RESEARCH

OUTREACH\qu

NGAGEMENT



-

Volume XXIV, No. 2

Summer 2010

Leading and Managing through Influence

Challenges and Responses
Dr. Raymond A. Shulstad, Brigadier General, USAF, Retired

with Lt Col Richard D. Mael, USAF, Retired

The Role of Airpower in Active

Missile Defense
Col Mike Corbett, USAF, Retired
Paul Zarchan

New Horizons

Coalition Space Operations
Lt Col Thomas G. Single, USAF

Beddown Options for Air National Guard
C-27J Aircraft

Supporting Domestic Response
Col John Conway, USAF, Retired

Building an Offensive and Decisive PLAAF
A Critical Review of Lt Gen Liu Yazhou's The Centenary
of the Air Force

Guocheng Jiang

= -
o

~

- / TO FLY. FIGHT. AND WIN ... IN AIR. SPACE, AND CYBERSPACE



Chief of Staff, US Air Force
Gen Norton A. Schwartz

Commander, Air Education
and Training Command
Gen Stephen R. Lorenz

Commander, Air University
Lt Gen Allen G. Peck

Director, Air Force Research Institute
Gen John AL Shaud, USAF. Retired

Chief, Professional Journals
Lt Col Paul D. Berg

Deputy Chief, Professional Journals
Maj Darren K. Stanford

Editor
Capt Lori Katowich

Professional Staff
Marvin W, Bassett. Contributing Lditor
Tammi K. Long, Editorial Assistant
Daniel M. Armstrong, Hlustrator
L.. Susan Fair, HHlustrator
Ann Bailey, Prepress Production Manager

The Air and Space Power Journal (ISSN 1554-2505), Air
Force Recurring Publication 10-1, published quarterly,
is the professional journal of the United States Air
Force. It is designed to serve as an open forum for the
presentation and stimulation of innovative thinking on
military doctrine, strategy, force structure, readiness,
and other matters of national defense. The views and
opinions expressed or implied in the Journal are those
of the authors and should not be construed as carrying
the official sanction of the Department of Defense,
Air Force, Air Education and Training Command, Air
University, or other agencies or departments of the US
government.

Articles in this edition may be reproduced in whole or in
part without permission. If they are reproduced, the Air
and Space Power Journal requests a courtesy line.

http://www.aetc.randolph.af.mil

http://www.au.af.mil

Air and Space Power Journal
155 N. Twining Street
Maxwell AFB AL 36112-6026

e-mail: aspj@maxwell.af.mil

Visit Air and Space Power Journal onlin
at hitp://www.airpower.au.af.mil.




Senior Leader Persper

Leading and Managing through Influence | 6
Challenges and Responses
Dr. Raymond A. Shulstad, Brigad
with
Lt Col Richard D. US Retis

The Art of Persuasion | 18

The Role of Airpower in Active Missile Defense 1 57

New Horizons 72

Coe Space O

AVE



Departments

20 | Ricochets and Replies

23 | Views & Analyses

a5

Should the United States Maintain the Nuclear Triad? . ... ... ..

Dr. Adam B. Lowther

Updating a Cold War Relic: Ensuring That the New
Air Force Doctrine Document 3 Reflects Current Air Force

Roles and Missions. . . . ... ... ... . . . . . . ... ...

Lt Col David K. Moeller, USAF

Beddown Options for Air National Guard C-27J Aircraft:

Supporting Domestic Response . . .. ....................

Col John Conway, USAF, Retired

Finishing Strong in Irag: Why the Air Force Must Be the

Last to Leave Operation Iragi Freedom . .. ... .............

Lt Col William Jay Martin, USAF

Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States)

Howto Win . .. . .

Robert Haddick

Review Essay
Building an Offensive and Decisive PLAAF: A Critical Review

of Lt Gen Liu Yazhou's The Centenary of the Air Force . . .. ... ..

¢

Book Reviews

Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in

the 21st Century . . . ... ... ... .

P.W. Sii r
Revi : Wing Cdr John M. Shackell, RAF, Retired

The International Politics of Space . . . .. .................

Michael Sheehan
Reviewer: Lt Col Kevin M. Rhoades, USAF

Killing Pablo: The Hunt for the World's Greatest Outlaw . . . . .. ..

Mark Bowden
Revi r: Lt Col Paul D. Berg, USAF



The War: An Intimate History, 1941-1845 . . ... ........... . 98
Geoftrey C. Ward and Ken Burns
Reviewer: Lt Col Daniel J. Simonsen, USAF

The Worlds of Herman Kahn: The Intuitive Science of
Thermonuclear War . . . . . o e e e e e e e e e e 99

Sharon Ghamari-Tabrizi
Reviewer: Col Joe McCue, USAF, Retired

The Development of Propulsion Technology for
U.S. Space-Launch Vehicles, 1926-1991 .. .................. 100

J. D. Hunlej
Revi r: Capt Brent D. Ziarnick, USAFR

Governing the American Lake: The US Defense and
Administration of the Pacific, 1845-1947 . . .. ... ... ... ... 107

Hal M. Friedman
R¢ Dr. John H. Barnhill

In the Shadow of the Moon: A Challenging Journey to
Tranquility, 1965-1969 B I - 102

F is French and Colin Burgess
Dr. Rick W. Sturdevant

The Road to Safwan: The 1st Squadron, 4th Cavalry in

the 1991 Persian Gulif War . . . . . ... ......... e Mive PRI 103
Steph \. Bourgue and John W. Burdan III
Maj AF, Retired
Breaking the Maold: Tanks inthe Cities . . . .. .................. 104
ipt Michael D nnedy, USAF
Unknown Soldiers: Reliving World War Il in Europe . . .. .......... 105

STl

NATQO's Gamble: Combining Diplomacy and Airpower in the
Kosovo Crisis, 1998-19939 . . . ... ... ... ... .. . ... ... .... 106

Reflections of an Air Warrior . . . . . . . . 0 0 e e e e 107

J

Hans-Joachim Marseille: An lilustrated Tribute to the
Luftwaffe's "Star of Africa” . . . ... ... ..... S am s PEl et 107

d R. Muller



The Star Wars Enigma: Behind the Scenes of the Cold
War Race for Missile Defense
Nigel Hey
Reviewer: Maj Eric J. Kolb, USAF

Preparing the Army for Stability Operations: Doctrinal
and Interagency Issues . .. .......... ... ... ... . .. ... 108

Reviewer: CSM James Clifford, USA, Retired

Educing Information: Interrogation: Science and Art:

Foundations forthe Future ... ... ..... ... ... ... . . . . . . 110
Intelligence Science Board
Reviewer: Lt Col Christopher D. Harness, USAF

111 | Mission Debrief




Editorial Advisory Board

Gen John A. Shaud, PhD, USAF, Retired, Air Force Research Institute
Lt Gen Bradley C. Hosmer, USAF, Retired
Dr. J. Douglas Beason (Senior Executive Service and Colonel, USAF, Retired), Air Force Space Command
Dr. Alexander S. Cochran, Office of the Chief of Staff. US Anny
Prof. Thomas B. Grassey, US Naval Academy
Lt Col Dave Mets, PhD, USAF, Retired, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (professor emeritus)

Board of Reviewers

Lt Col Eric Braganca, USAF

Naval Air Station, Patuxent River, Mary Lind
Dr. Kendall K. Brown

NASA Marshall Space Flight Center

Col Steven D. Carey, USAF, Retired
Daphoe. Alabama

Dr. Clavwon K. S. Chun

US Army War College

Dr. Mark Clodfelter

Nauonal war Cullege

Dr. Conrad Crane

Director. US Army Military History Institute
Col Michael D. Davis, USAF

Defense Anache

Col Dennis M. Drew, LSAF, Retired

USAF Schoal of Advanced Air and Space Studies
{ protessor cmeritus)

\Maj Gen Charles J. Dunlap Jr., USAF
The Penlagun

- Dt Stephen Fought
USAF Air War College (prufesaor emeritus)

Col Richard L. Fullerwon, USAF
USAF Academy

Lt Col Derrill T. Goldizen, PhD. USAF, Retired
Westpart Point, Masaac husetts
Cal Mike Guillot, L SAF, Retired
Editor, Strutegic Studies Quarrevly
Atr Force Kescarch Institute

Dr. John F. Guilmartin Jr.

Chio State U nivenity

Dr. Amit Gupw

LSAF Ay War Collegr

Dr. Grant T. Hammoad

Dean, NATO Defenee College

Dx Dale 1. Havden
Anr forie Research Instituie

De. Thomas Hughes
USAF School of Advanced Al and Space udies

Lt Cal Jetfres Hukill, | SAF, Retired
Az Foree Rescarch nstitute

Lt Cal 1. P. llonerwadel, ESAF, Retired
LeMay Center for Daxcenine Development and Education

ol Marh P. Jelonek, USAF
The Prntagon

Col jobn Jogrrst, USAF, Retierd
Navarre. Floride

Mr. Charlen Tustin Ramps
USAF At Command and Staff Collegr

Dr. Tom Keaney

Johns Hopkins University

Col Merrick E. Krause, USAF, Retired
Department of Humeland Security

Col Chris J. Krisinger, USAF, Retired
Burke, Virginia

Dr. Benjamin S. Lambeth

RAND

Mr. Douglas E. Lee

Air Force Space Command

Dr. Richard §. Lester

Eaker Center for Professional Development
Mr. Brent Marley

Redstonc Arsenal, Alabama

Mr. Remy M. Mauduit

Air Force Research Institute

Col Phillip S. Meilinger, USAF, Retired
West Chicago, Illinois

Dr. Danirel Morwnsen

Air Force Research Institute

Dr. Richard R. Muller

USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
Dr. Bruce T. Murphy

Air University

Col Robert Owen, USAF, Retired

Embry -Riddle Aeronautical Univernity

Lt Col Brian 8. Pinkston, USAF, MC, SIS
The Prntagon

ol Bob Potter, USAF, Retined

Air Farce Rescarch Inatituge

Dr. Steve Rothstein

(olorado Springs Science Center Project

Lt (ol Reagan E. Schaupp, USAT

Naval War Cotlege

11r. Barmy Schneider

Directar, USAL Counterproliferation Center
Protesaar, USAF Air War College

(ol Richard Szatranski, USAF, Retired
Toffler Associates

1.1 (ol Edward B. Tomme, PhD, USAF, Retired
Cyberspare Operatiuns Conaulting

Dr. Chriswpher 1. Toner

I niversity of St Thomas

Lt ol David A. Umphreas, I'hD, P'SAFR, Retired
Auburn Univemnity

Dr. Harold R. Winton

1'SAI School of Advanced Air and Space Studies

Summer 2010 | 5



Leading and Managing through Influence

Challenges and Responses

Dr. Raymond A. Shulstad, Brigadier General, USAF. Retired*

with
Lt Col Richard D. Mael, USAF, Retired

The key to successful leadership today is influence, not authority.

any experts, including Ken

Blanchard, argue legitimately that

managing and leading are all about
influencing people to accomplish tasks and
objectives. Managing and leading through
influence in the context used in this article
present some unique challenges due to the
ibsence of direct, hierarchical authority
i.e., not all of the people who need to be
influenced work directly for the manager or
leader). This type of challenge occurs natu-
rally in a matrix organization, in which
project managers are supported by func-
tional-specialty experts (e.g., engineers, lo-
gisticians, financiers, etc.) who may or may
not be collocated with the project team.
The challenge of managing and leading
through influence in this type of situation is
somewhat mitigated because the head of
the organization has directed that the proj-
ect be carried out, has placed the project
manager in charge to lead the effort, and
has directed the functional leaders to sup-

*| especiall
te 1elp

Rick Mace 10
in both the Air F

this article
rs in the US Air Force,

was a missile combat
and Office of the Secretary of Defensc. He also participated in the Air Force Education with Industry

—Ken Blanchard

port the project. Similarly, in a joint envi-
ronment, the services have to rely on each
other, but their component commanders all
report to a joint force commander in charge
of the campaign.

When the project requires the support
not only of inside functional organizations
but also of outside organizations with com-
pletely different reporting chains, the chal-
lenges become especially daunting. That is
the environment I address in this article by
examining a case study of the B-1B bomber
nuclear-certification program that I led in
the early 1980s. Managing and leading in
this complex environment require the same
basic skills as successfully managing and
leading in an environment where direct
hierarchical authority exists.! Attaining suc-
cess without direct, hierarchical authority
demands much more time and attention on
enlisting commitment and support from
both inside and outside the organization.

ant to thank Lt Col Richard D. Mael, USAF. retired, my longtime professional colleague and close personal friend

w member and held program-management posi-

am with the Northrop Corporation and served on the staff of the Air Force Program Executive Office for Strategic Systems.

Currently, Mr. Mael is

6 | Air & Space Power Journal

a program manager with Booz Allen Hamilton.



Skills in persuasion and negotiation also be-
come much more important.

First I briefly offer some background on
the B-1B and nuclear certification before
describing the situation | taced when I ar-
rived at the B-1B System Program Office
(SPO) in the summer of 1982. Then, | move
on to a discussion of challenges faced and
actions taken to address them. The result
was one of the proudest achievements of
my Air Force career—nuclear certification
of the B-1B 30 days before its initial opera-
tional capability (IOC) in September 1986,
exactly as required and as I had planned
four years earlier. Next, | summarize what [
consider the “golden nuggets” or best prac-
tices, along with keys to success in manag-
ing and leading through influence across
organization lines and in the absence of
hierarchical authority. Finally, I conclude
with a few remarks that | hope will prove
valuable to today's leaders facing the chal-
lenges of managing and leading in these
kinds of complex environments.

