RESEARCH
OUTREACH\f{NGAG EMENT



-

Volume XXIV, No. 4

Winter 2010

Haiti Relief
An International Effort Enabled through

Air, Space, and Cyberspace
Gen Douglas M. Fraser, USAF
Maj Wendell S. Hertzelle, USAF

Air Force ISR Operations

Hunting versus Gathering
Lt Gen Dave Deptula, USAF, Retired
Col Mike Francisco, USAF, Retired

A Seat at the Table

Beyond the Air Component Coordination Element
Lt Gen Mike Hostage, USAF

Global Power Requires a Global,
Persistent Air-to-Air Capability

Lt Col Bruce D. Cox, USAF

Closing the Irregular
Warfare Air Capability Gap

The Missing Puzzle Piece:

Rugged Utility Aircraft and Personnel
Lt Col George H. Hock Jr., USAF

..

&

—’ 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 A. Shaud, USAF, Retired

Chief, Professional Journals
Lt Col Paul D. Berg

Deputy Chief, Professional Journals
Maj Darren K. Stanford

Editors
Capt Lori Katowich
Capt Joshua Howard

Professional Staff
Marvin W. Bassett. Contributing Editor
Tammi K. Long, Editorial Assistant
Daniel M. Armstrong, lllustrator
L.. Susan Fair, Hlustrator
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.af.mil

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 onli
at http://www.airpower.au.af.mil.




)\ J

VOLUME XX

AERP 10-1

Senior Leader Perspectives

Haiti Relief 1 5
An International Effort Enabled through Air, Space, and Cyberspace

Gen Douglas M. Fraser, USAF
Maj Wendell S. Hertzelle, USAF

Air Force ISR Operations 1 13
Hunting versus Gathering
Lt Gen Dave Deptula, USAF, Retired
Col Mike Francisco, USAF, Retired

A Seat at the Table | 18
Beyond the Air Component Coordination Element

Lt Gen Mike Hostage, USAF

Bringing Balance to the Force | 21

Lt Col Paul D. Berg, USAF, Chief, Professional Journals

Global Power Reqguires a Global, Persistent Air-to-Air Capability
Lt g [ \F

Closing the Irregular Warfare Air Capability Gap | 57
The Missing Puzzle Piece: Rugged Utility Aircraft and Personnel
Lt Col George H. Hock Jr., USAI
b rregulan

eat m 6th Spe | Oper

W ned for ind the equipment v

a7

1ppo;



Air Component Campaign Planning | 69
Beyond Conflict and Kinetics
Lt Col David Moeller, USAF
Air Force doctrine emphasizes planning for kinetic operations but lacks a clear methodology for plan-
ning a full spectrum of operations. o fill this “doctrinal gap,” the author advocates developing a com-
prehensive focus on long-term state interaction across such a spectrum of operations, thereby meeting
the objectives of joint force commanders.

Developing US European Command’s
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance

Strategy for Fiscal Years 2010 through 2015 | 81
Lt Col Kevin M. Coyne, USAF

The military’s policy of using most of its scarce intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
platforms to support US Central Command’s operations adversely affects ISR assistance to other com-
batant commands. The author analyzes ISR operations in US European Command and proposes ways
to offset future shortfalls through greater integration of the ISR capabilities of US allies.

Departments

22 | Ricochets and Replies

24 | The Merge

The Mutable Nature of War . . . . . .. ... ... . .. 24
Col Phillip S. Meilinger, USAF, Retired

31 | Views & Analyses

US Nuclear Paolicy, 1945-68: Lessons from the Past for
Dealing with the Emerging Threat fromlran . . ... ... .. ......... 31
Maj David Williams, USAF

Integration of Special Operations Forces and Airpower in
Irregular Warfare: Examining the “FACs” . ... ................. 39
CDR John J. Patterson VI, USN

91 | Waypoint

Eagle of the Yi People: The Story of PLAAF Pilot Yang Guoxiang . . . . . . 91
Bob Bergin



101 | Book Reviews

A Government lll Executed: The Decline of the Federal Service

and HowtoReverse It . ... ... ... ... 101
Paul C. Light
Reviewer: Capt Matthew G. Butler, USAF

The Lost Battalion of Tet: Breakout of the 2/12th Cavalry at Hue . . . . 102

Charles A. Krohn
Reviewer: Lt Col Daniel J. Simonsen, USAF, Retired

America's Army: A Model for Interagency Effectiveness . .. .. ... ... 102
Brig Gen Zeb B. Bradford Jr., USA, Retired, and
Lt Gen Frederic J. Brown, USA, Retired, PhD
Reviewer: Col Ken Backes, USAF

Special Operations and Strategy: From World War |l to the

War on TEePPOPISIM . & . o e e e e e e e e e 103
James D. Kiras
Revi SSgt James D. Vest, USAF

Danger Close: Tactical Air Controllers in Afghanistan and Iragq . . . . .. 104
Steve Call

. MSgt Robert F. Ritchie 1V, USAFR, Retired

Space Warfare and Defense: A Historical Encyclopedia and
Research Guide . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ey . 0105

Be pman

I r Mark R. Condeno, Philippine Coast Guard
Reflections of a Technocrat: Managing Defense, Air, and

Space Programs duringthe Cold War . . . ... ................. 106
Dr L. Mcl ith Kenneth J. Alnwick and Lawrence R. Benson
1 { ga kl:

A Reckless Grace: An Account of Pilots and Their Planes
fromthe Jennystothe dets . ............. ... ....... o 187

therspoon
I

Contralls over the Mojave: The Golden Age of Jet Flight

Testing at Edwards AirForceBase . . . ...................... 108
I al L. Marbury, USAF, Retired
Leave No Man Behind: The Saga of Combat Search and Rescue . . . . . 108
d Tom Phillips

ymb, USAFR, Retired
Base Politics: Democratic Change and the U.S. Military Overseas . . . . . 110

A

avid J 1epp, Seventh Air Force Historian

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 Army
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, Maryland

Dr. Kendall K. Brown

NASA Marshall Space Flight Center

Dr. Clayton K. S. Chun

US Army War College

Dr. Mark Clodfelter

National War College

Dr. Conrad Crane

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

Defense Attache

Col Dennis M. Drew, USAF, Retired
USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
{ professor emeritus)

Maj Gen Charles J. Dunlap Jr., USAF
The Pentagon

Dr. Stephen Fought

USAF Air War College (professor emeritus)
Caol Richand L. Fullerton, USAF

USAF Academy

Lt Col Derrill T. Goldizen, PhD, USAF, Retired
Westpart Point, Massachusetts

Col Mike Guillot, USAF, Retired

Editor, Strategic Studies Quarterly

Air Force Research Institute

Dr. John F. Guilmartin Jr.

Ohio State University

Dr. Amit Gupta

USAF Air War College

Dr. Grant T. Hammond

Dean, NATO Defence College

Dr. Dale L. Havden

Air Force Research Institute

Mr. James Hotfman

Rome Rescearch Corporation
Milton, Florida

Dr. Thomas Hughes
USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies

Lt Col Jeffrey Hukill, USAF, Retired
Air Force Research Institute

Lt Col J. P. Hunerwadel, USAF, Retired
LeMay Center for Doctrine Development and Education

Col Mark I Jelonek, USAF
The Pentagon

Col John Jogerst, USAF, Retired
Navarrve, Florida

Mr. Charles Tustin Kamps
USAF Air Command and Staff College

4 | Air & Space Power Journal

Dr. Tom Keaney
Johns Hopkins University

Col Merrick E. Krauxe, USAF, Retired
Department of Homeland Security
Col Chris J. Krisinger, USAF, Retired
Burke, Virginia

Dr. Benjamin S. Lambeth

RAND

Mr. Douglas E. Lee
Air Force Space Command

Dr. Richard 1. Lester
Eaker Center for Professional Development

Mr. Brent Marley
Redstone Arsenal, Alabhama

Mr. Remy M. Mauduit

Air Force Research Institute

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

Dr. Daniel Mortensen

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 Aeranautical University

Lt Col Brian S. Pinkston, USAF, MC, SFS
The Pentagon

Col Bab I'otter, USAT, Rctired

Air Force Research Institute

Dr. Steve Raothstein

Calorado Springs Science Center Project

Lt Col Reagan E. Schaupp, USAF

Naval War College

Dr. Barry Schneider

Director, USAF Counterproliferation Center
Prolessor, USAF Air War College

Col Richard Szafranski, USAF, Retired
Toffler Associates

Lt Col Edward B. Tomme, PhD, USAF. Retired
CyberSpace Operations Consulting

Dr. Christopher H. Thner

University of St. Thomas

Lt Col David A. Umphress, PhD, USAFR, Retired
Auburn University

Dr. Harold R. Winton
USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies




Ne SENIOR LEADER PERSPECTIVI

Haiti Relief

An International Effort Enabled
through Air, Space, and Cyberspace

Gen Douglas M. Fraser, USAF
Maj Wendell S. Hertzelle, USAF

1 conviction, you will not be forsaken,
r reatest need, A tands with you

Pres. Barack Obar 4 January 2010

n 11 ( ) n- rendered the airport’s control tower inoper-
wich M ime, H ] able and left more than half the seaport in
)-magnitu hqual 1- ruins. Later that night, the president of
t Haiti declared a national state of emergen
> L he nd, in doing so, requested that the United
1 ‘ States help provide humanitarian assistanc
’ h nd disaster relief. The US ambassador to
Haiti responded by issuing a disaster decla-
- ition, confirming that the situation I
anted US aid.
\t dawn on 13 January, under the direc
I tion of United States Soutl n Command
(USSOUTHCOM lemen f the Depart-
ment of Detense (DOD) arrived to support
the Government of Haiti (GoH) and the US
mbassy. In Miami, USSOUTHCOM's head-
guarters staff received sj 11ty augmenta-
' hat tion from across the DOD and the rest of
the US government to increase the staff's
i ability to respond to the disaster. In addi-
tion, on 14 January the command estab-
lished Headquarters Joint Task Force-Haiti,
Fort led by Lt Gen P. K. “Ken” Keen, with the
n u-Prin mission of carrying out humanitarian assis-
] | fican m- tance and disaster-relief operations in sup-
ocal S I t, as port of the United States Agency for Inter-
| ] ' t people 19 miles national Development, the principal federal
Port-au-Pri he earthquak agency for the US effort. So began Opera-
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DOD phato

