our military into a smaller, better focused
institution to respond to the kinds of challenges coming in the next 10 to 15 years. It was not
a military that was going to be shaped by some force-structure slogan like two MRCs,'! and it
had to include a fundamental understanding of whether there really was a “revolution in mili-
tary affairs” and how we could and should fight future wars. So I had begun to speak out
about the Quadrennial Defense Review,'? and I was hopeful that the QDR would start us down
that path.

In this regard, in “the tank”'® I began to question some of the things that we were doing, or
that we were planning to do, based on old paradigms—but not very successfully. As we began
talking more and more about the QDR, an event occurred in September of 1996 which kind
of put the QDR in a context that struck me as all wrong. An Army two-star from the JCS came
by to see all the chiefs, and when he came to see me, he sat on that couch in the chief’s office
and said, “I have a message from the chairman,'* and the message is, that in the QDR we want
to work hard to try and maintain as close to the status quo as we can. In fact, the chairman
says we don't need any Billy Mitchells during this process.” That shocked me a little bit. I
replied, “Well, that’s an unfortunate use of a term, but I understand the message.” From that
point on, I really did not have much hope for the QDR. I guess I lost all hope when Bill
Perry'® left because he had the stature to have given the services the blueprint, and I think
the services would have fallen in line.

11. MRCs were major regional conflicts, a term for large conventional wars in a limited geographical area, such as the Persian Gulf War
of 1990-1991 or an invasion of South Korea by North Korea which would involve American forces. The shift in defense policy, planning,
and force structure from deterring and preparing for a world war against the Soviet Union to focusing on regional conflicts began with
the reconsideration that resulted in the Bush administration’s base force policy of 1990. Lorna S. Jaffe, The Development of the Base Force
(Washington, D.C.: Joint History Office, Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, July 1993), 2-9, 11-13, 16, 18, 21-22, 25-26,
29, 33, 36, 45; and National Secunty Strategy of the United States (Washington, D.C.: White House, August 1991), 7-11, 27-29, 31. The abil-
ity to fight nearly simultaneously two MRCs (now called major theater wars) became the chief planning factor shaping the size and con-
figuration of the American armed forces after the "Bottom-Up Review” of defense policy and force structure undertaken by the Clinton
administration in 1993. Defense Department briefing, Gen Colin Powell and Les Aspin, subject: DOD Bottom-Up Review, 1 September
1993, Federal Information Systems Corporation, Federal News Service, accessed through Academic Universe. "bottom up review” Search
Terms. 13 December 2000; and Les Aspin, Report on the Bottom-Up Review, October 1993, sec. 2, "Addressing Regional Dangers and Seiz-
ing Opportunities,” on-line, Internet, 15 December 2000, available from http://stinet.dtic.mil/str/index.html (search “Les Aspin”).

12. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)—a comprehensive reconsideration of American national security policy, defense strat-
cgy. and force structure expected to be repeated every four years at the beginning of a presidential administration—originated in a rec-
ommendation by DOD's 1995 Commission on the Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces. DOD undertook its first QDR in 1996-1997;
the report in the spring of 1997 listed a number of reductions, adjustments, realignments. and planned changes in defense posture. See
Directions for Defense, Roles and Missions Commission of the Armed Forces, Report to Congress, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chawrman of the Joint
Chuefs of Staff, 24 May 1995, executive summary, on-line, Internet, 26 November 2000, available from http://www.fas.org/man/docs/
corm35/dil062 huml; William S. Cohen. Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review, May 1997, on-line, Internet, 26 November 2000, avail-
able from http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/qdr/index.html; and Background on the Quadrennial Defense Review, May 1997, H.R.
3230, Na.tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997, Title IX. subtite B, sec. 923, Quadrennial Defense Review/Force Struc-
ture Review, on-line. Internet, 16 January 2001, available from http://www.comw.org/qdr/backgrd.htm. General Fogleman discussed
the QDR at greater length with reporter George Wilson. See Wilson, This War Really Matters: Inside the Fight for Defense Dollars (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 2000), 38—44.

13. The “tank” is the conference room in the Pentagon where the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) meet, so named, according to popular
lore, Pecause 'acscss to the entrance used by staff officers was down a flight of stairs through an arched portal, supposedly giving the im-
pression .of entering a tank.” Ronald H. Cole et al., The Charrmanship of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1995). 177.

14. Csn_Jnhn M. D. Shalikashvili, US Army, was chairman of the JCS from October 1993 to September 1997.

15. “l"li.lm_l.' Perry. who had worked in the defense and financial industries in technical and executive capacities and served on the
Sunford University faculty in engineering and international security, was secretary of defense from February 1994 to January 1997. He
had been undersecretary of defense for research and engineering from 1977 to 1981 and deputy secretary of defense in 1993-1994.

Roger R. Trask and Alfred Goldberg, The Department of Defense, 1947-1997: zati ‘ashi : Histori
Office of the Secretary of Defonse, 997, 191, 141, of Defe . Organtzation and Leaders (Washington, D.C.: Historical Office,
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Kohn: Did you or the other chiefs ask Secretary Perry to stay or to press for that?

Fogleman: 1 did. I went to see him in early November of 1996, after completing my second
vear in office. I had a policy of visiting him to talk about the year in review and the tuture.
There were strong rumors that he would go. I told him, “Mr. Secretary, you have the stature
and you have the confidence and the vote; if the QDR is going to go anywhere, you need to
come down to the tank, and you need to give us your vision.” Short of that, I said I didn't
have much hope. A week later, he announced his retirement.

Secretary Cohen faced a very difficult challenge in the QDR and was, quite frankly, not as
well grounded in real military issues as one might have thought, given his time on the Senate
Armed Services Committee.!® He worked hard but was at the mercy, like all of us, of his advis-
ers, and particularly what I thought was a rather close circle of people who lacked much expe-
rience in the issues. Once Bill Perry left, work on the QDR went into suspended animation
untl Cohen arrived because no one wanted to get out in front of the new boss. He arrived
with a very limited amount of time to deliver the QDR to the Hill, a difficult challenge. I came
to believe that the QDR could not be completed in three months, or even six. To an extent,
he tried to solicit the advice of his military people, but it became clear that this QDR was to
be more a politcal response than a sincere effort to reshape our military. It was driven by the
consideraton to come up with $60 billion in savings to apply to the procurement of new
weapons. From an Air Force perspective, we had no problem with procurement reform; our
modernization program was fully funded, fully budgeted, so it was interesting to watch this
unfold. The major issue that concerned me was TACAIR modernization.'” This issue had
been inflamed by Bill Owens,'® who had incorrectly quoted some statistics that got over onto
the Hill and into the public about how large a part of the budget the TACAIR program would
consume vis-a-vis other things. This line of argument took on a life of its own. If you look at
the history of TACAIR, anytime the amateurs mess with it, it gets screwed up; and when the
pros put together a program and follow through, the result is a pretty solid program.

Kohn: Do you mean the design of the aircraft, its requirements, its role, and its mission?

Fogleman: Exactly. After the Second World War, the Navy, in its battles internally over carrier
air, essentially allowed their program to atrophy. The Air Force, on the impetus from Arnold'®
and the others who came after him, worked very hard 1o achieve a balanced program. When
Korea® came along, the Air Force had an air superiority fighter, a fighter-bomber, bomber
forces coming on stream. In the air superiority realm, there are many similar experiences in
the past. In Korea, who had the aces? Who did the daytime patrolling? It wasn’t that there
weren't great naval aviators or great Marine aviators, but the Navy did not have equipment
since they had been diverted to thinking about things other than the core issue of airpower.
Who thinks about airpower full-time for the nation? The Air Force.

16. William S. Cohen became secretary of defense on 24 January 1997. A lawyer and former elected official in Bangor, Maine, he
served in the US House of Representatives (1973-1979) and US Senate (1979-1997), where he was a member of the Armed Services and
Governmental Affairs Committees. Trask and Goldberg, 127. For a more personal profile, see John Donnelly, “The Evolution of William
Cohen,™ Boston Globe Magazine, 22 October 2000, 14-15, 28-36.

17. The 1997 DOD 1actical air (TACAIR) modernization program proposed to replace completely by the year 2030 the A-10, F-15,
F-16. and F-117 aircraft of the Air Force and the F-14, F/A-18, and AV-8B aircraft of the Navy and Marine Corps with F/A-18E/F, F-22,
and oint Strike Fighter aircraft, for the air superiority, ant-air-warfare, suppression of enemy air defenses, fleet air defense, interdiction,
shont- and long-range attack, reconnaissance, and close air support missions. The overall purpose was to secure “overwhelming air dom-
inaton for US forces™ for the next generaton. See Statement of Dr. Paul G. Kaminski, Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology
before the Subcommittee on Research and Development and the Subcommittee on Procurement of the House Committee on National Secunty on the DOD
Tactcal Aviation Modernuation Program, Committee on National Security, Military Research and Development Subcommittee meeting
joindy with the Military Procurement Committee, US House of Representatives, 105th Cong., st sess., 5 March 1997, 242-66, on-line,
Internet, 16 January 2001, available from http://www.acq.osd.mil/ousda/kaminski/aviation_modernization.html.

18. Adm William A. Owens was vice chairman of the JCS, March 1994-February 1996.

19. General of the Air Force Henry H. "Hap™ Amold was chief of the Army Air Corps and commanding general of the Army Air Forces
from September 1938 10 his retirement in June 1946. His fivestar rank was awarded by act of Congress in 1949, the year before his death.

20. The Korean War began in June 1950.
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After Korea, TACAIR lost to the domination of nukes. So the Air Force began building
fighter-bombers like F-105s. The Navy studied airplanes like Vigilantes that could deliver tact-
cal nukes off of carriers. The US did not possess an air superiority fighter when Vietnam
began.?! We did a dismal job in Vietnam in the air-to-air business and used not an air-to-air
fighter but a missile platform, the F-4, and it became the backbone of the forces. But it was
never a great air superiority fighter.

Kohn: Was the issue at this time (1996 and 1997) the F-227

Fogleman: No, the whole TACAIR program, not just a single aircraft. But eventually it came
down to that, and so we took a fully funded program, the F-22, into the QDR, whereupon the
folks at OSD [Office of the Secretary of Defense] decided to make major disruptions in this
program for no good reason at all.? On the one hand you have somebody who is fairly well
grounded in the airpower business giving advice to the senior leadership, and on the other
side a bunch of number crunchers, and in the end, the decision gets made, I think, on politi-
cal grounds more than anything else.

Kohn: How did this differ from most major aircraft programs or even most major defense is-
sues, historically and in the last 20 years? Isn’t what you describe the nature of the business—
in “the building” [the Pentagon], in the budget process, and in programming?

Fogleman: Yes, in the macro sense. But in the micro sense. I'm not so sure because of the in-
ternal nature of the debate. If somebody can show me that something makes sense from a re-
source allocation or budgetary standpoint, or similarly reasonable measures, I'm more than
willing to lose the argument—and have lost lots of those arguments, walked away none the
worse for wear. But this was an issue in which the nature of the presentation, the nature of the
discussion, and the rationale for the changes, were basically going to upset an integrated tacti-
cal air modernization program that included the F-18, the Joint Strike Fighter, and the F-22. 1
think just fundamentally, OSD ignored the military rationale.

Kohn: Is it inconsistent to speak about a fundamental restructuring of the armed forces, in
part to prepare for a possible revolution in warfare and a lower threat than at any time since
the 1920s, while advocating a modernization program that looks to many on the outside as in-
cremental: that is, purchasing some old technologies, even purchasing the newest technology
(the F-22), which could, perhaps, be skipped? How would you respond to that criticism?

Fogleman: If this was argued by someone in OSD. I would ask if they knew the true capabil-
ity of this airplane. In the “black world™ [very highly classified programs], the F-22 is a truly
revolutionary airplane. On the surface, it looks conventional, like an F-15 with some stealth
capabilities. But the combination of stealth, supercruise. and integrated avionics is a quantum
Jjump. It will allow the United States to cease worrying about air superiority for the first 35
years of the next century. With air superiority so critical to everything we do and considering
the double-digit SAMs [surface-to-air missiles] of the next 10 to 15 years, it looks like a pro-
gram we must have. One of the side benefits of the end of the cold war was our gaining access
to foreign weapons; we discovered that the SA-10s, -11s, and -12s are much better than we
thought. In planning for asymmetrical warfare—people's ability to deny us things we need in

21. The United States intervened with its own ground-force units and Americanized the Vietnam War during the first half of 1965.

22. The QDR reduced the total planned procurement of F-22s from 438 to 339, to provide three wings of the aircraft. Ramp-up to
tull production was to be slowed, and the maximum production rate reduced from 48 aircraft per year to 36. However, DOD promised
in the future to consider other F-22 vanants to replace F-15E and F-117 long-range interdiction aircraft “when they reach the end of their
service lives beyond 2015.” Cohen, sec. 7, 45. For an analysis of the QDR, see Wilson, 25fF.
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such situations as the Taiwan Strait crisis, when we sent two carriers in and watched the Chi-
nese move their SA-10s up—we need that airplane.?’ Those two carriers did nothing more
than make a political statement, which is fine as long as that is all that's necessary. So one un-
derstands why a service chief begins saying he will try and be as balanced in his tour as he pos-
sibly can be, as joint, but then a weapon system comes along that truly is revolutionary. There
are only two revolutionary weapon systems in the entire DOD budget: the F-22 and the air-
borne laser.2* There are no others. I will acknowledge that I may be wrong on this, but I don’t
think so. I guess my problem was arguing from facts and knowledge and finding decisions
being made by people without a fundamental understanding of what the weapon system con-
tributed. Somehow that just didn't strike me as right.

Kohn: In the past, some of your predecessors and some other service chiefs would have
taken this fight into the bureaucratic world of beltway and national politics. They would have
leaked, they would have struggled, they would have made allies, they would have gone to the
Congress. . . .

Fogleman: 1 think I did a lot of fighting in that arena. That's how we were able to get a lot of
the funds restored. And the fight is not over. We will get the F-22, but the issue from my per-
spective was this: you pay me to give you military advice, and I'm giving you military advice;
I’m watching not just whether or not you take it but how the advice is considered, part of a
larger web of what became my relationship with Secretary Cohen and OSD.

Kohn: Can you translate this background into the decision to retire early?

Fogleman: Let me draw one more thread, one more part of the equation: Khobar Tower.
My side of that story has not been well told. I watched with great interest as that event hap-
pened and subsequent events unfolded. I watched people in Washington make statements on
the basis of no factual knowledge whatsoever. I waited for about a week until after all the high-
profile people had gone through Dhahran and then went to Saudi Arabia myself. I sat down
with the commander,? listened to what he had to say—to include his offering to retire to re-
move any kind of a target for people to attack both the institution and individuals. I told him
at that ime that I did not want him to retire but to get the facts out. “This goes beyond you.
This is an important issue having to do with whether we support our troops in the field when

.25

23. In March 1996, prior to the election for president on Taiwan, the People’s Republic of China moved military forces to its coast
on the Straits of Taiwan and fired missiles over the island in an apparent attempt to intimidate Taiwan into voting against Lee Teng-hui,
who had taken steps that appeared to move the island toward independence. In response, the United States repositioned into the area
the aircraft carriers /ndependence and Nimitz with their support vessels, implying that any attempt to invade or harass Taiwan with military
force would be opposed by the use of US forces. News briefing, Kenneth H. Bacon, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public
Affairs), 19 March 1996, on-line, Internet, 16 January 2001, available from hup://www.defenselink.mil/news/Marl996/
1031996_t0319asd.html; Geoffrey Crothall and Dennis Engbarth. “US Sends Second Carrier, Support Ships to Strait,” South China Morn-
ing Post, 12 March 1996, 1; Geoffrey Crothall. "L Warns US against Show of Force in Strait,” South China Morming Post, 18 March 1996, 1;
and Michael Dobbs, “Chinese Revert to Mao Formula in New War of Nerves on Taiwan,” Washington Post, 16 March 1996, A20.

24. For a more extended discussion of the F-22 program. see Michael J. Costigan, The F-22: The Right Fighter for the Twenty-first Cen-
tury? Air War College Maxwell Paper no. 9 (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, August 1997). The airborne laser (ABL) program
originated in the aftermath of the Gulf War to find a defense against theater ballistic missiles. Transferred from the Strategic Defense
Initiative Office to the Air Force in 1992, the program has been developing a high-energy laser mounted in a Boeing 747 designed to
destroy missiles during their hoost phase. In 1995 General Fogleman listened to a briefing on the program at Kirtland AFB, N. Mex., and
threw his full support behind the effort. “The Airborme Laser is going to be to directed-energy weapons what the F-117 was to stealth and
precision munitions.” he told an interviewer. John A. Tirpak, “First Force: The USAF Chief of Staff Talks about Airpower, the Air Force,
and the Future.” Arr Force Magazine 79 (September 1996): 41. “Given the nature of this revolutionary weapon system, the ABL will be stud-
1ed in other roles . other uses will be found.” Johan Benson, “Conversations . . . with Gen. Ronald Fogleman,” Aerospace America 34
(July 1996): 15. See also Suzann Chapman, “The Airborne Laser,” Atr Force Magazine 79 (January 1996): 54-55; Airborne Laser History,
on-line, Internet, 26 November 2000, available from hup://www.airbornelaser.com/special/abl/ history; and Capt Gilles Van Nederveen,
“A Light Dawns: The Airborne Laser.” Armspace Power fournal (PIREP, Spring 2001).

25. On 25 June 1996, terrorists exploded a large truck bomb outside the American air base at Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, killing 19 air-
men and wounding some three hundred Americans in the high-rise housing complex named Khobar Towers.

26. The commander of the 4404th Composite Wing (Provisional) was Brig Gen Terryl |. Schwalier, USAF.
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we send them out there, and if you have screwed up, you can expect to be held accountable.
If you haven't, then I will support you.” I then watched the way the investigations unfolded.?’ 1
watched the way the United States Air Force as an institution was treated, for purely political
reasons, and the way an individual was treated and came to the conclusion that it was funda-
mentally wrong. 1 think a hell of a lot of other people came to that same conclusion.

As chief of staff of the United States Air Force, charged with providing military advice to
the civilian leadership that the civilian leadership did not value for whatever reason, I had be-
come ineffective as a spokesman. This was a crowd that took any kind of military advice that
ran counter to administration policy or desires as a sign of disloyalty on the part of the person
providing the advice. That was one element; the other was based on what I had seen and the
way the Khobar Towers tragedy had been handled. I simply lost respect and confidence in the
leadership that I was supposed to be following.

Kohn: By this do you mean OSD?

Fogleman: Yes.

Kohn: ]JCS, too?

Fogleman: Not so much the JCS, although I was disappointed in the JCS. There were some
discussions and decisions in the tank that I thought were just absolutely absurd, some at fairly
high levels of classification. More and more in the tank I found myself being the one who was
raising the b------- flag, and it resulted in a couple of fairly high-profile articles on arms
control—things of that nature—that made some of the civilian leadership uncomfortable.*

Kohn: Relative to theater ballistic missile and strategic nuclear defense?

Fogleman: Yes, both.

Kohn: Did your disenchantment with the leadership extend to the president, the NSC [Na-
tional Security Council], or Congress?

Fogleman: 1 don't think so. I had one confidant within the NSC with whom I would talk oc-
casionally. This really did not involve the president; frankly, my dealings with the president,
both as a CINC* and as a service chief, led me to conclude that he executed his commander-
in-chief responsibilities pretty well, at least his interface with the military. As a service chief,
your primary responsibility is to advocate for your service, and when you sense that you have
lost the confidence of the folks you're dealing with—almost to the extent where the service
will be punished—that’s one reason to leave. Then there was the internal pressure which says:
here’s a guy who has talked about integrity, talked about doing what's right, talked about tak-
ing care of the troops and all of these things. and you realize that the secretary of defense is
going to make a decision that is just fundamentally wrong.

27 The bombing was investigated by Congress (hearings before the Senate Armed Services and House National Security Commit-
tees); a task force appointed by the secretary of defense and headed by Gen Wayne A. Downing, USA, Retired, the most recent former
commander of US Special Operations Command: and by two separate Air Force groups, the first headed by Lt Gen James Record and
the second by Lt Gen Richard Swope (Air Force inspector general) and Maj Gen Bryan Hawley (Air Force judge advocate general). Matt
Labash, “The Scapegoat: How the Secretary of Defense Ended the Career of an Exemplary Air Force General,” The Werkly Standard 3 (24
November 1997): 20-29.

