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The Transformation of Air Forces
on the Korean Peninsula

Lt Gen SterHeN G. Woob, USAF
Ma) CHRISTOPHER A. JoHNsON, DM, USAF

ODAY NEARLY 28,000 American

warriors stand shoulder to shoulder

with our Republic of Korea (ROK)

allies defending freedom along the
demilitarized zone. This is the most visible as-
pect of our commitment to a strong ROK-US
alliance, born in blood when the United States
came to the Republic of Korea’s defense in 1950.
Like any enduring relationship, the alliance has
evolved since the signing of the armistice in
1953. A good example of this evolutionary
change concerns the command relationships
within the alliance. When the United States en-
tered the war, the ROK president, Syngman
Rhee. placed all ROK forces under the com-
mand of the United Natons Command and
Gen Douglas MacArthur. This command and
control (C2) arrangement remained unaltered
until 1994, when the two nations agreed that the
Republic of Korea would assume operational
control (OPCON) of its own forces during armi-
stice, with the commander of Combined Forces
Command (CFC) authorized OPCON only dur-
ing crisis and war. This evolutionary change was
appropriate at the time, based on the threat and
the Republic of Korea's capability. Today, the al-
liance is in the midst of another evolutionary
change that will see the most remarkable wans-
formation in its 58-year history.

In February 2007, the defense chiefs of the
two nations agreed that on 17 April 2012, the
Republic of Korea would assume responsibility
for its own defense and retain full OPCON of
its own forces during armistice, crisis, and war.

2
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Since 1978 the war-fighting command on the
peninsula has been CFC, commanded by a US
general officer—currently Gen Walter L. Sharp,
who is leading the transformation that will re-
sult in several monumental changes in the al-
liance structure. First, CFC will be disestablished.
At that time, the Republic of Korea will as-
sume responsibility for its own defense. Simul-
taneously, the United States will activate US
Korea Command (USKORCOM), which will
serve in a doctrinally correct supporting role
within our alliance. Importantly, a key impera-
tive is that CFC will remain ready to fight to-
night and ensure the defense of the Republic
of Korea until the moment that CFC's tlag is
lowered for the last time. The evolution of the
security partnership adds further strength to
the two-nation alliance that will serve US in-
terests in the stability of the Asia-Pacific region
for many years.'

=

President
1

Current and Future
Command Relationships

The current CFC headquarters may appea
to achieve unity of command, but in reali
the US commander of CFC exercises unifie
command in wartime only, with continuin
concurrence of the two allied nations. In fact
as is always the case in multinational oper
tions, both nations maintain command of
their forces, authorizing the CFC commande
to exercise QOPCON of those forces within se-
lected parameters and reserving the right to
modify missions or withdraw forces at any timen
(fig. 1).

In the US supporting-to-supported con
struct of 2012, the USKORCOM commandel
will exercise national OPCON over US force
in the same way the present commander of US
Forces Korea maintains national command.?
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he USKORCOM commander will then ap-
propriately place committed US forces in sup-
orting roles to Korea Joint Forces Command
(KJFC). with command relationships ranging
from supporting to tactical control (TACON)
and with selected levels of administrative con-
trol, while maintaining US OPCON. Specific
USKORCOM command relationships with US
higher authorities will be determined in ap-
propriate consultative processes and agree-
ments within the alliance and ultimately de-
scribed in a revised Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Instruction 5130 (fig. 2)."
Presently, air forces of both nations operate
under the wartime OPCON of the CFC com-
mander. which he or she delegates to the com-
mander of Air Component Command (ACC).
The organizational structure of CFC and its
subordinate combined commands is straight-
forward. resembling a traditional organization
with a vertcal chain of command (fig. 3).
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Based on agreements reached during secu-
rity consultative meetings, each component is
currently led by either a US or an ROK com-
ponent commander reporting directly to the
CFC commander. The Seventh Air Force com-
mander, Lt Gen Stephen G. Wood, leads ACC.
After the Republic of Korea assumes wartime
OPCON in 2012, both nations agree that the
C2 of US and ROK air forces will remain under
US leadership in an integrated fashion, much
as it is today. The major difference lies in the
future supporting-to-supported command re-
lationships (fig. 4).

Alliance Capabilities

The alliance’s capability and will to defend
the Republic of Korea from North Korean ag-
gression has never been stronger. Well known to
the reader are the advancements in US military
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capability over the last two decades. Less well
known is the fact that the Republic of Korea has
placed remendous emphasis on modernization
and military competence. The Republic of ko-
rea is now the 13th largest economy in the world,
spending approximately $24.3 billion—about
9.6 percent of its gross domestic product—on
defense each vear. Its military comprises 677,000
active duty personnel, equipped with the most
modern militarv technology. For instance, nearly
40 percent of the ROK Air Force’s (ROKAF) 500
fighters are F-15K and F-16 aircraft.' However,
the bedrock of the ROK military is its ground
forces, with 541,000 acuve duty personnel and
an addidonal 2.96 million trained soldiers in re-
serve. The leadership of the ROK Armv is also
top notch, as proven during exercise vignettes in
which the CFC commander cedes control to his
ROK counterpart. Consequently, from an alli-
ance perspective, the ROK military is capable of
leading the ground campaign. Thus, under the
CFC wanstormaton plan, the US military’s con-
tribution to the alliance will become more air-
and naval-centric in the future.