The B-1B Program

Restarting the B-1 program in 1981 was a

ornerstone of President Reagan's campaign
national defense and to

to rebuild Ameri
ose the vulnerabilit Ap
ived) between the United States' and
Soviet Union’s military capabilities. Th
B-1B program enjoyed the highest national
priority and un-
precedented
stability. It
added modern
offensive avi-
onics by Boeing and
defensive avionics by AIL Eaton to
Rockwell's B-1 airframe and General Elec-
tric’s B-1 engines, which had been devel-
oped and tlight-tested in the 1970s." Dur-
ing 1981 the program’s requirements, cost,

al or per-

and schedule were defined in great detail in
a $20.5 billion program baseline that would
deliver 100 B-1Bs to the Air Force.* Ulti-
mately the secretary of defense, president,
and Congress approved this baseline before
Rockwell, Boeing, General Electric, and AlL
Eaton received contracts in early 1982,
Several unique aspects of the B-1B are
important to this case study. First, the pro-
gram’s baseline remained under tight con-
trol at the secretary of defense level—that
is, he approved all changes to requirements,
cost, and schedule. This stability, coupled
with leveraging the many years of work on
the B-1, resulted in a program of moderate
risk that the government and contractors
could manage.® This, in turn, enabled an
aggressive schedule that included an 10C of
September 1986 and delivery of all 100
bombers by May 1988. The schedule included
significant concurrency between develop-
ment and production. The well-defined base-
line and moderate, manageable risk were
keys to obtaining congressional approval of
a multivear procurement that saved a sig-
nificant amount of money hv securing gov-
ernment commitment to buy most of the




100 aircraft at the beginning ot the program
instead of incrementally each year.

Second, the program’s management ap-
proach underwent extraordinary stream-
lining to save time and cost and to reduce
oversight. From a program-management
standpoint, the B-1B system program direc-
tor (SPD) reported directly to the secretary
of the Air Force and secretary of defense,
bypassing the normal oversight levels
within Air Force Systems Command, Head-
quarters US Air Force, and staff offices
within the Office of the Secretary of De-
tense. Because of reduced oversight, the Air
Force agreed to staft the B-1B program at
about 200 people, about half the normal
number for a program of this size and com-
plexity. In 1982 the management model for
sizable programs like the B-1B was a large
project-management organization that
would manage different elements of the
program, supported by functional organiza-
tions in engineering, budget and program
control, logistics, flight testing, safety, and
so forth. In contrast the B-1B project office
was very small, and the functional organiza-
tions were expected not only to support
projects managed there, but also to provide
management of key elements of the pro-
gram. Nuclear certification was one of the
tew aspects managed out of the project of-
fice because it required support from al-
most all SPO functional organizations and a
number of outside agencies.

Third, to save cost and streamline con-
tract management, the B-1B SPO assumed
responsibility for integrating the work of
the four associate contractors, as it had on
the original B-1 program. For the most part,
the B-1B SPO's engineering organization
managed this effort, using design reviews
and a detailed set of interface-control docu-
ments as well as associate contractor agree-
ments. Essentially, the government as-
sumed the role usually played by the prime
contractor.” The engineering organization’s
leadership role offers a good example of
what I mean by functional organizations
assuming management responsibility ver-
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sus just providing engineering support to
project management.

Extraordinarily successtul, the B-1B pro-
gram reached its IOC and most other major
milestones on time and within budget. Rick
Mael attributed this success to detailed, up-
font cost estimating; firm baselining; multi-
year procurement; and the SPO’s role as
integrator.” The B-1B's programmatic suc-
cess and rapid deployment provided time
for the development and production of the
B-2 stealth bomber without further widen-
ing the vulnerability gap. Finally, as a key
element in the United States' strategic
force-modernization program, it played an
important role in bringing about the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union and ending the
Cold War. In order to attain IOC, the B-1B
needed nuclear certification.

Before a weapon system can be loaded
with nuclear weapons, stand alert, and
conduct nuclear missions, the secretary of
defense must authorize it to do so by sign-
ing the nuclear-safety rules recommended
by the secretary of the military service that
would operate the weapon system. Prior to
signing, the secretary of defense also re-
views a report certifying the safety and
compatibility of the weapon system from
the secretary of energy, whose department
designs, develops, and produces nuclear
warheads. The secretary of defense'’s ap-
proval of the nuclear-safety rules repre-
sents the culmination of many years of
analysis and testing to certify that the sys-
tem is mechanically and electrically com-
patible with the weapons and can operate
with and deliver nuclear weapons safely
and accurately.®

Within the Department of Defense, the
SPD is responsible for all aspects of system
design, development, and production, in-
cluding nuclear certification. Within the
program ottice, the SPD designates a nu-
clear-certification program manager, di-
rects SPO functional offices (engineering,
safety, test, logistics, etc.) to provide sup-
port, and incorporates contractor support
for the program in the appropriate con-
tracts. The SPO's nuclear-certification pro-



gram manager gets interagency support for
the program by forming a Project Officers'
Group (POG), which he chairs and which
has representatives from the SPO func-
tional offices, the program contractors, the
Department of Energy’s laboratories, the
major command that will operate the
weapon system, the service’s tlight-test or-
ganization, the service's organization for
nuclear weapon safety, and the service's
inspector general (1G) organization for nu-
clear surety. The B-1B POG had over 60
members from a total of 14 organizations,
five of which were SPO functional organi-
zations. The other nine included outside
agencies: two contractors (Rockwell and
Boeing), Strategic Air Command (SAC), Air
Force Weapons Laboratory, Air Force Flight
Test Center, the Air Force 1G's Directorate
of Nuclear Surety (DNS), and three Depart-
ment of Energy laboratories.’

During the development of weapon sys-
tems, POG members work together to com-
plete required analyses and tests. Extensive
environmental and mechanical testing as-
sures that the nuclear weapon's design cri-
teria are never exceeded from the time it
leaves the weapons storage area until it
reaches a target. Electrical testing certifies
that the weapon system's avionics can com-
municate with the weapon's arming system,
and dropping dummy weapons during
flight testing confirms that the weapon sys-
tem can safely and effectively deliver the
weapon to target. In parallel with these ac-
tivities, a nuclear-system safetv study ana-
lyzes all potential hazards and formulates
safety rules for the nuclear weapon system.
Among other things, this study must prove
beyond a shadow of doubt that the aircraft’s
avionics cannot inadvertently arm and drop
the weapon. Ultimately, the results of these
studies, analyses, and tests flow up separate
and independent chains leading to the ser-
vice secretary and secretary of energv, who
both must certify that nuclear weapons can
he safely and ettectively included in the op-
erational capability before the secretary of
defense signs the nuclear weapon system’s
safety rules.

Situation and Status in the
Summer of 1982

I reported to the B-1B SPO in July 1982,
about seven months after contract awards
restarted the program. After meeting Maj
Gen William E. Thurman, the B-1B SPD, |
checked in with Col Nick Fritz, the B-1B
director of projects and my new boss. He
introduced me to Capt Rick Mael, who,
until I got there, was a one-man show, try-
ing to work all aspects of the B-1B arma-
ment system, including weapon launch-
ers, weapon-loading support equipment,
and nuclear certification. In short, he was
absolutely swamped and extremely glad
to have a boss on board. | noticed the
small size of the office that he and I were
to share with another officer, so | asked
him about the location of the rest of my
team. He explained to me the SPO man-
agement concept, which involved support
from functional-specialty experts in engi-
neering, safety, logistics, and flight test-
ing, who were in the SPO but not collo-
cated with us.

Over the first couple of weeks, I walked
around the SPO, meeting all of the functional-
support members of the team. They all
seemed to have a general grasp of the re-
quirements of nuclear certification and
their role in the process. In all cases, they
had functional bosses inside the SPO and
home-office bosses outside the SPO. None
of them had been designated to support
nuclear certification full time. For example,
the four armament engineers were re-
sponsible for overseeing development and
integration of the armament system and
offensive avionics into the B-1B. Nuclear
certification was just a small, but important,
aspect of their total job. Although everyone
seemed to understand the importance of
nuclear certification and what they needed
to do, there was no plan with assigned ac-
tions and accountability.

With the help of engineering, Rick had
organized a POG and held a couple of
meetings, but not much more had hap-

Summer 2010 | 9



pened. I touched base with all of the non-
SPO members from outside agencies, in-
cluding the contractors, and found much
the same situation (i.e., awareness of re-
quirements but little or no action). Our
Rockwell and Boeing contractor members
told me that nuclear certification was not
under contract. That troubled me because
certification was absolutely essential, so [
tound it hard to believe it could have been
left out of the B-1B's $20.5 hillion baseline
contracts. I would spend a great deal of
time over the next few months sorting out
exactly what the contracts did and did not
include and fixing the disconnects.

About a month after I arrived, | briefed
General Thurman on nuclear certifica-
tion, my requirements for obtaining it,
and my approach and strategy. | took Rick
with me to the general's office for the
briefing and tound that his staff had in-
vited some of the SPO's chief functional
experts. | told General Thurman that to
succeed, I needed to have his support and
commitment, sort out the contractual dis-
connects, get our contractors on hoard,
develop a plan, and use the contractors
and rest of the POG to execute the plan. I
told him that the process normally takes
six to 10 years, but I could complete it in
four years to support the B-1B's [OC of
September 1986 by leveraging work done
on the original B-1 program, accelerating
some activities, and executing some ef-
forts in parallel rather than serially.

When I finished, I got a big thumbs-up
from General Thurman and his direction
to the tunctional experts to support me. It
could not have gone better until the very
end when the chief of program control
(the program'’s financial manager) told the
general that nuclear certification had
been scrubbed from the $20.5 billion base-
line because its $50 million price tag was
too expensive. I told General Thurman
that the contractors had told me the same
thing but had not mentioned the cost. |
then reiterated my briefing points that
nuclear certification was not optional,
that contractor support was essential, and

10 | Air & Space Power Journal

that I would sort out the contractual dis-
connects. I pledged to get back to him in a
month or so with the cost and needed
contractual changes.

A few weeks later, I held my first POG
meeting, in which I introduced myself,
presented the same briefing I had given
General Thurman, and challenged the
members to move beyond talking about
what they needed to do and actually do
something. I told them that business as
usual would not be good enough to
nuclear-certify the B-1B in time to support
the [OC of September 1986; therefore, we
would operate in a different mode. Fi-
nally, I told them that we needed to de-
velop a plan with all actions identified
and assigned to someone, as well as a
schedule with which to monitor and man-
age progress. We had three POG sub-
groups in place for safety, aircraft compat-
ibility, and logistics. Moreover, a SPO
tunctional expert served as chairman of
the subgroups, but the groups had not yet
met. | broke the POG into the subgroups,
directed them to spend the rest of the day
organizing, and told them to plan a meet-
ing within the next few weeks, after
which they would lay out all of the ac-
tions in their area that needed to happen
(and when) over the next tour years in
order to win nuclear certification not later
than August 1986, 30 days hefore the 10C
date. | scheduled the next POG meeting
for about a month later, telling them that
we would put together a comprehensive,
integrated plan at that meeting.

Challenges and Responses

[ faced seven challenges critical to suc-
cess. In one form or another, leaders in
“manage-and-lead-through-influence" situa-
tions will face similar problems. For each
one, 1 describe my response in terms of the
actions I took to meet it. Although these
challenges and my responses were not nec-
essarily caused by the lack of hierarchical



authority, the need to exert influence with-
out direct authority certainly shaped both.

Challenge No. 1: Securing Commitiment

From the beginning, I knew [ had to ob-
tain commitment to the goal of a nuclear-
certified B-1B weapon system trom all 14
organizations comprising the POG, as well
as its 60 members. Securing that commit-
ment was the key to attaining the coop-
eration needed to complete the work and
reach the goal. Without that commitment,
I knew we would fail, so | put a great deal
of focus and priority into getting and
maintaining it.

I had a great deal in my favor because
the B-1B program enjoyed the highest na-
tional priority. People inside the SPO
were excited to be working on it, as were
the people from outside organizations. |
built on that excitement with a campaign
to educate POG members on nuclear cer-
tification as well as their leadership inside
and outside the SPO. However, | intended
that my campaign go well beyond educa-
tion by designing it to persuade everyone
involved that, for the B-1B to reach 10C,
nuclear certification was not an option
but an imperative. [ began that campaign
with General Thurman and the leadership
in the B-1B SPO, carried it to the POG,
and then engaged the management chains
in the nine outside agencies. Thus, I suc-
cessfully sold the requirement and ob-
tained the needed commitment. But I did
not simply declare success and go on to
something else. Instead, 1 worked contin-
ually to maintain the commitment. For
example, about a vear after we started, |
persuaded General Thurman to chair a
one-day review by senior leadership of
the plan, status, issues, and key ongoing
actions. Leaders from the SPO and all
nine outside agencies participated, ap-
proved the POG's agenda, and recommit-
ted their agencies' support to the program
and plan.