) 28. In an interview with Bill Gertz of the Washington Times, described on 10 March 1997 (“Service Chiefs Fear Missile Defense Deal
w"uh Russia Could Blunt U.S. Edge, General Says”), General Fogleman was reported as saying that “the military service chiefs are wor-
ried that an agreement being negotiated with Russia could impose harmful restrictions on future U.S. missile defenses as part of a side
agreement to a U.S.-Russian defense treaty. *All the chiefs have great concerns about this,” Gen. Fogleman told The Washington Times. ']
would hate to see us negotiate away any kind of advantage we might have in space-based sensors, or in the airborne laser or anything like
that.” " The previous week, there had been discussions in Moscow over a possible side agreement between the two countries “expanding
the . .. 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty to cover short-range missile defenses.”

29. General Fogleman was commander in chief (CINC) of US Transportation Command. August 1992-October 1994,
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Kohn: Many people believed that perhaps General Schwalier should not be punished, but
promoting him after such a disaster seemed to fly in the face of any sense of accountability.
How would you respond to that point, and who, if anyone, should be held accountable for the
Khobar Towers disaster?

Fogleman: Well, I recognized, and I think General Schwalier recognized, everybody recog-
nized. that no matter what happened, his career was over. This was a man who had, at the tac-
tical and operational levels, done everything reasonable (and beyond) to protect his troops.
Have you seen an article by Matt Labash in the November 24, 1997 issue of The Weekly Stan-
dard?

Kohn: No.

Fogleman: Labash has done as fine a job of researching and reporting on Khobar Towers as
I have seen anywhere.

Kohn: Does that article explain your view of what really happened and who should be held
accountable, if anyone?

Fogleman: Yes.*

Kohn: When did you first consider the idea of leaving office early?

Fogleman: First of all, I said publicly from the very beginning that Miss Jane and I consid-
ered being chief a four-year tour, not a sentence. I had not been the choice of the Air Force
to become chief. Frankly, that had a sort of liberating effect on me because 1 felt I could deal
on a different level with the secretary. There were certain things that I intended to accom-
plish, and when they were done, I felt that I might want to leave rather than hang on. I had
watched people hang on into that fourth year and just did not think it was value gained for
them or the organization.

Kohn: That they had ceased to be effective?

Fogleman: Yes. They were going through the motions rather than working for the good of
the institution.

Kohn: Were some other items involved in your decision to leave early? Perhaps one was per-
sonnel issues, such as the pilot shortage, the lower retention of airmen, the promotion system,
the dominance of below-the-zone promotions, and the difficulties of the OER [Officer Effi-
ciency Report] system, a lot of which were related to the ops tempo of the force. Were frustra-
tions in those areas at all involved?

Fogleman: No. In fact, those were what I considered unfinished business and really argued
against leaving because early on in the tour, we addressed the issues of confidence in the OER
and personnel system.?! We did that very openly, and we seemed to put that stuff to rest.

The real challenges that I saw facing us as I got ready to step over the side was pilot reten-
tion, and we put into place nine months before I left, some of the actions that are starting to
bear fruit now, specifically the ops tempo problem.? We have worked that in several ways. We

30. In “The Scapegoat.” Labash, a staff writer at The Weekly Standard, used numerous interviews with (and public statements by) peo-
ple involved in the incident and the investigations afterward, as well as the conclusions of the investigation reports, to argue that Gen-
eral Schwalier had been extremely aggressive and had done everything in his power to protect the people under his command, and that
political pressures to hold someone accountable for the deaths led the secretary of defense to deny Schwalier promotion to major gen-
eral.

31. The changes in the officer promotion and assignment systems in 1995 were outlined in Bruce D. Callander, “A New Shot at the
Officer Promotion System.” and “The New Way of Officer Assignments,” Awr Force Magazine 78 (July 1995): 70-73, and 78 (September
1995): 90-93, respectively. A quality-of-life survey (answered by 356,409 Air Force uniformed and civilian members) in 1995 revealed that
50 and 53 percent of enlisted and officers, respectively, did not think their promotion systems were fair. See Peter Grier, “The Quality of
Military Life.” Ar Force Magazine 79 (December 1996): 33-34. Dissatisfaction with the evaluation and assignment systems diminished in
the 1996 survey. See Suzann Chapman, “USAF Survey Shows Positive Trends,” Air Force Magazine 79 (October 1996): 12,

32. Predictions about a pilot shortage and retention problems were detailed in Bruce D. Callander, “And Now. the Pilot Shortage,”
A Force Magazine 79 (March 1996): 70-74,



18 AEROSPACE POWER JOURNAL SPRING 2001

went to the chairman and got relief from the responsibility for some weapon systems.** One
of the ideas that I was disappointed did not succeed (although I knew it could) was the Air
Expeditionary Force. We wanted to demonstrate to the CINCs that because of technology and
logistics—mobility—forces did not have to be stationed in deserts to be responsive within 36
or 48 hours. We could demonstrate that the Air Force had the capability to deploy very rap-
idly and had several times. We were just on the verge of getting to that next step.

But what frustrated me was that some serious resource-allocation decisions were being
made on the basis of superficial, often mistaken, thinking.

Kohn: Was your relationship with Secretary Widnall involved in the decision?

Fogleman: I think we generally had a good relationship right up to the Kelly Flinn contro-
versy.* Until then, I thought the Air Force senior leadership, both civilian and military, un-
derstood the issue of accountability and how important it was to apply the UCM] [Uniform
Code of Military Justice] universally. I don't know what pressure Secretary Widnall was getting,
but I came into work one morning, and she indicated that she was contemplating an honor-
able discharge for Kelly Flinn. I said, “Madam Secretary, if you give her an honorable dis-
charge, you can also select a new chief of staff.” That was the only time I ever talked that way
to any direct supervisor or leader because I felt so strongly about it.

Kohn: The Flinn case sounds like one more drip on the forehead, moving you towards
something that you had been thinking about increasingly for six months or so previous to the
decision.

Fogleman: Yes. The Flinn case was a cut-and-dried thing as far as | was concerned, and I had
studied the facts intensively.

Kohn: Was Gen Joseph Ralston’s failure to be appointed chairman of the JCS part of the de-
cision at all?*

Fogleman: No, not really, although it was a great personal and professional disappointment
because we had worked for a long time to give him an opportunity. First of all, he was the
right person for the job. Secretary Cohen was more a victim of circumstance than anything
else. I don’t have harsh feelings about this.

Kohn: What historical precedents guided you in the decision? Did Vietnam, and particularly
H. R. McMaster’s book Dereliction of Duty, influence you?36

33. General Shalikashvili permitted General Fogleman for a period of time to sct the level of tasking for certain weapon systems like
the AWACS and airborne batdefield command and control center—which were small in numbers of aircraft but in almost continuous
use—for the purposes of training crews and expanding their numbers.

34. 1st Lt Kelly Flinn, the first female B-52 line pilot in the Air Force, graduated from the Air Force Academy in 1993 and joined the
23d Bomb Squadron, Minot AFB, N. Dak., in October 1995. At the base, she had a brief affair with an enlisted man and then with the
husband of an enlisted woman in her wing. She was ordered to break off the affair and allegedly told investigators first that she was not
involved with the man and then that she had ended the relationship when she was at the time living with him. Her case became national
news when she asked the secretary of the Air Force for permission to resign from the service with an honorable discharge rather than
face court-mardal. See Frank Spinner, attorney, “Military Career of Lt Kelly Flinn,” 20 May 1997, on-line. Internet, 26 November 2000,
available from hup://www.kellyflinnfoundation.org/military.htm: David Van Biema. “Sex in the Military: The Rules of Engagement,”
Time 149 (2 June 1997): 36~37; Elaine Sciolino, “Air Force Chief Has Harsh Words for Pilot Facing Adultery Charge.” New York Times, 22
May 1997, Al, BI2: and editorial, “The Discharge of Kelly Flinn,” New York Times, 23 May 1997, A30.

35. Gen Joseph Ralston, USAF, the vice chairman of the JCS, was named by the secreiary of defense to succeed General Shalikashvili,
put in June 1997, in the wake of the controversy over Kelly Flinn, General Ralston withdrew from consideration because of involvement
in an extramarital affair some 13 years earlier, when he was a student at the National War College. “Ralston: Uproar Ends Bid.” The Neuws-
Hour with fim Lehrer, 9 June 1997, on-line, Internet, 16 January 2001. available from http://www.pbs.org/newshour/ bb/military/jan-
june97/ralston_6-9.html.

36. H. R. McMaster argues in Dereliction of Duty: Lyndon Johnson, Robert McNamara, the Joint Chuefs of Staff, and the Lies That Led to Viet-
nam (New York: HarperCollins, 1997) that the joint chiefs contributed to the American failure in the Vietnam War by not expressing
their disagreements—with the policy of gradual escalation—directly to the president, and by allowing their views to be misrepresented
to Congr?ss and the public by the Johnson administration in 1964—1965. According to McMaster, the chiefs went along with a policy they
opposed in part out of loyalty to their civilian superiors, in part because of benefits each gained for their service in bargains with the sec-
retary ?f de.fense, an(_i in part because they expected later to be able to ncgouate changes in the policy and strategy. The editor was Mc-
Master's primary adviser at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill for the MA and PhD theses on which the book was based.
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Fogleman: Yes, 1 did read that book, as you know, and I must say that it did play a part. His-
torv is a series of events, and when you analyze major crises and reconstruct chains of events,
asking, what could someone have done at one point or another that might have changed the
outcome, you are encouraged to act. There was the incredible performance of the joint chiefs
at that time, and then seeing some of the things that were going on in the tank and now,
maybe not on the same scale, but the same sickness . . . service parochialism, the willingness
to collectively go along with something because there was at least some payoft for your service
somewhere in there.

Kohn: In other words, horse-trading and being bought off.

Fogleman: Yes, and it is a slippery slope.

Kohn: How would your leaving alter that equation?

Fogleman: In two ways. One is personal; you really do have to get up and look at yourself in
the mirror every day and ask, “Do I feel honorable and clean?” I just could not begin to imag-
ine facing the Air Force after Secretary Cohen made the decision to cancel General
Schwalier’s promotion. It wasn't only Cohen. It was the Washington scene, the pressure from
the Hill—from people who were uninformed—it was the way DOD treated this man and the
Air Force. To merely shrug this off and say, “Hey, it's okay guys, we'll do better next time. . .."
It wasn't just the Air Force. The other services’ commanders—lieutenant commanders,
marines, Army types—were really watching this case. People who are or will be out there as
tactical commanders are a lot less comfortable today than they were before this decision. They
may not have read the detailed reports. but I think they've read the articles. There was an in-
credibly large number of people at Dhahran, and what is interesting is the number of letters I
received from various locations around the world. from people who were there sometime dur-
ing that year, who watched the kinds of actions and preparations that were being taken. These
people exist almost as emissaries within other organizations. In the same way morale is estab-
lished and affected—you know, the whisper factor, not a major force but they are there—this
will affect our military forces.

You asked a larger question: what difference will it make? No one has told me this, but as |
have sat and observed what has occurred in Washington since my departure, I can give one
example of how my leaving may have made a major difference or had some influence, and
that is the big debate about whether the United States would sign the land-mine treaty.3” This
was an item that the service chiefs cared very deeply about. We said, “Look, these things are
critical to us in Korea, and while we are committed to working for some replacement, to allow
some very altruistic motive to put our forces in the field at risk is wrong.” And so we had con-
sistently opposed signing the treaty. But about the time I made my decision to leave, tremen-
dous pressure was being exerted by people within the NSC and elsewhere, and it began to
have a telling effect, I think, on the chiefs because we were about to get beat up worldwide in
the media over the US not going to Ottawa to sign the big treaty. My departure may have
alerted people to remember to pay attention, every now and then, to the military judgment of
the chiefs because those guys over there have other options than to sit still and take their
licks. I can’t prove that, but I suspect it very strongly. I think the politicians were reluctant to
take on the chiefs because they didn't want somebody else to step over the side.

37. The treaty wo ban the development, production, acquisition, and use of antipersonnel land mines in war, and to remove those in
use and eliminate stockpiles. was signed in Ottawa, Canada, in December 1997. Some 133 countries signed the treaty. Because of oppo-
siuon from the Pentagon, but after much consultation and last-minute diplomacy, the United States refused to be a signatory. Raymond
Bonner, "U.S. Seeks Compromise 1o Save Treaty Banning Land Mines,” “Land Mine Treaty Takes Final Form over U.S. Dissent,” New York
Times. 17 September 1997, A6, and 18 September 1997, Al, respectively; Dana Priest and Charles Trucheart, “U.S. Makes One Last Pitch
on Mine Treaty.” Dana Pnest, "Mine Decision Boosts Clinton-Military Relations,” Howard Schneider, "Dozens of Nations. but Not U.S.,
Sign Land-Mine Treaty.” Washington Post, 16 September 1997, Al4, 21 September 1997, A22, 4 December 1997, A33, respectively; edito-
nal, "Land Mine Foe Wins Peace Prize,” San Francisco Chronicle, 11 October 1997, A20; and “Land Mine Treaty Goes into Effect—With-
out the U.S.,” Chicago Sun-Times, 2 March 1999, 18.
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Kohn: Whom did you consult about your decision and when? What, in general, did your ad-
visers say?

Fogleman: 1 really did not consult. To the extent that I talked to anybody, I corresponded
with you by E-mail and with Perry Smith.*® This was a very personal decision. When I left
home that morning, I had not made the decision to submit my request for early retirement.
When I went to work that morning, Miss Jane and I had talked about it over the weekend. It
was Monday, the 28th of July (I had recently returned from a trip overseas). I don’t think
there was any one thing that day that triggered it. It was just that when I went in, and sat
there, and thought about events—saw what was coming up, looking down the road—I de-
cided I was going to preempt the decision on the Khobar Towers so that my leaving would not
be in response to the decision on General Schwalier, to defuse that conflict.

Kohn: You did not want your request to be seen as a reaction to Khobar Towers?

Fogleman: Correct. And, in fact, the reason it was a request for retirement versus a resigna-
tion is that it was consistent with everything that I had said up to that date—which was, this is
a tour and not a sentence. My request was very carefully worded and consistent with historical
practice and precedent.*

Kohn: So you do not view your departure as a resignation in protest?

Fogleman: No.

Kohn: You wrote specifically about stepping aside to avoid a perceived conflict with the sec-
retary of defense. What, exactly, did you mean and have in mind?

Fogleman: There had been stories in the media that I had gone to the secretary of defense
and threatened to resign if he canceled Schwalier’s promotion.*® That was simply untrue, but
the secretary being a political animal and having watched him respond more to press stories
than to the intel briefings, the perception of a conflict was clearly going to affect his decision.
So I wanted to take that off the table and give him one last opportunity to act on the
Schwalier case on the merit and facts of the case, rather than the issue of the secretary of de-
fense’s power vis-a-vis some service chief.

Kohn: Was there anything further that you hoped to accomplish by stepping down, beyond
what you have said previously about losing your effectiveness with the civilian leadership and
timing the request to avoid a confrontation?

_ 38. Maj Gen Perry McCoy Smith, who retired from the Air Force in 1986, served with General Fogleman in the F-15 fighter wing in
Bitburg, Germany. in 1977. A PhD in political science from Columbia University and the author of numerous books (most recently a bi-
ography of the hero Jimmie Dyess), General Smith is also a television analyst and teacher of leadership, ethics, and strategic thinking to
corporations and nonprofit and government organizations. He lives in Augusia, Georgia.

39. Qeneml Fogleman's handwritten note, misdated “27 Jul 97," read in its entirety: "Secretary Widnall[.] I request that I be retired
from active duty at the earliest possible date, but not later than 1 Sep 1997, the fifth anniversary of my promotion to my current
grade/rank. Very Respectfully[,] Ron Fogleman [signature] [,] Ronald R. Fogleman[.] General, USAF[.]”

40. In June, reports reached the press that General Fogleman was telling associates privately that he might seek early retirement if
General Schwalier's promotion was withdrawn. See Bradley Graham, “Cohen Near Decision on Fatal Saudi Blast.” Was’;mgmn Post, 29
Jun'e 1997, A4; Michael Hedges, “Air Force Chief Decides to Quit,” The Detmit News, 29 July 1997, on-line, Internet, 27 November 2000,
gwulalt;le frcimul;u‘;;://th;w..demews.clog:)/]997/nation/9707/29/07290078.htm; and Susanne M. Schafer, “Head of Air Force Asks to

tep Down, rview-fournal, uly 1997, on-line, In , i 4 . j
1997/ju|-29-’l'uc-]Q;g’;z/snews/5496823,hm{ y ternet, 27 November 2000, available from hutp://Ivrj.com/Ivrj_home/
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Fogleman: My statement to the troops captured my perspective in very general terms.! [ felt
out of step—the QDR. discussions and decisions that I saw being made in the tank, problems
with the Air Force leadership over the Kelly Flinn affair. A whole series of things convinced
me that perhaps I was riding the wrong horse here. After a while, you look around and expe-
rience some serious doubts about whether you can be right and everybody else is wrong.

Kohn: Are there guidelines under which military leaders working directly for the highest
civilians can—appropriately—request early retirement? Did you consider the precedent you
might be setting and try to think through what is proper and what is improper in our system
of government?

Fogleman: 1 thought it through to this extent: when you reach that level, you are a product
of all your years, and hopefully one of the reasons you are appointed is that people recognize
that you possess some kind of internal moral compass and some expertise in the profession of
arms in a democracy. I was not thinking about trying to establish some future norm; I was
thinking about it more in terms of my own personal views and perspectives on the substance
of my service as chief of staff. I think I was selected because folks thought I knew something
about the business and that I stood for certain values. When you reach a point in your tenure
where (1) you think you've accomplished most of the things that you set out to do and (2)
you begin to see evidence that your values and your advice, your expertise, are not valued by
those in charge. . . . Having spent three tours in Washington, I have watched how people can
be gracefully continued in a position but just frozen out of any kind of effective participation.
Knowing how bad that is for an institution, it is better to step aside and let the leadership ap-
point someone who they are more comfortable with, who will be able to represent the institu-
tion and play in the arena.

Kohn: Why did vou choose a retirement ceremony in Colorado rather than in Washington,
D.C:?

41. The enure statement. written personally by General Fogleman and dated 30 July 1997 but released on 28 July, was published in
A Force Times, 11 August 1997, 15:

As my tenure as your chief of staff ends. | want to tell you what an honor and a privilege it has been to represent every-
one in the United States Air Force.

The timing of my announcement was driven by the desire to defuse the perceived confrontation between myself and the
secretary of defense over his impending decision on the Khobar Towers terrorist attack. The decision to retire was made
after considerable deliberation over the past several weeks.

On one level, I've always said that my serving as the chief of staff was a "tour” not a “sentence” and that [ would leave
when | made all the contributions that 1 could. After | accepted this position in 1994, I met with other senior leaders of
the Air Force to discuss our goals for my tenure. We wanted to take care of the troops and their families, to stabilize the
force. to set a course for modernization and to develop a new strategic vision. During some difficult and challenging
times we have worked hard to accomplish that and more. Certainly there is more to be done, but the framework of the
plan and the leadership [are] in place to move forward with the support and efforts of the magnificent men and women
of our Air Force.

On another level, military service is the only life | have ever known. My stock in trade after 34 years of service is my mil-
itary judgment and advice. After serving as chief of staff for almost three years, my values and sense of loyalty to our sol-
diers, sailors, Marines and especially our airmen led me to the conclusion that I may be out of step with the times and
some of the thinking of the establishment.

This puts me in an awkward position. If | were to continue to serve as chief of staff of the Air Force and speak out, | could
be seen as a divisive force and not a team player. [ do not want the Air Force to suffer for my judgment and convictions.
In my view this would happen if I continue as your chief. For these reasons 1 have decided to retire and devote more time
10 personal interests and my family . . . but the Air Force will always be in my thoughts.

Miss Jane and I have met a lot of wonderful American service men and women—active duty, Guard, Reserve, civilians
and family members—and they will continue to be a part of our lives. We have been proud to represent the men and
women of the United States Air Force around the globe and to serve in the finest Air Force in the world. God bless and
keep you all as you continue to serve this great nation.
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Fogleman: Well, first, I was in Colorado [establishing residence after leaving Washington on
terminal leave] and, second, I was the first Air Force chief of staft to graduate from the Acad-
emy. It seemed to complete a circle for me.

Kohn: The location was not a statement about not wanting the Washington establishment to
be present at your retirement?

Fogleman: No, it really wasn't.

Kohn: Why have you remained silent about leaving until now? Do you plan to write any-
thing or grant other interviews?

Fogleman: No | don't, particularly, and I have grave misgivings about this interview. Perhaps,
some day, [ may want to write something, but I am not sure that (1) I would be able to present
this in a way that made any sense, and (2) I do not consider myself to be bearing any particular
cross. | don't believe anybody out there is breathlessly awaiting the Ron Fogleman story. That's
just sort of my take on all of this. This may be a story that does not need to be told.