A US Soldier briefs Gen Douglas Fraser, left, and Lt Gen Ken Keen, center, at Ancien Aeroport Militaire’s displaced-

persons camp in Port-au-Prince on 6 March 2010.

tion Unified Response, an incredible inter-
national effort to help a nation. The innova-
tive and swift application of air, space, and
cyberspace capabilities enabled a rapid,
flexible, and focused response that saved
lives and mitigated suffering.

Opening the “Lifeline”

Due to the magnitude ot destruction and
uncertainty about the condition of the run-
way at Toussaint L'Ouverture International
Airport in Port-au-Prince, Lieutenant Gen-
eral Keen and 1 believed that the airfield
“needed someone on the ground quickly
and [that] a safely operating airfield was es-
sential.”* Accordingly, the 1st Special Opera-
tions Wing's Joint Special Operations Air
Component quickly received a tasking and
arrived approximately 26 hours after the

6 | Air & Space Power Journal

earthquake. Adapting to bare-bones condi-
tions, controllers set up their equipment
and began directing traffic within 28 min-
utes of arriving.’

The following day, to support the efforts
of this unit and the Haiti relief operations,
Airmen from Joint Base McGuire-Dix-
Lakehurst, New Jersev, launched the 817th
Contingency Response Group under the
command of Col Patrick Hollrah, who com-
mented on their fast reaction: “This is what
we are trained to do and it's what we do
well—we respond rapidly and effectively in
hopes we can alleviate unnecessary sutter-
ing and provide a plattorm tor further reliet
eftorts.”® Prior to the earthquake, Toussaint
LOuverture International Airport averaged
12 to 15 tlights per day. Afterward, within
72 hours, the combined eftorts of the wing
and group took the airfield from limited



daylight operations with rudimentary con-
trol and cargo processing to around-the-
clock operations of over 60 flights per day.
Over the next few days, these innovative
Battlefield Airmen increased the activity on
this single runway, which had no parallel
taxiway, to over 140 fixed-wing and 200
rotary-wing flights per day.

By opening the air lines of communica-
tion, Airmen established a friendly center
of gravity and, from Lieutenant General
Keen's perspective, created a “lifeline for
Haiti—from civilian [nongovernmental or-
ganizations].”” For the first three to four
days following the earthquake, the Port-au-
Prince airport served as the primary en-
trance to Haiti. In addition to Las Americas
International Airport in Santo Domingo,
San Isidro Air Base in Santo Domingo and
Maria Montez Air Base in Baharona, Do-
minican Republic, opened as alternate air-
fields on 19 January. A Canadian team
opened Jacmel Airfield, in southern Haiti,
to support its operations. Even though these
airfields offered critical support and divert
destinations for aircraft arriving from
around the globe, overland travel time and
congested two-lane highways limited their
combined utility to roughly 7 percent of the
total air cargo arriving in Haiti.

Using these airtields, search and rescue
units from around the world as well as the
US Agency for International Development's
disaster-assistance response teams arrived
quickly to begin rescue operations. Lieuten-
ant General Keen pointed out that “getting
there in hours, not days, saved lives," re-
flected by the rescue of 132 individuals
trapped in rubble.? This simply would not
have happened without the speed of airflow
and the cargo-handling efficiency supplied
by US Air Force Airmen through the aerial
port in Haiti.

Organizing and Controlling
Relief Flights into Haiti

Building the smooth tlow of a vast array
of international relief aircraft into Port-au-

SENIOR LEADER PERSP

Prince did not occur easily. Prior to the
earthquake, daily airfield traffic volume
amounted to about 30 movements (a move-
ment equals one landing or takeoff). By
way of comparison, Miami International
Airport averaged some 1,000 movements
per day in 2009.° As mentioned earlier, the
sole runway with no parallel taxiway and a
single point of entry/exit to the ramp from
the runway represented the key impedi-
ments to increasing flow at the airport. In
addition to these limitations, the ramp had
only 10 parking locations under ideal condi-
tions (for two wide-body and approximately
six smaller aircraft). Finally, further con-
straints on aircraft and cargo throughput
included the variety of aircraft; cargo loads,
as well as download time for both passen-
gers and cargo; and the need to accommo-
date “super wide-body” jets."

To reconcile these issues and establish a
more orderly flow, the GoH requested that
the US Air Force and the Federal Aviation
Administration establish a Haiti Flight Op-
erations Coordination Center (HFOCC) to
manage inbound air traffic and speed up
delivery of humanitarian aid." In concert
with the GoH, the UN, and the World Food
Program, the HFOCC provided coordinated
and collaborative command and control for
the efficient delivery of relief supplies to
meet the GoH's priorities.

The HFOCC implemented a process us-
ing a phone registration system, coordinat-
ing calls through the 601st Air Operations
Center at Tyndall AFB, Florida.'? Aircrews
received a notice to Airmen from the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization to con-
tact the 601st’s call center and coordination
center for scheduling “slot times” for arrival
into the Port-au-Prince airport. This process
emerged from lessons learned during the
support of aerial reliet operations for Hur-
ricane Katrina. The HFOCC modeled it af-
ter Air Mobility Command'’s concept of the
regional air movement coordination center.
The slot-times system allowed for an or-
derly, prioritized, and controlled flow of air-
craft into Haiti.

Winter 2010 | 7



Working to accommodate the inter-
national response, the World Food Program
sent a representative— Philippe Martou, its
deputy chief of aviation services—to the
HFOCC in Tyndall to support the GoH and
international management of air traffic into
Haiti. His invaluable support and expertise
helped the 601st Air Operations Center and
Air Forces Southern manage the airflow
into Haiti. According to Julissa Reynoso of
the US Department of State, “After the im-
plementation of the HFOCC, no aircraft op-
erator who requested a ‘slot time’ was de-
nied; however, they may not have received
the exact slot they requested.”'® At the
height of the relief effort, operating at
120-40 flights per day, organizations re-
questing slot times still faced a backlog of
10 days (1,400 slots reserved). However,
when urgent requests for prioritization
came in, Ms. Reynoso played a key role in
working with the GoH to ensure a proper
flow of arriving aircraft, in accordance with
established GoH priorities.

Unfortunately, the phone system could
not meet the demand and became saturated.
To facilitate customer requests and increase
transparency, USSOUTHCOM communica-
tions and information-management experts,
working with the HFOCC, developed a web-
based system for assigning slot arrival
times. Although this program underwent
“beta testing” during Unified Response, it
ncver went live. Nevertheless, the system
has potential for use in future disasters.

Through the skill of the airfield control-
lers, the work of the 817th Contingency Re-
sponse Group’s cargo handlers and logistics
technicians, and the efficiencies created by
the slot-time system, traffic at the Port-au-
Prince airport reached its peak. However, as
alternative logistical options became avail-
able, demand at Toussaint L'Ouverture Inter-
national slowly decreased, and by 19 Febru-
ary, civilian commercial airline service to
the nation had resumed, completely under
the control and management of Haitian air
traffic controllers.

8 | Air & Space Power Journal

Broadening the Support Base
through Teamwork

From all across the United States, assis-
tance converged on Haiti. Although consti-
tuting only a small piece of the entire ef-
fort, at least 71 wing-level units from active,
Guard, and Reserve components at more
than 35 locations supported the movement
of relief materials and supplies, exemplify-
ing the Air Force's “total force” model. Still,
in order to meet the level of support re-
quired in Haiti, yet continue to satisfy de-
mands in Iraq and Afghanistan, Air Mobility
Command brought into play aircraft nor-
mally reserved for training.

The command made an all-out effort to
surge its capacity and meet the logistical
challenges. In solidarity with the Depart-
ment of State, it assured the safe evacuation
of 16,412 American citizens and eligible
family members—perhaps the largest evac-
uation that has ever occurred in peacetime.
Furthermore, US military aircraft medically
evacuated 343 injured Haitians. Continuing
this display of teamwork, Joint Base McGuire-
Dix-Lakehurst received one of the first large
groups of US citizens. Working with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
Department of State, Department of Home-
land Security, Red Cross, and scores of local
civic and religious organizations in New Jer-
sey, the base’s forces erected a temporary
relief center for receiving, teeding, medi-
cally treating, and reuniting 579 personnel
with their families.