When fully transformed, USKORCOM
will be in a doctrinally correct supporting-
to-supported relationship with the ROK war-
fighting command, and the transformed al-
liance will place a premium on air, space,
and cyberspace power. Flawless execution of
the integrated tasking order will require
placement of air, space, and cyberspace
power advocates within the future KJFC
headquarters. The heavy emphasis on air re-
quires that the doctrinal concepts of the air
component coordination element (ACCE)
be fully adopted not only for the United
States but also in an integrated fashion with
our ROKAF allies. KJFC. leading as the sup-
ported organization, will benefit greatly
from the collocated presence of bhoth a
USAF and ROKAF senior officer who can
advocate on behalt of the combined force
air component commander (CFACC). These
senior officers, acting as the ACCE direc-
tors, can explain how the ROKAF and USAF
can best support land and maritime opera-
tions with air, space. and cyberspace power.
More importantly. because of the strong em-
phasis on air operations in this area of re-
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sponsibility, the ACCE director can help
KJFC understand how to support the air
scheme of maneuver.” A robust, integrated
ACCE team, representative of the skill sets at
the Korea Air Operations Center (KAOC), will
support the ACCE directors. This team will
be matched one for one with ROK counter-
parts of equivalent rank and expertise.

The emphasis on a US air- and naval-centric
approach in 2012 creates a need to evaluate the
current joint composition within USKORCOM
headquarters. The opening days of crisis or
war require that the right composition of
skills be available within USKORCOM to sup-
port a major air effort. As an absolute re-
quirement, experts in air, space, and cyber-
space power from the USAF, along with air
experts from the other components, should
provide these skills. Today, joint manpower
at Headquarters US Forces Korea is generally
weighted more towards the Army than the
other components due to the legacy organi-
zational structures that required such empha-
sis at the time. The activation of USKORCOM
in 2012 will present an opportunity to re-
structure the organization to meet twenty-
first-century needs, and plans are under way
to propose that the service mix in the future
USKORCOM staft comprise a higher percent-
age of USAF joint officers.

The combined ROK and US air forces,
formed as the ACC during crisis and war,
provide the critical capability for deterring
any aggression and are a decisive compo-
nent for victory. Our strong relationship
with our ROK counterparts reflects Seventh
Air Force'’s deep commitment to the peace
and stability of the Korean peninsula. In the
future, Seventh Air Force will continue to
lead through the KAOC in executing the
master air attack plan. After 2012, however,
the CFACC will operate in a supporting-to-
supported relationship to the future KJFC
instead of the subordinate relationship that
currently exists with CFC. The US CFACC
will still receive commander’s guidance from
the future USKORCOM commander on the
best way to fulfill the supporting role but
will primarily follow KJFC's strategic guid-
ance and intent.
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Air Forces in Supporting-to-
Supported Relationships

The United States and Republic of Korea will
evolve from a combined command structure to
two separate but complementary commands
that will operate in a supporting-to-supported
relationship, designed to be both responsive and
flexible. This relationship permits each nation
to adapt in a better way to future changes in the
ROK-US alliance. However, use of supporting-
to-supported command structures may pose
unique challenges that do not presently exist.
Unity of eftort, the bedrock of an effective com-
bined organization, will have to be preserved
with coordination mechanisms. The boards, bu-
reaus, centers, and cells that USKORCOM and
its components will establish as coordination
mechanisms with the commands they support
will preserve unity of effort in the future com-
mand lelduonshlp Fortunately, the supporting-
to-supported relationship is not a new concept
on the peninsula Commanders frequently place
US forces in supporting roles to ROK forces
and test them through Exercises Ulchi Freedom
Guardian and Key Resolve, which will offer
tougher challenges to this construct in future
years. Unlike the CFC commander, the tuture
USKORCOM commander will not have wartime
OPCON of the ROK forces with which he or
she establishes these supporting relationships.
Each nation will retain OPCON of its respec-
tive forces, and the USKORCOM commander
will remain the executive agent for all US forces
on the peninsula in all phases of contlict.

The air forces represent one unique excep-
tion related to the evolution from combined
to supporting-to-supported relationships as it
pertains to the KAOC. This organization will
remain integrated, with both nations working
within the same hardened facility. The KAOC
will also stay under the leadership of the USAF
with a ROKAF deputy. both lieutenant generals.
The United States will continue to lead the
KAOC because of its premier air- and space-
centric C2 and planning capabilities, which
complement what is still a predominantly
ground-centric ROK military. However, there
will come a time when the ROKAF will be
ready to lead, and the USAF fully supports

ROKAF eftorts to forge an intradependent air
force. Intradependency, a mutually reinforc-
ing and redundant situation, adds increased
capability, self-reliance, and flexibility for both
air forces.