Kohn: Reflect on the pressures in the Office of Chief of Staff in general. Would you do any-
thing differently in your approach, style, or relationships in the office as you look back upon
it now?

Fogleman: It's kind of interesting. I don't know if I would categorize this as the pressures of
the office, but I had never really thought about the fact that the senior military guy in a ser-
vice finds himself in a unique position. As you come up through the ranks, if you are the A
Flight commander and somebody screws up in A Flight, you are responsible for that. But you
are also in a position to take some direct action to try to fix that; the squadron is not necessar-
ily harmed by what happened in A Flight, nor the wing or higher echelons. Think of it at
every level. If you are the squadron commander, or the wing commander, the responsibility is
finite, and the impact of decisions or disciplinary actions or whatever is always finite, all the
way up through and including commanding a major command. In other words, as you look at
the institution, if you happen to be in C Flight and someone messed up in A Flight, you felt a
little sorry for the A Flight commander, but there was never any blow to you personally, or to
your beliefs. When I was the Air Mobility Command commander and I read something about
an event in Air Combat Command or Materiel Command, I thought, “I'm sure glad that’s not
happening in my command; I wonder what I can do to help them.” The problem is for that
commander. But for the chief of staff of the Air Force, no matter where something happens
within your institution, it's a personal blow for you. When you see both accurate and inaccu-
rate representations of events in the media, it’s a different kind of feeling.

The Washington routine never pressured me greatly. I knew when I went there that my job
was to deal with the Washington scene. That was my job. As I moved from one position to an-
other in my career. I tried to read the job description, bring to bear all the expertise that I de-
veloped through the years, and apply it to the current job and not worry about the fact that
I'm no longer wearing a G suit, or in the case of the chief of staff. no longer in command.
And so Miss Jane and 1. I don't think, found it onerous from that perspective.

Kohn: You felt you were prepared for the job? Three tours in Washington, having the his-
torical perspective, ready both by experience and personality.

Fogleman: 1 never felt any trepidation from that perspective. I remember a social occasion
when General Piotrowski was the Ninth Air Force commander.*2 Someone was flattering him
and asked, "Well, General Pete, what did you do to prepare yourself to be the Ninth Air Force
commander? How did you do that?” General Piotrowski thought for a moment and then
repl.ied, "I did it one day at a time.” I think that's how you find yourself in whatever job you
are 1n; you prepare yourself one day at a time.

42. Gen John L. Piotrowski F()mm‘anded Ninth Air Force from October 1982 to July 1985 as a licutenant general and then was pro-
moted to four stars to serve as vice chief of staff of the Air Force and commander of US Space Command. He retired in March 1990.
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Kohn: My last question is a tough one. Ron. You have been a very respected and popular
chief. But there are people in the force who are unhappy with your decision to step down.
They disagree with you, feel a sense of loss and in some very few cases, perhaps, even a sense
of betraval. They—officer and enlisted—identified with you, believed that you were in step. If
you think you were out of step, then they think they are out of step also. How are they sup-
posed to carry on? Do you have any thoughts for them?

Fogleman: 1 may not have a good answer. But I go back to our ethic that says we serve on
two levels. First, we serve as part of a profession: service before self, integrity, strive for excel-
lence in all that you do. From this perspective, the answer is that it doesn’t matter what hap-
pens. You ignore it. You keep soldiering on, you just keep slugging away. But we also serve on
a personal level. Unless you really believe, and feel, that you are continuing to contribute to
the Air Force and thus to the country and to the national defense, when you begin to believe
that vour continued service is detrimental to the Air Force, the pressure is in the opposite di-
rection. Then the institution becomes more important than the individual, and, looking at
the core value of service before self, the choice becomes staying another year and going
through the motions or stepping down. In my heart, on the personal level and on the profes-
sional level, I concluded that my continued service was not in the best interest of the Air
Force. in Washington where I was serving, given my beliefs, and considering the advice I was

offering to our national leadership.

It is not worthy for a great State to fight for a cause which has

nothing to do with its own interest.
—Otto von Bismarck, 1850
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ISTORY IS REPLETE with battles,
campaigns, and wars that were lost
because fundamental changes in
the nature of warfare went unrec-

ognized. The Maginot Line provides the |

backdrop for one such example. According

to post-World War I French conventional wis- |
dom, the defensive strength of barbed wire |

and trenches during the Great War suggested
that a permanent system of trenches, fortifi-
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cations, and barbed wire would be even more
effective during the next war. This misinter-
pretation and overreaction led to a “perma-
nent” defense system extending from Switzer-
land to the Ardennes in the north, and from
the Alps to the Mediterranean in the south.
In contrast, the German Wehrmacht, realizing
that technological and industrial advances
had altered the nature of warfare, synergisti-
cally exploited new weapons such as the



Panzer | and Junkers Ju-87 Stuka to develop a
new concept of operations—the blitzkrieg.'!
Packaged in powerful, combined panzer-air
armies, later called Kampfgruppen on the east-
ern front, Wehrmacht forces cut large swaths
around the determined resistance and drove
deep into enemy territory. Nations that had
the means to defend themselves with tanks,
aircraft. fortifications, and manpower clung
to outmoded ideas of positional warfare while
the Wehrmacht flew over or maneuvered
around permanent defenses. The results were
devastating and immediate. The German on-
slaught quickly moved through Poland and
overwhelmed numerically and often techno-
logically superior forces in the Low Countries
and France.

Today, we stand on the brink of technolog-
ical advances that can prompt a new concept of
aerospace power employment. Stealth applied
to bombers and maneuverable fighters, all-
weather precision-guided munitions (PGM),
and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) will
allow us to maneuver over, around, and
through—or to stand off outside advanced
defensive systems and networks already avail-
able to potential adversaries. Even more star-
ting advances in information technologies
are enabling new dimensions of command
and control (C?), allowing horizontal integra-
ton of air and space intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (ISR) platforms.
With the application of valuable lessons from
conflicts of the past decade, these technolo-
gies will provide the means to master persis-
tent difficulties that continue to plague effi-
cient planning and execution of aerospace
power at the operational and tactical levels:
ume-critical targeting, all-weather precision,
restrictive rules of engagement (ROE), collat-
eral-damage control, and—perhaps most im-
portantly—access issues. How well we capital-
ize on these advancements will depend
largely on our ability to develop useful con-
cepts of operations (CONOPS) that can de-
liver the right capabilities and produce pro-
found effects in any scale of conflict. The
Global Strike Task Force (GSTF) is just such a
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concept, one that springs from schooling of
the past 10 years of conflict.

Present for Duty:
Lessons of Warfare in the 1990s

The fall of Communism and the end of the
cold war brought about sweeping changes in
the way our nation and Air Force fight wars.
Relatively stable international relations for
over 50 years have given way to a long series
of geographically localized crises—political,
ethnic, or religious unrest; humanitarian di-
sasters such as famine; outright regional mili-
tary aggression; genocide on a horrific scale;
and hurricanes, earthquakes, and other natu-
ral disasters. In many ways, the “small scale”
contingency (SSC) has become our first pri-
ority—driving demand for force structure
and personnel more than the strategy-based
two-major-conflicts scenario. These SSCs
often continue indefinitely and should not be
considered a “lesser included case” of our
strategy.

Regardless of the nature or location of the
crisis, aerospace power has played a signifi-
cant role. From 1990 to 1997, the US military
conducted 45 SSCs—an average of one every
nine weeks, as compared to 16 during the entire
cold war* The US Air Force has been present
for duty in all major conflicts of that defining
decade, and we have learned in the classroom
of combat.

Operation Desert Storm was a watershed
event for the US Air Force. We advanced the
role of the joint force air component com-
mander (JFACC) into joint doctrine, demon-
strated the power of stealth, and imple-
mented unprecedented integration of space
into air operations. There can be no doubt
that aerospace power played a significant role
in reversing the Iraqi occupation of Kuwait—
our stated objective in that conflict.

As the scenario developed in the summer
of 1990, political necessity aided by the uni-
versal condemnation of Iraq’s aggression
thrust the United States into the lead of a
large ad hoc coalition of multinational forces.
In some cases, our new coalition partners
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were countries formerly considered neutral,
if not hostile, to the US presence in South-
west Asia. The task was daunting as US Cen-
tral Command leadership forged C? arrange-
ments in ways never anticipated, much less
trained for or exercised. Thus, the new-world
“disorder” introduced new enemies, new
partners, and “blue,” “gray,” and “red”
weapons on our side against “red,” “gray,” and
some “blue” weapons on the other side.

World opinion was against Iraq, but coali-
tion reaction was, at best, restrained during
the inidal stages of the crisis. Only the clear
threat to Saudi Arabian sovereignty, posed by
an Iraqi buildup of forces on Kuwait's south-
ern border and along the Saudi Arabian fron-
uer, solidified resolve. The blatant threat—
communicated in person by US Cabinet-level
officials—quickly opened access for the
United States and its allies to local bases for
air, land. and sea forces—bases critical for sus-
tained operations. This allowed coalition
forces to prosecute over two thousand sorties
a day during Desert Storm, sanctioned by the
United Nations (UN).3

In that conflict, we also came face-to-face
with frustrations of the “limited objective.”
One thousand hours of the air campaign, one
hundred hours of air-land warfare, and many
months of sanctions enforcement at sea drove
the Iraqi military into full retreat. Today,
many people still criticize the decision to ter-
minate the ground war short of total victory,
forgetting that the coalition’s main objective
was limited to evicting the Iraqgis from Kuwait.
At the time, the coalition was unwilling to
press further.

Less than four years later, however, Sad-
dam Hussein was again rattling his saber. In
late 1994, he moved two armored divisions
toward the border of Kuwait. Although this
initially looked like a repeat of Desert Storm,
Operation Vigilant Warrior played out much
differently. Again, with coalition support, the
United States deployed more than 275 com-
bat aircraft to the region. The United Nations
Security Council passed a resolution con-
demning the aggression and demanded that
Iraq withdraw its forces.

However, the similarities to Desert Storm

' ended there. This time, the presence of addi-

tional combat forces was enough to make the
Iraqi dictator “blink.” As the first US-based
aircraft arrived to reinforce aircraft already
present in the Gulf and the United States
redirected a carrier battle group into the
area, the Iraqis beat a swift retreat, less than
one month after the start of the crisis. The
threat to sovereignty dissolved, once again, as
the coalition demonstrated willingness to en-
gage and sustain whatever operations were
necessary to avoid a repeat of August 1990.

Another test of US resolve occurred in
1996, with the Iraqi seizure of Irbil, a city in
northern Iraq populated mainly by Kurds.
This action was a clear violation of United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 688, which
prohibited Iraqi repression of disenfran-
chised Kurds in the north and of Shi’ites in
the south. In response, President Clinton ex-
panded the southern no-fly zone. Although
Britain supported our actions, the rest of the
coalition did not, in part due to threatening
rhetoric from Baghdad. The United States
chose to act unilaterally, virtually ruling out
any participation from Operation Southern
Watch air forces. Our coalition partners did
not agree with the US asymmetrical strategy
of bombing targets in southern Iraq in retri-
bution for Iraqi actions against the Kurds in
northern Iraq.

Nonetheless, the United States launched a
coordinated attack on 3 September, com-
prised of cruise missiles from the Navy's Task
Force 50 and two B-52 bombers launched
from Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana.
These bombers flew the longest bombing mis-
sion in history to complete the task, flying
over 14,000 miles and refueling three times.
This strike and a second launched from Task
Force 50 the following day clearly demon-
strated US resolve. The bulk of the Iraqi
forces stood down and returned to garrison
within weeks.? Other periodic “behavior mod-
ification” operations have kept Iraqi aggres-
sion in check throughout the 1990s.

US commitments in Europe over the last

| decade also depended heavily on aerospace



power. Operation Deliberate Force, the 11-
day bombing campaign in 1995, was a reprisal
against the Bosnian Serbs for their attacks on
UN-designated “safe areas.” Much like the
other operations discussed earlier, the UN
called for and sanctioned this nine-nation
coalition effort. In the thirty-five-hundred sor-
tes tlown, over 70 percent of the munitions
dropped were PGMs.® Ultimately, Deliberate
Force was one of a number of crucial steps
taken to bring the warring parties to the ne-
gotiating table, and it culminated with the
signing of the Dayton Peace Accords. Initially,
dual-kev approval chains, one to the UN and
one to the North Adantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO), made target planning and ap-
proval difficult.” Although this cumbersome
arrangement later improved, it demonstrated
how political concerns can impact operations
down to the tactical level. There would be
more of this.

Aerospace power faced another difficult
test in the Balkans in 1999. Seeking to end
Serbian violence and genocide in Kosovo,
NATO launched Operation Allied Force in
March 1999 after the breakdown of peace ne-
gotiations in Rambouillet, France, between
Serbian leaders and Kosovar Albanians. The
world watched as the Serb army, under cover
of the negotiations, first massed at the border
and then invaded Kosovo, joining the Yu-
goslav interior forces, which had already
started the genocide. Regular Serb forces oc-
cupied Kosovo down to the village level, even-
tually displacing over 750,000 refugees.® Of
the classic phases of war—deter, deploy, halt,
build up, engage, and reconstitute—we virtu-
ally jumped to the engagement phase. Al-
though the NATO Alliance for 50 years had
planned and trained to defend its borders
against invasion, now the first fully coordi-
nated, Alliance-wide military action ever was
to be on the offensive and beyond NATO bor-
ders. The 19 members of the Alliance did
agree to take action, but consensus was fragile
in the beginning. While political leadership
anticipated that three or four days of bomb-
ing would be sufficient to convince Serbian
president Slobodan Milosevic to invite NATO
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peacekeepers into Kosovo, the requirement
for sustained operations was quickly evident.

| Airpower got the call to conduct what

amounted to a counterattack from the air. As
hundreds of thousands of refugees poured
across the borders of neighboring countries,
they told their stories of the Serbs’ wanton
killing. In April 1999, the Washington NATO
Summit yielded a stronger consensus among
the allies that led to more intense action
against the Serbs. The air operation contin-
ued for 78 days from over 25 bases and multi-
ple axes of attack, ending with Milosevic's
agreement to allow NATO forces into Kosovo.

In many ways, we relearned the lessons of
Desert Storm during Allied Force; however,
this time the fighting was not conducted by a
cold war Air Force but by one that was lighter,
leaner, and expeditionary. We also conducted
both information and aerospace operations
in urban and mountainous environments,
rather than across a vast expanse of desert, to
which the success of Desert Storm was so
often attributed. Aircrews employed preci-
sion-guided weapons against 70 percent of
the targets, and there were only 20 cases of
collateral damage from the 28,000 weapons
employed.” Moreover, this conflict was by no
means a “cakewalk”—as the Serbs launched
more than seven hundred surface-to-air mis-
siles (SAM) at Alliance aircrews, with only two
aircraft and no lives lost to enemy action.

These five operations have taught a num-
ber of lessons about warfare in the 1990s.
They portend the future nature of warfare
and provide a basis for the GSTF concept.
First, we can fully expect to fight jointly along-
side partners and allies. UN approval and
sanction of major action is a probable pre-
requisite. In addition, although we will not do
battle alone, success will highly depend upon
our technological prowess. For example, US
planes flew 79 percent of the ISR sorties and
dropped nearly 80 percent of the PGMs used
during Allied Force.!” Indeed, the technolog-
ical gap between US and allied forces within
NATO is well documented.!

Second, our experience confirms that we
should never start a limited operation if the
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The F-22's capabilities give it 12 times more survivable
airspace than that enjoyed by the F-15.

enemy can turn it into a sustained conflict.
Allied Force was initially planned as a three-
to-four-day operation, but it ultimately took
78 days to complete. We have learned that 24-
hour, seven-day-a-week (24/7) persistence is
required for large-scale sustained opera-
tions—that is, those involving more than
three hundred to five hundred sorties a day
over an extended period.'?

Third, restrictive ROE, high-level political
involvement in the targeting process, and
public demand for low collateral damage are
here to stay. In fact, our adversaries count on
it. The Iraqis in 1991 and, more recently, the
Serbs during Allied Force played upon the in-
ternational distaste for civilian casualties and
used politically sensitive structures such as
hospitals, churches, mosques, cultural antiqg-
uities, and residential neighborhoods to

“morally harden” their tanks, weapons, and
even aircraft. Americans have come to expect
their armed forces to limit not only civilian
casualties, but also military casualties on both
sides. While an expectation of zero casualties
is unrealistic, we cannot allow an enemy to
gain a military advantage from our concern
about casualtes.

Fourth, we must recognize lessons from
the military annals of Belgrade and Baghdad.
Our enemies have taken notes too. They have
found that fighting the United States does
not require a “win.” Their objective simply
could be not to lose. Shooting down a single
aircraft or sinking a single ship may be
enough to turn the tide of public opinion, re-
gardless of the raw numbers on the score-
board. They try to acquire “silver bullets"—
antiaccess threat systems such as advanced
tactical ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, air-
craft, and double-digit SAMs they believe will
allow them to leverage casualty aversion and
our reluctance to put Americans in harm’s
way.

Last, the issue of access assurance is an-
other lesson from the 1990s, and some con-
sider it the key factor in the near future. In
general, access has been granted to US and
allied warplanes during the past decade, par-
ticularly when a host’s sovereignty or vital in-
terests are at stake. But restrictions to access,
both physical and political, will always im-
pact operations, and no service is immune to
the problem. For example, during Allied
Force, the French did not permit B-52s laden
with conventional airlaunched cruise mis-
siles to transit French airspace, forcing them
to fly a circuitous twenty-six-hundred-mile
route around Spain to complete their mis-
sion. Even our fighter aircraft had to contend
with long distances to the target area, such as
the one-way distances to Kosovo of eighteen
hundred and thirteen hundred miles from
RAF Lakenheath and Spangdahlem Air
Bases, respectively.”®* Nonetheless, Allied
Force taught us that employment from great
distances is possible when conducting sus-
tained operations and that forward basing
need not be a major limitation.



Some people claim that our ability to gain
access to the theater and provide the air su-
periority America takes for granted is now in
jeopardy. Advanced aircraft such as the Su-35
and Su-37, used in conjunction with ever-
more capable SAMs such as the SA-10 and SA-
12, support such arguments. These are not fu-
ture threats. More than 10 countries own
these systems today, and several more have
plans to purchase one or more systems within
the next year.'* The longer weapon range, so-
phisticated fire control, and advanced coun-
termeasures of these systems, even in small
numbers, present a formidable barrier to our
fleet of aging aircraft. Stealth, electronic
countermeasures, and high-altitude attack
profiles decrease our vulnerability signifi-
cantly, but the full benefit is realized only
when we add supersonic speeds to the mix.

Theater ballistic missiles tipped with chem-
ical, biological, nuclear, and conventional
warheads threaten vast tracts of land and sig-
nificant resources. They hinder our ability to
operate land forces and could restrict basing
for our air forces. It is important to note, how-
ever, that we continued to conduct sustained
land-based operations in the face of Scud mis-
sile attacks during Desert Storm (and have
spent decades investing and training in nu-
clear, biological, and chemical defense equip-
ment; in other words, we have prepared our-
selves for this scenario). But future beddown
of forces faces even more threats. All forces
are susceptible to access challenges. Antiship
cruise missiles, ultraquiet diesel submarines,
and sophisticated sea mines can restrict mar-
itime access required to engage fully from the
sea or to disembark significant land forces.

Clearly, there are significant challenges for
aerospace power now and in the future. Ad-
vanced threats erode US technological supe-
riority and push our current airframes to the
limit of their capability. Political and physical
constraints, along with long-range enemy mis-
sile threats, limit access to theater basing and
force operations over extended distances. Re-
strictive ROE and other conditions of caution
test the limits of precision weaponry. Al-
though we desire quick results, sustainability
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and persistence to see the job through to
completion are “must haves,” while unneces-
sary human loss must always be kept to an ab-
solute minimum. Finally, joint, interoperable,
and seamless command, control, and com-
munications with our allies and coalition
partners are critical elements for success.

We have plans, capabilitics, and CONOPS
to address many of these challenges. Perhaps
the most significant of the challenges—the
lack of access assurance—now has a solution:
the GSTF, a concept that maximizes existing
and emerging joint capabilities and enables
us to meet our nation’s toughest near-term
challenges. GSTF empowers us to overcome
range barriers by providing the means to rap-
idly roll back adversary threats. Once this is
done, we can then provide the traditional
24/7 battlefield persistence America has
come to expect: air superiority over friendly
forces, interdiction, and close air support
(CAS)—all enhanced by evolving technolo-
gies that will enable time-critical targeting.