Challenge No. 2: 'Tuking Charge

The need for a leader to step forward and
take charge becomes even more important
in the absence of hierarchical authority.
Without leadership to drive the team, there
will be no teamwork or coordinated, cohe-
sive eftort by individuals leading to real
progress toward the goal.

Although 1 lacked hierarchical author-
ity, General Thurman gave me all the au-
thority I needed within the SPO by desig-
nating me the project leader and by
directing the functional offices to support
me and the project. Similarly, the B-1B
contractors viewed me as a key customer
and followed my direction and tasking.
Outside the SPO and its two contractors,
the remaining seven organizations had re-
sponsibilities in their regulations that dic-
tated their roles and responsibilities in
support of nuclear certification. Conse-
quently, both inside and outside the SPO, |
had all the authority [ needed to exert in-
fluence. Although indirect and derived, the
authority was still more than suthcient.
Nevertheless, as | engaged the members of
the POG individually before my first POG
meeting, | left no doubt in their minds that
I was taking charge and assuming respon-
sibility for the project and expected their
support. Not surprisingly, not only did |
meet no resistance but also the team
seemed relieved that someone was assum-
ing control because they knew that with-
out leadership, they would fail.

At the first POG meeting, | went well be-
yond just chairing the meeting by reinforc-
ing the fact that | had authority. For example,
[ told the POG that we had four years to get
the job done and that business as usual
would not get us there. | emphasized that
when we encountered problems, 1 was in-
terested only in what we needed to do to
solve them—not in how tough it would be
to do so. Finally, | told them it was time to
stop talking about what we needed to do
and to start doing those things.
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Challenge No. 3: Obtaining Cooperation
and Teamwork

Securing commitment is essential but not
suftficient for a project such as nuclear certi-
fication, which demands cooperation and
teamwork across so many organizational
boundaries. No simple formula exists for
getting the necessary degree of cooperation
and teamwork, but [ believe that the follow-
ing are key steps.

First, the leader must define what
needs to be done, as well what the roles
and responsibilities are, in sufficient de-
tail that it becomes clear that the support
of multiple organizations is critical to car-
rying out each task. I insisted that both
the POG and its subgroup charters have
this level of detail. Once we had the plan,
every task had not only a designated of-
fice of primary responsibility but also of-
fices of collateral responsibility. When
teams recognize that cooperation and
teamwork are imperative, the members
will respond by working together.

Second, smaller groups tend to be more
effective than larger ones in fostering co-
operation and teamwork toward a com-
mon goal, so [ delegated most of the work
to the three subgroups, empowering
them, as teams, to do the job. At every
POG meeting, [ had each POG subgroup
chairman report on his organization’s ac-
tions, results, progress, and issues. After
only one or two meetings, the subgroups
knew that I could tell the difference be-
tween activity and action, and that I ex-
pected both results and progress. Because
people want to do a good job and satisfy
their leaders, after I made my expecta-
tions clear and told them I would inspect
their progress regularly, I got what |
needed—teamwork, cooperation, and,
most important, results and progress!

At that first POG meeting I attended, |
did something that, in a very direct and
powerful way, reinforced this message. As
we went through the action items from
the first couple of POG meetings held be-
fore my arrival, I closed 20 of the 30 items
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because they tasked organizations to do
their jobs or to coordinate with others in
doing their jobs. | made it very explicit
that 1 didn't need action items to have
them do their jobs and coordinate—1I ex-
pected them to do that! At each subse-
quent meeting, I focused action items on
issues that needed resolution in order to
keep the project on schedule.

Challenge No. 4: Opening the Lines of
Communication

After securing commitment to reaching
the goal and working together to do so,
the leader faces yet another challenge:
opening lines of communication among
all organizations at all levels. My ap-
proach to this issue involved providing
every POG member the telephone num-
ber and mailing address of all the other
members. If we had had e-mail back in
the early 1980s, | would have provided
that also. The standard operating mode
for nuclear-certification POGs at that time
called for all communication to go
through the SPO or POG leadership, espe-
cially if the communication involved in-
teracting with or asking a program con-
tractor for something. | knew that | had
neither the staft nor the time to manage
communications, so I authorized and en-
couraged every POG member to commu-
nicate directly with each other, including
our contractors. This rather revolutionary
approach carried a degree of risk because
it could have led to substantive, unauthor-
ized contract changes resulting in un-
planned costs; nevertheless, | accepted
that risk because | viewed open commu-
nications as essential and trusted our con-
tractors—another somewhat unprece-
dented approach. However, before I
implemented this initiative, | engaged our
contractors, who operated on fixed-price
contracts. I asked them never to say no to
a request for anything without consulting
me. If the request fell outside the scope of
the contract, I told them that I would
have the request or contract modified. In-



terestingly, | never received an “out-of-
contract-scope” claim from them after |
fixed the contract disconnects.

Looking back to the early 1980s, we see
that communication itselt presented a chal-
lenge because there were no computers,
Internet, or e-mail, as well as no videocon-
ferencing or teleconferencing capabilities.
All communication took place either face-
to-face or by phone. So we spent consider-
able time managing by walking around,
talking on the phone, and traveling to meet-
ings. Although those modes are somewhat
inefficient, they benefited communication
clarity and management effectiveness.

Challenge No. 5: Building Trust and Respect

Nothing is more important to effective
teamwork than building trust and respect.
For that reason, I focused a great deal of at-

their people’s performance reports, | pro-
vided written and verbal input to those
reports. | built up additional trust and re-
spect by writing a number of award nomi-
nations for their people.

Two illustrations reflect my efforts to
build trust and respect in outside agen-
cies. Traditionally, the operational user
(SAC in this case) and the acquisition or-
ganization have a strained relationship.
Users get frustrated because they feel that
their requirements are not being fully
met or because cost overruns and sched-
ule delays occur. Acquisition agencies get
frustrated because of requirement
changes that affect design, cost, and
schedule. Because the B-1B had a very de-
tailed and rigorous requirements baseline,
many of these traditional problems were
mitigated up front. General Thurman also
made SAC a voting member on the pro-

Nothing is more important to effective
teamwork than building trust and respect.

tention on this area, as illustrated by the
following examples

First, within the SPO, | worked out a
couple of statfing rules with the func-
tional offices. I insisted that they appoint
to my project a chief tunctional-area ex-
pert who would accept responsibility for
providing functional support and respond
to my tasking. I made clear that, beyond
supplying a chief functional expert, staff-
ing my project and other projects was
their responsibility and that [ cared only
about completing the job. I asked them to
consult me whenever a conflict arose over
meeting their multiple staffing responsi-
bilities, assuring them that we would ne-
gotiate a solution. Although I didn't sign

gram'’s configuration and baseline-control
board. | emulated that arrangement in the
POG by making SAC a full member. If the
command wanted something in the weap-
ons-capability area, | never used the pro-
gram baseline as an excuse to say no. In-
stead, | had our contractors evaluate the
request. [f they could accommodate it
without affecting either the cost or sched-
ule, we incorporated the change. If the
request did affect either the cost or sched-
ule, we gave SAC the option of ottering an
offset or elevating the proposed change to
the program configuration and baseline-
control board. In this way, we built trust
and respect, accommodated many no-
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impact changes, and, to my knowledge,
never elevated a proposed change.

The second example involved the Air
Force 1G’s DNS, who normally is not a
member of the POG in order to preserve
his independence. Traditionally, the DNS
received the minutes of POG meetings, at-
tended occasional meetings as an observer,
and waited until near the end of the devel-
opment phase to begin an independent as-
sessment of the nuclear-safety study and
proposed safety rules. This approach sim-
ply would not have worked with the B-1B
because production had begun concur-
rently with development—an example of
what | meant when I said that business as
usual would not suffice. | asked the DNS
representative to become an involved ob-
server, requesting that he attend all POG
meetings and make his concerns and is-

wrote a two-page trip report that went up
the Air Force's IG chain. Condensed into a
short paragraph inserted in the IG's weekly
activity report to the secretary of the Air
Force, the report quoted Lieutenant Colonel
Shulstad as saying the B-1B would not reach
its September 1986 10C because it could not
attain nuclear certification in time. The
condensed form did not mention my state-
ment that we would not be doing business
as usual. About a week later, General
Thurman was blindsided by the secretary
of the Air Force during a B-1B program
review. Being responsible for blindsiding
the boss is one of the quickest ways to
end a career, but | survived when General
Thurman heard and validated the whole
story; afterward, the Air Force 1G apolo-
gized to the secretary and General Thurman
for the misinformation. He even let me

Every project encounters problems or barriers
that must be resolved or overcome to move
forward and achieve success.

sues known up front so that we could ad-
dress them and, hopefully, avoid costly de-
sign changes downstrecam. I even took the
unprecedented step of inviting him to at-
tend some program engineering-design re-
views. | assured him that [ understood and
respected his need for independence and
that [ knew we had no guarantees that
DNS would not find a design flaw later dur-
ing its independent assessment of the
safety study.

Opening up the POG for DNS participa-
tion and commenting that a husiness-as-
usual approach would not assure B-1B nu-
clear certification in time tor the September
1986 10C came back to haunt me. After my
first POG meeting, the DNS representative
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retain the DNS as an involved observer in
the POG after | worked out some rules
with the directorate that would prevent
any recurrence of such miscommunica-
tion. As painful as this incident was at the
time, it contributed to building mutual
trust and respect.

Challenge No. 6: Removing Barriers

Every project encounters problems or barri-
ers that must be resolved or overcome to
move forward and achieve success. Identi-
fying these issues and working to resolve
them can prove especially ditficult when
multiple agencies are involved and hierar-
chical authority is absent.



Almost immediately | realized that |
had to fix the contractual disconnects to
assure that we got the required level of
support. Compounding this challenge was
the fact that many of the players who ne-
gotiated the initial contracts on both the
government and contractor sides had
moved to other jobs. I did know, however,
that both sides claimed that nuclear certi-
fication had been eliminated from the
baseline contracts because of its cost—an
estimated $50 million.

Thanks to the planning effort discussed
above, 1 had a good idea of what we
needed the contractors to do. Armed with
that knowledge, Rick Mael and | began a
painstakingly detailed tact-finding analy-
sis of the baseline contract and contractor
proposals tor nuclear certitication. With
the help of the contractors and SPO func-
tional teammates, we found that most, but
not all, critical analyses and tests were
already in the baseline contract but not
labeled nuclear certification per se. We
also found that most of the government's
$50 million cost estimate was driven by
the assumed necessity of the dedicated
flight testing of weapons. We worked with
the flight-test community to integrate
both captive-carry instrumented environ-
mental testing of weapons and flight test-
ing ot weapons delivery into the overall
B-1B flight-test program. We did find that
contractor support and participation in
the POG and its subgroups had been elim-
inated from the baseline contract and
needed to be covered. In the end, we ne-
gotiated contract changes with Rockwell
and Boeing at a total cost of less than $5
million. After our briefing, General Thur-
man directed that program-management
reserve funds cover the $5 million. The B-
1B baseline now explicitly incorporated
nuclear certification.

Challenge No. 7: Building and
Executing the Plan

Building a comprehensive plan for a pro-
gram requiring support from a number of

organizations is critically important and es-
pecially challenging without hierarchical
authority. The key to meeting this problem
is implementing a participative planning
approach that sets top-level milestones and
then delegates detailed planning to the
level of execution. At that level, participants
complete detailed planning by using a col-
laborative process involving all organiza-
tions. At my first POG meeting, I set time
aside for the subgroups to begin the detailed
planning process hased on a few top-level
milestones. | asked that they meet prior to
my second meeting a month later, when we
examined and integrated all the required
activities, assigned responsihilities, and de-
termined the necessary time phasing. We
identified critical actions in both the lower-
level subgroup plan and the top-level man-
agement schedule. Everyone left that sec-
ond meeting with a clear understanding of
what had to be done, by whom, with whose
help, and by when.

| then shitted into a manage “perfor-
mance-to-the-plan” mode with monthly re-
views of subgroup progress and quarterly
reviews at the POG meetings. During these
reviews, we made adjustments as neces-
sary, identified issues, and assigned action
items to resolve the issues and get back on
plan. Essentially, | used the plan to exercise
control and direct management tunctions,
an important enabler when managing
through influence! My replacement and the
POG continued to use the plan in this way
after | departed for a new assignment in
1984; thus, the plan and my overall ap-
proach survived a change of leadership
about halfway through execution.

Golden Nuggets

My responses to the seven challenges
retlect both my strategy and leadership
style that I used to direct the B-1B nuclear-
certification program. They also reflect an
overarching commitment to mission accom-
plishment and ability to adapt leadership
and management style to meet the practical
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challenges of the complex situation I faced.
[ had no prior experience in leading and
managing through influence, yet the issues
were clear from the beginning, and the ba-
sic framework of the strategy came together
soon thereafter. The lessons I learned dur-
ing planning and execution are reflected in
my responses. Others can use my lessons
learned and approaches in any managing-
and-leading-through-influence environment.
[n generalized form, the following golden
nuggets represent these best practices:

1. Secure and maintain commitment
through education and persuasion of all
management layers in all organizations.

2. Take charge through indirect, derived
sources of authority and exert influence.

3. Obtain cooperation and teamwork by
defining roles and responsibilities and
making expectations clear regarding
the need for action and progress.