With the disestablishment of ACC in 2012,
it will no longer exercise OPCON over ROKAF
forces. Instead. the doctrinal concepts of the
CFACC will provide definition for new com-
mand authorities and relationships. By joint
and USAF doctrine, the CFACC will exercise
TACON over those air tforces offered in support.
In Korea the CFACC is also the commander,
Air Force forces and thus retains OPCON over
USAF service component forces. The future
KJFC will provide TACON of ROK air forces to
the CFACC for combined air operations as exe-
cuted through the KAOC. Fortunately, TACON
of ROKAF forces and of those provided by the
other services is all the authority required
when compared to the OPCON presently re-
tained by the ACC commander.

Intradependent Air Forces

In an intradependent relationship, each air
force would not depend entirely on the other
for the successful accomplishment of a particu-
lar task. Of course, self-reliant nations still have
unique strengths that, when brought together.
create synergies otherwise nonexistent. This is
why the alliance between our two nations is so
special. The ROK Defense Ministry continues
to forge intradependence in its air force with
plans to increase spending on arms acquisi-
tion by 19.8 percent for fiscal year 2008. This
effort will make defense-acquisition spending
a wtal of 29.7 percent of the total defense
budget.” Three projects included in this bud-
get increase are essential to the ROKAF's self-
reliance and force modernization: the surface-
to-air missile (SAM-X), the ﬁghter—\ (FX), and
the early warning aircraft-X (EX).

A critical force- -improvement plan for re-
placing 40-year-old Nike SAMs, the SAM-X
project calls for the ROK Defense Minisuy to
procure modern SAMs from Germany.” This
effort will significantly modernize air-defense
capabilities and ROKAF intradependence as



1 as bolster the Republic of Korea's ability
defend against an air attack now and a long-
ange missile threat from North Korea la.ler.
o improve ROKAF self-reliance, this project
ould continue on an annual basis with the
oal of expanding coverage into unprotected
eas as a means to reduce reliance on the US
atriot svstem.

The FX project. which has received much
ress coverage with the debut of the F-13K,
eflects a tremendous success story for the
OKAF's pursuit of intradependency. In 2002
he Republic of Korea signed a contract to
urchase 40 F-15Ks from Boeing, which has
elivered 28 so far. The remaining inventory
is due by the end of 2008. These aircraft re-
place portions of a significantly aged ROKAF
inventory and will allow our alliance partner
'to perform long-range, precision-strike mis-
sions day or night, in any weather, and without
escort. Some observers worry that these ad-
vanced fighters are not replacing older air-
Icraft fast enough. Fortunately, the Republic of
Rorea’s Defense Acquisiton Program Agency
completed negotiations with Boeing to buy 21
more F-15Ks before the end of 2012, when
CFC disestablishment takes place. This agency
also has a long-term vision to acquire about 60
stealth fighter jets, such as the F-35. by 2019.
This modernization effort, especially if ex-
panded to include advances in fighter weaponry
and weapon-targeting technology. indicates
the Republic of Korea's commitment to the
FX project as a critical component of ROKAF
intradependence.”

Another program synchronized with the re-
tenuon of wartime OPCON by the ROK mili-
tary in 2012 is the EX project. Of all the ROKAF
modernization efforts, the ability to provide
robust C2 with airborne early warning and
control aircraft will represent another signifi-
cant advance for ROKRAF intradependence.
Boeing will deliver the first 737-model early
warning aircraft in 2011 and three more in
2012, along with a full complement of flight-
and mission-training systems and mission sup-
port.” This advance in C2 capability increases
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the ROKAF's self-reliance and enables the
country to complement the much-in-demand
US E-3 Sentry Airborne Warning and Control
System aircraft. Opportunities may exist over
the long term to expand the EX program with
other systems such as C2 plattorms based on
the moving target indicator (MTI). In April
2007, Seventh Air Force gained approval to fly
several ROKAF senior leaders on a rare but
insightful E-8 Joint Surveillance Target Attack
Radar System (JSTARS) mission from the 116th
Air Centrol Wing over the Republic of Korea
to impress upon them the value of the MTI
and JSTARS C2 capabilities. With MTI tech-
nology and robust €2, the ROKAF will be able
to provide theater ground and air command-
ers with ground surveillance to support attack
operations and targeting that contribute to the
delay, disruption, and destruction of enemy
forces. Self-reliant surveillance, reconnaissance,
and C2 capabilities are within reach, should the
Republic of Korea follow up on the success of
the EX program with the acquisition of MTI-
based platforms and completion of plans to
purchase four unmanned surveillance aircraft.

Ready to Fight Tonight

Seventh Air Force and the Republic of Ko-
rea's Air Force Operations Command are truly
ready to fight tonight, and we will be ready to
adapt our integrated operations to a supporting-
to-supported construct by 2012. Our robust
exercise schedule will challenge us to perform
under the new construct while optimizing our
relationship with the supported KJFC through
inclusion of an integrated US and ROK ACCE.
Force-modernization efforts for both nations
will play a significant part in our transformation
agenda as we approach the disestablishment
of ACC. The SAM-X, FX, and EX projects pro-
vide only a few examples of how the ROKAF is
moving towards intradependence. The ROKAF's
continued pursuit of self-reliance and the strong
friendship between our two nations will assure
the foundation for sustained peace and swability
in Northeast Asia. U
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Notes

1. For details on the meeting between the US secre-
tarv of defense and the ROK minister of defense, see US
secretarv of defense to commander United States Forces
Korea, memorandum, subject: US Forces Korea Transtor-
mation Guidance, 4 July 2007.