Kicking Down the Door:
The Global Strike Task Force

GSTF will be the US Air Force's contribu-
tion to the nation’s kick-down-the-door force.
It will better meet the needs of commanders
in chief (CINC) by leveraging our current
and near-future capabilities to overcome the
challenges our experience has identified and
the threat to theater access. GSTF will rapidly
establish air dominance and subsequently
guarantee that joint aerospace, land. and sea
forces will enjoy freedom from attack and
freedom to attack. It will combine stealth and
advanced weapons with a horizontally inte-
grated command, control, intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (C?’ISR) con-
stellation that provides lethal joint battle-
space capability. The C*ISR constellation will
team space assets, UAVs, and a consolidated
wide-body platform that transforms data into
decision-quality data for a CINC and the en-
gaged component commanders. GSTF will be
a rapid-reaction force employed within the
Air Expeditionary Force (AEF) construct and
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timeline while maintaining interoperability

with joint, coalition, and allied assets. It will |
initially leverage the mass and standoff of our |

bomber fleet and ISR platforms, protected by
the F-22, to strike targets inhibiting our abil-
ity to gain access.

The CONOPS: F-22s and B-2s kick down the door, tak-
ing out high-value assets, while information operations
target key nodes and the ABL targets ballistic mis-
siles—clearing the way for follow-on forces.

The concept hinges on precision weapons
and stealth capabilities inherent in the B-2
and F-22. The latter’s unparalleled combina-
tion of stealth with supercruise will reduce
threat rings, allowing it to establish air domi-
nance and deliver its PGMs deep inside
enemy territory. Simultaneously, our bomber
fleets will provide the “heavy lifting.” A few
B-2s, enabled by F-22s and in conjunction
with standoff platforms such as the B-52, will
target the enemy’s antiaccess weapons,
launch sites, and C?, rolling back his war-
fighting capability, just as we have done with
air defense networks in recent conflicts.
These assets will provide substantial fire-
power where and when we need it most—
against our adversary's antiaccess threats in
the early days of a conflict. So how does the
GSTF come together?

Prior to any conflict. preparation is key.
The team of GSTF assets, aligned within an
AEF, will be on call and ready for immediate
tasking to hot spots around the globe. As in
any emerging crisis, the first requirements
call for ISR platforms. Today, this means Rivet
Joint; the airborne warning and control sys-
tem; the joint surveillance, target attack radar

system; space-based systems; and other plat-
forms to collect order-of-battle data sufficient
to refine target lists. In the future, this phase
will take advantage of platforms that inte-
grate and dialog at the machine level. One
wide-body commercial platformn using mod-
ern, tunable antennas will perform most of
the surveillance, reconnaissance, and C2
functions that currently require the special-
ized platforms listed above. When teamed
with UAVs, such as Global Hawk, and mecha-
nized to interact directly with space plat-
forms, the power of machine-level integra-
tion will close the seams that currently delay
our ability to precisely locate and identify crit-
ical targets. These are key steps in the kill
chain, and we have learned that a more effi-
cient kill chain is crucial to combat success.
The development of predictive-analysis
tools will expand the power of integrated ISR.
Horizontally integrated ISR, combined with
these predictive tools, will build the concept
of intelligence preparation of the battlefield
into an emerging concept called predictive
battle-space awareness (PBA). Such aware-
ness includes baseline reconnaissance of the
battle space; terrain delimitation; focused
surveillance; cataloged analyses of movement
patterns; knowledge of enemy tactics, inten-
tions, and disposition; as well as course-of-
action analysis. This concept should allow a
shift of ISR platform utilization from collec-
tion, used for pure discovery, to targeting
those events that our predictive power leads
us to anticipate. We are aiming for a forensic-
level understanding of the battle space in all
four dimensions. PBA will allow us to antici-
pate the right move rather than simply react
to enemy moves. PBA is essential to the GSTF.
The first aircraft to deploy will be the ISR
wide-body platforms that will operate beyond
enemy airspace, their eyes and ears extended
by UAVs if necessary and their protection
provided by stealthy F-22s. Machine-level co-
ordination with space-based platforms will fill
gaps in the airborne plattorms’ coverage, and
reachback will provide the analysis necessary
to complete PBA for targeting the enemy’s in-
tegrated defenses and his means to attack



bases, ports, and other facilities required for
friendly access. Capitalizing on our decade of
lessons learned, targeting will entail more
than a target name, a black-and-white photo-
graph, and mensurated coordinates. Desired
mean point of impact (DMPI) analysis of sec-
ond- and third-order effects, ROE target con-
firmaton, and collateral-damage assessment
will be part of a process completed and trans-
mitted to ingressing manned and unmanned
shooters in near real time, if necessary.

Once suitably prepared through PBA, the
GSTF will be ready to go to war. With our
C2ISR constellation in operation, air-refueled
B-2s flving from the continental United States
or rear bases bevond the enemy’s reach, in
concert with standoff weapons such as sea-
and air-launched cruise missiles, will deliver
the first blows to shore defenses, integrated
air defenses, ballistic-missile launch sites, and
chemical and biological storage facilities.

The F-22 is key to expanding the B-2's
stealth advantages bevond moonless-night-
only operations; indeed, 24-hour stealth will
be possible. F-22s will pave the way for the
B-2 and other bombers by providing initial
local air superiority through the traditional
“sweep” role and through air-to-ground tar-
geting of the enemy’s air defense network.
Some F-22s, which are also compatible with
the winged miniature munitions, will attack
up to eight targets per sortie, further hindering
the adversary's ability to defend his airspace.

The shock effect of this B-2/F-22 “one-
two™ punch will be unprecedented. In the
first 24 hours of Desert Storm, after six
months of buildup. we launched 1,223 strike
sorties, hitting 203 targets. Stealth assets ac-
counted for 40 sorties and 61 targets.!> With
GSTF, four B-2s and 48 F-22s carrying minia-
ture munitions can strike 380 targets in only
52 sorties. Surging the same assets will more
than double the target destruction—an expo-
nential increase over our 1991 results.!® Our
success during Allied Force is similarly
eclipsed by the GSTF concept.

Air refueling ensures that we can sustain
and, if necessary, employ GSTF over long
ranges, while airborne laser (ABL) aircraft

|
|
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provide force protection as part of a layered
theater ballistic missile defense system. F-22
will be the guarantor of air dominance for all
friendly forces.

Thus, with F-22s and B-2s, the GSTF will
contribute to the joint team's capability to over-
come enemy attempts to deny access. Joined
with other standoff and special-operations ca-
pability, GSTF will provide a capacity to sys-
tematically destroy hundreds of targets, roll
back enemy defenses, and clear the way for
follow-on forces. Additionally, bombers will
orbit in combat air patrols, awaiting tasking
for fixed and time-critical targets located and
identified by our C2ISR constellation. Small,
armed UAVs, present throughout, will pro-
vide a single hunter-killer platform for find-
ing and killing threats in the highest-risk
areas. Sustained AEF airpower, including the
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) and, subsequently,
nonstealthy fighters with precision-attack ca-
pability, will roll into the fight as the antiac-
cess threat diminishes, beddown locations
open, and survivability increases.

Furthermore, the GSTF will fit naturally
into the AEF construct and timeline. Follow-
on AEF forces will quickly join GSTF assets
embedded in the AFEF. Low-density, high-
demand assets will continue to support oper-
ations during their eligibility window.

These persistent operations will include
other fighters, such as the JSF in the air-to-
ground and suppression-of-enemy-air-defenses
roles, to provide continuous presence over
the battlefield. The presence they offer is
necessary to sustain full-spectrum joint and
combined operations, such as the targeting
of time-critical mobile targets and CAS.
Therefore, the GSTF complements and im-
proves the AEF construct by providing maxi-
mum shock during the first stages of the battle.

Although parts of the GSTF concept could
be executed with today's force structure, it
will achieve full potential only by leveraging
new technology. Therefore, we must direct
scarce modernization funds toward improve-
ments that maximize GSTF capability. Minia-
ture munitions will maximize the effective-
ness of our bomber and fighter platforms and
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validate the concept of “targets per sortie”"—
one that is already reaping benefits for the
United States.!” Advanced weapons will also
enhance our effect on targets that are deeply
buried as well as mobile target sets. To ensure
survivability, we must implement improve-
ments in self-protection for all our combat air
forces. Furthermore, space-based assets and
UAVs must integrate with our next consoli-
dated C’ISR platform to break down bottle-
necks and even barriers in the kill chain. By
integrating today's stovepiped platforms into
a common platform, we will garner the bene-
fits of a reduced overseas footprint. More im-
portantly, we will improve information flow by
rapidly conducting machine-level conversa-
tions to refine the myriad of information that
is not currently fused. This is critical to clos-
ing seams in the kill chain.

Combat experience has also inspired major
changes to our C? processes. The potenual con-
tribution of PBA to our target-destruction ca-
pability is lost without the C? to orchestrate
the campaign, and the air-operationscenter
weapon system provides the C? foundation. It
will serve as the focal point for decision-qual-
ity information, allowing an airman to effec-
tively command aerospace power in support
of a joint force commander. The decision-
quality information on the JFACC'’s data wall
will be void of stovepiped barriers—the infor-
mation, not the source, is key. This will allow
rapid response and the inherent flexibility of
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As we enter 2001, we are striving to publish current, timely, and thought-provoking ar-
dcles on-line. For example, one of our first offerings is “A Sea of Peace or a Theater of War:
Dealing with the Inevitable Conflict in Space,” by Lt Col John E. Hyten, who addresses is-
sues regarding future conflict in space. He emphasizes that such conflict is inevitable, com-
plicated. and unresolvable by either the Air Force or the military alone: “Dealing with fu-
ture space conflicts and defining the future of this nation in space are national issues
requiring involved leadership and integrated efforts from throughout the federal govern-
ment.”

Another article, equally intriguing, details the completion of a theater missile defense
(TMD) reorganization by Combined Forces Command and US Forces Korea. In “Orga-
J nizing for Success: Theater Missile Defense in Korea,” Col Dale C. Eikmeier explains that

this innovative solution to a serious war-fighting challenge grew from a problem shared by
many of the geographical CINCs and may become a model for other theater-level TMD or-

ganizations.
| Go to our Web site at http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil and read these and many
other important articles in our Contributor’s Corner section. We hope that articles such as
these will encourage you to submit papers, articles, letters, and other comments to Aero-
space Power Chronicles at apj@maxwell.af. mil.

———c

Luetwinder T. Eaves
Managing Editor
Aerospace Power Chronicles
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Going Boldly—Where?

Aerospace Integration, the Space Commission, and the

Air Force’s Vision for Space

LT Cou PeTer Hars, USAF
DR. KARL MUELLER

Editorial Abstract: Aerospace Power
Journal has regularly showcased dis-
course over the functional and organiza-
tional relationship between air and
space. The future of air and space inte-
gration or separation is the subject of the
congressionally mandated Space Com-
mission, whose final report was released
in January 2001. Dr. Mueller and
Colonel Hays observe inconsistencies in
the Air Force's approach to aerospace in-
tegration that may accommodalte that
service’s bureaucracy bul be perceived as
“poor stewardship” of space.

34

S WITH MOST other new tech-

nologies and frontiers. our percep-

tions of outer space and space tech-

nology have been fundamentally
shaped by competition and warfare. World
War Il was the rationale for Nazi Germany's
equivalent of the “Manhattan Project.” led by
Wernher von Braun, which first brushed the
edge of space in 1942 with the revolutionary
V-2 (A-4) ballistic missile.! Likewise, the su-
perpower competition during the cold war
was the most influential factor in shaping
both the Soviets' opening of the space age
with the launch of Sputnik Ion 4 October
1957 and the eventual American response of
initiating a race to the Moon.* From the be-
ginning, the interrelationships between



space and national security have been com-
plex and controversial. Today—due to the
end of the cold war, the absence of compeu-
tion from military peers (at least for the near
term), space’s role in enabling the informa-
tion revoluton, and the blurring of lines be-
wween traditional space sectors caused by the
growth of commercial space acuviues—space
issues are more complex, multidimensional,
and controversial than ever. One of the most
significant implications of these develop-
ments is that it is no longer clear that the re-
lationship between space and national secu-
rity is, or should be, shaped primarily by
international military competition. What,
then, is the relationship between space and
nadonal security? What should guide our vi-
sion for space, and how should we organize to
implement it?

Due to its sweeping charter and powerful
members, the Commission to Assess United
States National Security Space Management
and Organization was the most important,
and potentially influential, group ever
formed to examine these broad issues.> The
Space Commission was the brainchild of Sen.
Bob Smith (R-N.H.); it was established by the
fiscal year 2000 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, first met on 11 July 2000, and deliv-
ered on schedule its final report to Congress
and the secretary of defense in January 2001.
The Air Force, as the largest military player in
space, is clearly the organization that the
Space Commission studied most carefully.?
Moreover, because Senator Smith and several
members of the commission have repeatedly
criticized the Air Force’s overall stewardship
of space to date, it is no secret that the com-
mission was established, in large part, to chal-
lenge the status quo in military space. Indeed.
the very creation of the commission was an im-
plicit critique of the Air Force's vision for space.

Meanwhile, the Air Force has recently re-
focused on the concept of aerospace—a con-
cept that defines air and space as a seamless
operational medium and that strongly im-
plies two things: the Air Force should be the
lead service in this operational medium, and
it should seek to control and apply force from
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this medium. The Air Force’s vision statement
of June 2000, Global Vigilance, Reach & Power:
America’s Air Force Vision 2020, emphasizes
aerospace integration (Al) or the blending of
air and space capabilities and personnel to
advance aerospace power, regardless of where
the platforms are located or which ones are
chosen.” The Space Commission and the start
of a new presidential administration create an
excellent opportunity to reexamine the utility
of the aerospace concept and Al in providing
a vision for the Air Force’s future in space.

This article reviews the evolution of argu-
ments about the relationship between space
and national security and examines what
space means for the future of the Air Force. It
looks first at the roots and evolution of the
aerospace concept and evaluates its influence
on the way the Air Force thinks about space
and develops space doctrine. Next, it exam-
ines enduring military space issues and evalu-
ates how well Al serves the Air Force in ad-
dressing these important questions. Finally, it
offers recommendations to strengthen the
Air Force’s vision for space.

Roots and Implications of the
Aerospace Concept

Conceptually, the roots of the aerospace
concept are closely associated with airpower
theory and run quite deep. In practice, how-
ever, both the word and the concept of aero-
space have proven to be controversial, con-
fusing, mired in bureaucratic politics and
interservice rivalry, and—worst of all—detri-
mental to the development of more robust
space-power theory.® Today’s airmen can be
forgiven if they don’t know very much about
the controversies associated with the aero-
space concept because the Air Force has
tended to sweep many of them under the rug.
A bureaucratic politics-oriented approach has
obvious appeal for the Air Force at a time
when it faces strong external pressure such as
the Space Commission represented, but such
an approach is certainly no way to build a ro-
bust vision for space power.
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Airmen have been at the forefront of
thinking about the military uses of space, but,
unfortunately, we still have a long way to go
on the road to developing mature space-
power theory. At least as far back as 1945, in
Gen Henry “Hap” Arnold’s visionary “Third
Report to the Secretary of War” and Dr.
Theodore von Karman's Toward New Horizons
study, space was seen as a natural extension of
core Army Air Forces doctrine and a potential
means of “flying” higher, farther, and faster to
conduct long-range strategic-attack missions.’
RAND'’s very first report, Preliminary Design of
an Experimental World-Circling Spaceship, issued
in 1946, was even more prescient because it
laid out the engineering challenges and con-
ceptual utility for almost all types of military
space systems that have been built to date.®

Airmen also have been thinking about the
relationship between the mediums of air and
space for a long time. Air Force chief of staff
Gen Thomas D. White first used the word
aerospacein 1958, and the concept that air and
space form a seamless operational medium
has been the foundational component of Air
Force thinking about space ever since. From
the Air Force's perspective, the roots and de-
velopment of the aerospace concept seem an
innocent and natural evolution from air-
power theory.? Outside the Air Force, how-
ever, the aerospace concept and its implica-
tion that the Air Force should be the lead
service for this boundless new medium were
often viewed by individuals in the other ser-
vices and within the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) as an unabashed “land grab.”
The other services and OSD have never ac-
cepted the Air Force's definition of aerospace
and certainly have not ceded all operations
within this realm to the Air Force. The aero-
space concept has also, at times, led the Air
Force into seemingly inconsistent positions,
such as when it joined with the Navy during
1997 to oppose the proposal by Howell Estes,
commander in chief of US Space Command
(CINCSPACE), that space be designated as a
separate area of responsibility within the Uni-
fied Command Plan.!” Perhaps the best illus-
tration of the Department of Defense's (DOD)

lack of consensus, or even dialogue, on the
Air Force’s concept of aerospace is the fact
that the word does not even appear in DOD’s
July 1999 directive entitdled Space Policy.!

Moreover, because the Air Force argued
that it should seek to control and apply force
from space just as from the air, the aerospace
concept inevitably came into conflict with the
Eisenhower administration’s “space for peace-
ful purposes” policy. That administration saw
the aerospace concept (and any other discus-
sion of overtly military activity in space) as an-
tithetical to its secret but highest-priority
space policy as established by National Secu-
rity Council Resolution 5520 in May 1955.
This policy called for the United States to use
the civilian face of its International Geophysi-
cal Year scientific satellite program as a “stalk-
ing horse” to establish a legal regime to legit-
imize overflight and thereby open up the
closed Soviet state to satellite reconnaissance
by the secret WS-117L spysat system.'? Eisen-
hower’s space-for-peaceful-purposes policy,
along with his distrust of the military, also led
to the establishment of the Nauonal Recon-
naissance Office (NRO), America’s secret
and independent space agency, whose exis-
tence was not officially revealed until 1992. In
sum, the aerospace concept was repeatedly
thwarted in its early years, both secretly (via
the creation of the NRO) and publicly (as re-
flected in the string of cancelled Air Force ef-
forts to develop systems for aerospace opera-
tions such as the Dyna-Soar space plane and
the Manned Orbiting Laboratory).'

Given this controversial and obscured
early history, it is hardly surprising that the
aerospace concept was not a very firm foun-
dation for developing space-power theory.
The aerospace concept attempted to define a
new, seamless operational medium but did
not provide a powerful rationale with which
to address fundamental issues such as what
the Air Force should do in space, how it
should do it, or why. It certainly did not pro-
vide a rationale strong enough to overturn
the basic tenets of Eisenhower’s vision. And it
clearly did not help that, in its doctrine man-
uals up until the 1980s, the Air Force simply



subsdtuted the word aerospace for air and in-
appropriately ascribed attributes such as
speed, range, and flexibility to space forces."!
Fortunately, many of the problems with the
aerospace concept and the development of
space-power theory and doctrine have already
been thoughtfully addressed in this journal
over the years. Dennis Drew, Charles Frieden-
stein, and Kenneth Myers and John Tockston
published three of the best analyses during
the 1980s.!® These interrelated articles build
on Drew’s doctrine-tree model—the idea that
doctrine should grow out of the soil of his-
tory, develop a sturdy trunk of fundamental
doctrine, branch out into doctrine for spe-
cific environments, and only then attempt to
sprout the organizational doctrine analogous
to “leaves.” This approach provides a com-
prehensive way to examine the aerospace
concept and the Air Force's first official space
doctrine, Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-6, M:li-
tary Space Doctrine, released in 1982.'° Frieden-
stein finds that “there is no doctrinal founda-
ton for the term aerospace” (emphasis in
original) and critiques the Air Force for at-
tempting to produce “leaves on a nonexistent
branch™ because it had not developed envi-
ronmental doctrine before issuing the orga-
nizational doctrine in AFM 1-6.!7 Myers and
Tockston strongly critiqued the Air Force's
tendency to “force-fit” space doctrine into the
mold of air doctrine and argued that the three
major characteristics of space forces are in fact
emplacement, pervasiveness, and timeliness.'®
Unfortunately, the weaknesses of the aero-
space concept clearly identified by the 1980s
(if not earlier) continued to pervade Air
Force thinking about space into the 1990s
and still contribute to our cloudy and incon-
sistent vision. But, in a major departure, for
the greater part of the 1990s, the Air Force
abandoned aerospace hoth conceptually and
semantically. Air Force chief of staff Gen Mer-
rill McPeak emphasized the importance of
space assets in enhancing the combat effec-
tiveness of coalition forces during the Gulf
War by labeling the conflict “the first space
war” and then changed the Air Force mission
statement in June 1992 by adding the words

GOING BOI.DLY—WHERE? 37

air and space.'® According to Gen Thomas
Moorman, McPeak’s vice chief of statf, with
this change “Air Force space operations were
formally legitimized and placed conceptually
on an equal footing with air operations.”?’
Shortly thereafter, in its Global Engagement
vision statement of November 1996, the Air
Force issued what is probably its most strident
position ever regarding the importance of
space to the Air Force’s future: “We are now
transitioning from an air force to an air and
space force on an evolutionary path to a space
and air force” (emphasis in original).?! Al-
though this statement excited space enthusiasts
in Colorado Springs and elsewhere, it begged
the question of what types of space missions
would justify such a major evolution, and,
overall, it raised more issues than it resolved.
Many saw it as a divisive vision because it
clearly seemed to promote space separatism
without providing much guidance concerning
critical issues such as the rationale or timing
for the Air Force's evolution to a space and air
force. Indeed, Global Engagement and even
United States Space Command’s (USSPACE-
COM) Long Range Plan of March 1998 still
suffered from underdeveloped fundamental
and environmental doctrine for space and
still failed to provide persuasive answers to the
basic questions of what the Air Force should do
in space, how it should do it, and why.
Recognizing these difficulues, Air Force
chief of staff Gen Michael Ryan created the
Aerospace Integration Task Force in the
spring of 1998, tasking it to look in particular
at the wisdom of continuing to use the sepa-
rate “air and space” construct. The Air Force’s
white paper of May 2000 (The Aerospace Force)
and its vision statement of June 2000 (Global
Vigilance, Reach & Power) are the fruit of this
effort and take us full circle to the aerospace
concept with their emphasis on Al. Of course,
space enthusiasts may perceive the Air Force
to be backsliding on the importance of space
to its future in its latest vision statements.
And, ironically, due to the Air Force's move-
ment away from aerospace in the early 1990s
and the timing of their release, these state-
ments may actually have given more ammuni-
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tion to Air Force critics on the Space Com-
mission.?