Intelligence, Surveillance,
and Reconnaissance

The devastation left behind by the earth-
quake presented many challenges, but it
also opened the door for innovative uses of
military and civilian imaging assets. The
critical visual imagery and data that they
collected helped inform decisions concern-
ing the distribution of humanitarian aid,
assess damage to buildings and other infra-



structure, and alert relief agencies to poten-
tial locations of increased risk.

Within two days of the earthquake, an
Air Force Global Hawk remotely piloted air-
craft (RPA) and a Navy P-3 began transmit-
ting visual data needed to assess critical in-
frastructure such as airfields, ports, roads,
bridges, and key buildings in Haiti. More-
over, a U-2 gathered very high resolution
imagery of Port-au-Prince, expediting the
assessment ot damage.

In addition to still photos, Predator RPAs
collected full-motion video during around-
the-clock coverage of select areas in the
country. Joining with the DOD to enhance
our humanitarian response to this crisis,
the Federal Aviation Administration signed
an emergency certificate of authorization
allowing RPA operation from the civilian
airfield of Rafael Hernandez, Puerto Rico,
into Haiti. This action marked the first time
a Predator had supported a humanitarian
operation, proving that RPAs can operate
safely alongside civilian and international
air traffic.'* Dissemination of the video col-
lected by the Predators to a variety of users,
both on the ground in Haiti and at locations
outside the area of operations, provided
vital situational awareness for humanitarian
assistance - foreign disaster-relief operations
and helped pinpoint potential hot spots that
might compromise relief activities.

However, imagery was only a first step.
In partnership with Google, high-tech gov-
ernment contractors from USSOUTHCOM
reated a real-time interactive and collab-
orative environment that generated a three-
dimensional image of the devastation in
Haiti.'* By comparing historical satellite im-
agery taken by Google with images cap-
tured by intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance (ISR) aircraft after the
earthquake, analysts could assess the level
of destruction. Fortuitously, an earlier col-
laborative effort among 10 space agencies
from around the globe produced the inter-
national charter known as “Space and Major
Disasters” to deliver free imagery products
to victims of natural or man-made disasters.
On 13 January 2010, this charter was acti-

vated for Haiti so that it could receive this
imagery.'” Assessments made from avail-
able imagery allowed engineers to prioritize
their efforts and permitted the UN to deter-
mine alternatives for sheltering displaced
persons.

Though laudable, the sharing and col-
laborating that took place during Unified
Response still did not overcome some of the
fundamental ditficulties inherent in synthe-
sizing multiple systems. Michael Moore,
deputy director of the Joint Intelligence Op-
eration Center-South, remarked that during
Haiti “we did not have end-to-end ISR archi-
tecture and capability. The information was
not interoperable and to make a composite
picture, we had to stitch it together.""® Plan-
ners need to revisit this challenge as they
prepare for future relief operations.

Providing Distribution Alternatives

A Light Detection and Ranging System,
deployed by the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology'’s Lincoln Laboratory aboard a
Sabreliner aircraft, created a unique three-
dimensional image of the terrain, helping
geologists identify fault areas around Haiti
and focusing debris-removal efforts. The
heightened situational awareness produced
by this and other imaging systems enabled
the joint task force to identify blocked trans-
portation routes and helped other relief or-
ganizations adjust delivery routes and expe-
dite distribution.

Due to congested distribution routes and
the lack of infrastructure, aerial means be-
came essential for the immediate delivery
of relief supplies. Specifically, helicopters
trom the USS Carl Vinson, the 22d Marine
Expeditionary Unit of the USS Bataan Am-
phibious Ready Group, and the 24th Marine
Expeditionary Unit of the USS Nassau Am-
phibious Ready Group dispensed these sup-
plies to secured landing zones. The latter
were coordinated with the GoH in accor-
dance with distribution plans developed by
the UN and the US Agency for International
Development / Office of Foreign Disaster

Winter 2010 | 9



Assistance. To ensure the orderly dissemi-
nation of supplies, prior to delivery we put
in place security forces from various sources
such as the UN Police, UN Stabilization Mission
in Haiti, Haitian National Police, 82d Air-
borne, and 22d Marine Expeditionary Unit.

Aerial delivery from US Air Force C-17s,
used on a limited basis, constituted yet an-
other option. For example, on 18 January
2010, Airmen from the 437th Airlift Wing at
Charleston AFB, South Carolina, delivered
14,000 meals, ready to eat and 14,000 quarts
of water during a seven-hour round-trip
mission. While the jet was en route, mem-
bers of Joint Task Force-Haiti secured the
area to ensure the safety of the local popu-
lace and etfect the distribution.'

Both rotary- and fixed-wing delivery
methods offered the flexibility to swiftly
reach people in need. Yet, along with this
flexibility came such issues as placing secu-
rity and relief personnel on scene at each

location to secure distribution points and
enable the sate and orderly disbursement of
relief supplies. This effort required effective
planning and coordination across the inter-
national community, under the direction of
the government.

Leveraging Cyberspace Capabilities

Adapting to lessons learned from past
responses to disasters, USSOUTHCOM dedi-
cated significant energy to making available
an unclassified, open-source method of
sharing information with the entire inter-
national relief community. We used the All
Partners Access Network (APAN), a web-
based tool designed by US Pacific Com-
mand, to enhance collaboration and opera-
tional coordination. With its open password
registration, APAN attracted over 1,800 us-
ers during the first three weeks and quickly

USAF photo

Container Delivery System bundles from a US Air Force C-17 coming down outside Port-au-Prince
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became one of USSOUTHCOM's chief
means of sharing information outside the
command's domain. “Social networking”
helped USSOUTHCOM respond to requests
for assistance, maintain situational aware-
ness through user updates, and share DOD
imagery with the international community.

In addition to employing APAN to spread
information, the command used various
other social networking services such as Face-
book, Twitter, Flicker, YouTube, and ReliefWeb
to gather and share information. All played a
part in providing an accessible source of data
to responders. However, the huge volume of
information presented the command with the
challenge of “min[ing], compil[ing], analyz|ing]
and disseminat{ing] both traditional and non-
traditional data sources at the speed of the
information environment.

At the same time, and in partnership
with Google, USSOUTHCOM created a web-
enabled user-defined operational picture.
That is, non-DOD users, academics, and
people on the street in Haiti uploaded pic-
tures from their smart phones and shared
other geospatial information through the
web, all linked to the three-dimensional
Google Earth user-defined operational pic-
ture, which enhanced collaborative situa-
tional awareness. However, if we accept
data from various sources, then we must
take time to discern whether some of it
might be disinformation if perceived in the
wrong context. Therefore, peer review be-

comes important, and the fusion of peer-
reviewed data uploaded to a common point
of reference gives participants a clearer pic-
ture of what is occurring. By utilizing Web
2.0 technologies such as portals, wikis,
blogs, and chat rooms, USSOUTHCOM is
building a tlatter, faster information envi-
ronment for use in future relief operations.

Conclusion

The US Agency for International Devel-
opment recently reported that, to date, the
US government's response to the Haiti
earthquake totaled $1,156,554,816. Certainly
a vast amount, this expenditure of resources
nevertheless pales in comparison to the
partnerships, relationships, and inter-
national commitment that made a relief ef-
fort such as Operation Unified Response a
success. This level of teamwork comes to-
gether only through trust and interoper-
ability garnered from training and shared
experiences.

As Haiti recovers and rebuilds, these
same assets will continue to pay dividends.
Undoubtedly, future humanitarian assis-
tance / foreign disaster-relief operations will
benefit from the innovative air, space, and
cyberspace applications that lent swift aid
to a devastated nation. @
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Air Force ISR Operations

Hunting versus Gathering

Lt Gen Dave Deptula, USAF, Retired
Col Mike Francisco, USAF, Retired

n often-repeated axiom attributed to
General of the Army Omar Bradle
opines that “amateurs talk about
strategy, professionals talk about logistics.
This well-worn adage not only contains an
obvious element of wisdom and timeless-
ness but also expresses a fundamental shift
in the context of today's emerging era of
military operations. Specifi-
ally, amateurs do continue
to talk about strategy, but pro-
fessionals increasingly talk
about information—how
1se it, and keep getting it
iven the speed, complexity, and
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and precise relationship between the
view of information as the creation of a
product and as a seamless element of op-
erations. This article argues that the Air
Force intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
n: ince (ISR) enterprise—indeed, the US

military itself—must undergo a cultural
transformation and trade the farmer's view
of ISR {methodically producing informa-
tion) for the hunter's view (anticipating,
finding, and fixing an elusive and often
dangerous prey) in order to meet the chal-
lenges of the coming decades and eliminate
the segregation that has historically existed
between ISR and operations.

The Air Force ISR team does a superb job
of collecting, analyzing, and reporting. It
conducts both national and theater ISR mis-
sions, manages immensely complex colle
tion decks, and operates air and space sen-
sors globally with
near-real-time
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analysis across service, coalition, joint, and
national centers that inform a host of re-
gional and national priorities.? This ap-
proach, though highly efficient, bears more
resemblance to a "batch process” such as
farming—preparing the fields, gathering the
harvest, and periodically delivering it to
market—than to hunting elusive game ani-
mals. Even with our theater ISR air assets,
we are collecting and providing information
to others rather than anticipating and hunt-
ing the information we will need next. Air
Force ISR today is operations, but in apply-
ing it to the emerging context of today's
tasks, we have a strategic imperative to do
better. We need only review our track re-
cord in dealing with Iraqgi Scuds, Bosnian
SA-3 surface-to-air missiles, high-value indi-
viduals in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the
present and future capabilities of mobile
enemy weapons to realize the importance
of improvement.