2. See Joint Publication (JP) 0-2, Unified Action Arimed
Forces (UNAAF), 10 July 2001, chap. 3, “Doctrine and Policy
for Joint Command and Control,” hup://www.dtic.mil/
doctrine /jel/new_pubs/jp0_2.pdt: and JP 3-16, Multi-
national Operations, 7 March 2007, hutp:/ /www.dtic.mil/
doctrine /jel/ new_pubs/jp3_16.pdf.

3. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft Instruction
5130.01C, Relationships between Commanders of Combatant
Commands and International Commands and Organizations, |
February 2008, outlines specitic relationships and defines
autharities.

4. 2006 Defense White Paper (Republic of Korea: Ming
try of Defense, 17 May 2007), hup://\w'w.mnd.go.k
mndEng/DefensePolicy/Whitepaper/index.jsp.

5. For details on the ACCE construct, see Air For
Doctrine Center Handbook 10-1, The Aiwr and Space Co
mander's Handbook for the Joint Force Air Component Commandq
27 June 2005.

6. Chin Tae-ung, "Defense Ministry Seeks 20 Percent
Hike in Purchase,” World News Connection, 30 May 2007, il

7. Ibid.

8. Lee Chi-dong, “Seoul’s Plan to Buy More F-15K Je
Remains Despite F-15 Grounding,” World News Connectio
8 November 2007, 1.

9. “Boeing Holds E-X Conference in S. Korea,” UB]
Secunty Industry—Bniefs, 6 November 2007, 1.
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irpower Imbalance

uclear Pakistan's Achilles’ Heel

iR CoMMODORE TARIQ MAHMUD AsHRAF, PakisTaN AIR FORCE, RETIRED*

HE OVERT NUCLEARIZATION of

India and Pakistan in May 1998 dras-

- tcally altered the military landscape

of South Asia. Military planners on

both sides now had to grapple with the addi-

tional strategic doctrinal dilemmas and con-

siderations of deterrence. first use of nuclear

weapons, counterforce versus countervalue
targeting, nuclear thresholds, and so forth.

Conventional imbalance in the military do-
main has been a constant, defining characteris-
tic of South Asian defence dynamics ever since
India and Pakistan achieved independence in
1947. Understandably, the greater size, popu-
lation. and resources of India have enabled its
military to stay ahead in conventional might,
with Pakistan continuing to play the “catch-
up” game. Needless to say, apart from the
resources available to them, the military po-
tential of both countries has also been
shaped significantly by what their respective
superpower allies or other friendly countries
have been willing to provide them in terms of
military wherewithal.

One irrefutable legacy that the Indian and
Pakistani militaries retained from the British
colonials was their rigid adherence to and un-
shakeable belief in the somewhat outdated
tenets of continental warfare. This led both
countries to adopt army-centric military doc-
trines and resulted in the diversion of more
resources towards their respective armies, to
the neglect of their navies and air forces. This
proved truer in the case of Pakistan, where the
army has ruled the country for almost half of
its total existence.

., 1 ) : 3 . e o=
am thanktul to Dr Radney Jones, president of Policy Architects International, Reston, Virginia, for his invaluable support and help

in collecting data for this anticle
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The chronic inferiority in the conventional
military realm that Pakistan has continued to
face led its army to a doctrine of “Strategic De-
fence and Tactical Offence.” Although Pakistan
undoubtedly has remained militarily inferior
to India, one must realize that Indian conven-
tional military superiority has never reached a
stage where one would categorize it as having
a "decisive edge” over the Pakistani military.
The truth of the indecisive nature of this con-
ventional military imbalance was borne out by
the indecisive stalemates that occurred during
the wars of 1948 and 1965."

The situation that I have depicted in the
preceding paragraphs remained valid until
the conduct of nuclear tests by India and Paki-
stan in May 1998, an epochal event that drasti-
cally altered the South Asian military scene.
First of all. one needs to understand the es-
sential motivation that drove Pakistan and India
to go nuclear. In my reckoning, Pakistan’s ba-
sic objective in its quest to acquire nuclear
military capability has always been the desire
to be able to counter India’s conventional su-
periority. India’s motivation involved, among
other things, its desire to emerge as a regional /
global power, the need to balance China, and,
of course, the wish to gain a decisive military
advantage over Pakistan, which India had
failed to achieve in the conventional realm.
From this it flows that although Pakistan has
designed its nuclear arsenal primarily to deter
the launching of a conventional attack by In-
dia, India is likely to employ nuclear weapons
for the projection of political power and to
obviate the chances of any other country's em-
ploying nuclear weapons against it. Elaborat-
ing on Pakistan’s nuclear posture. two commen-
tators write that “nuclear weapons are perceived
in Pakistan as an instrument to countervail a
manifest conventional inferiority.” Explaining
further, they describe how the Pakistani nu-
clear posture is strikingly similar to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) doctrine
of extended deterrence during the Cold War.
This doctrine also made constant reference to
the possible use of nuclear weapons to counter-
vail conventional inferiority vis-a-vis the War-
saw Pact military forces; furthermore, it re-
tused to issue any no-first-use declaration. In

_—

—

fact, NATO has not issued any such declara-
tion to this day and remains ambiguous on
this matter, just as Pakistan has opted to do.?