Unresolved Debates
and Premature Questions

Participants on all sides of the debate be-
tween Al and space separatism invoke the
physics of space and spaceflight to bolster
their arguments, implying that the fight can
be resolved through the application of indis-
putable scientific laws. Integration proponents
correctly observe that no clear demarcation ex-
ists between air and space, pointing out that
some true aerospace vehicles will exist in the fu-
ture, but overlook the fact that the boundaries
between other realms are also indistinct—ask
the pilot who flies an air-cushion vehicle or a
wing-in-ground-effect craft.?® Their oppo-
nents cite the vast differences between air-
craft and satellite operations, but these alone
will never justify the establishment of a sepa-
rate space force by a country that has found it
sensible to include aircraft in its army and
navy.?* In the end, such debates cannot pro-
vide the answers to questions that are essen-
tially strategic and political.

Too much of the recent debate over the fu-
ture of US military space operations has cen-
tered on how the United States ought to or-
ganize and manage this realm of activity. This
is perhaps not surprising, given Americans’
penchant for quick fixes and the organiza-
tional dimension of the Space Commission’s
mandate, but it is unfortunate, for it places
the cart squarely before the horse. In order to
identify the best answer to the question of or-
ganization, our nation should first address a
set of sweeping strategic issues regarding the
nature and relationship of space and national
security. Then and only then can the focus
usefully turn to the question of organization.
In other words, it is impossible to know how
best to organize until you know what you want
to do. Even setting aside the uncertainties
that always come with looking far into the fu-
ture—for these must be set aside in order to
conduct long-term planning—having a rea-
sonable sense of the probable relationship

among space, national security, and US grand
strategy in coming decades depends upon
making assessments of several factors that re-
main very much open to debate.

Unfortunately, the aerospace concept and
Al are not sufficiently developed to provide
much help in identifying the most important
underlying questions, let alone addressing
them. A more useful vision would provide far
more guidance in this area. Among these
fundamental and unresolved issues, the three
that loom largest in current discussions of
space power are the desirability and in-
evitability of space weaponization, the impli-
cations of the growing commercial impor-
tance of space, and the relationship between
space and information operations in national
security.

Space Weaponization

The most incendiary debates about space pol-
icy relate to the placement of weapons in
space, particularly whether space weaponiza-
tion is desirable for the United States and
whether it is inevitable. A wide range of opin-
ions exists with respect to the first of these is-
sues.?> Some advocates of space weaponiza-
tion are extreme “space hawks,” favoring the
all-out pursuit of US dominance of space,
which they often describe as the ultimate
high ground. According to Senator Smith, for
example, the concerted development of
American space weapons “will buy genera-
tions of security that all the ships, tanks, and
airplanes in the world will not provide. . . .
Without it, we will become vulnerable beyond
our worst fears.”?® In short, if the United
States moves expeditiously to take advantage
of its existing leadership in space technology
and establish an unassailable dominance of
orbital space, its position as the preeminent
world power will be enhanced and perpetu-
ated; if, on the other hand, it fails to seize the
opportunity to establish unassailable superi-
ority in space, its world leadership will be
threatened by more visionary rivals.

Other proponents of weaponization pre-
dict less extravagant benefits from space
weapons and are less sanguine about how un-



challengeable US space dominance really
would be. Instead, they emphasize the impor-
tance of space control and the role of space as
a vital future arena of military competition,
though not necessarily the dominant one.
Rather than foreseeing the wholesale replace-
ment of airpower with space-to-Earth weapons,
these theorists principally base their argu-
ments for space-weapons development on the
need to protect growing US interests in space
and to prevent enemies from using space sys-
tems against the United States or its armed
forces. Yet, this perspective, too, is based
upon the fundamental premise that he who
controls space will control the world—or at
least he who doesn’t, won't—and, thus, the
more the United States invests in developing
its space power, the more powerful and se-
cure it will be.?’

On the other side of the weaponization de-
bate is a variety of perspectives that favor the
preservation of space as a weapons-free “sanc-
tuary.” Some sanctuary proponents see space
weaponization as fundamentally bad because
they wish to avoid any expansion of military
competition into domains where it had previ-
ously been absent, based on general prin-
ciples of morality, arms control, or conflict
resolution. Others oppose the weaponization
of space in particular because they believe
that the nature of space-based weapons would
generate instability due to the incentives for
preemptive attack that powerful but vulner-
able weapon systems seem likely to create.®
Although adherents to these perspectives are
scarce within the ranks of the US Air Force,
they are less so among national and foreign
policy makers; thus, these beliefs remain a
powerful force in US space policy.

An alternative, realist version of sanctuary
theory also exists, though it is often over-
looked by those who write off the sanctuary
perspecuve as idealistic and naive peacemon-
gering. Theorists in this camp oppose space
weaponization not on the grounds that it
would be harmful on a global level, but be-
cause they believe it would reduce rather
than enhance US power and security in par-
ticular.” They argue that the United States, as
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the leading user of space, has by far the most
to lose if space systems become increasingly
vulnerable to attack and that as the world's
preeminent air and surface power, it has the
least to gain from developing such weapons.
Sanctuary realists also assert that if the United
States takes the lead in developing space
weapons, it will be easier for other states to
follow suit, thanks to US technological trail-
blazing. Finally, they tend to be skeptical that
the military utility of space weapons, both for
power projection and to protect US space as-
sets, will be as great as weaponization propo-
nents typically claim.*

The question of whether the United States
should—and will—lead the world into plac-
ing weapons in space or work to maintain and
perpetuate the informal sanctuary status of
space remains very much unresolved. This is
not surprising, for many of the technologies
involved are still immature, making it difficult
to assess how useful space weapons would in
fact be. Moreover, because of the current lack
of conventional military threats to the United
States, delaying a final decision on this issue
for some years seems quite reasonable. How-
ever, this uncertainty makes it impossible to
declare that any organizational plan for US
space forces will be ideal for the long term,
since whether—and, if so, how—space is to
be weaponized should fundamentally shape
the organizations that will execute national
space policy.

Of course, US preferences regarding space
weaponization might not matter to the orga-
nizational question if weaponization is in-
evitably going to occur, regardless of whether
it is desirable, and if the pace and nature of
other states’ decisions about weaponizing
space are not affected by the actions or inac-
tions of the United States. This is a suggestion
made by many theorists, including several for-
mer CINCSPACEs*' and is frequently invoked
as a key reason to press ahead on the path to
weaponization. However, the argument that
weapons eventually go anywhere that people
do is too simplistic to provide much insight
about the ways in which space might actually
become weaponized. Space is only the fourth
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genuinely new environment into which
human activity has spread (the others being
the maritime, aerial, and submarine worlds),
and the fact that something has happened
three times before hardly proves the exis-
tence of a timeless law of nature. Moreover,
the spread of weapons into these three do-
mains occurred very differently: at sea, navies
gradually appeared to control piracy and
transport armies; weaponization of the air oc-
curred very soon after the first flights, mainly
driven by the need to defend against observa-
tion aircraft and then to escort them; while
submarines were initially created as weapons
to use against nonsubmersible targets, and to
this day, military operations in the undersea
arena vastly dominate civil and commercial
activities there. In light of this diversity of ex-
perience, the assumption that there is a con-
sistent, predictable pattern to the militariza-
tion of new and different environments
simply does not hold water (or air).

But what about the similarities between the
exploitation of air and space, so often men-
tioned by Air Force leaders? On the surface,
these appear compelling, at least to the ex-
tent that reconnaissance was initially the most
important military mission performed in
both realms; in fact, reconnaissance was the
most important application of US airpower
for many decades, until satellites began to
take over the mission.”? Bombers greatly out-
numbered reconnaissance aircraft in World
War II air forces not because bombing was
more important but because even a small
number of aerial observation platforms was
sufficient to transform warfare, while many
bombers were required to have much effect.
Yet, the very fact that space is not weaponized
today demonstrates that air and space have
followed divergent evolutionary paths. This
becomes even clearer if one recalls that
“space weapons” such as the US nuclear-
tipped Program 505 and 437 antisatellite
(ASAT) systems or the Soviet Fractional Or-
bital Bombardment System and co-orbital
ASAT system were actually deployed to a lim-
ited extent beginning in the 1960s but that no
such dedicated systems are deployed today—

a retreat from space weaponization without
precedent in airpower history.*?

Other similarities between the development
of air and space operations will surely arise in
the years to come, but there is very little basis
for assuming that examining the history of
airpower will reveal more than some vague
hints of what might—or might not—happen
in space. At a minimum, these shaky analo-
gies do not absolve strategists and policy mak-
ers from the responsibility of deciding not
only whether space is destined in its own right
for weaponization, but also what role the
United States should play in shaping the en-
vironment in which these decisions will be
made.

Space Commerce

In much the same way, the implications of the
profound, ongoing boom in the commercial
use of space cannot be deduced from the his-
tory of the development of maritime and air
commerce. It is vitally important to under-
stand that commercial space activities are fun-
damentally different from merchant shipping
and air transport in every respect, save that all
three are economically important. Today,
once on orbit, all significant space commerce
involves information—either its collection
and transmission, or both. In contrast, virtu-
ally all commercial shipping and most com-
mercial aviation involve the movement (or
the collection, in fishing) of goods and pas-
sengers. This distinction between informa-
tion and transportation is also evident in
space’s role in providing “global utilities”
such as Global Positioning System (GPS) tim-
ing signals. As a result, the commercial space
revolution has less in common with the rise of
the steamship or the airliner than with the in-
vention of telegraphy or radio.*

This difference has several important im-
plications for space power. First, it fundamen-
tally alters the sorts of threats that might be
anticipated against commercial space sys-
tems. Traditional piracy, for example. is out;
commerce raiding is a possibility; and de-
structive terrorist attacks (probably by states)
may be a serious threat. Satellites, however,



are likely to be a more difficult and thus less
attractive target set for direct attack under
most circumstances than are other compo-
nents of space systems, such as launch facili-
ties or ground-control stations, and if they are
attacked, it will most likely be through indi-
rect means such as communications jam-
ming.*

Second, it means that the menu of options
for deterrence and defense against such
threats is very different for space systems than
for air and sea commerce. Because satellites
convey information, their vulnerability to at-
tack can in many cases be eliminated through
the development of distributed and redun-
dant capabilities—something that the advent
of the microsat should make vastly more prac-
tical.*® This may be far more efficient than try-
ing to protect space systems by using body-
guard satellites or other space weapons
(which would probably be useless against di-
rected-energy attacks in any event). Navies de-
veloped largely because this option is not
available for maritime commerce since the
same merchandise or passengers cannot
travel on several vessels simultaneously, and
since there are severe practical limits to the
extent to which a state’s trade can be divided
among a larger number of smaller merchant
ships.

Finally, due to the novelty and the highly
dynamic nature of space commerce, we be-
lieve it is too early to assess with confidence
the implications of these developments or to
base significant changes in space policy or or-
ganization on what has happened so far. In
the wake of the Iridium system’s bankruptcy
and a host of other cancellations or delays,
commercial satellite operators and their back-
ers are giving greater scrutiny than ever to
their projected bottom line and are certainly
not clamoring for military protection or even
discussing hardening standards or other
measures that might interfere with their po-
tential profitability. In the end, the United
States may want its military to play an impor-
tant role in operating and protecting global
utilities, but it is far from clear that either
economists or strategists fully understand the
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emergence and trajectory of the commercial
markets that have risen out of military inno-
vations such as the Advanced Research Proj-
ects Agency Network (ARPANET) or the GPS
system.

In light of these factors, space strategists
should resist the temptation to engage in easy
but fallacious generalizations about the equiv-
alence of maritime trade and commercial
space operations, or the need to escort com-
mercial satellites as if they were merchant
ships at sea.’’ In fact, greater attention to the
air-space analogy might be helpful in this
area, for the Air Force does not routinely
make a practice of escorting US commercial
airliners, even though they are economically
important and entirely vulnerable to attack. It
is already clear that better mechanisms for
space surveillance, space traffic control, and
attack characterization are needed. Beyond
this, serious consideration of the sorts of
threats that space systems may face, and
under what circumstances, is required, fol-
lowed by an assessment of how best to provide
security against these threats—perhaps but
not necessarily including defense—for space
is different. This assessment in turn will fur-
nish considerable guidance in designing or
tasking appropriate organizations to accom-
plish this.

However, even this discussion only just be-
gins to reflect how significant the commercial
space revolution—and the information revo-
lution of which it is a part—will be to global
politics and military strategy in the future.
These developments also seriously under-
mine the strategic tenets of Eisenhower’s vi-
sion of space for peaceful purposes that led to
the creation of the NRO. Under the Land Re-
mote Sensing Policy Act of 1992 and Presi-
dential Decision Directive 23 of March 1994,
it is now the policy of the United States to cre-
ate incentives to develop a high-resolution
commercial remote-sensing industry. At a mini-
mum, readers should consider how stability
considerations and military operations will
need to change under the conditions of
global transparency these new systems will
create.’®
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Space and Information

In order to decide how best to organize US
military space operations, it will also be nec-
essary to resolve the question of the relation-
ship between space and information power.
Because space operations are principally di-
rected toward information collection and
transmission—and this will probably remain
true even if space is weaponized—it is reason-
able to think that the same organizations that
operate space-based reconnaissance and com-
munications systems ought to be responsible
for other types of platforms that perform the
same missions. Indeed, there has already
been some movement toward transforming
USSPACECOM into a Space and Information
Command by giving it DOD’s computer net-
work attack (CNA) and computer network
defense (CND) missions.>®

Whether or not such a course is to be fol-
lowed to its logical conclusions will obviously
have enormous implications for making
choices about military space organization. If
the same entity is responsible for manned air-
craft, unmanned aerial vehicles, and satellites
that conduct reconnaissance, as well as for
both space communications and CNA and
CND. its structure and culture will be very dif-
ferent from those of an organization exclu-
sively devoted to space operations. Address-
ing this issue will be complicated by the fact
that it must involve not only space functions
performed today by the armed services, but
also the functions of the NRO and other or-
ganizations. Realigning the relationship be-
tween the military and nonmilitary compo-
nents of the larger national security space
arena would be a major undertaking. How-
ever, it is difficult to see how one can make
any serious case for the need to consolidate
military space operations either as or within a
single service without engaging this question.

Aerospace Integration:
An Unsatisfying Vision

Even if there were consensus on the criti-
cal strategic issues that must underpin a

sound strategy for US space power, Al in its
current form falls far short of offering the
sort of organizational vision likely to have im-
pressed either the Space Commission or the
American public. This is clearly illustrated by
a number of recent arguments in the pages of
this journal.

Before examining some of the shortcom-
ings of Al as an organizational prescription,
however, it is important to note that the phi-
losophy of Al is genuinely compelling. As the
military importance of space has grown in
both potential and reality, the close integra-
tion of air and space power in theory, doc-
trine, and operations becomes ever more im-
portant.*® The same is true of integrating
land and sea with space power, of course;
moreover, integrating air, land, and sea power
is also more important than ever, as the
speed, range, and complexity of military op-
erations in each of these environments in-
crease. The relationship between air and
space may be unique among these—indeed,
we strongly believe that it is—but if few skep-
tics are persuaded of this by the Air Force’s
current approach to Al, it should come as no
surprise.

Cloudy Vision

Perhaps the most obvious, if not the most se-
rious, shortcoming of the Al organizational
vision is that it has so little theoretical con-
tent. Why the Air Force believes that US mili-
tary space capabilities should be concen-
trated in its hands remains surprisingly
unclear, considering that this is the principal
theme of Al advocacy. Since integration with
space is essential for all the armed services, Al
proponents must make a strong case both
that integration works best within a single
service and that the Air Force's need to be
close to its space assets is greater than that of
the Army or Navy. But if interservice bound-
aries really are such a serious obstacle to func-
tional integration, Al cannot possibly look at-
tractive to the other armed services, for space
support from the Air Force would probably
be even less responsive than support from an
independent organization for which space



support to others would be most of its raison
d’éwre.

Moreover, some of the prominent argu-
ments that the Air Force's space interests are
inherently greater than those of others are
distinctly unimpressive.?’ One of the most
glaring illustrations of the latter problem ap-
pears in two articles advocating Al that re-
cently appeared side by side in Aerospace Power
Journal, both with authors who played leading
roles in the Air Force's Aerospace Integration
Task Force. Maj Gen John Barry and Col Dar-
rell Herriges argue for centralizing US space
assets in the hands of the Air Force because of
the likelihood of space weaponization, while
allowing that proposals to create a separate
Space Force might be valid if military space
operations were limited to supporting other
military operations.* Ralph Millsap and Dr.
D. B. Posey make the opposite case for the
same policy, however, arguing that it is the Air
Force that can most efficiently provide space
support for terrestrial operations but stating
that “when military operations become con-
cerned with effects in space, then they may
warrant the establishment of a Space Force.”*®
If Al advocacy is based on such divergent
premises, it seems likely that many critics will
perceive it as little more than a stratagem to
preserve the Air Force's organizational turf.

Been There, Done That

More disturbing than the internal inconsis-
tencies in the Al vision are the overt and subde
ways in which it may promote strategic con-
servatism in thinking about space power. Not
surprisingly, Senator Smith has taken the lead
in openly critiquing the Air Force's vision for
space and the conservative, air<centric thinking
he believes it produces:

Even the Air Force's Space Warfare Center and
Space Batdelab are focused primarily on figur-
ing out how to use space systems to put infor-
mation into the cockpit in order to drop bombs
from atrcraft more accurately.

This is not space warfare. It is using space to
support air warfare. . . .
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... if this is all there is to aerospace, then itis a
woefully deficient concept. It is not space
power. (Emphasis in original)*

Although there is a kernel of truth in Sen-
ator Smith’s arguments, we believe his case is
overstated, given today’s political, fiscal, and
technical realities. Even more telling is the
fact that few, if any, uniformed officers are
willing to make this case so strongly in public.
In fact, perhaps as the result of Smith’s asser-
tons, the Air Force now seems quite con-
cerned about the breadth of its vision for
space. According to Gen Ralph E. Eberhart,
the current CINCSPACE, “I don’t think we
would be good stewards of space capabilities
if we only thought about ‘integration.” We
also need to be spending resources and intel-
lectual capital on space control and space su-
periority.”*

The Al vision does allow for the possibility
that space will become more than a support-
ing arm, with some airpower missions migrat-
ing primarily—or even completely—to space
systems. However, the missions and functions
that it considers are essentially limited to
those that the Air Force performs today.
Whether airpower or space power takes the
lead, what is being done is something that air-
power used to do alone or—as in the case of
space superiority—is a familiar airpower mis-
sion simply projected onto the darker canvas
of space. More importantly, however, all of
this discussion necessarily refocuses our at-
tention on the Air Force’s plan for how we get
from here to there—the primary purpose of a
vision statement—and highlights the weak-
nesses of Al in this regard.

To a considerable extent, of course, any ar-
gument that claims through false analogies
that the military use of space will inevitably re-
capitulate earlier experiences with the sea or
the air encourages conservative strategic
thinking. Rarely if ever does one find Al ad-
vocates acknowledging the possibility that
space power may involve wholly new missions
or that it may call for a fundamentally differ-
ent set of strategic categories. However, this
reluctance to consider that space activity
might evolve in unprecedented ways is at least



Focus: Aerospace Integration

44 AEROSPACE POWER JOURNAL SPRING 200!

as common among air and space separatists
as it is in the arguments of aerospace integra-
tionists. This does not mean that Al will stran-
gle innovation in Air Force thinking about
space power, but if real innovation does
occur, it is more likely to come in spite of the
Al movement than because of it.