So how does the Air Force evolve the ca-
pabilities of its world-class ISR enterprise
from the mind-set of a farmer to that of a
hunter? The first step calls for codifying
into doctrine the concept that the Air
Force’s global integrated ISR mission in-
cludes hunting and actively participating in
the destruction or negation of certain
classes of targets—leading to defining, train-
ing, and refining the necessary ISR skills to
fulfill these missions. Few people today re-
call that the ancestor of the 480th ISR Wing
was an organization that knew how to hunt
German submarines and actively partici-
pate in the kill.* To help meet today’s ISR
issues, we have at our disposal our air,
space, and cyber operations centers; our
ISR sensor systems deployed throughout
the world and in space; the Air Force dis-
tributed common ground/surface system
(DCGS-AF, the leading-edge element of the
Defense Intelligence Information Enter-
prise), which integrates sensors, communi-
cations, and analysis; and the Air Force’s
manned and managed intelligence centers
such as the National Air and Space Intelli-
gence Center. Linking these ISR nodes has
shown great promise when adapted to the

14 | Air & Space Power Journal

role of a hunter—a process that we must
codify if we wish to grow and meet the chal-
lenges of the future.

To deal with the irregular warfare taking
place today in Iraq and Atghanistan, the Air
Force created forward-based ISR exploita-
tion cells (ISREC), whose mission has
evolved from dedicated unit-level process-
ing, exploitation, and dissemination of in-
formation gleaned from MC-12W aircraft, to
the incorporation of new sensors for MQ-9
Reaper wide-area electro-optical and
ground moving-target-indicator surveil-
lance, to the soon-to-be-deployed Gorgon
Stare wide-area airborne surveillance sys-
tem.” At the ground-component division
and below, ISR liaison officers enable both
the DCGS-AF and the ISRECs to success-
fully integrate the global Air Force ISR net-
work into surface-force planning and opera-
tions. However, we have not yet codified
the concepts behind the liaison officers and
ISRECs into Air Force doctrine or tactics,
techniques, and procedures (TTP) manuals.®
We will lose these powerful connections
and their resulting lessons unless we do so.
By integrating these types of cross-cueing
and translation actions across the spectrum
of Air Force ISR operations, we are begin-
ning to define the requirements for creating
a true ISR-hunting paradigm.

Next, the Air Force should implement a
coherent approach that binds our air and
space operations centers, the DCGS-AF,
and the network-centric collaborative tar-
geting system—not just to provide informa-
tion but to conduct ISR operations in the
role of a hunter. Most importantly, this ap-
proach includes developing trained ISR Air-
men proficient in dynamic operations as
real-time participants in the hunt—not
simply intelligence analysts or collectors
and reporters of batches of ISR information
to a joint headquarters. The Air Force
needs ISR warriors “on the wing” with the
shooters—as they were late in the Vietnam
air war over Hanoi in the Teaball program.®
Such a concept does not obviate the need
for image analysts, signals analysts, and in-
dividuals proficient in other intelligence



skill sets—they are absolutely essential to
both the military and national intelligence
community. However, it does demand a
systematic approach to organizing, training,
and equipping ISR hunters. As an Air Force
core function, air and space superiority re-
quires providing ISR hunter capabilities to
joint force commanders to counter inte-
grated air defense systems, theater ballistic
missiles, and the antisatellite capabilities of
America's potential adversaries—again, as
core functions, not merely in support of the
intelligence community.

Thus, the Air Force ISR Agency must as-
sign the 480th ISR Wing, ISR groups, their
analysis and reporting teams, and their
ISRECs a hunting mission for defined
classes of mobile targets and must establish
procedures to execute that mission. Those
entities need training and proficiency in
cross tasking (sharing information) in near
real time, the situational awareness neces-
sary to operate effectively, the ability to use
their networks to enable real-time collabo-
ration with ISR hunter analysts in air and
space operations centers, and an enterprise
approach focused on “finding, tixing, and
finishing.” That preparation will enable
them to have the right answers quickly
enough for time-critical targeting cells to act
effectively against fleeting targets, thereby
exemplifying decentralized execution by
Airmen who understand the intent of the
mission orders provided by the joint force
commander. This approach necessitates
skills different from the rote execution of
specific collection and reporting tasks as-
signed by a headquarters or by the collec-
tive intelligence community. The Air Force
ISR enterprise must become proficient at
implementing mission-type orders as a core
function of the entire organization.

Consequently, the ISR division (ISRD) of
a combined/joint force air component com-
mander's (C/JFACC) joint/combined air
and space operations center must learn
hunter collection management and ways of
sustaining “killer” decision making for those
mission sets. Today, these are separate pro-
cesses. Giving the C/JFACC the where-

withal to advocate the right collection allo-
cations to assigned mission sets and supply
near-real-time decision support is essential.
The ISRD must become an effective partner
in brokering collaboration between DCGS-
AFs and Air Force ISR collectors/analysts,
knowing how to find and use national data
tactically, and making decisions that enable
the execution of time-critical hunter/killer
operations faster than enemies can react. In
the language of John Boyd, the ISRD must
execute and accelerate the observe, orient,
decide, act loop for ISR operations and tie it
to the joint force commander’s mission ob-
jectives in mere minutes—in some cases,
seconds—as an active participant.

For air, space, and cyberspace ISR opera-
tions personnel, this requirement means
they must understand and have training in
how to use their systems effectively to par-
ticipate in the hunt and in how to collabo-
rate productively with each other. By under-
standing the enemy and the missions that
air, space, and cyber forces execute, they
can apply their sensor expertise to that goal
and become more useful to the C/JFACC,
delivering true hunting capability to joint or
combined force commanders and allies. To-
day our ISR sensor warriors are driven by
the collection deck, a complex set of tasks
that issues from prioritization of large num-
bers of requests for information from a rear-
area headquarters—more similar to a mar-
ket process than a hunting regimen. It's
time to change this anachronistic process,
which is based on capability and culture
from the middle of the last century. Be-
cause animals, submarines, terrorists, or
surface-to-air missiles all hide from and
avoid the hunter, he needs to understand
their signs and prepare himself to sense,
react, and shoot quickly.

As part of this process, we must develop
TTPs that fuse ISR forces, shooters, and
command and control elements as team-
mates in executing find, fix, and finish
missions end-to-end on tactically useful
timelines. These TTPs should incorporate
the concept of employing sensors for ISR
hunter-mission tasking. All the elements of
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the ISR hunter architecture should under-
stand the technical capabilities needed to
execute ISR hunter missions, both in deal-
ing with the fog and friction of actual war-
tare and in defining future system require-
ments and human interfaces. A key part of
this enterprise approach should involve es-
tablishing an ISR test and evaluation unit at
Nellis AFB, Nevada, to address ISR opera-
tional integration with current units that
conduct command and control, air, and
space system test and evaluation. Our pres-
ent structure of using geographically dis-
persed, unrelated detachments to test U-2,
MQ-1, MQ-9, RQ-4, and other ISR platforms
precludes true operational testing of various
configurations in caretully reproduced com-
bat conditions, or layering and integrating
ISR in test scenarios as we envision em-
ploying these capabilities. Finally, as with
other operational forces in the Air Force, we
need training and certification requirements,
including continuation training, certifica-
tion and proficiency identifiers, and metrics
of ISR combat capabilities across the spec-
trum of Air Force mission areas. As a benefi-
cial by-product of these eftorts, if imple-
mented, we will move from our historical
“industrial age” military culture that far too
long has segregated operations from intel-
ligence, to a culture better suited to the in-
formation age—one that integrates opera-

tions and intelligence, producing
unprecedented synergies in action, accu-
racy, and effectiveness.

We stand at the cusp of a new era in mili-
tary operations in which the speed of infor-
mation, advancements in technology, net-
working of our organizations, and mind-set
of our people will directly shape the suc-
cess or failure of our future military activi-
ties. The toundations of our achievement
will hinge on the ability to sense, know, de-
cide, and act ahead of our adversaries on a
global scale. These technologies and chal-
lenges have trumped the buffer of geography
that historically afforded us the luxury of
time to think and act, demanding that we
alter our ISR farmer-culture mind-set and
begin to act more like hunters. Our ISRECs
have given us a glimpse of this hunting
role, but we must do more to apply what
we've learned from this experience to carry
us through tomorrow's tasks. In an impor-
tant first step, we must capture in our doc-
trine the importance of harnessing and
linking every node in our ISR enterprise to
hunt rather than simply tarm, and we must
change how our military forces think about
their role in the ISR enterprise. In the fu-
ture, Air Force ISR professionals must as-
sure the availability of information neces-
sary to bring a strategy to a successful
outcome well before we need it. &
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A Seat at the Table

Beyond the Air Component Coordination Element

Lt Gen Mike Hostage, USAF

Of course, I know where [the bombs] are falling. They are falling in the right place. Go

ask George Kenney where it is

lanning and executing combat opera-
Ptions demand trust and coordination

at all levels—especially at the senior-
leader level. Clearly, General MacArthur
trusted Lt Gen George Kenney, the senior
Airman in the Pacific during World War 1.
Their relationship and the success of
MacArthur's Pacific campaign stemmed
from frequent and meaningful interaction
between the two men and their staffs,
underwritten by access to resources and
authorities. As MacArthur island-hopped
through the Pacific, Kenney moved his
headquarters forward, bringing combat ca-
pability and resources with him and direct-
ing the employment of airpower along the
way.' The relocation of headquarters proved
critical at a time when the ability to com-
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-Gen Douglas MacArthur, 20 January 1943

municate and interact was primarily a func-
tion of distance.