In any military conflict between two nuclear-
armed adversaries such as India and Pakistan,
one could safely conclude that the chances are
much higher of the conventionally weaker
country (Pakistan) opting to use nuclear weap-
ons first. This is precisely why India has dis-
avowed first use in its draft nuclear doctrine;
Pakistan, however, continues to maintain a
semblance of ambiguity regarding its first-use
posture while simultaneously continuing to im-
ply that such employment remains a possibility.

Since any future South Asian conflict would
start in the conventional realm before escalat-
ing to nuclear dimensions, and because Paki-
stan is the more likely of the two adversaries to
opt for the first use of nuclear weapons, it is
vital for us to study the possible course of
events that could make Pakistan move up the
contlict-escalation ladder by opting to go nu-
clear. In my opinion, one could better de-
scribe this decision point—commonly re-
ferred to as the “nuclear threshold"—as the
"nuclear-escalation threshold.”

Because of Pakistan’s continuing nuclear
ambiguity, we have heard little discussion of
such key issues as what its nuclear-escalation
threshold actually means. One significant ex-
ception to the silence of the Pakistani leader-
ship on this matter occurred when a group of
Italian journalists interviewed Lt Gen Khalid
Kidwai, the director general of Pakistan's Stra-
tegic Plans Division. In a marked departure
from earlier statements and interviews. which
ignored this vital subject, General Kidwai out-
lined the limits of Pakistan's nuclear-escalation
threshold:

It is well known that Pakistan does not have a
“No First Use Policy.” Pakistani nuclear weapons
will be used, according to Gen. Kidwai. only “if the
very existence of Pakistan as a state is at stake.”
This has been detailed by Gen. Kidwai as tollows:

“Nuclear weapons are aimed solely at India. In

case that deterrence fails. they will be used if
a. India atacks Pakistan and conquers a
large part of its territory (space threshold)

1

st



# b. India destroys a large part either of its
land or air forces (military threshold)

c. India proceeds to the economic strangling
of Pakistan (economic strangling)

d. India pushes Pakistan into political desta-
bilizadon or creates a large scale internal
subversion in Pakistan (domestic destabi-
lization)™

Since domestic destabilization and economic
strangulaton are not relevant to the subject of
this discussion, I will focus on the space and
military thresholds. Regarding the territorial
or space threshold, I have previously written
the following:

In conventional terms, the occurrence of any of
the following events could warrant Pakistan re-
sorting to the nuclear option:

Penetration of Indian forces beyond a certain
defined line or crossing of a river.

Imminent capture of an important Pakistani
city like Lahore or Sialkot. . . .

Indian crossing of Line of Control . . . to a
level that it threatens Pakistan's control over
Azad Kashmir.*

Although the denial of Pakistani territory to
the Indian military would jointly fall into the
domain of the Pakistan Army and the Pakistan
Air Force (PAF), the former would bear pri-
mary responsibility for it, with the latter operat-
ing essentially in a supportive role.
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At this stage, we would do well to conduct a
brief comparative overview of the respective
armies and air forces of India and Pakistan
since these two military arins would play a ma-
jor role in determining the outcome of any
conventional war between those countries.
Regarding the two armies, the Indian Army
has a better-than two-to-one advantage in per-
sonnel, armour, and artillery. It has always
been an accepted fact amongst military strate-
gists and practitioners that in order to ensure
success, a land force on the offensive must
have a three-to-one advantage in numbers
over the defending force since the latter oper-
ates from well-dug-in and reinforced positions
generally located in terrain very familiar to its
personnel. The Indian Army does not by itself
possess this decisive advantage over the Paki-
stan Army. If it were to operate jointly with
the might of the Indian Air Force (IAF). how-
ever, the balance does definitely tilt in favour
of the Indians.

Salient comparative aspects of the IAF and
PAF show that the former enjoys almost a 2.6:1
advantage in combat aircraft, purely in numerical
terms (see table).” However, the IAF’s exclusive
possession of bevond visual range (BVR) weap-
ons and air-to-air refuelling capability, as well
as superiority in unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAV), further accentuates its advantage. This
edge would increase further once the [AF in-
ducts the Phalcon airborne early warning and
control (AEW&C) platforms that it has con-

Table. Comparison of IAF and PAF combat assets and potential

Capability IAF PAF Analysis

Manpower 170,000 45,000 3.78:1

Combat aircraft 852 331 2.57:1

Transport aircraft 288 27 10.59:1

Air-to-air refuelling Yes No IAF enjoys exclusiveness

Airborne Warning and Control System On order No IAF will enjoy exclusiveness
BVR air-to-air missiles Yes No IAF enjoys exclusiveness