Space Isn’t Just Black and White

One of the most surprising aspects of the Al
debate is that both its proponents and the ad-
vocates of a separate space force or corps are
so quick to assume that military space assets
ought to be centralized in a single organiza-
tion. After all, US national security space as-
sets are currendy divided between the Air
Force and the NRO, and whether or not this
arrangement is ideal, it is certainly one that
both parties have accepted with little public
complaint for many years.

This tendency is particularly visible in the
debate surrounding the most innovative con-
cept for future US space organization to ap-
pear in some years—Lt Col Cynthia McKin-
ley’s recent Aerospace Power Journal article
titled “The Guardians of Space.”® In a strik-
ingly original proposal, McKinley advocates
using economic criteria to separate the direct
war-fighting and support functions currently
performed by US military space assets, retain-
ing the former in the Air Force while making
the latter into a United States Space Guard
closely based on the organizational model of
the US Coast Guard.*” This new organization
would fall under the management of the De-
partment of Transportation in peacetime and
revert to Air Force control during war or na-
tional emergency. McKinley's suggestion in
many ways is crafted to promote Al and would
remove from the Air Force a number of cur-
rent functions (such as operating the GPS
satellite constellation) for which the service
seems to have only limited enthusiasm.

Whether or not McKinley's specific pro-
posal is a good idea—and it does have at least
as much to recommend it as do the organiza-
tional options that the Space Commission’s
charter called for it to consider—it reminds
us how important the development of the

commercial aviation sector was to early air-
power theorists such as Billy Mitchell. It also
points out that those who simply assume that
military space assets must be combined in a
single service or organized in ways similar to
existing military structures are not looking
beyond a very narrow spectrum of choice. It is
possible that centralization of military space
will promote the most rapid innovation and
development of US space power (whatever
that turns out to look like), but it is at least
equally plausible to suggest that healthy com-
petition among rival organizations will be far
more effective at achieving this goal.*® It is
worth noting that Al advocates do not typi-
cally argue that the division of US military avi-
ation among multiple services has retarded
the development of American airpower
thought and employment.

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Our first reccommendation is for the Air
Force to acknowledge the considerable limi-
tations of the aerospace concept and Al. As
discussed above, despite many years of effort,
these concepts simply are not theoretically
rigorous enough to bear much weight. They
are clearly far more attractive within the Air
Force than outside it, and they don’t neces-
sarily do very much to advance space’s contri-
butions to national security. Simply put. they
are not visionary. The idea of aerospace may
have been forward looking when it was ad-
vanced in 1958, but the Air Force has devel-
oped few actual capabilities along the lines
originally envisioned, and it is difficult to see
many areas where the concept subsequently
had much influence. Likewise, in its present
form, Al seems to place much more emphasis
on how space can contribute to today's war-
fighting capabilities than on how space can
enhance future national security.

Contrasting Billy Mitchell's comprehensive
vision of the United States as an airpower na-
tion in Winged Defense or the Air Corps Tact-
cal School’s (ACTS) vision for strategic
bombing in the 1930s with whatever guidance



Al provides concerning space and future na-
tional security emphasizes just how litde vi-
sion is contained in AL.** To be sure, Mitchell
and the ACTS did not always get things right,
which only reinforces how important it now is
to foster open and rigorous debate concern-
ing space’s role in the future of the Air Force
and the naton. Current policy restrictions
and a lack of civilian guidance should not be
allowed to stifle innovative thinking about the
nature, possibilities, and limitations of space
power. Amidst the changing international en-
vironment, the increasing military utility of
space, and the emerging importance of infor-
mation operations, these are debates con-
cerning the very soul of the Air Force—they
are inevitable and overdue.

Second, revisiting the background of this
issue convinces us of the need for greater
rigor and consistency in the development of
Air Force vision statements. Vision statements
should illuminate a path to a desired future
state by providing general, long-term guid-
ance. They can do this only if they are clear
and consistent. Rigor in developing vision
statements helps to ensure that they are com-
prehensive, supportable, and do not need to
be changed very often. The two most recent
Air Force vision statements clearly fail these
basic tests: only about three-and-a-half years
elapsed between the releases of Global Engage-
ment and Global Vigilance, Reach & Power, yet
these consecutive statements represent starkly
different visions of space versus aerospace
and disagree about the importance of space
in the Air Force's future. Imperfect but
durable vision statements that merely get it
less wrong than our potential adversaries (to
use Michael Howard's phrase) are preferable
to churning out new vision statements with
every change in senior leadership.

Third, if the Air Force is serious about fos-
tering innovative approaches to national se-
curity space issues, it must carefully address
the human dimension of this problem. People
provide the leadership required to develop
and implement vision. In Winning the Next
War, Stephen Rosen explains that peacetime
military innovation is most likely when senior
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military leaders develop a new theory of vic-
tory and then create “a new promotion path-
way to the senior ranks, so that young officers
learning and practicing the new way of war
can rise to the top, as part of a generational
change.” There is much the Air Force can
do on the space front at both the junior and
senior levels to help encourage the type of
long-term innovation Rosen discusses.>! The
Air Force should develop promotion path-
ways so that junior space officers can rise to
senior levels of command, not only within the
space community but also—and this will be
one of the best tests of whether Al is rhetoric
or reality—within the air community as well.
The Air Force's ongoing Developing Aero-
space Leaders Program is exploring ways to
create these types of promotion pathways.

At the senior levels, the Air Force's greatest
need is for more stability and longer tenures.
By design, a great deal of turnover normally
occurs in senior military positions, but certain
key positions such as CINCSPACE need to be
broken out of this pattern in order to create
more stability and long-term vision in an area
in which these are so sorely lacking. There
have already been eight CINCSPACE:s in the
15 years of USSPACECOM’s existence, and
this type of rotating door at the top makes it
virtually impossible for anyone to provide
long-term leadership and stable vision for the
future.’? Of the eight, only two (Gen Robert
T. Herres and Gen Donald J. Kutyna) had any
significant space background prior to becom-
ing CINCSPACE, further aggravating the ef-
fects of rapid succession in command. It is
particularly telling to contrast the plight of
each CINCSPACE to date with the long-term
tenure enjoyed by Adm William Mottett and
Adm Hyman Rickover as they nurtured naval
aviation and nuclear propulsion—the United
States Navy's most important innovations dur-
ing the twentieth century.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, we
reiterate the importance of focusing on the
first-order issue of developing a robust and
comprehensive vision for United States space
power rather than becoming mired in pre-
mature debates over the second-order issue



Focus: Aerospace Integration

46 AEROSPACE POWER JOURNAL SPRING 2001

of how to organize the management of na-
tional security space. As we have argued
throughout this article, any road will get you
there when you don't know where you're
going; a more effective and better funded or-
ganization will only get you lost faster in these
situations. Limited resources are always a
problem, and although there is a clear need
for much greater investment in some areas
such as launch and space surveillance, simply
throwing more money at the Air Force (or a
new space service, for that matter) will not re-
solve America’s unclear vision for its national
security space program.®?

Ultimately, the problem facing the Air
Force comes down in large part to issues of
perception and trust. Creating commissions
and mandating organizational changes in
order to address underlying issues are what
politicians in pluralist democracies do when
they do not trust bureaucracies to promote
and implement change on their own. In
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HE MOUNTING DIALOGUE over

the future space role of the Air Force

is very interesting and important. The

article by Lt Col Peter Hays and Dr.
Karl Mueller (“Going Boldly—Where? Aero-
space Integration, the Space Commission, and
the Air Force's Vision for Space”) in this issue
certainly contributes to the aerospace conver-
sation, but it also needs further comment.
Their article discusses, and in some cases criti-
cizes, some of the space approaches outlined
in previous issues of this journal: Lt Col Cyn-
thia McKinley's proposal for a space “Coast
Guard” (“The Guardians of Space: Organizing
America's Space Assets for the Twenty-First
Century,” Spring 2000); Maj Gen John Barry
and Col Darrell Herriges's treatise on today’s
aerospace integration (Al) approach (“Aero-
space Integration, Not Separation,” Summer

50

The

Air Force and
Future Space
Directions

Are We Good Stewards!?

BriIG GEN SIMON PeTER WORDEN, USAF

Editorial Abstract: The space-power debate con-
tinues. In this response, General Worden ar-
gues that the aerospace integration approach to
space power is not only consistent with time-
tested Air Force doctrine, NCA priorities, and
commercial realities, but it also makes the most
sense, given that the Air Force has not been
given the “space stewardship” mission. In Gen-
eral Worden's view, if the Air Force deserves
criticism in its approach to space, it is for its
slowness to demonstrate and test sortie-type sys-
tems for space access and space control.

2000); and Lt Gen Bruce Carlson’s discussion
of future options for space control to protect
commercial activities in space (“Protecting
Global Utilities: Safeguarding the Next Millen-
nium'’s Space-Based Public Services,” Summer
2000). In particular, they suggest that the Al
approach is not persuasive and should not rep-
resent the Air Force approach toward space in
the years ahead. While many of Hays's and
Mueller’s points are valid, their criticisms are
mostly “straw men” set up and knocked down.

Much of the problem is a failure to sepa-
rate strategy and mission from basic doctrine,
operational doctrine, and tactical doctrine.
Strategy and mission are not fundamentaily
Air Force corporate concerns. These are set
by the National Command Authorities (NCA)
and by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.! Conversely,
basic aerospace doctrine is concerned with
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how we organize for and use the aerospace
environment. Operational doctrine guides
the proper employment of aerospace forces
to achieve objectives. Tactical doctrine details
specifics of using individual aerospace sys-
tems.? The various artcles cited above involve
different aspects of the doctrinal confusion
about air and space. This response to them
argues the following points: (1) we currenty
have a basic aerospace strategy and mission—
to rapidly deter or defeat two nearly simulta-
neous, large-scale acts of aggression in differ-
ent theaters (the “two major theater war™ [or
2MTW] surategy that has been issued to us by
the NCA and joint community); (2) current
aerospace basic doctrine, which stresses cen-
tralized control and decenuralized executon,
is as sound for space and information capa-
bilites as it is for traditional air capabilites;
(3) operational doctrine for space and infor-
mation systems needs to be developed as
these capabilities are integrated into our
forces (the premise of the Barryv-Hernges Al
article); and (4) we must develop new aero-
space capabilities to do “space sorties” before
we can truly take proper advantage of space.
Any discussion of the Air Force's approach
to developing and using space capabilities
must begin with the admonition that the Air
Force doesn’t operate in a vacuum (space ex-
cepted;. Yet, there seems to be an attitude
afoot that the current national security space
debate is largely internal to the Air Force.
Some believe that senior Air Force leadership
has close to one hundred billion dollars per
year to spend and could choose simply to
redirect it, based on internal strategic deci-
sions. Anyone working for a few minutes on
the Air Staff knows that senior Air Force lead-
ership’s flexibility extends not much further
than lunch money. In fact, the job of the Air
Force is to train, organize, and equip forces to
meet the nation’s security needs as defined by
the joint war-fighting community, senior de-
fense officials, and, ultimately, the NCA. As
Air Force leadership has repeatedly stated to
Congress, we are woefully underfunded to ac-
complish assigned missions, let alone prepare
for new ones. However, it is very much within

our “job jar” to provide aerospace options for
current and future national security needs.
One of our nation’s very great strengths lies
in having multiple services with diftering doc-
trines and capabilities providing national
leadership with a range of options and ap-
proaches for meeting these needs.

As Hays and Mueller point out. much of
the increased attention to space is in response
to the congressionally mandated Space Com-
mission, whose report was due out in January
2001. While some would say that the Air
Force has not been a good steward of space,
we must all understand the Air Force position
on this issue." In short, the Air Force does not
have an assigned responsibility to be the
“steward” for space, and Air Force leadership
has been quite reasonable in its approach to
the situation. They have told the commission
that the Air Force would eagerly become the
“space steward,” but it must have that mission
assigned along with the resources to accom-
plish it. That new responsibility would be con-
sistent with the current approach to missions
the Air Force already is assigned—which is
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the main point General Barry and Colonel
Herriges were stating in their Al article.

The core USAF assigned mission is to pro-
vide the necessary trained personnel, organiza-
tons, and equipment to conduct two near-
simultaneous MTWs and several small-scale
contingencies. The Barry-Herriges article
points out that the USAF sees an increased role
for space capabilities, primarily intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) for this
basic theater-warfare mission. In this respect,
their article represents a coherent and com-
pelling case for using space ISR as part of our
evolving operational doctrine.

Hays and Mueller criticize the article on
the grounds that it lacks a coherent doctrine.
In so doing, they fail to recognize the appli-
cability of the USAF’s well-defined basic doc-
trine, constructed from almost a century of
experience. The Al concept supports this
basic doctrine as part of our evolving opera-
tional doctrine specified in Air Force Doc-
trine Document 2 (AFDD 2), Organization
and Employment of Aerospace Power, and its
space section, AFDD 2-2, Space Operations.* In
short, the doctrine states that flexible and
rapid forces such as aircraft must be com-
manded and controlled as a single, integrated
whole over the entire theater of operations.
We in the Air Force had been rightly criti-
cized in the past for not having a crisp state-

ment of our doctrine. But that is being reme-
died by the creation of the Air Force Doctrine
Center and its series of products, beginning
with AFDD 1, Air Force Basic Doctrine, dated 1
September 1997.

But again, doctrine must not be confused
with missions or strategies. This is the mistake
many space advocates have made. Basic doc-
trine is a concept for organizing and com-
manding forces, not specifying missions.

Basic and operational USAF doctrine is
well suited for the current theater warfare
mission. The challenge, however, has been to
truly integrate forces to match that doctrine
and to present them appropriately to the
joint force commander (JFC). This is funda-
mental to the whole focus on organizing an
Aerospace Expeditionary Force concept
around a joint aerospace operation center
(JAOC). including all aerospace capabilities
like new elements of space and cyberspace
support, as specified in AFDD 2. The Air
Force might be justly criticized in its past
treatment of space for not integrating space
into the JAOCs, but this is being remedied.
The AI concept simply states that we have
convinced ourselves that the ratio of airborne
to spaceborne elements—particularly in ISR—
will shift toward space in the decades ahead.
Ironically, the Air Force chose to put about a
sixth of its scientific and technology (S&T)



Focus: Aerospace Integratio

THE AIR FORCE AND FUTURE SPACE DIRECTIONS 53

R RS

RS
”ﬂ:@'& - s 4

=

S

dollars (almost the entirety of our leader-
ship’s flexibility) into the next major step in
this evolution—developing space-based radar.
But as one element of Congress criticized the
Air Force for insufficient attenton to new
space capabilities, another element of the
same Congress zeroed the effort to demon-
strate space-based radar capability.’

USAF basic doctrine is also well suited for
important future missions such as protecting
US economic power as linked to space. This is
the point of General Carlson’s article. Systems
based in space (and cyberspace for that matter)
are already crucial parts of our economic infra-
structure, a point lost on Hays and Mueller.
Thev ignore the devastating disruption that los-
ing just one pager satellite two years ago had on
our economy.® They also seem to doubt the im-
mediate need to address the issue of protecting
the global commons of outer and cyberspace.
Yet, this past decade there were at least five doc-
umented attacks on space systems and hun-
dreds of malicious cvberspace attacks.” Thus,
recent history proves the point: The strategic

mission to protect and prevent hostile use of

D

these capabilities will likely be a critical new na-
tonal security dimension.

Effective space and cyberspace control is the
central dimension of this strategy, and, once
again, USAF doctrine is the answer. The basic
doctrinal approach of centralized control and
decentralized execution (master tenet of aero-
space power) is key to an effective future strat-
egy and mission in this economic sphere. Our
operational doctrine can and must evolve if we
are assigned this mission.

The Air Force’s basic and operational doc-
trine covers current strategic deterrent mis-
sions involving nuclear weapons. This, too, is
an enduring truth developed over the last half
century. Here is where space and intormaton
might enable a new strategic approach, relying
not on nuclear weapons but on control of in-
formation and conventional precision strikes
from and through space—albeit with evolu-
tions of our tried and uue doctrine.

A strategic objective in the future will be
to deter adversaries from any aggressive
move without the necessity of massive de-
ployments or risky moves with weapons of
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mass destruction—either of which risks
major loss of life to American personnel
and property. To be effective, a deterrent
must be rapid and credible, convincing an
adversary that his move would both fail in its
objective and result in long-term, unaccept-
able loss of military and economic stature. A
conventional precision-strike deterrent rely-
ing heavily on space capabilities, coupled to
comprehensive information operations and
warfare capabilities and supplemented with
long-range, standoff conventional missile
strike assets based in the United States, on
submarines and on aircraft could provide
an effective deterrent.

While considerable additional analysis is
needed, the basic approach to a nonnuclear
deterrent appears feasible. The keys to this
deterrent revolve around new space capabili-
ties: launch-on-demand capability (likely a
“spaceplane” system), deployable targeting
sensors (probably space-based radar), and
precision-weapons delivery vehicles. These
technologies are maturing today, with Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) or the Department of Defense (DOD)
expecting demonstration flights within five
years." All of these capabilities, including the
launch-on-demand space plane (probably
consisting of a two-stage-to-orbit vehicle based
on the concepts NASA is currently experi-
menting with in its X-33 and X-37 programs)
and microsatellite efforts for space control
are part of the Air Force’s long-range plan.’

The current Al approach, as well as po-
tential new strategic mission approaches in

Notes

1. Nadonal military strategy is contained in a variety of sources.
However, the most concise statements appear in William S. Cohen,
secretary of defense, “Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review”
{Washington. D.C.: Department of Defense, May 1997).

2. For a concise discussion of Air Force doctrine, see Air
Force Doctrine Document 1 (AFDD 1), Air Force Basic Doctrine, 1
September 1997.

3. The Space Commission was established by the FY 1999 De-
fense Authorization Act with additional tasking given in the FY
2000 Defense Authorization Act. The key impetus behind the
commission has been Sen. Robert Smith (R-N.H.). Its members

economic protection and nonnuclear strate-
gic deterrence, will use space power as an
extension of current Air Force basic doc-
trine. Our operational doctrine is already
evolving to incorporate these new capabili-
ties. Of course, we have not yet developed
the necessary tactical doctrine for systems
we have not developed and flown. However,
one thing is clear. The new systems most
consistent with our current doctrine and ap-
proach are those capable of doing “sorties”
into and from space, vice those that are per-
manent “utilities” on orbit. If the Air Force
is to bear any criticism of its approach to
space, it would be due to its slowness to
demonstrate and test sortie-type systems for
space access and space control.!’

In summary, many of the criticisms of the
Air Force in its approach to developing true
aerospace power and incorporating emerg-
ing space and information capabilities are un-
Justified. The Air Force has to accommodate
established national strategy and strategic
missions. It applies aerospace capabilities and
aerospace doctrine to the strategies the na-
tional leadership assigns. The space capabilities
the USAF is pursuing and including in long-
range plans are well suited to long-standing
basic and operational doctrine. Tactical doc-
trine will follow the development and deploy-
ment of new capabilities. The hallmarks of
basic USAF doctrine—unity of control and
flexibility—are well suited to new missions
and strategies that may be assigned and new
space and information capabilities which are
now emerging. [

and work are discussed in the Hays and Mueller article and in
John A. Tirpak, "The Fight for Space.” Air Force Magazine 83 (Au-
gust 2000): 61. The commission has been meeting through the
fall of 2000, and its report was released in January 2001. Its most
controversial charge has been to consider the advisability of a sep-
arate “United States Space Force™ military service or a “Space
Corps” within the United States Air Force. Gen Michael Ryan, Air
Force chief of staff, briefed the USAF position to the Space Com-
mission on 19 September 2000. Based on Air Staff summary notes
from that briefing and the briefing itself. several points emerged.
In the briefing. General Rvan emphasized the current fiscal limi-
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tations on the USAF and its current operational problem with an
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problems.

4. Air Force operational doctrine is outlined in AFDD 2, Or-
gancation and Employment of Aerospace, 17 February 2000. Space
operatonal doctrine is conwined in AFDD 2-2, Space Operations,
238 August 1998.
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spacecraft experienced a failure in its altitude-control system. Un-
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time or earlier. so that the operators were unable to maintain sta-
bie Earth-link ¢Space News. 25-31 May 1998, 3). The Galaxy 4
spacecraft is a2 heavily used communication satellite at geosta-
tionary orbit; 1ts sudden failure caused the loss of pager service to
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catons outages { USA Today, 21 May 1998, 1).