Although modern technology signifi-
cantly reduces the need for close proximity
to sustain communication or to command
and control airpower, it comes with a cost.
Today's state-of-the-art combined air and
space operations center (CAOC) and its
communications capabilities allow Airmen
to make full use of the inherent flexibility,
speed, range, and mobility of airpower. The
CAOC, however, lacks the portability that
would allow a combined force air compo-
nent commander (CFACC) to colocate with
every ground commander; the price tag tor
such redundancy in both personnel and
equipment far exceeds the benefits. In addi-
tion, commanding and controlling airpower
in multiple joint operating areas does not



allow the theater CFACC to stand side by
side with each ground commander—a fact
that has hampered discourse and coopera-
tion with our joint partners.

The Air Force's recognition of this discon-
nect in 2003 led to implementation of the air
component coordination element (ACCE).
The ACCE construct solved the proximity
problem by placing a senior Airman at the
joint force commander’s (JFC) headquarters
to facilitate integration and offer an Airman’s
perspective from planning through execu-
tion. However, my observation, since 2003,
has found the ACCE construct wanting.

Liaison and coordination did not prove
sufficient to satisty the JFC. Effective inte-
gration at all levels requires more than close
proximity. The ACCE needed, and I gave
him, sufficient staff to integrate at all levels,
responsibility for forces assigned to the joint
operations area (JOA), and the necessary
authorities to respond to the JFC's needs.

This approach is not new; it shares much
with the successful relationships of
MacArthur and Kenney in the Pacific or of
Gen George Patton and his senior Airman,
Brig Gen O. P. Weyland, during the drive
through southern France in 1944." In both
cases, the senior Airman commanded the
resources and appropriate authorities to
support his ground commander.

To improve the integration of airpower
with the ground scheme of maneuver, | em-
powered the ACCE-Afghanistan and ACCE-
Iraq through a verbal order in 2009." Specifi-
cally, I delegated limited operational control
and full administrative control over US Air
Forces Central { AFCENT) forces in each JOA
to the respective ACCE.*

Although the tactical control of theater-
wide air assets remains at the AFCENT
CAOC, the ACCE has authority to organize
forces, recommend courses of action, and
provide authoritative direction to the subor-
dinate air expeditionary wings.” The ACCE
also ensures that inputs to the air tasking
order meet the needs of the operation or
plan. Reachback to the Air Force forces staff
and the CAOC permits the ACCE to accom-
plish these tasks without having to maintain

a large forward statt and robust command
and control capability.

To remain tlexible and best manage air-
power across the Central Command theater,
I provide each ACCE with a fragmentary
order with commander's intent and mission
type orders outlining the limits of his au-
thorities. A critical element of this limit is
my prerogative, as the theater CFACC, to
reassign assets to meet theater-level or
cross-JOA requirements.

One alternative to the approach | have
suggested involves pushing a deputy CFACC
forward. In the case ot AFCENT, doing so
would result in a CFACC in Iraq and an-
other in Afghanistan—and possibly others.
This idea may be appropriate for smaller
operations, single-purpose missions (like a
humanitarian-assistance operation or non-
combatant evacuation), or multiple major
combat operations that occur far enough
apart to preclude the ability to swing assets
between the two. In the first two instances,
command and control of air operations
likely does not require a CAOC. In the
third, two simultaneous major combat op-
erations may overwhelm the ability of a sin-
gle CAOC to provide adequate command
and control in both fights.

In AFCENT today, however, the ability to
swing air assets from one JOA to another; to
maximize limited airlift, air refueling, and
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance capabilities; to meet competing the-
ater demands outside Iraq and Afghanistan;
and to leverage the full capabilities of the
CAOC militates against the CFACC-forward
approach. 1 also helieve that this approach
diminishes the important theaterwide per-
spective that a theater CFACC brings to the
fight. This broader perspective is representa-
tive of the unique viewpoint that Airmen
have long contributed to the planning and
execution of joint operations.

Over the last year, | have become con-
vinced that ACCE empowerment was the
right approach (it works), and 1 am now
moving to align our model properly and in-
stitutionalize it in a meaningful way in our
doctrine, education, and training. My intent,
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as | have emphasized to Airmen throughout
the theater and especially to the ACCEs, is to
make the ground commander successful. |
have seen positive results from this change
as the ACCEs have been more fully inte-
grated in operational planning and during
staff deliberations, allowing them to provide
world-class air support.

Airmen must have a seat at the table
when the JFC organizes, plans, and exe-

cutes operations. Guaranteeing that seat
requires meaningful daily interaction and
the resources and authorities to make a dif-
ference. Empowering the ACCE is the key
to this meaningful interaction and im-
proved execution. I believe that our doc-
trine must evolve to accommodate this ap-
proach where it makes sense, and I look
forward to that doctrinal dialogue in the
months ahead. ©
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Bringing Balance to the Force

Lt Col Paul D. Berg, USAF, Chief, Professional Journals

he Air Force needs a force struc-

ture appropriate for the world ot

tomorrow. That structure will in-

clude remotely piloted aircraft
(RPA) and manned aircraft as well as those
optimized for either conventional or irregu-
lar warfare (IW). Finding an acceptable bal-
ance among these tvpes of platforms will be
challenging.

Airmen have always faced torce struc-
ture decisions, and previous decisions influ-
ence today'’s choices. During the Cold War,
Airmen emphasized the use of sophisti-
cated air and space forces to contend with
the technologically advanced Soviet mili-
tary, but episodes such as the Vietnam War
periodically spurred the Air Force to ac-
quire simpler aircraft to conduct IW. Once
those episodes ended, the service consis-
tently reverted to advanced platforms de-
signed for conventional warfare. The Gulf
War of 1991 seemed a triumphant vindica-
tion of the Air Force’s Cold War-era choices
in force structure; however, the remainder
of the 1990s was an ambiguous time for Air-
men trving to adapt to a fast-changing post-
Cold War world. Steep cuts in the service’s
inventorv proceeded despite this strategic
uncertainty. By default, much of the Air
Force's force structure during the 1990s was
left over from the Cold War. Protracted no-
fly-zone enforcement operations in the
Balkans and Iraq wore out airframes more
quickly than planned. Repairs consumed
resources that the service might have used
to procure new aircraft.

Operation Allied Force in 1999 was an
airpower success, but the interwar era of
the 1990s ended dramatically with the Pearl
Harbor-like attacks of 11 September 2001.
To deal with shadowy international terrorist
organizations, the Air Force needed un-
conventional air and space power capabili-

ties; yet, it also had to maintain conven-
tional forces in the event of confrontations
with peer-competitor nations such as China.
Initially, conventional aircraft proved ex-
tremely productive against the Afghan
Taliban in 2001 and the Iragi military in
2003, but their effectiveness declined as
those conflicts morphed into festering
counterinsurgencies. As enemy targets
dwindled, the financial cost of keeping
high-performance aircraft loitering indefi-
nitely in the battlespace became prohibi-
tive. Civilian casualties caused by air strikes
also entailed high political costs.

Innovative Airmen adapted to these
changing conditions despite countervailing
institutional norms. The use of RPAs in-
creased tremendously, at first as a cost-
effective way of gathering intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance data, but
later as a means of conducting surgical air
strikes. RPAs defy the Air Force's traditional
pilot ethos, yet their deployment is pro-
ceeding apace. The equilibrium point be-
tween RPAs and manned aircraft remains
unknown, but the service needs hoth types
of platforms. lt is also struggling to find the
proper balance between aircraft intended
for conventional warfare and those opti-
mized for IW. The former can perform IW
missions to some degree, but the latter may
have low utility during conventional wars.
Whether the service will follow its habit of
buying advanced aircratt such as the F-22
and shunning propeller-driven Tucano-like
IW aircraft remains to be seen. Air and
Space Power Journal, the professional journal
of the Air Force, dedicates this issue to pro-
moting discussion about how best to bal-
ance the service's force structure to con-
front tomorrow's challenges. &
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We encourage you to e-mail your comments to us at aspj@maxwell.af mil. We reserve the nght to
edit your remarks.

LORENZ ON LEADERSHIP: PART 3

Gen Stephen Lorenz hit a home run with
his article “Lorenz on Leadership: Part 3"
(Fall 2010). Although he may be the last
person to seek the next day's news head-
line, you can be sure that the whole team
was at home plate congratulating him for
his performance. Like baseball players, Air
Force personnel have diverse positions and
talents but must operate as a team to be
effective. The General Lorenzes of our Air
Force inspire and foster something that
transcends our individual greatness. Each
of the “Lorenz on Leadership” articles cuts
to the reality of leadership principles and
helps me personally identify with funda-
mental ideas that ultimately deal with chal-
lenging and inspiring people. As a com-
mander, I have tried to apply some of these
ideas by establishing individual and team-
development plans for our squadron’s en-
listed, officer, and civilian personnel. We
call the program “Project Lorenz” because
these plans reflect the principles and com-
mon sense that he promotes. Once again,
thank you, General Lorenz, for your service
and dedication to the Air Force and its most
important resource—Airmen.