UAVs Yes Yes IAF enjoys superiority

High-tech combat aircraft 132 32 4.1:1

Comp:lec_l from Anthony H. Cordesman and Martin Kleiber. “The Asian Conventional Military Baiance in 2006: The South Asian Military
Balance.” working draft (Washington. DC: Cenltre for Strategic and International Studies. 26 June 2006). hitp://www.csis.org/media/csis/
Pubs/060626_asia_balance_south.pdf. and Rodney W. Jones. Conventional Military Imbalance and Strategic Stability in South Asia,
SASSU (South Asian Strategic Stability Unit], Research Paper no. 1 (United Kingdom: University of Bradford, Department of Peace
Studies, March 2005), 15, 29-33. hitp://www.policyarchitects.org/pdf/Conventional_imbalance_RJones.pdf.
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tracted to acquire from Israel. The PAF has
been able to induct a few UAVs but has still
not finalized any plans for the induction of an
AEW plattorm despite having evaluated the
Swedish Erieye system. If one also factors into
the equation the number of combat aircraft
operated by the opposing navies, the disparity
increases even further.

The IAF's technological edge is also evi-
denced by the disproportionately large num-
ber of high-technology combat aircraft that it
possesses vis-a-vis the PAF." This qualitative ad-
vantage has shifted to the IAF because of its
unrestricted access to Russian and Israeli tech-
nology while Pakistan has been denied any ad-
ditional aviation assets other than a handful of
upgraded F-16 aircraft from the United States.
China, Pakistan’s main provider of military
aircraft, does not currently produce any com-
bat aircraft comparable to the Western high-
technology variety. Although this ratio might
improve slightly after the iniually ordered
batch of 24 F-16C/D aircraft enters service
(Pakistan has taken delivery of the first two
aircraft), the IAF will again gain the edge with
the induction of an additional 126 advanced
combat aircraft that it is in the process of ac-
quiring from the West. The most significant
disparity lies in the number of hlgh technology
combat platforms that the two air forces possess.
Although the IAF has a 2.6:1 advantage in over-
all numbers, its advantage in high-tech aircraft
exceeds a factor of 4.1:1, which will probably
continue to grow as more Su-30 MKI aircraft
and the additional 126 advanced combat air-
craft join the IAF and enter operational service.

The IAF has a large fleet of transport air-
craft that bestows significant militarv-airlift ca-
pability. Its advantage of over 10:1 in this area
gives the IAF a strategic level of airlift capability,
but one could best describe the PAF as having
only modest airlift potential. Viewed from the
perspective of the IAF's substantially greater
pool of trained manpower, India’s enormous
air-transport potential adds significantly to the
flexibility of operational mobility in terms of
rapid deployment and redeplovment.

The IAF possesses more than twice as many
total aircraft as the PAF, as well as a 3.78:1 ad-
antage in manpower. The freedom of being

able to deploy operational assets at a greater
number of operating locations is an obvious
corollary of this edge. Having illustrated the

gross imbalance that exists between the two

air forces, I now move on to the implications

that imbalance would have in any future con-

ventional war between India and Pakistan.

To a great extent, modern land warfare de-
pends upon establishing a favourable air situa-
tion over the battlefield, which entails the
friendly air force’s fully supporting its own
army while simultaneously preventing the ad-
versary air force from interfering with its op-
erations. The 1AF-versus-PAF comparison in-
dicates that the IAF is much more capable of
achieving a favourable air situation over the
area of the land battle, so it can contribute sig-
nificantly to the success of an Indian land of-
fensive. Moreover, the strong IAF, with its ex-
clusive access to AEW aircraft and BVR missiles,
could neutralize the PAF by mounting a con-
certed counterair-operations campaign against
the latter.” Adequate neutralization of the PAF
would absolutely open the path to an Indian
victory on the ground, and the offensive for:
mations of the Indian Army would be virtually
unstoppable. This could well create a state of
affairs, mentioned above, in which, as General
Kidwai put it, “the very existence of Pakistan as
a state is at stake.”

An analysis of the comparative strengths of
the Indian and Pakistani militaries clearly
identifies the air force as the weakest link in
Pakistan's military—especially when compared
directly with the much more powerful and
better equipped IAF. One must not underesti-
mate the significance of this weakest link since
the destruction of the PAF emerges as the
quickest way to make Pakistan contemplate the
undesirable escalatory step of turning a con-
ventional, limited war into a nuclear holocaust.

This conclusion has lessons not only for Paki-
stan’s government but also for the major global
powers. The Pakistani government must em-
bark on a crash pr ogram to suitably reequip its
air force, but the major global powers must also
understand that enh.m(mg the level of stability
in South Asia requires that Pakistan's nuclear-
escalation threshold be raised and not allowed
to drop any further. As | have indicated, the



ans for doing so lie in suengthening this
:est link in Pakistan’s military chain.