7. There were a handful of satellitejamming reports in the
1990s. For example, reported 1n Paris AFP (North European Ser-
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emment admitted jJamming commercialsatellite phone commu-
nicauons in its breakawav province of Chechnya. A Russian
Defense Ministry spokesman was quoted as saying, “There is spe-

cial equipment for radio-electrical jamming.” Even more than at-
tacks on space-system capabilities, worries grow about real inci-
dents of computer-network attack against economic and national
security. For example, a major “denial of service” attack occurred
against a variety of cyberbusinesses on 9 February 2000 (CNN Re-
port, 9 February 2000, 1456 GMT). Atacks against military tar-
gets have also been documented (see, for example, CNN Report,
6 April 1990, 1829 GMT).

8. There are a variety of “space plane” and conventional
strike concepts discussed. The feasibility and maturity of these
concepts are controversial. Nonetheless, a brief summary of the
technologies is in order. These systems are discussed in the con-
text of force applications in the United States Space Command'’s
“Long-Range Plan: Implementing USSPACECOM vision for
2020." 1998. The basic space-access system would consist of a
reusable suborbital space operations vehicle (SOV) that would
operate solely within the United States. It could carry a reusable
orbital “mini-space plane” or space maneuver vehicle (SMV) ca-
pable of carrying a payload into low earth orbit. It could also
carry an expendable upper stage or “modular insertion stage”
(MIS), for access to higher orbits. Finally, it could carry weapons
capable of being delivered over intercontinental ranges. The
weapon'’s carrier is called a “common aero vehicle” (CAV). How-
ever, the Air Force would need to move smartly to develop and
test these components this decade. Each of these components is
now being pursued by either commercial space-launch develop-
ers, NASA, or the Air Force. By leveraging these diverse efforts,
the Air Force can integrate a comprehensive space-operations-
vehicle architecture at considerably less cost than if it had to de-
velop all components itself. All of these systems would require the
USAF to develop new tactical doctrine.

9. The elements of a space plane and associated microsatel-
lite system are included in Air Force long-range plans supporting
the Al concept. These long-range plans have identified mi-
crosatellites—self-contained, highly maneuverable vehicles
weighing about 100 kilograms e¢ach and costing less than a few
million dollars each—as a key basis for future space-control ca-
pabilities. Several are planned for near-term demonstration by
the Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL). These systems would
be able to rendezvous, inspect, and, if necessary, interfere with
suspect or hostile space systems. In addition, they could include
robotic capabilities for servicing or moving fixed, expendable
space assets. The SMV appears to be an ideal means to place
these microsatellite systems into position and to retrieve them
when no longer needed. Under the direction of senior Air Force
leadership (*Corona™), Headquarters USAF, Plans and Programs,
was directed to prepare a “Vision Force™ to meet its 2020 vision.
This Vision Force was preliminarily approved in fall 2000 by Air
Force leadership.

10. Despite being a central part of Air Force long-range
plans, only a modest amount of money added by Congress for
specific purposes, such as the SMV or microsatellites during the
past few fiscal years, has actually been spent to demonstrate the
new capabilities.
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AEROSPACE INTEGRATION: NOT JUST
AN ACADEMIC PURSUIT

The article “Going Boldly—Where? Aerospace
Integration, the Space Commission, and the
Air Force's Vision for Space” by Lt Col Peter
Hays and Dr. Karl Mueller (this issue) contains
a number of criticisis of aerospace intcgration
(Al) as a concept and the way it has been pre-
sented. The authors question the theoretical
basis for Al and also point to perceived contra-
dictions in two recent Aerospace Power Journal ar-
ticles as evidence that Al is not a sound idea.
These cintcisms are unwarranted, and I will ad-
dress them in turn.

The argument that Al lacks a theoretical
foundation is not a new one. Many people
point to the use and misuse of the word aero-
space, trying to conclude that because of its
various possible meanings, it must be flawed
as a concept. The authors argue that because
Al has little theoretical content, it should not
be the basis for organizing military space.

First, Al is not a plan for reorganizing the
Air Force. Certainly, future changes in cul-
ture, personnel, operations, and capabilities
may support changes in how we organize, but
Al was not developed solely to drive organiza-
tional changes. This misperception is likely
the result of releasing The Aerospace Force—the
Al white paper—so close to the creation of
the Commission to Assess US National Secu-
rity Space Management and Organization. Al-
though Al has been the foundation for the
Air Force strategy to engage the commission,
Al predates the commission by over two years.
At the Corona of fall 1997, the vision of a
“space and air force” was reconsidered and
revised because it was a stovepiped and po-
tentially divisive approach to developing
space power. Our leadership saw that the Air
Force and the nation could not afford to de-
velop airpower and space power in isolation.
Al was conceived as a means to bring air and
space closer together.

To do that, Al is impacting Air Force culture,
operational concepts, capabilities develop-
ment, and—ultimately—the service's organiza-
tion. Even Hays and Mueller accept that the
“philosophy of aerospace integration is com-
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pelling,” and perhaps they have a point in using
the term philosophy. Al has the potendal to
change much of what the Air Force does, how
it does it, and who leads it into tomorrow.

The argument that Al lacks theoretical
content can be the result of an academic ap-
proach. Not to discount the importance of
military theory and doctrine, but sometimes
practical solutions, born of trial and error in
the field, can emerge and change both theory
and doctrine. From our research, we con-
cluded that Al is such a concept. After the Air
Force leadership adequately defined what Al
was, the Aerospace Integration Task Force
traveled throughout the Air Force commu-
nity to gather information on ongoing inte-
gration activities. What they found was that,
though they did not use the term aerospace in-
tegration, many organizations were bringing
together air and space capabilities, opera-
tions, and personnel because it was the prac-
tical solution. Without a signed policy or es-
tablished doctrine, Air Force personnel were
finding out on their own that combining air
and space led to more effective and efficient
operations. This type of “grassroots” creativity
was called upon when the task force stood up
in April 1998 and brought together over 40
Air Force officers to begin writing the con-
ceptual foundation, or white paper, for Al.

The second criticism of Al described by
Hays and Mueller was the perceived lack of
consistency between two recent APJ articles in
support of Al. The first article, by Maj Gen John
Barry and Col Darrell Herriges, describes the
progress the Air Force has made in Al to date
and argues for continued integration of air and
space within the Air Force. The second article,
by Ralph Millsap and Dr. D. B. Posey, describes
the very long-term implications of Al and the
future of space power.

The confusion lies in Hays's and Mueller’s
reading of both items that they identify as in-
consistent. Barry and Herriges state that if
space operations were limited to today's
force-enhancement functions, then that sce-
nario might merit a separate organization.
The basis for this statement is the fact that
today’s space operations are largely not com-



bat operations. Such operations could be rel-
egated to a nonservice organization or de-
fense agency if space were limited to a sup-
porting role. However. the Air Force believes
that space operations will someday include
force application and space-control activities,
which could be classified as combat opera-
dons. Thus, space belongs within a military
service, specifically the US Air Force.
Nowhere in the Barry and Herriges article do
the authors propose a Space Force if space is
limited to a support role.

The Millsap and Posey article attacks the
issue from a long-term perspective. They state
that “when military operations become con-
cemed with effects in space, then they may
warrant the establishment of a Space Force.”
The issue here is how one reads effects in space,
defined by advocates of Al as a long-term re-
quirement when humanity has moved off
Earth and when interplanetary space opera-
tions are required. Until then, all operations
in space, regardless of mission area, will be fo-
cused on creating terrestrial effects. For exam-
ple, space control might be necessary to help
protect our surface forces from overhead sur-
veillance and force application to create
strategic effects on the ground. As long as hu-
manity is bound to Earth, all military opera-
tions will affect people on Earth. In the dis-
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tant future, when human colonies may exist
elsewhere in the solar system, then the effects
of space operations will not be Earth-centric,
and we may need an independent Space
Force.

The two articles are not contradictory. In
fact, the two specific issues that have been
identified support one another. Barry and
Herriges correctly point out that without a di-
rect war-fighting mission, space operations
could be relegated to a support agency. Mill-
sap and Posey look beyond the confines of
Earth orbit and recognize that someday we
may need a Space Force to protect our inter-
ests throughout the solar system.

In this letter, I have attempted to address two
major criticisms of Al. I would like to close by
saying that one of the purposes of releasing The
Aerospace Force was to stimulate intellectual de-
bate, so comments and criticisms such as those
made by Hays and Mueller provide a welcome
opportunity for discussion. Aerospace integra-
tion is a journey, not a destination, so the more
our colleagues ponder it, the more relevant our
position will become.

Col Paul Manley, USAF
Chief, Air Force Transformation Division
Washington, D.C.

The best strategy is always to be strong.

—Carl von Clausewitz
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Transforming Warfare with Effects-
Based Joint Operations

LT CoL Price T. BINGHAM, USAF, RETIRED

Editorial Abstract: What used to be science fiction is becoming reality. Command, control, in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance ( C?’ISR) technology has so progressed that it may
soon be possible to direct warfare in real time from or through C*ISR platforms. Colonel Bing-
ham introduces such a concept of effects-based joint operations that would give commanders in
chief unprecedented control of the battle space and enable realistic training of command and
battle staffs via something called advanced distributed simulation.

HE QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE Re-
view can transform warfare and dra-
matically increase strategic options
across a range of threats, from the-
ater war to stability operations, by recom-
mending that the military services train and
equip their forces to conduct effects-based

joint operations. Such operations would |
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transform warfare by using a theater team of
airborne command, control, intelligence. sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (C‘ISR) sys-
tems to manage the decentralized execution
of US aerospace sorties (of the Air Force,
Navy, Marine Corps. and Army) for targeting
enemy land forces. Key to the transformation
would be the use of friendly (not necessarily



US) land maneuver to support this asymmet-
rical engagement of enemy land forces. The
mansformaton is possible because advances
in wide-area, real-time airborne ground-
surveillance and battle-management systems
make it feasible for air attacks to create phys-
ical and psychological ~effects™ that combine
to quickly prevent a fielded land force from
functoning well enough to achieve its de-
sired objectives. Effects-based joint opera-
tions would increase strategic options by per-
mitwting US personnel to achieve success
faster, more efficiently, and with less risk than
is possible in operations that depend primar-
ily on physical attrition and the close battle to
defeat enemy land forces.

Importance of the C?SR Team

The unprecedented airborne surveillance
and battle-management capabilities pro-
vided by a theater C’ISR team consisting of
joint surveillance, target attack radar system
(JSTARS); airborne warning and control sys-
tem (AWACS); and Rivet Joint aircraft make
effects-based joint operations possible. The
team possesses the advantages of powerful,
wide-area sensors; line-ofsight communica-
tions with most combatants; and, most impor-
tantly, large crews needed for the real-time
management of both surveillance and target
attacks. The C’ISR team's combination of
surveillance and surveillance-management
capabilities is the key to achieving dominant
battle-space awareness. The team's battle-
management capabilities make it feasible to
exploit this awareness in real time to achieve
the functional effect of paralysis by targeting
air attacks against machines operated by the
enemy.

The C’ISR team enhances US expedi-
tionary capabilities because it and the aircraft
for which it targets (fighters, bombers, and
armed helicopters) can quickly self-deploy to
a distant theater. The team also enhances
these capabilities by dramatically reducing
and, in some scenarios, even eliminating the
need for US land forces to engage powerful
enemy army units in close combat. This com-
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plements the Army’s “medium-weight” com-
bat-unit transformation initiative by allowing
US land forces to deploy quickly and maneu-
ver rapidly after their arrival in-theater.

The C?’ISR team reduces or eliminates
close-combat requirements in several ways.
Air attacks managed by the team make it pos-
sible to halt powerful enemy units before they
can move close enough to friendly land forces
to effectively employ their organic weapons.
These attacks also create an important ma-
neuver advantage for our land forces by al-
lowing them to avoid close combat in other-
than-ideal conditions because enemy forces
subject to air attack cannot, or are unwilling
to, move quickly. Furthermore, the C2ISR
team provides real-time information needed
by US commanders to maneuver their land
forces most effectively.

Achieving and Exploiting
Dominant Battle-Space Awareness

The CISR team achieves dominant battle-
space awareness by exploiting an army’s de-
pendence on movement and machines.
Throughout the history of warfare, effective
army commanders have orchestrated the
movement of their forces to create the advan-
tages of superior force ratios, favorable posi-
tions, surprise, and protection. During the
twentieth century, technology in the form of
motorized vehicles transformed the conduct
of land warfare at both the operational (cam-
paign) and tactical (battlefield) levels by
greatly enhancing the ability of armies to
move combat forces and their logistical sup-
port. Today, all but the most primitive armies
rely heavily on vehicles to perform a variety of
critically important military functions such as
maneuvering, targeting (with radar-equipped
vans), delivering heavy firepower, protecting
(through armor and movement), construct-
ing, communicating (carrying heavy radios),
and resupplying.

It is difficult to conceive of an opposing
army attempting a powerful, high-tempo land
offensive without using thousands of vehicles
because of the many important functions they
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perform in the conduct of land warfare.
Given the vulnerability of fixed facilities, the
antiaccess capabilities employed to protect
such an offensive would also likely make exten-
sive use of vehicles. Even internal-oppression
operations rely heavily on vehicles. For exam-
ple, as was the case with such operations in
Iraq, large numbers of vehicles with army ar-
tillery and tank support provided protection
for operations by Serb paramilitary forces in
the Balkans.

The C’ISR team’s unprecedented surveil-
lance and surveillance-management capabili-
ties take advantage of the central role that
movement and machines play in modern
land warfare to provide and exploit dominant
battle-space awareness. The role of machines
makes it difficult for an enemy to counter
effects-based joint operations. For example, if
an enemy avoids using his machines, he loses
all the advantages they provide, rendering
his forces much less capable of aggression
and making them extremely vulnerable to de-
feat by forces able to use their own machines.
People familiar with the advantages machines
provide understand why the North Viet-
namese increased their reliance on them
throughout the war in Southeast Asia and why
mechanized units were among the last US
Army forces withdrawn. Contrary to the myth
that bicycles sustained the North Vietnamese,
they devoted a huge effort to making the Ho
Chi Minh Trail capable of handling an in-
creasingly large volume of truck traffic.

The C?’ISR team'’s sensors “see” machines
in real time whenever they move or emit
within a wide area, even in darkness and ad-
verse weather. By cross-cueing each other’s
sensors, as well as those on unmanned aerial
vehicles (UAV) and other surveillance plat-
forms, and then correlating the collected in-
formation, the team can quickly and reliably
detect, precisely locate, and accurately char-
acterize an enemy’s machines. (The team
could further enhance this information by
using geo-filtered and identification-filtered
friendly location and status information to
create a composite display of forces essential
for reducing the risk of fratricide.) The team

can then quickly and securely disseminate its
information to a joint force commander
(JFC), the component commanders, and
their subordinate echelons to ensure that
everyone shares the same real-time situational
awareness.

The C?ISR team’s ground moving-target
indicator (GMTI) radar surveillance plays an
especially important role in achieving and
then exploiting dominant battle-space aware-
ness. This radar allows the team to collect per-
sistent, real-time information on both enemy
and friendly vehicular movement within a
large area, even during adverse weather and
darkness. In many cases, GMTI information
would be the key to cueing when and where
to employ smaller-field-of-view but higher-
resolution sensors, such as those carried by
UAVs and U-2s, that provide positive target
identification.

Our experience in Kosovo, as well as exer-
cises, shows that GMTI cueing enhances battle-
space awareness by making UAVs much more
efficient, effective, and survivable. Specifically,
cueing these aircraft on when and where to
look for enemy activity can significantly re-
duce wasted surveillance time. Cueing can
also increase UAVs' effectiveness since targets
have less warning time to employ counter-
measures such as smoke. Finally, GMTI in-
creases the survivability of UAVs by reducing
their loiter time in target areas and thus de-
creases their exposure to point air defenses.

Why Dominant Battle-Space
Awareness Makes
Transformation Possible

Dominant battle-space awareness makes
transformation possible by rendering obso-
lete an assumption that close combat should
play the major role in the defeat of enemy
land forces. Without dominant battle-space
awareness, commanders (and war-fighting
models) had to assume that information on
the location and strength of individual enemy
army units would not be reliable or precise.
This assumption proceeded from major limi-



tations in the ability to collect and process

data on an enemy's mobile land forces, ex- |

ploit that data into information, and then dis-
seminate that information to war fighters fast
enough to support dynamic targeting and
land maneuver.

The information problem was caused by
the fact that most ground-surveillance systems
had to be very close to their coverage area;
that sensors had restricted fields of view and
needed daylight and/or good visibility to op-
erate properly; and that a system had diffi-
culty providing persistent coverage. Systems
that could operate in adverse weather could
not see, let alone precisely track. slow-moving
land vehicles; moreover, camouflage, con-
cealment, and deception (CCD) measures de-
graded the effectiveness of many of these sys-
tems. After collecting data, many systems had
to return to base to convert it into useful in-
formation. When finally available, the surveil-
lance information still had to be dissemi-
nated. This entire process took precious time,
during which enemy mobile forces continued
to move, rendering a commander’s informa-
ton on them, collected by ground-surveillance
systems, increasingly unreliable.

Without reliable information on opposing
army forces, commanders often depended on
actual contact (close combat) to determine
an enemy'’s location, strength, and intentions.
British military theorist B. H. Liddell Hart ex-
plained the role of close combat in locating
an enemy with his “man-in-the-dark” theory
of infantry tactics that compared land combat
to two men fighting hand to hand in a dark
room. Given the problems involved in finding
enemy forces, success often depended on
fielding large, powerful, heavy land forces
and fighting a campaign whose tempo was re-
stricted by the immense logistical problems
associated with the use of such forces.

The Role of Danger and Jointness
in Effects-Based Joint Operations

Conducting effects-based joint operations
requires that the JFC direct the joint force air
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component commander (JFACC) to employ
precision engagement to paralyze the enemy
land force and minimize its ability to engage
friendly land forces in close combat. The
JFACC would design counterland operations
to apply deterrence theory at the tactical and
operational levels. The objective would entail
targeting vehicular movement in order to cre-
ate such “shock and awe” that surviving
enemy soldiers quickly perceive that such
movement and the massing of forces, espe-
cially vehicles, are extremely dangerous.

The attacks would be designed to commu-
nicate clearly to enemy soldiers that move-
ment makes them visible and very vulnerable
to deadly air attacks that would soon follow if
they attempt to move. Creating such a per-
ception of extreme danger is very important
because of soldiers’ tendency to behave in a
way that will minimize exposure to that dan-
ger. In this case, the desired “effect” is an
enemy force whose soldiers will not risk ve-
hicular movement. This behavior explains
how one can achieve militarily significant ve-
hicular paralysis faster and with fewer re-
sources than might otherwise be expected
from the physical destruction actually in-
flicted.

As the suppression of enemy air defenses
(SEAD) operation in the Gulf War demon-
strated, one can quickly create a sufficient
perception of danger to achieve paralysis (or
suppression) by beginning a campaign with
large numbers of sudden and extremely
lethal air attacks. One can maintain that per-
ception by conducting prompt, lethal attacks
against any enemy attempt to operate ma-
chines (move, mass, or emit). Making persis-
tent vehicular paralysis a desired effect has the
additional advantage of allowing component
commanders and their staffs to assess quickly
and reliably the success of precision engage-
ments that target this movement. The theater
C*ISR team aids in this assessment with its
ability to see in real time the location and
amount of vehicular movement. With contin-
uous coverage, the team’s assessments will be
even less subject to distortion by enemy CCD
measures.
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Ideally, the JFC’s campaign guidance to
the joint force land component commander
(JFLCC) would be to support the JFACC's
precision engagement with maneuver while
also maneuvering to avoid close combat as
much as possible. Under this guidance, the
JFLCC would orchestrate maneuver to pre-
sent such a threat or opportunity that creates
the “effect” of causing enemy forces to at-
tempt rapid and massive vehicular move-
ment. Closely coordinated with the JFACC,
such an effect would greatly increase enemy
vulnerability to air attack. The resulting de-
struction of enemy forces attempting to move
would, in turn, complement friendly land ma-
neuver by quickly causing more long-lasting
and widespread enemy vehicular paralysis
and dispersal.

After the JFC determines that the combi-
nation of precision engagement and maneu-
ver has achieved the degree of paralysis and
dispersal of enemy forces that will provide
friendly land forces with maneuver domi-
nance, enemy units would become vulnerable
to being bypassed or defeated in detail. Thus,
regardless of whether an enemy commander
chooses to move or disperse and conceal
forces, the JFC’s conduct of effects-based joint
operations would dramatically reduce the
role of close combat, while ensuring that
enemy land forces face certain, quick defeat
with minimum risk for civilians and friendly
forces. Unable to fight effectively, organized
enemy resistance likely would collapse rap-
idly, allowing US forces to quickly achieve the
campaign’s objective.