4. Open the lines of communication by
enabling all teammates to communi-
cate with each other.

5. Build trust and respect through open,
frank engagement and actions.

6. Remove barriers to success with deter-
mined collaborative effort, hard work,
and negotiation when necessary.

7. Build and execute a comprehensive
plan and use it to exercise direction
and control.

Keys to Success

In addition to applying the golden nug-
gets, individuals who wish to be successful

in this complex environment must practice
sound management and effective leadership.
They must apply the basic management
functions of organizing, planning, directing,
and controlling, but skills in persuasion and
negotiation become more important in the
absence of hierarchical authority.

Similarly, my responses to the challenges
discussed here reflect almost all of what |
consider the essential elements of effective
leadership: caring about people, setting the
vision and direction, communicating effec-
tively, embracing and instilling a positive
attitude, staying proactive, and mentoring
and developing subordinates—even those
who don't work directly for the leader.'
However, the involvement of multiple agen-
cies requires a more collegial, participative
leadership style.

Although the golden nuggets, manage-
ment, and leadership are all important for
success, in the end the hard work of dedi-
cated, talented, and empowered people
makes the critical difference. | was very for-
tunate to have such a team on the B-1B
nuclear-certification program.*

Summary

Managing a program or campaign that
includes multiple organizations without hi-
erarchical authority demands a manage-
ment-and-leadership-through-influence ap-
proach. Ry examining a case study, I have
identified the best practices that can enable
success in this kind of challenging environ-
ment. | hope that others will benefit from
what [ learned and can apply that knowl-
edge to become more effective managers
and leaders in these kinds of complex envi-
ronments. @

1 want to acknowledge the key members of the B-1B nuclear-certification team, whose dedication and hard work were instru-
mental to the success we enjoyed: Earl Kelley (my successor in the B-1B SPO); Johnny Davis ( B-1B SPO Safety); Tom Roth, Ken
Nelms, Jon Lowe, and Danny Lykins (B-1B SPO Engineering); Joe Hoerter (B-1B SPO Test); Jim Rau (B-1B Logistics); Chuck
Witmack and Lynn Gulick (Rockwell); Hal Groves (Boeing); Phil Gannon (Air Force Flight Test Center); Bill Skadow (Air Force
Inspector General/ Directorate of Nuclear Surety); and Don Gluvna (Sandia Labs)
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Notes

1. Dr. Raymond A. Shulstad, Brigadier General,
USAF, Retired, "Perspectives on Leadership and Man-
agement,” Atr and Space Power Journal 23, no. 2
(Summer 2009): 11-18, http:// www.airpower.au.df
.milZairchronicles/apj/apj09/sum0Y/sumo0Y.pdt.

2. 1 asked Rick Mael to collaborate with me on
this article because of his unique perspective de-
rived from being the only person in the B-1B SPO
who actually worked directly for me. Rick has re-
mained a professional colleague and close personal
triend for the 28 vears that have passed since I took
charge of the B-1B nuclear-certification program. |
knew that | needed his help in getting the facts right
after all this time and that his perspective as a
trusted and respected subordinate would prove in-
valuable to balancing my views as a senior leader.

3. Boeing's B-1B offensive avionics leveraged the
B-32 avionics-modernization program accomplished
as part of integrating air launched cruise missiles
(ALCM) into the B-52. Similarly AIL's B-1B defensive
avionics leveraged the significant flight testing of
defensive systems on the B-1.

4. The initial baseline of $19.7 billion included
both a conventional bomb capability and a nuclear
weapon (bombs and short-range air-to-surface attack
missiles) capability. Soon after the awarding of ini-
tial contracts, $800 million was added to the base-
line for integration of the ALCM, giving the B-1B a
standoff nuclear-delivery capability.

5. The major exception to moderate risk was the
defensive avionics suite, something very technically
challenging from the beginning. This risk was
somewhat mitigated by incrementally enhancing
the defensive suite during aircraft production and
by adding the ALCM, which provided a standoft ca-
pability that would not require the B-1B to penetrate
enemy defenses.

6. This model of having the government assume
responsibility for integration was unprecedented in
aircraft acquisition programs; however, it had been
successfully used for many years in intercontinental
ballistic missile programs, in which an engineering-
support contractor—TRW — pertormed that role for
the government.

7. Maj Richard D. Mael, “B-1B: An Untold Success
Story,” research paper (Norfolk, VA: Armed Forces
Staff College, 12 November 1986).

8. Nuclear certification is governed by Depart-
ment of Defense Directive 3150.2, DoD Nuclear
Weapon System Safety Program, 23 December 1996,
sec. 4, “Policy,” http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/
corres/pdf/315002p.pdt.

9. Within the Air Force, the IG’s DNS, in order to
preserve its independence, participates in the POG
as an observer rather than a member.

10. Shulstad, “Perspectives on Leadership and
Management,” 13-15.

Dr. Raymond A. Shulstad, Brigadier General, USAF, Retired

Dr. Shulstad (BS, University of Alabama; MS, PhD, Air Force Institute of Technology)
is an independent consultant ro industry and government for a broad range of
topics, including organizational management and leadership, research and devel-

opment, and systems engineering and acquisition. In 2006 he retired as the senior
vice president and general manager of MITRE's Center for Air Force Command and
Control Systems. Prior to joining MITRE in 1999, he was the director of Strategic
Planning for Surveillance and Battle Management Systems for Northrop Grumman
Corporation. General Shulstad retired from the Air Force in 1994 after a distinguished
28-year career. His hnal assignments included vice-commander of the Aeronautical
System Center at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio (1993-94), and vice-commander of
the Electronic Systems Division, Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts (1991-93). His
publications include Peace Is My Profession (National Defense University Press,
1986), a book that deals with the moral dimensions of US nuclear policy.
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The Art of Persuasion

Capt Lori Katowich, USAF, Editor

hroughout its history, Air and Space
Power Journal (ASPJ) has published
a wide variety of articles—some
relatively benign, others quite
controversial. All of our authors, however,
seek to persuade. Starting with an idea im-
portant to them, they attempt to convey its
signihcance to ASPJ's readership, with vary-
ing results. Many readers have already
made up their minds about a volatile sub-
ject regardless of an article's treatment of it,
but some may have no knowledge whatso-
ever of the topic at hand. As a prospective
author, you may have thoughts to share on
a particular subject but don't know where to
start. Consider the following elements.

Know your audience. Craft your writing
with the audience in mind. Not limited to
members of the US Air Force, ASPI's diverse
readership includes people in the Depart-
ment of Defense, other government agen-
cies, and academe, as well as their counter-
parts in foreign countries. All of them bring
their own biases and understanding to the
Journal. There is no “right” presentation, yet
the words you choose are important.

Use straightforward language. For the sake
of efficiency, homogeneous groups tend to
develop their own operating language,
which, for example, may include abbrevia-
tions and acronyms that have no meaning,
or a completely different meaning, in other
contexts. By minimizing or simply explain-
ing unique terms, you make your article
more accessible. Straightforward language
need not be boring or simplistic; neither is
it necessarily condensed. The two accept-
able, yet quite different, senses of the adjec-
tive biannual—twice a year or every two
years—illustrate the importance of using
straightforward, precise language to reduce
ambiguity and increase the chances that
readers will understand your message.
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Consider alternate views and then focus
your posttion. Simply put, do your research.
Our most successful authors base their ar-
ticles on thorough research, taking into con-
sideration many sides of an argument.
Without such consideration, any attempt to
persuade becomes only a rant. Viewing a
topic from many angles lends support to
your position and enhances your under-
standing of interpretations that may starkly
contrast with your own. You may even dis-
cover a better outcome than your initial as-
sumption. By addressing opposing posi-
tions, you strengthen your credibility.
Furthermore, careful consideration conveys
to readers that you do not write instinc-
tively or impulsively but that you proceed
from a firm foundation, arriving at your
conclusion by means of a logical progres-
sion based on fact. Not all readers will agree
with you, and many may think that you
simply lack a clear grasp of the situation.
Exhaustive research will temper that view.

Don't antagonize the opposition. Rather
than addressing philosophical allies, target
readers who are neutral or even hostile to
your thesis. However, be aware that an
overly aggressive approach will repulse the
ones you want to win over. After all, people
under attack become defensive and fight
back, ignoring your reasoning—regardless
of its validity. Provoked readers, even
those who come to your subject without
strong opinions, may react by simply dis-
missing your remaining arguments. Pas-
sionate writing is fine, but uncontrolled
passion can be divisive.

Use a logical approach to reach your con-
clusion. If you wish to win people to your
way of thinking, they must receive the mes-
sage—specifically, by recognizing and ac-
knowledging your thesis. Etfective ASPJ ar-
ticles, which should address the operational



level of war, have followed a variety of
structures: chronological, simple to com-
plex, bottom to top, geographical, and so
forth. In short, the organizational scheme
should fit the subject and the argument.
Following a chaotic article is much like
chasing squirrels: much effort rewarded by
little sustenance. People are busy. If they
have to work to follow your thinking, many
will put their time to better use.

So what? You've laid out the facts, ana-
lvzed them, and led your audience to a con-
clusion. Or have you? If you haven't an-
swered the question “so what?” do so now.
In the conclusion, show vour readers how

the salient points coalesce. Do not make the

mistake of introducing new material here;

doing so relegates the new information to
filler and may damage your credibility. Of-
fer a substantive recommendation, not
something nebulous and essentially use-
less: “We should study this further.” If
you've presented alternative outcomes, pick
one and support your conclusion. Do the
tacts call for implementation ot a new pro-
gram? By whom? What would you do if you
were “general for a day”?

Finally, give your article a title, but not
one of executive-summary length. Aim for
10 or tewer words. An eye-catching title can
persuade the audience to keep reading.

We look forward to receiving your sub-
missions. Q
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We encourage you to e-matl your comments to us at aspj@maxwell.af mil. We reserve the right to
edit your remarks.

CHINA'’S PERSPECTIVE ON
NUCLEAR DETERRENCE

With great interest, | read the article “Chi-
na's Perspective on Nuclear Deterrence” by
Sr Col Yao Yunzhu of the People’s Libera-
tion Army (PLA) of China (Winter 2009, Air
and Space Power Jowrnal-Chinese; Spring
2010, Air and Space Power Journal-English).
Researching Colonel Yao on the Internet, |
learned that she was the first PLA service-
woman to earn a doctor's degree in military
science. When the published version of her
doctoral dissertation “Post-World War I US
Deterrence Theory and Policies” appeared,
it reportedly represented the most compre-
hensive analysis within China about US nu-
clear strategy and deterrence theory.

I consider many of her statements in
“China’s Perspective on Nuclear Deter-
rence” quite important—for example, “Chi-
nese leaders mainly consider nuclear weap-
ons a political instrument for employment
at the level of grand strategy, not as a win-
ning tool for military operations” (ASPJ-
English, p. 28) and “the basic logic of Chi-
na's nuclear thinking conceives of nuclear
weapons as a deterring, not a winning, in-
strument against other such weapons”
(ASPJ-English, p. 29).

As a reader concerned with China’s core
interests, | highly appreciate ASPJ's publish-
ing an article by an authentic Chinese strat-
egist who explains her military's strategy of
nuclear deterrence. Reprinting this article
in the other language editions of ASP] would
help disseminate China'’s true nuclear per-
spective and policies, as well as its big-
power considerations regarding integrity
and responsibilities. Furthermore, doing so
would help drive the discussion about the
so-called Chinese threat back onto the track
of rational and informed debate.

Hui Hai
Jiangsu, China
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HYBRID WARFARE AND
IRREGULAR WARFARE

[ would like to commend the Honorable
Robert Wilkie and Col John Jogerst, USAF,
retired, for their excellent, thought-provok-
ing articles on hybrid warfare (“Hybrid War-
fare: Something Old, Not Something New,”
Winter 2009) and irregular warfare (“Prepar-
ing for Irregular Warfare: The Future Ain't
What It Used to Be,” Winter 2009), respec-
tively. In response to the shift from conven-
tional warfare to hybrid warfare and irregu-
lar warfare, both authors argue for the need
to improve the Air Force's conventional ca-
pabilities in support of counterinsurgency
(COIN). Although, as Jogerst observes, the
value of airpower in COIN is indisputable,
the Air Force continues to struggle in com-
municating its role and contribution to the
joint fight in COIN. I agree with them and
recognize the Air Force's communication
struggle, but I am deeply concerned that
focusing on airpower’s contribution to
COIN will further divert national attention
from strategies involving the use of air-
power to achieve national objectives at
much lower costs.

Specifically, I have come to believe that
the national military strategy for the global
war on terror is fundamentally flawed and
should be challenged and revised. That
strategy today, as embodied in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, requires invading, occupying,
stabilizing, and attempting to democratize
nations that threaten our national interest
by supporting terrorism, seeking weapons
of mass destruction, and so forth. This
strategy requires the United States to de-
ploy large numbers of ground forces to con-
duct COIN operations until the host nation
can carry the fight. As we have painfully
learned, this takes many years— probably
decades. It also requires the United States to
support corrupt governments viewed as US
puppets that do not have the kind of public



support needed for long-term, democratic
self-governance. Of course, it has also tueled
hatred toward the United States in the Mus-
lim world, resulting in an ever-increasing
level of terrorism against us and our allies. 1
don't understand how we torgot the lessons
of Vietnam or of Russia in Atghanistan.
Now that the United States has spent more
than eight years of failing to attain its objec-
tives with this strategy, | was hoping that,
rather than just focusing on how many
more troops on the ground are necessary
for COIN to succeed in Afghanistan, the
president would concentrate on the strategy
itself. However, | was disappointed.