As the Kargil conflict of 1999 demonstrated.,
advent of nuclear weapons in South Asia
s not rendered limited conventional wars in
e region impossible. In fact, as Michael Kre-
n argues in his discussion of the stability-
astability paradox, small-scale, limited con-
rentonal conflicts might even become more
frequent in South Asia.” All international and
regional measures aimed at promoting and
achieving nuclear stability in South Asia must
focus on ensuring that the nuclear-escalation
threshold of the militarily weaker country—
Pakistan—does not drop. Consequently, the
global community must remain alert to any
weaknesses emerging in Pakistan's conventional

Notes

1. I have intentionally not included the 1971 war here
since it was more of a civil war for the Pakistani militarv.
Although it did result in the fall of East Pakistan. the situ-
ation on the western borders at the end of the war was
once again a stalemate, with neither side making signifi-
cant gains.

2. Paolo Couwa-Ramusino and Maurizio Martellini.
“Nuclear Safety. Nuclear Sabilin and Nuclear Strategy in
Pakistan™ {Como. lwaly: Landau Newwork-Centro Volta, 21
Januany 2002;. {6]. [6]all. hup:// www.miintn.it/ ~landnet.
Doc ' pakistan. pdf.

3. Ibid., [5]. Readers should note that General Kidwai
mentions the destruction of Pakistan's army and air force
but makes no mention of Pakistan's navy.

4. Air Commodore Tariq Mahmud Ashraf, Aewspace
Power: The Emevging Strategic Dimension (Peshawar, Paki-
stan: Pakistin Air Force Book Club, 2002), 152, hup:
www.pakdef.info. acropowertfinal.pdf.

3. In terms of pure numbers, the advantage that the
IAF has enjoved over the PAF has gradually been narrow-
Ing. According 1o The Story of the Pakistan Av Force: A Saga
of Courage and Honour (Blamabad, Pakistan: Shaheen
Foundation, 20005, 464, the TAF enjoved an almost five-
to-one superiority in strength over the PAF during the
1971 war. with the PAF having only 22 percent of the IAFs
strength.

6. The combat aircraft included in the category of
high-tech aircraft include the IAF's Su-30, Mirage 2000,
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military wherewithal vis-a-vis India and address
these immediately lest a limited conventional
contlict in South Asia turn into a nuclear holo-
caust with terrifying consequences, not only for
the region but also for the entire world.

In this context, one must concentrate spe-
cifically on the serious imbalance between the
air forces of the two countries since the weak
air force currently fielded by Pakistan might
well prove to be its Achilles’ heel by becoming
the prime reason for escalating a limited con-
flict to the nuclear dimension. Paradoxically,
therefore, it appears to be in India’s national
interest to downplay the increasing strength
and potential of its air force so as to preclude
a further lowering of Pakistan’s perceived nu-
clear-escalation threshold. 1

and MiG-29, while the only PAF plattorm that merits in-
clusion in this category is the F-16. See Anthony H.
Cordesman and Martin Kleiber, “The Asian Conventional
Milituy Balance in 2006: The South Asian Military Bal-
ance,” working draft (Washington, DC.: Centre for Strate-
gic and International Studies, 26 June 2006), htip:/ /www
.csts.org/media/ csis/pubs/060626_asia_balance_south
-pdf; and Rodney W. Jones, Conventional Military Iimbalance
and Strategic Stability in South Asia, SASSU [South Asian
Strategic Stability Unit], Research Paper no. 1 (United King-
dom: University of Bradiord, Deparument of Peace Stud-
ies, March 2005), 15, 29-33, hup: /www.policyarchitects
org/pdl/Conventional _imbalance_RJones.pdf.

7. The IAF would retain exclusive possession of AEW
capabilities until the PAF inducts a similar pladorm. How-
ever, the 1AF's advantage in BVR missiles might not re-
main once the PAF inducts the additional batch of 24
F-16C/D aircraft since they are reportedly capable of us-
ing advanced medium-range air-to-air missiles (included
in the wtal delivered package).

8. Michael Krepon, “The Stability-Instability Paradox.,
Misperception, and Escalation Control in South Asia,” in
Lscalation Control and the Nuclear Option in South Asia, ced.
Michael Krepon, Rodney W, Jones, and Ziad Haider
(Washington, DC: Henry L. Stimson Center, November
2004), 1-24, hup://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=191.
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Selecting ASP] Focus Areas and
Presenting the Latest Chronicles Online

Journal Articles

IR AND SPACE Power Journal (ASP[),

the professional journal of the US Air

Force, publishes thought-provoking

articles about flying and fighting in
air, space, and cyberspace. Military activities in
our service's three operational domains are
diverse. so we focus each quarterly ASPJ issue
on a subset of them. The ASPJ staff selects
these tocus areas based on what Airmen are
doing and what our senior leaders say is im-
portant. For example, the ASPJ-English issue
of Summer 2008 focused on “Expeditionary
Operations,” a topic of perennial interest to
all Airmen. The current issue examines "Re-
defining Air, Space, and Cyber Power™ because

Gen T. Michael Moseley, our former chief of

staft, identified that topic as a priority.! We pe-
riodically repeat some focus areas, but others
are one-time events. Because our selections
evolve in response to today’s fast-changing op-
erational environment, we announce planned
ASPJ-English focus areas on our Web site at
hitp://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/
airchronicles/QtrlyFocusAreas.html. The Ara-
bic, Chinese, French, Portuguese, and Spanish
ASPJ editions independently select their own
tocus areas based on the interests of their re-
spective global audiences.