Lt Col Patrick A. Brown, USAF
Wnight-Patterson AFB, Ohio

COLOMBIA CAN TEACH AFGHANI-
STAN (AND THE UNITED STATES)
HOW TO WIN

In response to Robert Haddick’s article
“Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the
United States) How to Win" (Summer 2010),
I contend that US support to nations en-
gaged in counterinsurgency is really about
establishing a durable social equilibrium.
Preoccupation with the term win colors far
too many articles purporting to have a solu-
tion for such complex problems.
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We entered the small war in Colombia
early enough to realize large leverage from
a small investment; however, we haven't
brought closure to the large war (politically
if not militarily) in Afghanistan. Although
Mr. Haddick's proposal may provide enough
social equilibrium for us to withdraw from
Atghanistan, doing so may undermine our
national interest in a strong central Afghan
government. Would that outcome amount
to “winning” after eight years? I would sim-
ply characterize it as being practical.

Rick Bennett
Joint Warfighting Center, Suffolk, Virgima

I've worked with Latin American military
forces, and they are always eager to learn
from our operations. [ believe it is equally
important for us to learn from them. Ar-
ticles like Robert Haddick's can have a great
impact on our strategy if we read them at
the appropriate level. I feel that for many
years the US Air Force has neglected Latin
American relations, so it's time to begin
looking at how we can improve operations,
and eventually democracy, in places closer
to home.

Capt Pedro E. Gonzalez, USAF
Davis-Monthan AFB, Anzona

I read Mr. Haddick's article with great inter-
est, but [ cannot help noticing the differ-
ences between Colombia and Afghanistan.
On the one hand, Colombia is a democracy,
and the people feel that they are a nation.
On the other hand, there is no central
power in Atghanistan; the leadership is
more tribal than central; and the tribes pos-
sess autonomy and aspirations that have
nothing to do with the central government.
This situation translates into the fact that
the power of the Afghan government is lim-
ited to a few cities. In the rest of the coun-
try, alliances change constantly. We also
have to consider that in Colombia, despite
everything, the people have a Western way



of thinking, but in Afghanistan their way ot
thinking is very different from our Western
idiosyncrasies. Unfortunately, the situation
will continue to deteriorate slowly as US
and North Atlantic Treaty Organization
forces leave the country, as was the case
when the Soviets left.

Marcos Daniel Funes
Buenos Aires, Argentina

Editor’s Note: M1 Funes read the Spanish ver-

sion of this article, available at http://www

.airpower maxwell.af mil/apjinternational
apj-s/2010/1tr110/haddick.html.

COLOMBIA CAN TEACH AFGHANISTAN
(AND THE UNITED STATES) HOW TO
WIN: THE AUTHOR RESPONDS

Mr. Funes points out some notable difter-
ences between Colombia and Afghanistan. |
agree that significant cultural and historical
differences exist between the two countries, a
fact that I mentioned in my article. We should
also take note of the similarities between the
wwo insurgencies, which I also discussed.

Mr. Funes points out the more tribal and
decentralized nature of Afghan society. |
believe that these characteristics support
the argument for employing a Colombia-
type approach to counterinsurgency in Af-
ghanistan. Colombia’s home-guard platoon
program, which seems appropriate for a de-
centralized Afghanistan, is now increasingly
popular with the staft of the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF). Afghani-
stan’s apparent cultural resistance to a
strong central government argues against
the ISAF’s current plan to establish a large
general-purpose national army and national
police force. Better to follow Colombia’s ex-
ample again and build a smaller—but elite
and specialized—helicopter-mobile army.

Finally, we should recall how chaotic Co-
lombia was in the 1990s. Despite ongoing
security challenges, that country has im-
proved considerably since those dark days,
demonstrating that wise policies and good

leadership can make a difference —hope-
fully, even in Afghanistan.

Robert Haddick
Bethesda, Maryland

LEADING AND MANAGING THROUGH
INFLUENCE: CHALLENGES AND
RESPONSES

Dr. Raymond Shulstad and Lt Col Richard
Mael’s article “Leading and Managing
through Intluence: Challenges and Re-
sponses” (Summer 2010) has significant
value for executive officers and others serv-
ing in similar jobs. Having twice served as
an executive officer, 1 can attest that almost
every day I faced challenges similar to
those described in the article.

An executive officer for a wing or group
commander has no direct authority over
unit commanders, nor does he or she really
speak for the wing or group commander.
Nevertheless, every day the executive otfi-
cer either assists in synchronizing projects
across the wing or group or helps unit com-
manders and their appointed project offi-
cers and senior noncommissioned officers
stay “on track” with myriad administrative
and operational tasks.

In my opinion, the main job of any group
or wing commander is to set the mission,
vision, and goals for the organization; main-
tain situational awareness by strategically
monitoring the internal and external envi-
ronments; secure resources to support the
existing mission; obtain additional resources
for new missions; and, most importantly,
push back against unnecessary taskings.
To attain those objectives, eftective execu-
tive officers can follow the advice of Dr.
Shulstad and Lieutenant Colonel Mael by
(1) obtaining commitment, (2) taking
charge, (3) securing cooperation, (4) open-
ing and maintaining lines of communica-
tion, (5) building trust and respect, (6) re-
moving barriers, and (7) building and
executing plans.

Lt Col Josc Angeles, USAF
McGuire AFB, New Jersey
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In air combat, “‘the merge” occurs when opposing aircraft meet and pass each other. Then they
usually “mix it up.” In a similar spint, Air and Space Power Journal’s "Merge” articles present
contending ideas. Readers are free to join the intellectual battlespace. Please send comments to

aspj@maxwell.af mil.

The Mutable Nature of War

Col Phillip S. Meilinger, USAF, Retired*®

( : arl von Clausewitz, the Prussian gen-
eral and academic who died nearly
two centuries ago, authored what

many consider the most brilliant treatise

ever written about war. Among other things,
he discussed the nature of war, which he
also referred to as the “essence,” “culture,”
or “atmosphere of war.” To Clausewitz, this
nature was timeless and immutable. Time
and again he referred to war as combat,
fighting, and bloodshed. He wanted to make
clear that war followed no easy paths, con-
tinually instructing his readers that combat
and violence comprised the nature of war and
that, for the individual soldier, war was hell:

War is an act of force, and there is no logical
limit to the application of that force. . . .

War is a pulsation of violence. . . .

[t is inherent in the very concept of war that
rything that occurs must originally derive
rom combat (emphasis in original). . . .

War is the realm of physical exertion and
suffering. . . .

Danger, physical exertion, intelligence, and
friction [are] the elements that coalesce to
form the atmosphere of war. . . .

Every engagement is a bloody and destructive
test of physical and moral strength. . . .

.. It is always true that the character of battle,
like its name, is slaughter [Schlact), and its price
is blood."

These are examples of the dozens of such
statements made by Clausewitz to define
his subject. His work is a relentless ham-
mering of these ideas, and he denigrated
individuals who believed that war could be
won without the slaughter: “Kind-hearted
people might of course think there was
some ingenious way to disarm or defeat an
enemy without too much bloodshed, and
might imagine this is the true goal of the art
of war. Pleasant as it sounds, it is a fallacy
that must be exposed.” This thesis implies
a fundamental reliance on the individual
soldier and a consequent devaluation of
technology: Clausewitz focused on morale
and fighting spirit. This stance is perhaps
understandable because the Napoleonic
warfare that he witnessed and that forms
the basis of his work was largely devoid of
technological innovation. Although consid-
ered a “revolution in military affairs,” war-
fare of the Napolconic era differed little,
technologically, from that of Frederick the
Great a half century earlier. The brilliance
of the Corsican lay in his organization,
strategy, mobility, and audacity.?

The beliefs of Clausewitz regarding the
nature of war have influenced many mili-
tary historians, theorists, Soldiers, and Ma-
rines. For example, John A. Lynn cautions
his readers not to “forget that the ultimate
fact of military history is combat, actually
fighting, with all its danger and its heavy
costs.” Victor Davis Hanson echoes this

*The author retired after 30 years in the Air Force and six years as a defense analyst in Washington. DC
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view, writing that “military history must
never stray from the tragic story of killing,
which is ultimately found only in battle.” To
him, “wars are the sum of battles.” Another
eminent military historian, Martin van
Creveld, says much the same thing. Noting
war's timelessness and immutable charac-
ter, he writes, “In many ways it has re-
mained essentially the same at all times
and in [all] places.” To van Creveld, the es-
sence of war involves danger, risk, destruc-
tiveness, selflessness, hardship, and even
exhilaration.® Importantly, however, not all
military historians agree with the Prussian
theorist. According to Basil H. Liddell Hart,
a lifelong skeptic of Clausewitz, “The spirit
cannot win battles when the body has been
killed through failure to provide it with up-
to-date weapons.”