I am especially disappointed that we con-
tinue to ignore strategy options that would
exploit the decisiveness of airpower. For ex-
ample, almost immediately after the 1986
air strike against Libya, Mu'ammar Gadhafi
stopped his open sponsorship of terrorism,
later renouncing it completely and giving
up his ambitions to obtain nuclear weapons.
I believe that such a strategy could have
been equally effective in Iraq. For example,
if we had put two or three cruise missiles
on each of Saddam Hussein's more than 20
palaces, couldn't we have realized our ob-
jective of toppling him or persuading him to
prove that Iraq had destroyed all of its
weapons of mass destruction? Isn't there a
chance that this strategy could have worked
in Iraq and saved us hundreds of billions of
dollars, eight years of wearing out our
troops on the ground in fruitless COIN op-
erations, and—most importantly—the lives
of thousands of brave, patriotic young
Americans? Under this option, we would
not have to struggle to defend the value of
airpower—it would be obvious, as it was in
Libya in 1986 and in Operation Desert
Storm a few years later.

A number of high-level detense reviews
are being conducted in parallel, but I have
heard nothing to suggest that we are under-
taking a fresh, objective look at US national
military policy and strategy. | hope | am
wrong because staying the present course
will take decades, cost hundreds of billions
of dollars, result in the deaths of many

young Americans, and—worst of all—more
than likely fail. Changing course in no way
implies that we have to lose the war on ter-
ror. For example, what if we invested a
small fraction of the hundreds of billions of
dollars saved in improving our access to ac-
tionable, targetable intelligence? Then, as
we have started doing in Pakistan, what if
we used US airpower to kill those targets
until the nations involved become proactive
and aggressive in killing them?

I know that these are complex, challeng-
ing times for our military and that there
are no easy solutions. 1 also know that it is
important for the Air Force to support the

joint fight. But the Air Force has capabili-

ties that, from a national perspective, may
be more important than simply supporting
COIN. We need to consider those capabili-
ties in developing options for our national
military strategy.

Brig Gen Raymond A. Shulstad, USAF, Retired
Land O’ Lakes, Flondu

CYBERSPACE LEADERSHIP

Gen Giulio Douhet once eloquently noted
that “victory smiles upon those who antici-
pate changes in the character of war, not
upon those who wait to adapt themselves
after the changes have occurred.” In “Cyber-
space Leadership: Towards New Culture,
Conduct, and Capabilities” (Fall 2009), Gen
Kevin Chilton writes that “the global cyber-
space domain is where information is
moved today” (p. 6). Surveying the annals
ot history, he then discusses the culture,
conduct, and capabilities that formerly or
currently exist in the US military, drawing
parallels between those and the future of
cyberspace leadership. According to Gen-
eral Chilton,

If, as the adage states, the past truly is pro-
logue, a look back at lessons learned in the
early days of military aviation may provide a
compelling paradigm for developing cyber-
space capabilities needed to address the chal-
lenges of today and tomorrow. How did we
develop the capabilities of airpower for na-
tional security needs? What did we do right?
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What did we do wrong? And—the real ques-
tion for today—how can we apply those les-
sons learned in the field of airpower to our
development of cyber power? (p. 6).

We certainly must learn the lessons of
history (or be doomed to repeat them).
However, the Air Force's cyber “speak”
seems more like a review or recitation of
history than innovative application of the
wisdom and judgment of the air and space
experts we claim to be. In a figurative sense,
we are using rulers to measure the future of
the cyberspace domain and a chalkboard to
draw a picture of what lies ahead. For ex-
ample, General Chilton mentioned that it
took him 45 days to determine the number
of computers on our networks. Is this really
the vital piece of information that our stra-
tegic leadership requires to blaze a trail into
the wild blue cvberspace yonder? Similarly,
[ recently heard a highly respected flight-
test protessional—an engineering expert
with countless years of service—remark,
“Let so and so know that you are using a
design of experiments [a type of statistical
tool] in your planning, because we are
tracking how often we use statistical tools.”
Instead of using tools etfectively to get the
job done, we are counting how many times
we use them. We are leveraging our tre-
mendous cyber capability to count things;
Google does that much better than we can.
We have failed to maximize the potential of
cyberspace for global-information reach and
information-power projection; Twitter, You-
Tube, and Facehook do that much better
than we can.

We may not know what the cyberspace
future holds, but we should realize what it
is not. Cyberspace is not a high-definition
picture of the battlespace on a big-screen
television—we tend to lose sight of the for-
est for the trees. Nor is it 200,000 hits on an
Internet search engine. Information and
cyberspace supremacy will not occur he-
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cause we have all of the information, so
let's stop trying to count, measure, and file
all ot it. The hyperfocused, hyperlethal, ef-
fects-based cyberspace weapon of the future
is the right piece of information at the right
time. This is the lesson we need to learn
and the future we need to envision.

Maj Mark H. Jones Jr.
Edwards AFB, Califorma

LEADERSHIP BY THE
SOCRATIC METHOD

Maj Aaron Tucker’s article “Leadership by
the Socratic Method” (Summer 2007) is very
well written and informative. As an Army
aviator with 25 years of service, | found it
timely and very much on target. The So-
cratic method works well with adult learn-
ers. When considering the traits of an adult
learner (motivation, experience, degree of
engagement, and application of the learned
skill), we can see that this method fits
nicely with these characteristics by actively
engaging the student in the learning pro-
cess. During tlight instruction by either an
actual instructor or aircraft commander, the
Socratic method has the learner asking
questions in addition to displaying ability
and skill. As Major Tucker mentions, “The
student quickly learns that the instructor is
there not to lecture (and unnecessarily in-
crease the workload) but to serve as a
sounding board tor the student’s ideas and
actions” (p. 83). This process, combined
with traditional ground-school lectures, con-
stitutes a well-rounded and effective
method ot delivering information that en-
ables students to absorb instruction and
learn by repetition, enforcement, and active
participation. Please pass on my apprecia-
tion to the author.

CW4 Brian J. Martin, US Army Reserve
Johns Hopkins Untversin



Should the United States
Maintain the Nuclear Triad?

Dr. Adam B. Lowther*

n the first week of Pres. Barack Obama's

new administration, the White House

released his agenda, stating the policies
the president will pursue regarding the nu-
clear arsenal. The agenda includes three
foci: securing loose nuclear material from
terrorists, strengthening the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, and moving toward a
nuclear-free world.! Pushing the president
in the direction of a “world without nuclear
weapons” are such paragons of past political
power as former senator Sam Nunn and for-
mer secretaries of state George Shultz and
Henrv Kissinger.” Adding a host of Washing-
ton's think-tank analysts to this list pro-
duces a crescendo of voices calling for
global zero.” They challenge not only the
-urrent size of the arsenal burt also the very

need for a nue - triad. Much of the recent
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make basic argum that would ulti-

mately lead to creation of a nuclear monad
before reaching total disarmament:”

1. Post-Cold War presidents have failed
to alter nuclear policy for the current
security environment.

2. Terrorism, not Russia, is the primary
threat facing the United States. Nu-
clear weapons do not deter terrorists.

3. America's advanced conventional ca-
pabilities can accomplish the same
objectives as nuclear weapons.

4. As a signer of the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treatv, the United States
must move toward nuclear abolition.

5. Only nuclear disarmament can over-
come the threats of accidental detona-
tion, miscalculation leading to nuclear
war, and proliferation of nuclear
weapons and material.

6. The safest and most secure leg of the
nuclear triad is the sea-based one.
Thus, it should become the sole deliv-
ery platform for the nuclear arsenal.

Admittedly, each of these arguments has

some element of truth; they do not, how-

ver, represent a complete understanding of
the strategic role played by nuclear weap-
ons in ensuring the sovereignty of the
United States or the specific contribution of
each leg of the triad. Although each of the
abolitionists' arguments deserves a detailed
refutation, a focus on the relevance of the
triad must suffice.

Force Rescarch Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama.
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Development of the Triad

In 1947, the year the United States Air
Force became an independent service, the
American military was attempting to de-
velop sound tactical, operational, and strate-
gic doctrine for the use of nuclear weapons.
Just two years earlier, a new and devastat-
ing weapon had changed the face of war-
tare, but the full implications of the atom
bomb were yet to be realized. In a flurry of
activity, the academic, military, and policy
communities undertook much writing and
studying as the nation sought to understand
nuclear weapons while also confronting the
Soviet Union. As technology developed over
the following decades, the nation moved
from depending on a fleet of long-range
bombers as the sole method of delivering
nuclear weapons (1945-59) to a nuclear
triad composed of bombers, intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBM), and SLBMs.

During the 1950s, Pres. Dwight Eisenhower
believed that an American effort to main-
tain conventional parity with the Soviet
Union would destroy the US economy and
bankrupt the federal treasury.” Thus, his
administration turned to the nuclear arsenal
as a substitute for conventional parity. In
the president's view, the United States could
effectively deter Soviet aggression by plac-
ing greater emphasis on nuclear weapons
in American national security policy. Com-
monly called the “New Look," the presi-
dent’s emphasis on the growth of advanced
nuclear weapons and delivery platforms led
to development of a large fleet of nuclear
bombers and, by the end of the Eisenhower
administration, the nuclear triad.” Com-
posed of three legs, the triad provides the
United States with three distinct delivery
platforms for nuclear weapons.

The first and oldest leg includes the na-
tion's long-range bombers and their payload
of gravity bombs and air launched cruise
missiles. At its apex in the early to mid-
1960s, Strategic Air Command included
more than 1,300 nuclear-capable bombers,
including 700 of the then-new B-52s.'" By
1990 the nation’s long-range bomber fleet
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had declined to 347 total aircraft.” Today,
nuclear-capable bombers account for about
half of the Air Force's bomber tleet of 162
aircraft.'

A second leg became part of the nation’s
nuclear arsenal in 1959 with deployment of
the first six Atlas D ICBMs. Just three years
later, the first Minuteman I deployed. Not
until 1970 did America’s ICBM force reach
its peak with a mix of 1,054 Titan 1l and
Minuteman I, 11, and [1I missiles—most of
which carried three to 12 warheads. These
numbers remained constant until 1982.!3
Since then, the number of operationally de-
ployed ICBMs has steadily declined to its
current size of 450."

The addition of the Polaris SLBM in 1960
completed the triad. Like the other two
legs, SLBMs waxed at the height of the Cold
War and waned as it ended. By 1967 the
United States had deployed 656 SLBMs
abhoard 41 ballistic missile submarines
(SSBN). When the Soviet Union collapsed in
December 1991, the sea leg of the triad re-
mained largely intact with 33 SSBNs carry-
ing 608 SLBMs."” Today, however, only 14
Ohio-class submarines remain, each carry-
ing 24 Trident Il nuclear missiles.

Throughout the Cold War, the United
States maintained a substantial inferiority
in conventional military forces but enjoyed
the protection of a sizable nuclear umbrella.
As the Cold War progressed and American
thinking about nuclear contlict developed,
“assured destruction” took precedence as
the approach ot choice. Developed by
Thomas Schelling and others while he
worked for the RAND Corporation in the
1960s, the concept of assured destruction
purposefully left the United States vulner-
able to a first strike, yet the nation main-
tained a credible second-strike capability.'
Although nuclear policy evolved through-
out the Cold War, its essential nature re-
mained much the same. Because of the ex-
orbitant fiscal cost of building a large
underground industrial intrastructure, for
example, the nation chose to accept the risk
of an unprotected public—but only as long
as it was defended by bombers standing at



alert, ICBMs protected in their reinforced
silos, and submarines quietly prowling the
world'’s oceans. In the end, deterrence
seems to have worked.

A second aspect of American nuclear
policy —often overlooked in the current de-
bate —dates back to the earliest days of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
when the United States and its European
allies made a conscious decision to torgo
creation of a NATO military equal in
strength to that of the Warsaw Pact. Instead,
the European members of NATO chose to
rely on America’s strategic nuclear weap-
ons—based in the United States and at sea—
as well as tactical nuclear weapons, based
in Europe, as a guarantor that Eastern Bloc
troops would not roll through the Fulda Gap
on their way to Paris."” Extended deter-
rence, as it came to be known, enabled
Western Europe to focus on economic de-
velopment instead of heavy investment in
national security. Although this type of de-
terrence often proved unpopular with Euro-
pean publics, governments throughout
Western Europe depended upon the secu-
rity provided by basing nuclear weapons
throughout the West.