Few other military journals plan focus areas
as far in advance as ASPJ-English does, but we
find this long-range perspective beneficial.
Merely announcing these topics does not guar-
antee that we will receive enough articles to sup-
port them; however, many authors who send us
articles mention that secing the list of proposed
focus areas intluenced their decision to contrib-
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ute. Therefore, publishing the list helps us so-
licit material for upcoming issues. ASPJ-English
readers are welcome to send their suggestions
for topics to us at aspj@maxwell.af. mil.

All ASPJ editions promote professional dia-
logue among Airmen worldwide so that we
can harness the best ideas about air, space,
and cyberspace power. Chronicles Online Journal
(COJ) complements the printed editions of
ASP/but appears only in electronic form. Not
subject to any fixed publication schedule or
constraints regarding article length, COJ can
publish timely articles anytime about a broad
range of military topics.

Articles appearing in COJ are frequently re-
published elsewhere. The various ASP/ lan-
guage editions routinely translate and print
them. Book editors from around the world se-
lect them as book chapters, and college pro-
fessors use them in the classroom. We are pleased
to present the following recent COJ articles
(available at http://www.airpower.maxwell.af
.mil/airchronicles/cc.hunl):

¢ LT Benjamin Armstrong, USN, “Reaching
Transladonal Lift: The History of the Heli-
copter and Lessons for 21st Century Tech-

nology™ (http://www.airpower.maxwell.af |

.mil/airchronicles/cc/armstrong.html)

e Fleming Saunders, “The Smaut Way to Win
the Vietnam War: Modern Guided Bombs
Take on Ho Chi Minh” (http:/www.air
p()wer.maxwelI.af.mil,’airchronicles/cc/
saunders.htnl)



The ASP/ staff seeks insightful articles and
ok reviews from anywhere in the world. We
er both hard-copy and electronic-publication
portunities in Arabic, Chinese, English,
French. Portuguese, and Spanish. To submit
an article in any of these languages. please re-
fer to the submission guidelines at hup://
,w\s'\s’.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/'airchronicles/
howtol.huml. To write a book review, please
see the guidelines at http://www.airpower
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.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/bookrev/
bkrevguide.html.

Note

1. Gen T. Michael Maseley, The Nation's Guardians:
America’s 21st Century Air Force, CSAF White Paper (Wash-
ington, DC: Department of the Air Force, Office of the
Chief of Staft, 29 December 2007). 5, hup://www.af.anil/
shared/media, document/AFD-080207-048.pdt.
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We encourage you to e-mail your comments to us at aspj@maxwell.af. mil or cadreaspj@aol.com. We reserve

the right to edit your remarks.

A HOUSE DIVIDED

I don't entrely agree with what Lt Gen David
Deptula and Maj R. Greg Brown say in “A House
Divided: The Indivisibiliy of Intelligence, Sur-
veillance. and Reconnaissance” (Summer 2008).
Studving the world wars leads me to the conclu-
sion that some intelligence sources are in fact
strategic—namnely, those based on cryptanalvsis
and elecuronic exploits. Breaking an adversary's
secret code cannot be compared to other forms
of intelligence gathering. I think there sull is a
very good reason to think of communications
intelligence as something special and strategic.
Adversaries can detect radars, satellites, recon-
naissance planes, scouts, and ships. but they
tend to believe in their "unbreakable codes.”
Eavesdropping on “secure” communications
will always be the best source of intelligence, and
special handling of such eavesdropping will al-
waws be required.
Mr. Frank Gerlach
Fellbach, Germany

EXPOSING THE INFORMATION
DOMAIN MYTH

In response 10 Maj Geoflrey Weiss's article “Fx-
posing the Information Domain Myth: A New
' Concept for Air Force and Information ( )pera-

tions Docurine” (Spring 2008), I'd say that the
author takes most of 14 pages (including end-
notes) to tell us the blindingly obvious—that in-
formation is not a domain. We can operate
within all of the other areas we accept as do-
mains, including the ground (although we
spend most of our time on it instead of in it),
and these domains all include a physical ele-
ment that we can touch. (Even our virtually con-
structed domain of cyberspace needs physical
hardware to exist.) Information, on the other
hand. is quite simply ideas. Although ideas can
be stored and, to a degree, manipulated and
conuolled, we cannot operate within them, nor
do they need any physical architecture (except
what is already within us) in order to exist.
Having said that, I still appreciated the au-
thor's effort 1o straighten the docurinal con-
struct to rectify the misconceptions he pointed
out. However, if he truly intends to properly
shift the paradigm that shapes how we view in-
formation, he might want to start with the
name of the applicable doctrine document.
He correctly points out that we attempt to af-
fectinformation through operations intended
initially to control it and ultimately to achieve
the greater goals of information superiority or
information supremacy. Like control of the
air, space, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>