The US Army supports the Clausewitzian
view of war. Writing about that service’s
self-image, Adrian Lewis notes that the
Army views “the primary instrument for
the conduct of battles” as “a soldier armed
with an individual weapon” and that “the
principal mission of the Army” is to “fight
the nation's wars by closing with the enemy
and destroying his main Army in battle.”
Lewis concludes that, according to the Army,
“man is the dominant instrument on the
battlefield.” Although one of the Army’s
doctrine manuals noted the move towards
more capable technology, it quickly dis-
missed such a trend: “Warfare remains a
test of the soldier’s will, courage, endur-
ance, and skill. Freezing rain, muddied fox-
holes, blistering heat, physical exertion, and
imminent danger will remain the domain of
the soldier."™ The current field manual deal-
ing with counterinsurgency echoes this
view, noting that war in the twenty-first
century “retains many of the characteristics
it has exhibited since ancient times,” de-
scribing war as “a violent clash of interests”
and positing the need “to generate enough
violence” to achieve objectives.'” America’s
other ground army takes a similar view.

The US Marine Corps’ basic doctrine
manual, Fleet Marine Force Manual 1, War-
fighting, declares that “the basic nature of

war is constant,” defining this nature as “a
violent clash between two hostile, indepen-
dent, and irreconcilable wills, each trying to
impose itself on the other.” Referring to war
as “organized violence," it cautions that
some people would try to trick us into be-
lieving otherwise but that we shouldn’t be
deceived: “The violent essence of war will
never change. Any study of war that ne-
glects this characteristic is misleading and
incomplete.”"

Marine Corps generals have been incul-
cated in this belief, one retired lieutenant
general arguing that “the fundamental na-
ture of war hasn't changed, won't change,
and, in fact, can't change. . . . Nothing has
happened that's going to change the funda-
mental elements of war. The nature of war
is immutable.” Dismissive of technology
that arguably has altered the nature of war,
he says, “My experience has been that those
who focus on the technology, the science,
tend towards sloganeering.” To him, new
ideas and revolutionary doctrines of war
such as network-centric warfare or informa-
tion dominance are mere semantic sleight
of hand: “You could fill a book with all of
these slogans.” Instead, the general insists
that war is a “terrible, uncertain, chaotic,
bloody business” and that anyone who even
attempts to devise methods that will reduce
or eliminate such calamities is “very shal-
low” and “fundamentally flawed.” To him,
boots on the ground represent the essence
of war. He argues that if we had used more
of them in Iraq at the beginning of Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom, “you might have con-
vinced a lot of people that the war was over
at that time.”"? He is not the only Marine to
feel strongly about throwing more human
beings instead of machines at the problem.
According to the current head of US Central
Command, “There comes a point when a
country puts young folks at risk because it
becomes important for them to defend a
certain way of life. . . . From a Marine point
of view, we can't lose our honor by failing
to put our own skin on the line.""?

One can only hope that his or her own
son or daughter never serves under the
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likes ot people such as the generals men-
tioned above, who believe that their “honor”
requires placing the lives of American
troops at needless risk. These historians
and generals most seriously err in equating
land warfare—specifically, conventional
battle as once practiced—with war. This er-
ror reflects institutional hias and downplays
the role of technology.

One ol the most effective and ancient
aspects of naval war is the blockade. A form
of economic warfare not dependent on a
bloody clash of armed men, this traditional
weapon of sea warfare attempts to disrupt
and strangle an enemy’s commerce. All

pressure Saddam Hussein also produced
such odious results in Irag. These sanctions
killed over one million Iraqi civilians—the
majority of them women and children.'®
Coercive measures imposed on Haiti between
1991 and 1993 in an attempt to push out the
military junta in power proved similarly
horrific, devastating the Haitian economy:
unemployment soared to 70 percent, infla-
tion doubled, and gross domestic product
dropped 15 percent. Moreover, 1,000 chil-
dren died each month as a direct result of
the legally levied sanctions.'” Small wonder
that two observers wrote a critical and cyni-

These historians and generals most seriously err in equating land
warfare—specifically, conventional battle as once practiced—with war.
This error reflects institutional bias and downplays the role of technology.

countries—and now nonstate actors as well—
require money and resources with which to
wage war. A blockade—as well as its close
cousin the sanction—seeks to control the
sea lines of communications, thereby reduc-
ing money and resources available to an
adversary so that he can no longer prose-
cute the war effectively. One of the great
naval theorists, Sir Julian Corbett, suc-
cinctly remarked that “the object of naval
warfare is the control of communications,
and not, as in land warfare, the conquest of
territory. The difference is fundamental.”"
It is indeed.

Nations that possess a sizable fleet but a
small army have often used the naval block-
ade as their preferred weapon. In World
War I, for example, Britain led the Allied
powers in establishing a starvation blockade
against the Central Powers—Germany and
Austria-Hungary. According to the British
official history of this action, more than
800,000 German civilians died as a direct
result of the blockade.'® During the 1990s,
sanctions imposed by the United Nations to
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cal article on the matter titled “Sanctions of
Mass Destruction."'®

This was war, and it was extremely
deadly, but it involved no battles and no
violent clashes of arms. If violence does oc-
cur during a blockade or the enforcement of
sanctions, it generally takes place far out at
sea or at a roadblock: the civilians, the real
targets, die quietly and bloodlessly.

A similarly bloodless yet potentially dev-
astating new method of war involves cyber-
space. Adversaries can hack into computers,
implant viruses and worms, shut down sys-
tems, or order bogus commands and actions.
In May 2007, Estonia came under attack,
presumably by Russia, and experienced
problems with its computers in businesses,
banks, telecommunications, the media, and
the government. In August 2008, cyber at-
tacks were launched against Georgia, again
probably by Russia, at the same time Rus-
sian military forces invaded the country.
The cyber assaults concentrated primarily
on Georgia’s ability to access the outside
world via the Internet and media in order



to tell its side of the story in the military/
political dispute.’”” In November 2008, as-
saulters struck Pentagon computers, seek-
ing “remotely to take control of computers
and rifle their files.” In July 2009, a cyber
barrage, presumably by North Korea, shut
down tens of thousands of government and
military computers in South Korea.* The
Congressional Research Service and the
Government Accountability Office have
studied the issue on several occasions and
posted repeated warnings that the US gov-
ernment is ill prepared to defend itself
against a robust cyber attack. They note
that the number of reported cyber incidents
against the United States has more than
tripled in recent vears. Although admitting
that “there has been no published report of
a coordinated cyberattack [sic] launched
against the critical infrastructure by a ter-
rorist or terrorist group,” they fear that
hitherto unsophisticated terrorist attempts
will lead to complacency. Both agencies are
especially concerned about the danger of
cyber attack posed by China and Iran.”' One
report sees China using coordinated cyber
and kinetic strikes against a foe’s networked
information systems. The Chinese have ad-
opted a formal strategy for this oftensive
system that they term “Integrated Network
Electronic Warfare

Although massive cyber attacks against a
nation have not vet occurred—with the pos-
sible exception of the Russian operations
against Georgia--the above incidents reveal
a probing approach and learning curve that
bode ill for the future. Nightmare scenarios
abound, and it is not difficult to imagine a
situation in the near future when cyber at-
tacks occur simultaneously with kinetic
strikes in a major assault. The nature of
such cyber offensives could include not
only degradation of everyday services such
as automated teller machines, traffic lights,
and power grids, but also more serious as-
saults on the banking and financial sys-
tems, stock market, and air traffic control
radars. It is logical to assume that military
facilities such as air defense systems and
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command and control networks would also
be targeted.

These cyber attacks would originate with
individuals in shirt sleeves, perhaps civil-
ians, sitting at computer terminals thou-
sands of miles trom the places that would
feel the effects of their operations. These
offensives would involve no risk and no
bloodshed, yet they could wreak havoc on a
nation’'s economy and way of life.

The notion of battle as the province of
fear, anxiety, and exhaustion is outdated
because technology has dramatically al-
tered this archaic situation. Modern air war-
fare has proven remarkably bloodless for
American Airmen. Since the Vietnam War
ended, the US Air Force has flown hundreds
of thousands of combat sorties yet has suf-
fered only slight losses. Since 1973 the ser-
vice has lost a total of 18 manned aircraft in
combat (costing the lives of 20 crew mem-
bers), an astoundingly low rate.”’ [n most
cases, modern air war as practiced by the
United States and its close allies is not the
realm of death, exhaustion, blood, and
fear—at least not to the degree inherent in
traditional forms of warfare.

Then there are the drones. In 2001 the
United States put precision-guided missiles
on remotely piloted aircraft (RPA) and
launched them at high-ranking al-Qaeda
officials in Afghanistan with stunning suc-
cess.?* Predators and Reapers launching
Hellfire missiles are flown and commanded
by pilots sitting as far distant from the
battlefield as Creech AFB, Nevada.” Such
strike missions have hecome commonplace.
Military officers report for work at locations
in the United States and, during a typical
shift, fly RPA combat sorties halfway
around the world. On many occasions, the
RPA sensors locate, identify, and track ter-
rorists and enemy combatants. Sometimes
they fire missiles at those targets in order to
destroy them. The drone pilots leave work
and return home to their families without
having experienced personal danger, risk,
fear, physical exertion, overwhelming thirst,
hunger, or exhaustion. And the drones
themselves can be very courageous.
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Do not misunderstand. | am no way deni-
grating the efforts or courage of either our
valiant combat crew members or the drone
pilots. It is a very good thing that they can
practice war in a way that severely limits
their exposure to death and casualties. That
is as it should be. As one fighter pilot told
me, “If you're in a fair fight, you didn't plan
it properly.” The role and duty of military
planners from all services should involve
doing everything in their power to plan op-
erations that limit the exposure of Ameri-
can forces to danger. Deliberately risking
the lives of America’s sons and daughters is
not honorable—it is criminal.