Airborne Battle Management and
Effects-Based Joint Operations

The success of effects-based joint opera-
tions depends on airborne battle manage-
ment. The JFACC would use the C%ISR team
to manage the decentralized execution of
counterland operations that would target mo-
bile forces within the team's coverage area.
The JFACC would do this by using the air
tasking order (ATO) to assign objectives,
forces (fighters, bombers, armed helicopters,

UAVs, and—in the future—unmanned com-
bat air vehicles), and coverage areas to subor-
dinate commanders located with their battle
staffs on board the C?ISR team'’s systems. One
should emphasize that the use of the C*ISR
team’s airborne battle management would be
integrated into the JFACC's exercise of cen-
tralized control over theater air operations.
The JFACC would remain responsible for de-
veloping the air portion of the theater cam-
paign plan, based on JFC guidance, and coordi-
nating that plan and its dynamic execution
with the JFLCC.

The C’ISR team's airborne battle staffs
would be responsible for dynamically prioritiz-
ing targets and pairing weapons with targets,
based on changing conditions created by ve-
hicular movement and weather. They would
be expected to create and then exploit op-
portunities and neutralize developing threats
created by vehicular movement. For example,
they might create an opportunity, such as a lu-
crative vehicle concentration, by targeting
route structure just in front of a convoy when
it reaches a location where the vehicles could
not quickly disperse under a follow-up attack.
Airborne battle staffs could also create op-
portunities by suggesting schemes for friendly
land maneuver designed to make enemy
forces move in ways that would increase their
vulnerability to air attack. The JFACC would
closely monitor this decentralized execution
of the ATO, coordinating recommendations
for land maneuver as necessary with the
JFLCC. Perhaps as the result of new JFC guid-
ance or dialogue with the JFLCC, the JFACC
would make timely adjustments, as necessary,
in terms of the objectives, coverage areas, and
forces assigned to the airborne battle staffs.

One could compare the C’ISR team'’s role
in effects-based joint operations to that of a
quarterback whom the coach (JFACC) allows
to exercise his judgment and change plays
(divert sorties and assign targets) at the line
of scrimmage to counter developing threats
or exploit fleeting opportunities. For example.
a coach may instruct his quarterback to call
an audible when necessary to counter develop-
ing threats or exploit opportunities created



by the locatdon or movement of an opponent’s
defensive players. Like the quarterback call-
ing an audible, when the C*ISR team detects
a developing threat or fleeting opportunity
created by enemy vehicular movement, the
JFAAC could authorize it to act quickly and
divert aircraft previously identified as poten-
dal diverts in the ATO to appropriate targets.

Differences between Mobile and
Fixed Targeting

The differences between the processes for
the precision engagement of mobile and
fixed targets help explain why one needs the
C’ISR team’s decentralized airborne battle
management to achieve the “single digit” re-
sponse time required in effects-based joint
operations. In contrast to engaging fixed tar-
gets, the precision engagement of mobile
army forces requires minimizing the engage-
ment-decision timeline because target move-
ment can quickly change one or more factors
vital to targeting effectiveness. One obvious
factor vital to effectiveness is target move-
ment’s ability to change its location rapidly.
Movement can also quickly reduce target vul-
nerability through dispersing, increasing the
intervals between vehicles, changing the types
of vehicles (armored versus soft skin) in the
target area, and decreasing target exposure to
attack by using terrain and foliage for protec-
tion and concealment. Movement can quickly
reduce target size in terms of the numbers of
vehicles in the target area and can rapidly in-
crease the risk of collateral damage by adding
civilian vehicles or by putting military vehicles
into a populated area. Furthermore, the risk
to friendly forces can increase quickly
through movement. For example, enemy ve-
hicles can move under the coverage of an air
defense system, a missile launcher can reach
a firing position, and enemy land forces can
move into sufficient proximity to friendly
land forces to employ their weapons.

Adding to the differences between the
processes for precision engagement of fixed
and mobile targets is the way vehicular move-
ment can influence the complexity of the tar-
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geting process—for example, through the
number and types of vehicles that are poten-
tial targets. The enemy could have thousands
or even tens of thousands of different vehi-
cles, military and civilian, moving in very
dense traffic within the C*ISR team's cover-
age area. Their unpredictable movement
adds to targeting complexity. Unlike aircraft.
vehicles on land can, and often do, frequently
change their direction and speed, making un-
predictable stops and starts while moving
over a very short distance. Traftic density can
also quickly change. Other reasons for the
unpredictability of vehicular movement in-
clude the way darkness, adverse weather, traf-
fic density, and changing surface strength
(perhaps from weather or damage to a road)
affect vehicle speeds. In addition, movement
can aftfect targeting complexity by quickly
changing surveillance coverage and visibility
due to screening caused by terrain, foliage,
and buildings.

Operational Factors and Airborne
Battle Management

Timeless operational factors related to
human capabilities and limitations provide
still more reasons why airborne battle man-
agement is essential for effects-based joint op-
erations. Even when battletields were far
smaller and commanders could see and
quickly communicate (using horns, drums,
and flags) with all their forces, etfective com-
manders learned to organize by exercising
command and control (C?) through subordi-
nate echelons (through commanders of tens,
hundreds, thousands, and ten thousands).
The limitations were not so much technical as
human. These commanders knew, as do
fighter pilots experienced in air-to-air com-
bat, that their span of surveillance limited the
number of dynamic entities and engagements
that they could track, especially when the en-
tities moved in many different and widely sep-
arated parts of the battle space. They also
knew that their span of control limited the
number of units they could effectively man-
age during a very dynamic engagement. Fi-
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nally, they knew that the survival of their
forces, let alone their ability to achieve suc-
cess, depended on whether their exercise of
C? would degrade gracefully due to interrup-
tions in communications with the fighting
forces or if they or a key subordinate became
disabled.

The magnitude of the span-of-surveillance
problem created by large numbers of mobile
land targets has a significant impact on the
airborne battle management of counterland
operations. This problem makes it necessary
for C?ISR systems responsible for the execu-
tion of counterland operations to have large
numbers of operator workstations. For exam-
ple. on land—especially during the initial
part of a campaign—there are likely to be
more targets (thousands instead of tens or
hundreds) to detect, locate, track, and char-
acterize than in the air.

As has been noted, the movement of vehi-
cles on land is much more complex than in
the air, in that they move far more slowly and
unpredictably, ensuring that they rarely move
continuously or relatively directly between
their starting points and destinations—as do
aircraft. The ability of vehicles moving across
the land’s surface to stop moving at any time
also creates increased opportunities for effec-
tive CCD—all of which makes reliable track-
ing and characterization far more difficult on
land. Additionally, land vehicles often move
in dense traffic and are more subject to
screening. Finally, the fact that civilian vehicles
are much more likely to be intermingled with
military vehicles adds to the difficulty of char-
acterizing and prioritizing targets on land.

Constraints on span of control also con-
tribute to the need for C?ISR systems large
enough to support multiple numbers of at-
tack-control operators. The much larger
number of targets and the complexity of their
movement do much to make span of control
for the engagement of mobile land targets
generally much more constrained than is the
case with the engagement of air targets. Given
the very large number of vehicles likely to be
moving on land, especially during an enemy
offensive or in a defensive reaction to a
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friendly offensive, effective precision engage-
ment will likely require control of a large
number of nearly simultaneous attacks.

But target movement is not the only factor
constraining span of control on land. Span of
control is limited because aircraft targeting
moving land vehicles probably need more in-
formation from off-board sources than is the
case with the engagement of targets in the air.
This is so because aircraft attacking mobile
land targets do not have a sensor for detect-
ing and tracking vehicles from a significant
distance, let alone tracking a vehicle moving
during adverse weather. In addition, aircraft
attacking land vehicles generally employ mu-
nitions that do not have their own sensors, as
do air-to-air missiles, that allow them to guide
on a moving target. The fact that attacking
aircrews need to precisely aim their muni-
tions at land targets can easily increase the
amount of targeting information operators
must provide to ensure an effective precision
engagement.

A surface C? facility, such as an air opera-
tions center, usually located deep in friendly
territory, needs airborne battle management
to maintain timely contact with large num-
bers of aircraft operating deep in enemy air-
space. Much of the dominant battle-space
awareness needed to orchestrate precision
engagements against mobile targets depends
upon one's ability to monitor the communi-
cations of aircraft operating in enemy airspace.

Deployability and out-of-area “untethered”
operations provide still more reasons for exer-
cising airborne battle management. Increas-
ingly, countering threats posed by land forces
will require quickly deploying forces to areas
where surface facilities for exercising C? are
limited or unavailable. Even if such faciliues
are available, they and their communications
are likely to be more vulnerable to attack—
especially from ballistic or cruise missiles deliv-
ering weapons of mass destrucion—than an
airborne system. If necessary, one can base an
airborne system at a significant distance from
the area of operations, where it can maintain
an orbit beyond the reach of an enemy's sur-
face-based air defenses.



The Requirement for Advanced
Distributed Simulation

The success of effects-based joint opera-
dons depends greatly on whether JFCs, their
component commanders, and their subordi-
nates—including the commanders and battle
staffs located on board the C’ISR team's sys-
tems—use advanced distributed simulation
(ADS) to conduct realistic training, war plan-
ning, and mission rehearsal. ADS is essential
because live peacetime exercises provide an
extremely limited environment for learning
how to most effectively employ C2ISR systems
that can detect, locate, track, and target very
large numbers of vehicles moving in an un-
predictable manner within a vast area. For ex-
ample, cost constraints severely limit both the
number of live exercises and the number of
vehicles used in these exercises. Peacetime
exercises also tend to be unrealistic because
the majority of them are confined to familiar
and relatively small operating areas that bear
little similarity to areas where combat is likely.
In addition, safety considerations can greatly
constrain the realism of the peacetime train-
ing environment.

One also needs ADS because current
models and simulations cannot show the full
value of battlespace awareness provided by
airborne ground surveillance and the need
for airborne battle management to effectively
exploit that awareness with timely precision
engagements that complement and reinforce
land maneuver. Problems have arisen from
a limited ability to simulate realistically the
surveillance and targeting of large numbers
of moving vehicles. The lack of realism has
extended to both visual displays and surveil-
lance-control measures. Because they cannot
realistically show the value of ground-surveil-
lance systems’ battle-space-awareness capabil-
ities, current models and simulations do not
provide the repetition needed for effective
concept development, war planning, and mis-
sion rehearsal.

Fortunately, ADS can help solve the prob-
lems associated with both live exercises and
current models and simulations. With ADS it
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is possible to have a scenario generator pro-
vide over a distributed interactive simulation
network thousands of virtual vehicles, each of
which can move realistically across any de-
sired terrain according to a script written to
replicate a specific doctrine. More impor-
tantly, ADS allows one to take virtual target
information from the scenario generator and
translate it into realistic target reports, as seen
by the surveillance system, by introducing fac-
tors such as probability of detection, target lo-
cation, false detection, and terrain-screening
effects. Displayed on a C’ISR system's opera-
tor workstations, these reports are indistin-
guishable from “live” action.

Since ADS makes it possible to fight realis-
tic scenarios located anywhere in the world
and provide repetition, theater commanders
could easily use ADS for war planning. With
ADS, they could assess a variety of different
campaign options. Similarly, battle staffs on
board the C’ISR team could use ADS for mis-
sion rehearsal, even en route to a contin-
gency. Moreover, by allowing realistic training
without having to fly the C*ISR team and con-
duct live target attacks, ADS could signifi-
cantly reduce training costs, wear and tear on
actual C’ISR systems, and the impact of oper-
ations tempo on their crews.

Challenges to Implementing
Effects-Based Joint Operations

Although implementing effects-based joint
operations provides important advantages, it
also poses numerous challenges for the ser-
vices. Given the critical role played by the
C*ISR team, implementation would require
that the services solve the current low den-
sity/high demand problem by procuring suf-
ficient numbers of C?’ISR systems so that a
team can place vital areas under continuous
coverage well before aggression or internal
oppression begins. The team’s vital role also
means that the services must accelerate their
efforts to provide these systems with enhance-
ments that improve the quality of the team'’s
information and its ability to use that infor-
mation to support dynamic targeting.
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Since models play a major role in deter-
mining equipment requirements, the services
must develop new warfighting models that
treat an enemy’s fielded land forces as a sys-
tem whose ability to function depends upon
the operation of its machines. The models
must show how all vehicles, not just tanks, in-
fluence an army’s war-fighting effectiveness.
They must also show with realism the way
people actually behave in war—behavior that
is vastly different from how an opposing
force's “entities” act in current attrition-ori-
ented models.

Forces fight as they train. Therefore, it is
essential that the services train together more
frequently and more realistically. Effective
training for the C’ISR team and the services'’
air forces requires an opposing force fielded
in appropriate numbers and employing in-
tensive CCD measures. Scenarios should also
include the use of simulated civilian vehicles.

(
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In contrast to what they do in today'’s training,
Army and Marine Corps forces must design
their land maneuver to make US air forces
more effective at targeting opposing forces
without becoming engaged in costly close
combat. Also of great importance, training
must be conducted in realistic terrain and
weather conditions.

Finally, the successful implementation of
effects-based joint operations requires that
US commanders and their staffs be well qual-
ified to conduct war at the operational level.
The services must treat qualifications for this
level with the same thoroughness that they
currently apply to those for the tactical level.
As is the case with tactical-level units, the ser-
vices must demand that all personnel, regard-
less of rank, demonstrate appropriate knowl-
edge and judgment at the joint operational
level before assigning them war-fighting re-
sponsibilities. O

Domestic policy can only defeat us; foreign policy can kill us.

—John F. Kennedy, 1961



CHARLES TusTIN KAMPS

The jCS 94-Target Llst+_ s

AV|etnam Myth That Still Distorts Military Thought

F 3
.
mmmm%‘ -

Editorial Abstract: One of the great debates about the Vietnam conflict is whether it was the Joint Chiefs
of Staff or the Johnson administration who misapplied airpower. Critics have alluded to the infamous
JCS 94-Target List as the example of how unimaginative air campaign planners used World War
[I-uvintage strategic bombing inappropriately against a nonindustrial North Vietnam. Professor Kamps
unveils and analyzes the actual list, arguing that a professionally derived and potentially effective air
campaign was never utilized due to the politics of the time.

HE FLEXIBILITY OF airpower pro-
vides decision makers with many op-
tions for using or abusing the mili-
tary instrument of power, as seen in
conflicts from Vietnam to Kosovo. Some writ-
ers have used the bombing of North Vietnam
during 1965-68 as a case to denigrate the
ability of airpower to contribute effectively in
Southeast Asia by claiming that the Vietnam-
era generals simply dusted off the strategic

bombing plans from World War II and inap-
propriately applied them to North Vietnam.
One of the proofs offered for this view has
been the often-mentioned, but never re-
vealed, Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) 94-Target
List. The list is published here and is a far cry
from being a substantiation of the critics’
claims. Quite the opposite, it reveals profes-
sionalism and shows how airpower was in-
tended to be applied in an effective way in
Vietnam.
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The Claims

A generation of Air Force officers and oth-
ers have now read essays claiming that the JCS
and other high-ranking US military leaders of
the early 1960s erroneously wanted to bomb
North Vietnam’s alleged industrial heartland
in order to achieve victory in South Vietnam.
Of course, North Vietnam did not have any-
thing like an industrial heartland, and the
critics have had to resort to the theory that
unimaginative generals simply fell back on
pre-1940 doctrine. Crucial to this misrepre-
sentation is the mysterious 94-Target List,
which supposedly enumerated the nonexist-
ent industrial targets. It is worth quoting a few
examples of how the list has been invoked by
writers to criticize US military leaders.

Earl H. Tilford's 1991 book, Setup: What the
Air Force Did in Vietnam and Why, makes the
following claims:

They [the Air Force] devised a set of targets—
the 94-targets list—designed to destroy North
Vietnam’s industries and wreck its transporta-
tion system, thereby preventing North Vietnam
from supporting the insurgency in South Viet-
nam. . ..

The Joint Chiefs, particularly the Air Force, had
advocated bombing North Vietnam's industrial
base from the beginning. Had the Air Force
had its way North Vietnam’s Thai Nguyen steel
mill, its only cement plant, its single explosives
plant, and most of its thermal power plants
would have been destroyed by the end of the
first few weeks of the campaign outlined in the
original 94-targets list. . . .

Instead of operating within parameters of a lim-
ited war, air power leaders sought to refight
World War H—a conflict for which the doctrine
of strategic bombardment was better suited.!

Raymond W. Leonard’s article “Learning
from History: Linebacker II and U.S. Air Force
Doctrine,” which appeared in the April 1994
issue of The Journal of Military History, asserts: “It
[the 1964 JCS plan] was in many ways a classic
replay of the offensive against Japan: it called
for the concentrated and rapid destruction of
ninety-four industrial, transportation, and in-
frastructure targets in North Vietnam."?

Writing for the Airpower Research Insti-
tute in 1986, Dennis M. Drew stated:

The criteria for selecting targets on the 94 Tar-
gets List and the JCS plan for striking those tar-
gets clearly indicate that the JCS desired to
wage a classic strategic bombing campaign and
a complementary interdiction campaign against
North Vietnam . . . and finally the progressive
destruction of the enemy’s industrial web. . . . In
essence, the JCS planned to take the World War
II bombing campaign in Europe and transplant
it 20 years later in North Vietnam.?

Finally, perhaps the most articulate of the crit-
ics, Mark Clodfelter, writes in his highly
touted 1989 work The Limits of Air Power that
“LeMay’s ‘Stone Age’ was exactly what its
name implied—the absence of the perceived
technological essentials of modern life. In
equating economic well-being to industrial
strength, the ninety-four-target scheme em-
bodied the essence of American strategic
bombing doctrine.™

Needless to say, without an examination of
the JCS Target List, all of the above claims
lack substantiation—but they are often taken
at face value by the uncritical reader and have
even found their way into lesson plans at Air
Force professional military education schools.
Were the generals really one-dimensional?
Did they really think that North Vietnam was
like Germany in World War II? Did they really
believe that an industrial web existed and that
bombing it would win the war?

The Background

US involvement in South Vietnam intensi-
fied in August 1964 after the Gulf of Tonkin
incident, during which US destroyers skir-
mished with North Vietnamese patrol boats
of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
(DRV) navy. Within days, Congress passed the
so-called Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which al-
lowed President Lyndon Baines Johnson
nearly carte blanche to apply military force in
the region. US Navy carrier aviation was
quickly ordered to strike back at DRV coastal
targets in Operation Pierce Arrow, a purely
retaliatory action.® This tit-for-tat pattern was



repeated in February 1965 when Vietcong
(VC) attacks on the US military installations
at Pleiku and Qui Nhon prompted the Flam-
ing Dart operatons.®

In the latter part of 1964, there was a gen-
eral feeling that the military situation in
South Vietnam was deteriorating. Both Hanoi
and Washington, thinking that they were los-
ing, decided that a faster tempo of reinforce-
ment was necessary to prevent defeat. On the
ground, Ho Chi Minh, communist leader of
the DRV, responded quicker than Johnson. In
addition to political and technical cadres and
replacements, he infiltrated regular North
Vietnamese Army (NVA) combat units into
South Vietnam. By December 1964, a regi-
ment of the NVA 325th Division was identi-
fied in the Central Highlands. The rest of the
325th was in action in the south by February
1965.7 US ground combat troops did not de-
ploy to South Vietnam until March 1965,
when the 9th Marine Brigade landed at Da
Nang. With a rapidly deteriorating ground
situation in South Vietham and the unattrac-
tive prospect of a slow logistical buildup of
Army units to combat the communists, the
Johnson administration turned to airpower as
a rapidly deployable and flexible arm to in-
fluence events in Vietnam.

A deep divide existed between the majority
of the US military high command and some
of the Johnson administration’s civilian ad-
visers over the scope and intensity of the
bombing effort against North Vietnam. These
civilians, best personified by John T. Mc-
Naughton, assistant secretary of defense for
international security affairs, favored an in-
cremental approach, or a progressive slow
squeeze. This was articulated as Option Cin a
26 November 1964 memorandum for the Na-
tional Security Council by McNaughton and
William Bundy (assistant secretary of state for
Far Eastern affairs):

Option C would add to present actions an or-
chestration of (1) communications with Hanoi
and/or Peiping, and (2) additional graduated
military moves against infiltration targets, first
in Laos and then in the DRV, and then against
other targets in North Vietham. The military
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scenario should give the impression of a steady
deliberate approach, and should be designed to
give the US the option at any time to proceed
or not, escalate or not, and to quicken the pace
or not. These decisions would be m