Entering the Post—Cold War Era

In the immediate attermath of the Cold
War, assured destruction and related nu-
clear strategies that had served the nation
well tor more than two generations were
almost forgotten as the euphoria that en-
grossed America took hold.”® With it, the
triad tell into decline. As the tormer Soviet
Union sought to stabilize its deteriorating
economy by lowering its military expendi-
tures, the United States joined Russia in
making dramatic reductions to the overall
size of the nuclear arsenal. The “peace divi-
dend” promised to the American people by
presidents George H. W. Bush and Bill
Clinton led to a refocusing of US foreign
policy. With the Russian Bear focused on
internal struggles, the United States was
free to take on the role of global hegemon

and concentrate its eftorts on serving as the
world's policeman. The 1990s saw the US
military intervene in a number of failing or
failed states such as Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia,
and Serbia, while also emphasizing democra-
tization of the former Soviet Union and glo-
balization of the international economy."
As Francis Fukuyama suggested in his
article “The End of History?" “What we may
be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold
War, or the passing of a particular period of
postwar history, but the end of history as
such: that is, the end point ot mankind's
ideological evolution and the universalization
of Western liberal democracy as the final
form of human government."® Democracy
had apparently won; socialism had appar-
ently lost. Continuing to focus on the nuclear
triad and nuclear conflict seemed passe.
Between 1991 and 2009, the nuclear arse-
nal shrank by more than 75 percent. Few
members of Congress or the military ob-
jected since it appeared that the single
greatest purpose for nuclear weapons was
gone. Even in the wake of the terrorist at-
tacks of 11 September 2001, Pres. George W.
Bush signed the Strategic Otfensive Reduc-
tion Treaty, which obligates the United
States and Russia to reduce their operation-
ally deployed strategic weapons to between
1,700-2,200 each by 2012. President Obama
is promising to follow suit and continue re-
ductions in the nuclear arsenal as the
United States eventually moves to zero.”
Although President Obama's speech of' 5
April 2009 may give the impression that he
has adopted the stance of nuclear abolition-
ists, one should not forget that Pres. Ronald
Reagan once said that he “dream[ed|" of a
“world free of nuclear weapons."* Just as
Reagan shepherded the United States to vic-
tory in the Cold War, so, hopefully, will
President Obama act responsibly and not
put the national security of the United
States at risk by reducing the nuclear arsenal
to a point that nuclear deterrence loses the
credihility that enables its success.
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The Current Debate

In an era dominated by nonstate actors
(terrorists, international criminal gangs,
and insurgents), rogue regimes, and rising
powers, some members of the Air Force are
asking whether the triad is still relevant or
whether nuclear abolitionists are correct in
suggesting that the United States adopt a
monad as the nation moves toward zero.
The answers to these guestions deserve
considerable attention. In short, however,
the triad is as relevant today as it was at the
height of the Cold War. Nevertheless, before
oftering a justification for maintaining the
triad, one should explain the position of nu-
clear abolitionists.

The Abolitionists’ Position

According to the most recent reports and
studies published by advocates of nuclear
abolition, the United States should initiate
complete disarmament by taking the fol-
lowing actions.?* First, abolitionists desire to
remove the 76 remaining B-52H and 19 B-2
bombers from nuclear-capable service.” By
maintaining an arsenal of 500-1,000 war-
heads, as abolitionists suggest, the United
States no longer needs the bomber leg of
the triad. Additionally, the nation's long-
range bombers are slow to reach their tar-
gets, cannot penetrate advanced antiair de-
fenses (with the exception of the B-2), and
are expensive to procure and maintain.

Second, abolitionists seek to dismantle
the nation’s 450 ICBMs, which need expen-
sive upgrades or replacement and present
the nation’'s adversaries a target on Ameri-
can soil.

Third, abolitionists are willing to accept,
for the near term, a nuclear deterrence
strategy that relies solely on a dozen Ohio-
class SSBNs (after downsizing from the
present 14), each armed with 24 Trident I1
SLBMs.** According to their strategy, the
United States will maintain half of its
SSBNs at sea at any given time while the
other half is in port at one of two desig-
nated submarine bases.
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Abolitionists are willing to accept a
submarine-based monad because they con-
sider submarines the most secure leg of the
triad. These vessels also obviate the need
for operationally deployed nuclear weapons
on US soil. Supposedly, the absence of these
weapons would reduce the likelihood of a
counterforce strike against the homeland.

Because these arguments seem reason-
able and each contains an element of truth,
they have wide appeal. But if the United
States were to adopt a monad, the nation's
ability to deter current and future adversar-
ies would decline precipitously for four key
reasons.

The Counterview

First, deterrence, the capstone of American
foreign policy since the end of World War II,
relies on effectively making an adversary
believe that the risks involved in changing
the status quo outweigh any potential re-
wards. To achieve effective deterrence, the
United States must have the capability and,
most importantly, credibility to create the
desired psychological effect. Moving to a
nuclear deterrence strategy that effectively
depends on a half dozen deployed sub-
marines undermines hoth capability and
credibility. Contrary to the admonitions of
abolitionists, adopting a monad sends a
clear signal to America’s adversaries that
the nation does not value nuclear weapons
to the degree it once did and will be more
reluctant to use a diminished arsenal in the
future. This emboldens adversaries and de-
creases the confidence that US allies have
in the nation’s extended deterrence.
Successful deterrence depends completely
upon simply and eftectively communicat-
ing desire and intent to allies and adversar-
ies. Dramatically reducing the size of the
arsenal and killing two legs of the triad.
while claiming that the United States re-
mains serious about nuclear deterrence,
would send a mixed signal. The historical
record does not offer analogous examples of
arms reductions leading to the maintenance
of credibility. On the contrary, the Washing-



ton Naval Treaty (1922), which limited the
tonnage of major world navies, may have
played a key role in leading the Japanese to
attack Pearl Harbor.?* Admittedly, such
counterfactual claims are difticult to prove.
Second, since signaling intent is a vital
aspect of successful deterrence, eliminating
the bomber leg of the triad would be a mis-
take. Designed to remain hidden from the
view of an adversary, ICBMs and SSBNs of-
fer no effective way of conveying American
resolve or an escalation/de-escalation in
posture, should an adversary move toward
conflict. The bomber fleet, however, effec-
tively demonstrates resolve. For example, if
an adversary were to openly challenge the
status quo, the president could order the
nation's B-52s and B-2s on alert, put them in
the air, and. or deploy them to forward
bases. All of these actions are visible signals

prove too costly for many potential prolif-
erators. On the other hand, they increase
risks for an adversary by driving him to a
strategy (counterforce) requiring the elimi-
nation of American ICBMs in an eftort to
prevent a US counterstrike. Forcing an ad-
versary to strike the United States in or-
der to eliminate its nuclear arsenal serves
as a strong deterrent when the enemy
considers a nuclear attack. Moreover,
these missiles are the only leg of the triad
that can hit any spot on the earth within
half an hour.

Fourth, should the United States adopt
the plan advocated by abolitionists, the na-
tion's adversaries would know full well that
half the nuclear arsenal would be in port at
any given time, vulnerable to destruction
by a single nuclear missile targeting each of
the two designated nuclear submarine

The United States may soon face a real scenario in which two nuclear missiles
and a half dozen torpedoes can destroy the entire operationally deployed
strategic nuclear arsenal—something no American should desire.

of American intent, designed to lead to a
de-escalation of tensions. Without question,
bombers are the most etfective tool for
overtly demonstrating resolv

A related point arises. Nuclear-capable
bombers are one of the best tools for assur-
ing allies that the United States remains
committed to providing a credible extended
deterrent. Neither ICBMs nor submarines
can provide a utsible show of resolve in the
face of danger. Deploying nuclear hombers
to an ally's air base not only assures Ameri-
ca's friends but also deters the nation's foes.

Third, ICBMs offer two distinct benefits
that a submarine force cannot replicate. On
the one hand, they raise the cost of entry
into the nuclear club as a peer of the United
States. ICBMs require expensive and ad-
vanced missile technology, which may

bases. Contrary to what Americans are led
to believe, Russia and China maintain ad-
vanced submarine-detection capabilities
that may enable either nation to detect,
track, and sink the half of the nuclear arse-
nal (six submarines) at sea.© Moving to a
submarine-based monad will also encour-
age adversaries of the United States to focus
technological development on advanced
sonar and torpedo technology. Doing so will
simplity the calculation for an adversary
seeking to neutralize the American arsenal.
The United States may soon face a real
scenario in which two nuclear missiles and
a half dozen torpedoes can destroy the en-
tire operationally deployed strategic nu-
clear arsenal—something no American
should desire. Redundancy, which the triad
provides, ofters a level of protection that a
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submarine-based nuclear arsenal would
greatly diminish.

[ncreasing American vulnerability and
decreasing American capability do not rep-
resent a strategy for successful deterrence.
As history demonstrates, deterrence works
when the United States effectively con-
vinces its adversaries that an attack on
America will fail to carry out the desired
objectives and will invoke massive retalia-
tion. Any other approach to deterrence is
doomed to failure.

Relying on what abolitionists refer to as
“minimum deterrence” is a recipe for plac-
ing the American people at greater risk, not
less.”® Even though the United States will
likely sutfer a terrorist attack, it is certainly
not the most dangerous threat the nation

faces. With the nuclear club expanding and
likely to gain new members hostile to the
United States, weakening the nuclear triad
is unwise. Doing so not only will under-
mine American credibility but also will
cause allies to doubt America's commit-
ment to extended deterrence. This could
lead allies to pursue their own nuclear arse-
nals as a hedge against American weakness
and perceived threats yet to materialize.

Even though we Americans are gener-
ous, well-intentioned people, others do not
necessarily wish us well. We would be wise
to remember that fact. As the great Roman
strategist Vegetius once wrote, “Si vis pacem
para bellum” (If you desire peace, prepare
for war). ©

Maxwell AFB, Alabama
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Updating a Cold War Relic

Ensuring That the New Air Force Doctrine Document 3
Reflects Current Air Force Roles and Missions

Lt Col David K. Moeller, USAF*

The evolution of contingency operations, the rapid maturation of space and information

warfare

have transformed the effectiveness of air and space power.

Air Force Doctrine Document 1, A Force Basic Doctrine, 17 November 2003

he United States Air Force is at a
I crossroads. In 2008 the secretary of
defense dismissed the secretary and

chief of staff of the Air Force and raised
(uestions about the service's commitment
to the US nuclear enterprise. Moreover, in
light of the current counterinsurgencies in
Afghanistan and Iraq, the other military ser-
vices and defense analysts have openly
(fuestioned the need for a technologically
idvanced Air Force. Why have such actions
ind questions occurred? Why, specifically,
does the Air Force seem to be losing
redibility with senior defense officials?

One contributing factor could be that the
Air Force has not revised and updated its
doctrine to provide guidance on operational-
level employment across the continuum of
military operations; instead, those docu-
ments continue to favor kinetic operations
during times of conflict. This bias tends to
inhibit cross-domain integration of air,
space, and cyberspace capabilities, thus
placing Air Force planners at a disadvantage
when they design joint operations.’ Air
Force doctrine serves as “a statement of of-
ficially sanctioned beliefs, warfighting prin-
ciples, and terminology that describes and
guides the proper use of air and space

-1",» ithor is
at the USAF Weapon
Alabama

urrently
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forces in military operations.”? The key
term here is military operations. During
much of the Air Force’s existence, it consid-
ered such actions major contingency opera-
tions against an adversary possessing sig-
nificant conventional and/or nuclear
military capability, an assumption that dic-
tated the development of doctrine heavily
favoring the wartime application of air-
power.” However, since the end of the Cold
War, the concept of military operations has
grown to include missions such as humani-
tarian assistance, disaster relief, counter-
insurgency, irregular warfare, and theater-
security cooperation with partner nations.
The Air Force has published doctrine for
these mission areas, yet the capstone publi-
cation for its operations— Air Force Doc-
trine Document (AFDD) 2, Operations and
Organization, 3 April 2007 —still reflects a
narrow focus on kinetic operations that does
not represent how the service contributes
to the joint ight across the continuum of
military operations.

During the process of updating and re-
numbering AFDD 2 to AFDD 3, doctrine
writers should revise the content to provide
Airmen a true capstone document that ar-
ticulates foundational air, space, and cvber

ssigned to the 333rd Fighter Squadron at Seymour Johnson AFB, North Carolina A former instructor
chool, Nellis AFB. Nevada, he is a graduate of the School ot Advanced Air and Space Studies, Maxwell AFB,



concepts and offers guidance tor operational-
level planning and synchronization during
joint operations. Expanding this document
to accurately reflect the capabilities that air,
space, and cyber forces bring to the wide
range of military operations will enhance
our understanding of Air Force roles and
missions, provide planning guidance to
operational-level staffs, and create a single-
source reference document that addresses
the relationship among air, space, and cyber-
space concepts, planning, and operations.

What Does Air Force
Doctrine Document 2 Say?

AFDD 2, the capstone publication for
operational-level doctrine, includes guid-
ance for “organizing, planning, and employ-
ing air and space forces at the operational
level of conflict across the full range of mili-
tary operations.” Divided into eight chap-
ters, it covers topics such as conducting op-
erations, commanding Air Force forces
(AFFOR), organizing air and space expedi-
tionary task forces, nesting the air and space
component within a joint force, and plan-
ning for joint operations; it concludes by
discussing air and space operations centers
and the AFFOR staff. This article confines
itself to chapter 1, “An Introduction to Air and
Space Operations”; chapter 2, “Operations”;
and chapter 6, “Planning for Operations.”