The nature of war is mutable. Warfare in
the modern world remains deadly and de-
structive, but it need not be violent or
bloody. The tundamental aspect of war in

enturies past may have taken the form of
sanguinary battles between infantrymen,
but that is no longer necessarily the case.
Traditional sea warfare, as well as present-
day cyber operations, can become enor-
mously deadly and destructive—but neither
violent nor bloody. Technology also has
helped ensure the remarkable effectiveness
and efficiency of modern air warfare. Loss
of aircraft and the lives of crew members
has dropped exponentially over the past
several decades. Moreover, this decline in

asualties has been the rule not only for the
United States but also for enemies on the
receiving end of our air strikes.

Operations Desert Storm, Deliberate
Force, Allied Force, Enduring Freedom, and
Iragi Freedom have produced a remarkably
small civilian casualty toll due to air attack,
given the bomb tonnage dropped. Indeed,
Marc Garlasco of Human Rights Watch re-
fers to airpower as “probably the most dis-
criminating weapon that exists.”** One re-
port by that organization regarding the
initial stages of Iraqi Freedom states that
“the ground war caused the vast majority of
the deaths,” attributing, for example, 90 per-
cent of all civilian casualties to ground-
launched cluster-bomb munitions used at
al-Hilla.
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[raq Body Count (IBC), which provides
an account of civilian casualties in Iraq, has
determined that around 85,000 Iraqi civil-
ians died as a result of the war, through
2008. Air strikes caused about 9,500 of
these—11.2 percent of the total. Signifi-
cantly, since 2005 the war has seen a de-
crease in both the number of civilian deaths
and the percentage of deaths attributable to
air attack—to 2.6 percent. In other words,
IBC calculates that over 97 percent of the
60,922 Iraqi civilians killed since 2005 have
fallen victim to ground warfare.?® An exami-
nation of the war in Afghanistan yields
comparable statistics. Specifically, a recent
study shows that of the 152 casualties among
women and children caused by coalition
forces between January 2009 and March
2010, only nine (6 percent) were the result
of air strikes. In fact, coalition traffic acci-
dents claimed nearly three times that many
women and children!” Regrettably, the mass
media often depict airpower as violent and
graphic but consider a blockade nonviolent
and bloodless—despite the number of people
who actually die in both military actions.
Tellingly, a RAND study refers to airpower,
especially any associated collateral damage,
as "mediagenic,” noting that the more
graphic medium of television is four times
more likely than its print counterpart to re-
port incidents of collateral damage.”

Can we always expect such dramatic ef-
fectiveness at such low cost? Of course not.
But in facing any crisis, our leaders should
take as their entering premise the goal of at-
taining such results. We are not condemned
to suffer horrendous death, destruction, and
“Schlact” in the conduct of military opera-
tions. Technology, especially as exemplified
by modern air warfare, shows that we can
aspire to a higher objective. The old canard
that considers the nature of war immutable,
that assumes it was the same for one of Al-
exander’s hoplites as for a grunt in Afghani-
stan, is simply not true. War has changed,
and so has its nature. @

West Chicago, Illinots
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US Nuclear Policy, 1945-68

Lessons from the Past for Dealing with the Emerging
Threat from Iran

Maj David Williams, USAF*

he United States faces a potential
I transition in the balance of power

and a growing concern over the
threat of nuclear proliferation. The bipolar
balance of power during the Cold War,
though often tense and dangerous, kept
states in check, thus maintaining a rela-
tively stable international security environ-
ment with limited, or at least controlled,
proliferation of nuclear technology. The
current focus on the dynamics of inter-
national power, the threat of terrorism, and
worries about nuclear proliferation calls for
an examination of aspects of the post-World
War Il world and the early history of nu-
clear weapons. Such a review may provide
insight into US policy options for addressing
Iran’s pursuit of nuclear technology.

The United States established the strate-
gic nuclear policies in effect from 1945 to
1968 primarily to counter what the West
perceived as a growing communist threat
led by the Soviet Union. US policy makers
of the time based this course of action on the
technical developments, national interests,
and dynamics of the international situation
present in the security environment. This
article describes and analyzes US nuclear
policy from 1945 to 1968, uses the rational
actor model to assess US actions during that
period, and recommends a future nuclear
policy that draws on our Cold War experience
to deal with an emerging threat from Iran.
By addressing lessons from the past, the ar-

ticle seeks to present a logical, yet likely
controversial, course of action for the future.

Nuclear Policy, 1945-68

Four general strategic concepts charac-
terize US nuclear policy between 1945 and
1968: strategic bombardment, massive re-
taliation, limited war (graduated deter-
rence), and mutually assured destruction.
US nuclear policy originated with the deci-
sion to drop the atomic bomb on Hiro-
shima, Japan, in 1945—the first use of
atomic weapons in the history of mankind.
The bomb's devastating power leveled the
city, killed roughly 66,000 people, and
wounded an additional 69,000."

Initially, some commentators viewed the
atomic weapon as just another option in the
American arsenal: more powerful, compli-
cated, and expensive but nevertheless sim-
ply a bomb that the United States could em-
ploy in pursuit of strategic objectives.” The
Air Force led the way in developing con-
cepts for such employment, emphasizing
strategic bombardment. From the Air
Force's perspective, it could use strategic
bombardment (especially with atomic mu-
nitions) to cripple an enemy in a relatively
short time, thus enabling the fulfillment of
aviation's grandest wartime promise: vic-
tory from the air. This vision became un-
realistic, however, as scientists learned
more about the bomb's long-term effects
and as the United States lost its monopoly

*The author 15 the chief of nuclear security inspections for the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Kirtland AFB, New Mexico.
He formerly served as a squadron commander, nuclear security staff officer, missile security operations officer, flight commander,

and convoy commander within the Air Force nuclear community
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on atomic weapons to the Soviets in 1949.
As noted by both Pres. Harry Truman and
Adm Chester Nimitz, no weapon has ever
been created for which a countermeasure
could not be developed.® The effectiveness
of strategic bombardment would likely suf-
fer at the hands of heavy resistance from
aircraft flying detensive counterair missions
and from ground-based antiaircratt ele-
ments, as well as from the large, dispersed
nature of targets within the Soviet Union.

Strategic bombardment eventually gave
way to the doctrine of massive retaliation
under Pres. Dwight Eisenhower. Based on
the New Look strategy, this doctrine of de-
terrence called for the United States to re-
spond to any act of aggression by the Soviets
(or another adversary) with an even greater
exertion of military force, up to and includ-
ing the use of nuclear weapons.* National
Security Council Report 68 had determined
that the absence of arms control restraining
the spread of nuclear technologies made
necessary an assertive policy of rapid expan-
sion of atomic weapons to huild an arsenal
that would deter aggression until the United
States and its allies could develop a more ro-
bust conventional force.® Thus, the Eisen-
hower administration made nuclear weap-
ons a formal option for any given conflict in
order to counter what it considered growing
communist aggression around the globe.

As the number and power of strategic
nuclear weapons increased, it became in-
creasingly clear that the consequences of a
strategy of massive retaliation would prove
too costly for the United States to bear. This
perception led to development of the con-
cept of limited nuclear war, which offered a
counterstrategy to total war by allowing for
the employment of lower levels of force in
order to obtain limited objectives. Such a
notion, however, ran contrary to most stra-
tegic thinking of the day and required more
robust conventional alternatives to nuclear
warfare—alternatives more expensive and
time consuming to develop and field than
nuclear weapons. Entering the discussion at
this point, graduated deterrence asserted
the acceptability of limited wars fought with
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tactical nuclear weapons—smaller weapons
designed for use at the battlefield level. This
scenario allowed for escalation according to
the course of the action/counteraction cycle
that develops on the battlefield or the na-
ture of the conflict's objectives. Unfortu-
nately, research and development during
the early days of the Cold War did not give
priority to small nuclear weapons; rather,
the nuclear devices of the time were large,
requiring heavy hombers or missiles for de-
livery. The incorporation of smaller battle-
field nuclear weapons would enable deter-
rence through the threat of their use at the
tactical level of wartfare.

Toward the end of this period, the idea of
mutually assured destruction—predicated on
the assumption that nuclear-armed states
must possess both a first- and second-strike
capability—came to define the nuclear rela-
tionship between the United States and
Soviet Union.® The range and accuracy of
American delivery systems such as bombers,
intercontinental ballistic missiles, and sub-
marines assured the United States’ first-
strike capability. Moreover, US weapons de-
ployments that exceeded Soviet capabilities
to negate them completely in a first strike—
as well as the survivability of submarines,
hardening of missile silos, and round-the-
clock airborne alert of bombers—guaranteed
a second strike. The lethality, survivability,
and visibility of the US nuclear triad ensured
strategic nuclear readiness and served as a
deterrent throughout the Cold War. Specifi-
cally, despite suffering an initial attack, ei-
ther country could still respond in kind with
enough force to deliver a significant counter-
blow, a prospect that kept them both in
check. This tense yet stable balance of nu-
clear power prevented full-scale war be-
tween the two superpowers for the remain-
der of the Cold War.

Policy Analysis

Nuclear policies formulated by American
leaders during the first part ot the Cold War
followed a pattern consistent with the tech-



nical developments, 