Chapter 1 lays the foundation for under-
standing the nature of air and space power
by noting that it “arises from the use of le-
thal and nonlethal means by air and space
forces to achieve strategic, operational, and
tactical objectives” and that “air and space
power has the ability to conduct operations
and impose effects across the entire theater,
wherever targets or target sets might be
found.” The chapter then describes how we
should categorize targets by the effects we
intend to produce as a result of engaging
them rather than by their physical location.
Such statements reveal that airpower in-
tends to produce lethal and nonlethal ef-
fects throughout a theater of operations and

across the varying levels of warfare. Unfor-
tunately, we find little support for these
statements since the remainder of the chap-
ter narrowly examines the kinetic applica-
tion of airpower during major conflicts,
drawing on examples from Operations Des-
ert Storm and Iraqi Freedom. The chapter
concludes with a brief discussion of the em-
ployment of air and space power utilizing
parallel, asymmetric operations during of-
fensive military actions.

Chapter 2 begins by declaring that “the
overriding objective of any military force is
to be prepared to conduct combat opera-
tions in support of national political objec-
tives—to conduct the nation's wars.” Even
though many people may argue for a much
more Clausewitzian objective —to support
policy —and point out that conducting com-
bat operations is a point along a broader
continuum of state interaction, this opening
statement accurately lays the groundwork
for the follow-on treatment of an eftects-
based approach to operations (EBAO), the
principal concern of the chapter. Framed
within a construct of inducing change in an
adversary to achieve a desired outcome, the
well-halanced discussion of EBAO applies to
operations during both peace and conflict,
setting a baseline for expanding the topic in
chapter 6.

The second section of chapter 2 ad-
dresses air and space (but not cyberspace)
power across the range of military opera-
tions.” It includes an overarching discussion
of the need tor air and space superiority be-
fore and during offensive operations, devot-
ing just a small portion to air and space op-
erations in other types of militarv actions.
Of note, other than a listing under the head-
ing “Crisis Response Operations,” the sec-
tion “Engagement, Cooperation, and Deter-
rence Operations” enumerates only general
examples of operations, without mentioning
noncombatant-evacuation operations,
peacekeeping, or humanitarian assistance.
The chapter concludes by briefly address-
ing the political dimension of smaller-scale
contingencies and the “Termination, Transi-
tion, and Redeployment” of forces. Thus,
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the second section of chapter 2 provides only
a general discussion and a listing of consid-
erations. It omits the linkage between the
EBAO methodology presented in the first
part and the missions described in the latter
portion. Most of the chapter contains only a
roster of operations and no discussion spe-
cific to air and space operations except those
that occur during major kinetic campaigns.
Chapter 6 contains an overview of the
joint planning process, with an emphasis on

document enjoys support from 27 subordi-
nate two-series doctrine publications that
comprise a compendium of operational-
level guidance available to the planning
staff.* However, only limited guidance exists
on synchronization of air, space, and cyber-
space activities, and the lack of information
about a representative air campaign along a
continuum of military operations detracts
from the overall value of the document. In-
stead, AFDD 2 needs rewriting to supply

AFDD 2 needs rewriting to supply more accurate guidance to
operational planners and to better portray the roles and functions of
air, space, and cyberspace forces during a campaign.

joint operations. However, seven of its 24
pages review Joint Publication (JP) 5-0,
Joint Operation Plannming, 26 December 2006,
and 10 expand the discussion of EBAO in
chapter 2. In the remaining seven pages,
which ofter an overview of the joint air and
space estimate process, AFDD 2 should pro-
vide guidance on synchronizing cross-
domain air, space, and cyberspace capabili-
ties into a holistic air campaign plan. As
currently written, however, this chapter ex-
amines three topics (planning processes,
etfects-based planning, and the joint air and
space estimate process) without clearly pre-
senting an architecture for linking or relat-
ing the processes to produce a joint air and
space operations plan for theater opera-
tions. Chapter 6 mentions AFDD 2-1, Air
Warfare, 22 January 2000, and AFDD 2-1.9,
Targeting, 8 June 2006, thereby reinforcing
AFDD 2's concentration on kinetic opera-
tions during major conflicts.

In sum, AFDD 2 fails to meet its stated
objective of offering guidance for “organiz-
ing, planning and employing air and space
forces at the operational level of conflict
across the full range of military operations,”
mentioned above. At present, this baseline
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more accurate guidance to operational plan-
ners and to better portray the roles and
functions of air, space, and cyberspace
forces during a campaign.

What Should Air Force
Doctrine Document 3 Say?

The Air Force promulgates and teaches
doctrine as a common frame of reference
on the best way to prepare and employ
air and space forces.

AFDD 1, Air Force Basic Doctnne,
17 November 2003

The current AFDD 2 “describes how the
US Air Force organizes and employs air and
space power at the operational level across
the range of military operations.” The doc-
ument does not reach this lofty goal be-
cause of its focus on the kinetic application
of airpower during major contlicts. Further-
more, it fails to develop the following foun-
dational doctrine statements: “air and space
power operates in ways that are fundamen-
tally different from other torms of military
power”; “air and space torces can wrest the



initiative . . . anticipate the enemy, and
take advantage of tactical and operational
opportunities”; and “when employed ag-
gressively, air and space forces can conduct
operations aimed directly at accomplishing
the joint force commander's . . . objec-
tives.”” The rewrite, AFDD 3, should truly
describe the employment of air, space, and
cyberspace power across the continuum of
military operations by incorporating the
“best practices” outlined in the 27 support-
ing two-series publications. Ironically, the
Air Force already possesses a construct for
a holistic capstone document with multiple
supporting documents—the three-series
publications."

Highlighting Air Force tactics, tech-
niques, and procedures, this series serves as
“tactics manuals” for employing the vast
majority of air and space platforms and
concepts. At the forefront of this series is a
capstone document divided into three sec-
tions, the first of which describes the funda-
mentals of airpower and the role of tactical
command and control. From this baseline,
the document covers tactical mission plan-
ning.and mission-planner considerations
using concepts taken from the supporting
three-series publications and designed to
convey general information that tacticians
need to understand fundamental planning
factors for carrying out the tactical mission.
The final section offers an overview of vari-
ous topics such as space and information
operations. The three-series publications
succeed in providing tacticians a well-
organized, concise construct that explains
basic planning factors for tactical-level inte-
gration augmented hy detailed discussion in
supporting publications.

A proposed construct for AFDD 3 would
follow the same guidelines and include
three separate sections, the first of which
would present an overview of airpower
and its relationship to joint forces. It would
retain topics such as commanding and or-
ganizing AFFOR, given their overall consis-
tency across the continuum of military op-
erations, hut omit any mention of the
AFFOR staff as well as the air and space

operations center since the supporting
two-series publications could address staft
tunctions. The first section would also ad-
dress the joint authorities that the joint
force commander could delegate to the
AFFOR commander. Such authorities
should include the joint force air compo-
nent commander, area air detense com-
mander, airspace control authority, and
space coordinating authority —all founda-
tional with regard to operational-level
planning. Thus, this section of AFDD 3
would offer baseline guidance on how to
organize and command AFFOR as well as
integrate those forces into joint operations.
The second section would concentrate
on guidance for planning full-spectrum
air, space, and cyberspace operations. Be-
cause no Air Force doctrine manual dedi-
cated to planning exists, the content ot
this section would resemble that of
JP 5-0 and JP 3-30, Command and Control
for Joint Awr Operations, 12 January 2010.
This section would discuss three related
topics: the joint operation planning pro-
cess-air (JOPP-A); the phasing of Air
Force operations across the continuum of
military operations from “phase zero" to
the postconflict environment; and spe-
cific operational-planning factors for op-
erations currently defined hy AFDD 2 as
“smaller scale contingencies,” “crisis re-
sponse operations,” and “engagement,
cooperation, and deterrence opera-
tions.”'" As previously mentioned, given
the absence of an Air Force doctrine
manual dedicated to planning, the
JOPP-A material would give the reader
step-by-step guidance. The information
on phasing, though closely related to the
methodology of JP 5-0, would emphasize
the planning of theater campaigns in-
stead of major contingency operations.
Thus it would present air and space power
as a strategic asset able to generate the-
ater effects ranging from deterring adver-
saries, through guaranteeing the security
of partner nations and conducting ki-
netic operations against an adversary, to
planning possible postconflict scenarios.
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Additionally, the second section would
build on the command relationships and
authorities described in section one of
the proposed AFDD 3 to deliver guidance
on developing command relationships
and synchronizing requirements for the
various authorities into an operational
campaign or task force.

The third section should focus on op-
erations, offering a concise, general over-
view of the employment of air, space,
and cyber forces in specific mission ar-
eas such as major combat operations,
counterinsurgencies, disaster relief,
space situational awareness, and cyber
network defense. The format of this sec-
tion would draw on important informa-
tion from supporting publications—such
as AFDD 2-1, Aiwr Warfare, 22 January
2000, and AFDD 2-2, Space Operations, 27
November 2006 —and therefore serve as a
single-source reference for air, space, and
cyberspace operations. Because this sec-
tion would rely heavily on the support-
ing publications, extensive links should
join it to the detailed information con-
tained within those publications.

Conclusion

This recommended construct should
move AFDD 2 beyond its current deficien-
cies, transforming it into a document—
AFDD 3—that clearly links the foundational
principles of air, space, and cyberspace; op-
erational-level planning; and employment.
This update is especially relevant since the
concept of military operations continues to
encompass more than major contingency
operations and since requirements for joint
operational planning continue to increase
proportionally. We can leverage the Air
Force's rich history of operations to design
AFDD 3 as a document relevant to today’s
operational planners. As noted by AFDD 1,
“doctrine shapes the manner in which the
Air Force organizes, trains, equips, and sus-
tains its forces.”'* Consequently, this cap-
stone guidance document for planning and
employing air, space, and cyberspace forces
at the operational level must include a ho-
listic discussion that is relevant across the
continuum of military operations. @

Seymour Johnson AFB, North Carolina
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Beddown Options for Air National
Guard C-27J Aircraft

Supporting Domestic Response

Col John Conway, USAF, Retired®

Disasters, by their very nature, occur locally—in communities very often fur removed
from Federal assets. The elements of the homeland security enterprise geared toward

responding to disasters are thus widely distributed.

State, local, territorial, and

tribal responders wall usually be the first official presence on the scene, while the Federal
Government will provide support when effective response exceeds their capabtlities.

—Quadrenmal Homeland Secunty Review Report, February 2010

ebate regarding addition of the Joint
DCargo Aircraft (JCA) to the mili-

tary's inventory has spanned nu-
merous years, and the program has endured
many revisions. Envisioned as a short-haul
asset designed to deliver supplies the “last
tactical mile,” the JCA morphed from a joint
aircraft into an Air Force-only platform that
will reside solely in the Air National Guard
(ANG) as the C-27J." Its assignment to ANG
units makes it a dual-role aircraft, used to
support civil authorities in domestic crises
in addition to fulfilling its combat role.

The National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84, 28
October 2009) included funding for the Air
Force to purchase the first eight of a pro-
posed 38 C-27] aircraft for the ANG.? Despite
debate about the “correct” total number of
C-27Js to procure after this modest start, a
larger issue remains: where will we base
these aircraft, and how will the C-27J sup-
port its nascent homeland security mission?

Congress has weighed in on these issues
with questions regarding beddowns and
funding but has given only passing recogni-
tion of the C-27J's potential homeland secu-

rity role. In separate reports to be attached
to their versions of the FY 10 National De-
fense Authorization Act, both the House
Armed Services Committee (HASC) and the
Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC)
directed the National Guard and Air Force
to report on a C-27J basing plan within 120
days of the act's passage. The HASC's report
contained concerns about the 12 C-27J bed-
downs previously earmarked for the Army
National Guard and urged the Air Force to
consider those locations for future C-27J
basing. Language in the SASC report left the
door open for additional C-27J purchases,
referring to the currently budgeted number
of 38 aircraft as a “floor” rather than a “ceil-
ing.” The SASC report also notes that any
study regarding intratheater airlift must
also give “due consideration” to the contri-
bution of these systems to the homeland
security mission.’ Concerns remain about
whether 38 C-27Js represent a sufficient
number for performing missions proposed
for the aircraft.® In a letter of 11 June 2009
to the chairmen and ranking members of
both the HASC and SASC, the Adjutants
General Association supported “fully fund-

*The author is a military defense analyst with the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB. Alabama.
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ing 78 aircraft for the JCA program,” stating
that doing so would “provide a critical capa-
hility to state emergency management and
homeland security missions.” Regardless of
the correct number of C-27Js, the aircraft
seem destined to play a role in the burgeon-
ing partnership between the Department of
Detense (DOD) and Department ot Home-
land Security (DHS).

The Quadrennial Defense Review Report of
2010 calls for increased ties between the
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) and National Guard, directing that
“the Department also will draw on existing
National Guard forces to build a Homeland
Response Force (HRF) in each of the ten
Federal Emergency Management Agency . . .
regions. These ten HRFs will provide a re-
gional response capability; focus on plan-
ning, training and exercising; and forge
strong links between the federal level and
state and local authorities.”™ Although it
does not specifically address the C-27J, the
report’s language clearly indicates that
DOD planning for “homeland response” will
emphasize the FEMA regions. Given the
fact that most disasters will not rise to the
level of a national response like that for
Hurricane Katrina, ensuring adequate tacti-
cal airlift support for each FEMA region of-
ters a prudent way ahead to plan for contin-
sencies less severe than national disasters.
Doing so will also give state and local offi-
cials the opportunity to plan and exercise
with tactical airlift assets.

The ANG has announced plans to base a
total of 24 C-27Js by placing four of them at
each of six locations, but it has not decided
where to place the remaining 14 aircraft.
Given the announcement of the six hed-
down locations and the progress of bed-
down planning, changing locations at this
late date would he unwise. However, utiliz-
ing a squadron consisting of only four
C-27Js as primary assigned aircraft (PAA) is
not an optimal situation for hoth overseas
employment and domestic use. Lt Gen
Harry Wyatt, director of the ANG, has
stated that the low number of aircraft (38
instead ot the projected 78) will require in-
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creased ratios of aircrews to aircraft since
he believes that at least 16 of the 38 C-27Js
bought by the US Air Force will support
wars abroad at any given time.” Moreover,
routinely deploying all four aircraft from
individual units will leave gaps in domestic-
response capabilities. On the other hand,
deploying with only two aircraft per unit
will demand a “rainbow” with another C-27J
unit to create a four-ship deployment. As-
suming that the six C-27J units will stand
up at different times (depending on funding
and aircraft availability), merging airframes
from different ANG C-27J units will prove
difficult in the foreseeable future. Neverthe-
less, none of the projected beddown locations
will affect the C-27J's overseas support mis-
sion. However, considering the dual role of
the aircraft, C-27J hasing decisions will af-
tfect how quickly and efficiently the aircraft
can fulfill their domestic-response mission.

Furthermore, the current ANG C-130 and
C-21 —"bridge aircraft” for the C-27J bed-
downs—do not provide sufficient tactical
airlift coverage in support of domestic mis-
sions across the country.® This problem be-
comes obvious when one matches these lo-
cations against the 10 FEMA regions (fig. 1).

FEMA Region X—including Alaska, Wash-
ington, Oregon, and Idaho—has an ANG
C-130 unit in Alaska but no assigned ANG
tactical assets in the rest of the region. Re-
gion VI (Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Ar-
kansas, and Louisiana) receives support
from only one ANG C-130 unit in Texas. In
contrast, Region IV, the rest of the South-
eastern states (minus Virginia), has four
ANG C-130 units. Other FEMA regions, par-
ticularly in the eastern half of the country,
enjoy similar support from substantial num-
bers of C-130s and C-21s.

Creation of six ANG C-27J units will not
significantly improve support for domestic
response, primarily due to their planned
beddown locations (fig. 2). C-27Js will re-
place four C-21 units (located at Bradley
International Airport, Connecticut; Hector
international Airport, North Dakota; W. K.
Kellogg ANG Base, Michigan; and Manstield
Lahm Airport, Ohio), making this a zero-
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sum transfer of unit locations.? A C-27J unit
will stand up in Meridian, Mississippi (re-
placing a KC-135 unit), in Region [V, which
already has an abundance of ANG tactical
airlift assets. The other announced C-27J
beddown at Martin State Airport, Maryland,
is in Region [1I, which already has two ANG
C-130 units to support it. Against this back-
drop, thoughtful placement ot the 14 cur-
rently unassigned C-27J aircraft can make a
significant difference in airlift support for
domestic emergencies.

Suggested options for basing the remain-
ing 14 C-27Js in the initial buy depend upon
the sole criterion of ANG tactical airlift sup-
port to FEMA. Again, basing of the aircraft
in the continental United States has little
bearing on their overseas deployments.

Since the Army National Guard had al-
ready planned for C-27J beddowns, the
ANG would be prudent to review those lo-
cations as well. However, the 12 previously
proposed beddown locations for Army

C-27Js continue the trend of overcapacity in
some FEMA regions, particularly those lo-
cated east of the Mississippi River (fig. 3).1
However, with 14 C-27Js currently un-
assigned to beddown locations, using some
of the Army Guard's proposed beddown lo-
cations makes sense for FEMA support. Two
options come to mind.

The Air National Guard C-27):
The Way Ahead

One option would have the ANG bed
down four C-27Js at each of the six previ-
ously identified ANG locations. The first
eight aircraft would go to the 119th Wing at
Hector International Airport in Fargo,
North Dakota, and the 103rd Airlift Wing at
Bradley International Airport in Windsor
Locks, Connecticut. The unit at Fargo,
which replaces the C-21 bridge unit there,
would augment FEMA Region VIII, cur-

Excess Guard
Airlift
Capacity In
Regions IV and V
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rently served only by the C-130 unit at
Cheyenne, Wyoming, and a C-21 unit at
Buckley AFB, Colorado. Located near the
North Dakota-Minnesota border, the Fargo
unit could also support Region V. The 103rd
Airlift Wing, also a bridge-unit replacement,
would augment the lone ANG C-130 unit
stationed in FEMA Region L."

As planned, four C-27Js would go to each
of the remaining four previously identified
ANG beddown locations to complete the
Guard's initial plan for the first 24 C-27Js.
Based on the current number of 38 aircraft,
the ANG should station two of them at its
Advanced Airlift Tactics Training Center
(AATTC) at Rosecrans Memorial Airport,
Missouri, in order to develop specific tactics
and training for C-27J crews (see table 1).
Finally, each of the six ANG C-27J units
would be augmented by two additional C-
27Js from the remaining 12 planes as these
aircraft become available. When all 38 air-
craft are on station, each of the six units
will have the ability to deploy a four-ship
package overseas yet keep two aircraft at
home station tfor domestic use

Designed to create more units instead of
adding aircraft to units slated to receive the
C-27J, option two would have the ANG bed

down four C-27Js each at the six previously
identitied ANG locations, as in option one.
Instead of placing 12 of the remaining 14
aircraft at these six units, the Guard would
establish three new C-27J units (four PAAs
each) at three of the Army National Guard’s
predesignated C-27J beddown locations.
Two of the selected units—at Portland Inter-
national Airport, Oregon, and Fairchild
AFB, Washington—would support FEMA
Region X, currently served hy a lone ANG
C-130 unit in Alaska. The third C-27J unit,
located at March Air Reserve Base, Califor-
nia, would augment Region 1X, currently
served by only two ANG C-130 units. The
final two aircraft (of the original 38) should
remain stationed at the AATTC in Missouri,
as proposed in option one, but should bed
down before the last 12 in order to begin
training in innovative tactics for the previ-
ous 24 aircraft and their aircrews (see table
2). Beddown of the final 12 aircraft at these
three Army National Guard locations will
make the best use of remaining resources,
supporting the western FEMA regions as
well as taking advantage of the existing in-
frastructure and trained personnel at the
Army Guard's former aviation units.

Table 1. Option one: C-27) beddown projections (six PAAs) (first 38 aircraft)

| Aircraft
I Sequence : Original Base New Base | Remarks
[ 1-4 | Hector International Airport, North Same Supports FEMA Regions VIl and V
{ L Dakota
| 5-8 | Bradley Airport, Connecticut Same Supports FEMA Region |

9-24° Meridian, Mississippi Same Supports FEMA Region IV

9-24° Mansfield Lahm Airport, Ohio Same Supports FEMA Region V

9-24° Martin State Airport, Maryland Same Supports FEMA Region llI

9-24° W. K. Kellogg ANG Base, Michigan Same Supports FEMA Region V

25-26 Rosecrans ANG Base, Missouri Same C-27] AATTC

27-38 Two each at the first six bases above Same Units can deploy with four PAAs; two PAAs left
I for FEMA support

*Stand-up sequence to be determined
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Table 2. Option two: C-27) beddown projections (four PAAs) (first 38 aircraft)

Aircraft
Sequence | Original Base New Base | Remarks
1-4 Hector International Airport, North Same Supports FEMA Regions VIl and V
Dakota
5-8 Bradley Airport, Connecticut Same Supports FEMA Region |
9-24° Meridian, Mississippi Same Supports FEMA Region IV
9-24° Mansfield Lahm Airport, Ohio Same Supports FEMA Region V
9-24° Martin State Airport, Maryland Same Supports FEMA Region ll|
9-24° W. K. Kellogg ANG Base, Michigan Same Supports FEMA Region V
25-26 Rosecrans ANG Base, Missouri Same C-27) AATTC
27-38° March Air Reserve Base, California Same Original Army Guard beddown at March
supports FEMA Region IX
27-38° Fairchild AFB, Washington Same Original Army Guard beddown at Fairchild
' supports FEMA Region X
27-38" Portland Army National Guard Base, Same Original Army Guard beddown at Portland
| Oregon supports FEMA Region X

*Stand-up sequence to be determined

Back to the Future;
Some Other C-27) Options

If Congress authorizes additional C-27Js
in future years, the aircratt heddown loca-
tions may not be the same as the rest of the
original Army National Guard locations.
Missions could change, other ANG aircraft
could retire and need replacing in order to
keep established units open, or other un-
foreseen circumstances might affect basing
decisions. Nevertheless, these previously
identified locations can guide future C-27J]
basing decisions.

A Look down the Road: Acquisition
and Beddown of the Next 40 C-27]s
(Nine New Units, Four PAAs)

If the remaining 40 aircraft desired by the
ANG and the states’' adjutants general are
eventually funded (for a total of 78 C-27Js),
Guard planners should take a pragmatic
look at future beddown locations for them.
Although bedding down at all of the previ-
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ously identified Army Guard locations will
create overcapacity in some FEMA regions
at the expense of others, doing so would
make the best use of existing resources and
infrastructure at each location and allow
the Army Guard's skilled aviation personnel
to transition into the ANG.

Using the model of four PAAs per squad-
ron for basing these aircraft would create
up to 10 more C-27J units—one more unit
than the Army Guard's original 12-unit plan
(options one and two already include three
of the Army Guard locations). As the ANG
adheres to the Army Guard'’s plan for nine
additional locations and hefore it equips
FEMA regions with an abundance of air-
craft, the ANG should take care to maintain
a beddown sequence that satisfies regions
that have the least airlift capability. Instead
of adding a 10th C-27J unit at a new loca-
tion, the Guard should apportion the re-
maining four aircraft to the AATTC, increas-
ing it to a six-PAA C-27J squadron and, in
effect, creating a “10th" squadron. Moreover,
adding more C-27Js to the AATTC should



occur earlier in the sequence than in previ-
ous options. The fact that extra crews will
require additional training capacity drives
the need for more airframes at the AATTC
(see table 3). Sequencing of these aircraft
takes into account only the needs of the
various FEMA regions and does not retlect
any order of merit for any unit.

The “Coast Guard” Buy

Although the FY 10 National Defense Au-
thorization Act has approved the initial
C-27J purchase, many individuals have
called for more than the projected number
of aircraft (38); furthermore, additional air-

craft buys beyond these 38 may materialize.

One intriguing funding option involves the
DHS budgeting for and obtaining additional
C-27Js. Assuming that the aircraft will have

a dual role—combat airlift and disaster re-
sponse—and that only the ANG will operate
them under authority of the governors of
the several states, one can argue that the
DHS will benefit from DOD-procured air-
craft without incurring any of the attendant
costs. Despite instances of DHS-purchased
equipment for military units (e.g., chemical-
warfare protective equipment and chemical-
biological detection gear), a strict proviso
forbids use of such equipment for any pur-
pose other than supporting homeland secu-
rity—the direct antithesis of the DOD’s pur-
chases of dual-use equipment. For example,
the ANG's C-27J and the venerable C-130
can perform either DOD or DHS functions.
A 2008 report from the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) noted a planning
and budgeting disconnect between the DOD
and DHS: neither organization budgeted for

Table 3. Option three: C-27) beddown projections (follow-on buy of 40 aircraft) (four PAAs)

. | s
Aircraft Original Base ]
Sequence* | (Army Guard Plan) New Base (ANG) Remarks
1-2% Austin-Bergstrom International | Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Collocated with the 136th
Airport, Texas Base, Fort Worth, Texas Airlift Wing (Texas ANG);
'r supports Region VI
1-24 Bryant Army Airfield, Alaska/ Kulis ANG Base, Alaska/Guam Collocated with the 176th
‘ Guam** Wing, Alaska ANG
[ 1-24 Quonset Point, Rhode Island Quonset State Airport, Rhode Collocated with the 143rd
‘ Island Airlift Wing; supports Region |
[ 1-24 Will Rogers Army National Will Rogers ANG Base, Supports FEMA Region VI
Guard Base, Oklahoma | Oklahoma
1-24 Springfield Airport, Missouri 1 Springfield Airport, Missouri Should remain to support
new Missouri National Guard
= el B & construction initiative
[ 1-24 Cecil Field, Florida Jacksonville ANG Base, Florida Supports Southern FEMA
Region IV
| 25-28 N/A Rosecrans ANG Base, Missouri Increases the AATTC squadron
[ to six PAAs
[ 29-40 Grissom Joint Reserve Base, Fort Wayne ANG Base, Indiana Collocated with other Indiana
Indiana ANG units; supports Region V
29-40 Standiford Field, Kentucky Standiford Field, Kentucky Supports Region IV
29-40 Robins AFB, Georgia Robins AFB, Georgia Supports Region [V

“Stand-up sequence to be determined
*“This Army Guard C-27 unit was slated to share its beddown location between Alaska and Guam
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