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/ Prelaunch Notes
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CoL ANTHONY C. CAIN, EDITOR

HE AIR AND SPACE POWER
JOURNAL (ASP)) staff joins the
Air University community in
welcoming Col Joseph A. Panza
Jr., USAF, retired, as the executive direc-
tor of the Air University Foundation.
Colonel Panza takes over from Col Don
Karle, USAF, retired, who served the
foundation well for several years. The Air
University Foundation provides support
for education and research related to air
and space power, including ASPJ's annual
Ira C. Eaker Award and the Alas de las
Américas/Alas das Américas (Wings of the
Americas) Awards for the Spanish and
Portuguese ASPJ editions. These awards
recognize the best articles published in
our journal. Welcome, Colonel Panza!
Book reviews are one of the best—but
least used—tools available for acquiring
knowledge. Good reviews expose us to one
reader’s opinion before we invest our time,
effort, and money reading the book our-
selves. As professionals, our time is valu-
able, so we cannot afford to waste it read-
ing something that is poorly written or
otherwise flawed. Thus, book reviews help
busy professionals decide how to spend
the time they set aside for personal devel-
opment. ASPJ's “Net Assessment” and

“Touch and Go” sections feature reviews
of significant books and programs related
to air and space power. The former offers
longer reviews (1,000-1,500 words), which
summarize the latest air and space power
scholarship and include a critical assess-
ment of the author’s efforts. The latter
usually consists of shorter critiques (200
words) of both aviation-related printed
works, designed to provide the widest
range of material for our readers, and
computer-based products (e.g., CDs, war-
game software, etc.). Readers who wish to
contribute a review should consult the list
of available books and guidelines on our
Web site: http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/
airchronicles/bookmain.html. We provide
the book free of charge to the reviewer.

As always, the ASPJ editorial staff looks
forward to reading and publishing the best
in air and space power thought. Refer to our
publication guidelines in the “Mission
Debrief” section, or check the submission
instructions on our Web site at http://
www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/
howto.html. We seek quality articles that
explore emerging air and space power
technologies; the relationship between
regional security and air and space
power; and the history, doctrine, and
strategy of air and space power. o

A well-planned, well-organized, and well-flown air force attack will
constitute an offensive that cannot he stopped.

—Brig Gen Kenneth N. Walker
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> CoL ANTHONY C. CAIN, EDITOR

The Transformation of Air and Space
Power in Operation Iragi Freedom

OW CAN WE know that a trans-

formation is occurring or has oc-

curred? The realization does not

always come crashing down on the
observer like a 2,000-pound precision muni-
tion. Sometimes transformational effects subtly
erode accepted practices, just as sandpaper
smoothes rough surfaces on wood to reveal a
true masterpiece. When transformation oc-
curs, there may be a moment when commen-
tators cannot process what they witness. But
when the moment passes, they recognize the
new effects as “normal.” It’s as if they had al-
ways known such things were possible but had
never decided to try them. Unfolding events
in Operations Enduring Freedom and lraqi
Freedom bear witness to a transformation in
air and space power that is simultaneously
dramatic and subtle. If we don’t take time to
reflect on the nature of this transformation,
we might miss its significance.

First, operations did not begin with the de-
capitating strikes, nor with the much-touted
“shock and awe” bombing campaign, nor with
the multipronged thrust into Iraq by British,
Australian, and US ground and special opera-
tions forces. The foundation for every success
that the coalition has enjoyed to date stems
from an intense information-gathering cam-
paign that relied on air and space power,
human intelligence, and intelligence-gathering
efforts by special operations personnel. The
precision strikes against strategic and opera-
tional targets during Iraqi Freedom stand as
evidence of predictive battlespace awareness

(PBA). This unprecedented capability to fuse
intelligence data from various sources and
make it useful to combatant commanders is
one of the cornerstones of the transformation
of air and space powetr.

Because of investments in technology and,
more importantly, in doctrine and forward-
thinking operational concepts, coalition plan-
ners are able to develop a strategic assessment
of the enemy’s plans, force structure, and ca-
pabilities that is unprecedented in its accu-
racy and timeliness. This predictive awareness
is such a pervasive capability for US forces
that we now have changed our perceptions
about the precision and flexibility that have
always characterized air and space power. As a
result of this transformational capability, we
can now speak about the effectiveness of air
and space power with greater authority and
certainty. After Operation Desert Storm, ana-
lysts described the closing of the gap between
air and space power’s technological limits and
its potential. In the operations in Afghanistan
and Irag, we have witnessed a conceptual and
organizational transformation that redefines
how we think about employing air and space
power to achieve national strategic and opera-
tional goals. Using air and space power’s PBA
capabilities, we can alter the character, pace,
depth, and scope of operations to suit our
timing and objectives.

Second, operations in Iraq reveal a seamless
integration of air and space power’s capabilities
with those of other components. In the past,



we thought of joint operations as cobbling to-
gether a tactically—or even an operationally—
effective force from various service compo-
nents. In Iragi Freedom, the interservice
conflicts that accompanied former joint ef-
forts have not occurred. Air and space power
doctrine, organization, and employment now
occur within the context of mature joint
structures and operating concepts. The result
is a complex, integrated, and synchronized
campaign that allows coalition commanders
to outthink and outfight enemy commanders
and their forces. The difference between the
capabilities displayed by coalition forces and
those of the Iraqgi military is comparable to
the difference that would occur if a US Civil
War-era force suddenly found itself con-
fronted by the Allied forces in Europe near
the end of World War I1. The Iragi military’s
inability to compete against the coalition’s
seamless operational and tactical integration
renders it tragically clumsy and impotent.
Finally, air and space power will ensure
that the stunning effectiveness that character-
izes combat operations will carry over into
war-winning, post-hostilities operations. The
humanitarian crisis that many analysts ex-
pected has not occurred, largely because the
precision-strike capability inherent in air and
space power has limited the destruction that
normally accompanies large-scale combat op-
erations. To be sure, the destruction inflicted
upon lragi armed forces from all coalition
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components exceeds the power brought to
bear in previous conflicts. What is different—
and transformational—about this campaign
is that coalition leaders have unflinchingly
taken the war “downtown” without fear that
civilian populations would suffer equally along-
side enemy combatants. This decision sends a
clear message to the Iraqi people: “We make
war against an immoral regime, not against
you.” The same precision, timeliness, and
reach that allow us to deliver stunningly accu-
rate bombs on targets also allow us to deliver
humanitarian supplies to people who would
otherwise starve or die of thirst and disease.

During the buildup toward war, we often
heard that the outcome was not in doubt.
The transformation of air and space power, in
part, guarantees that outcome. We could no
more imagine fighting this war, or any future
war, in the same way that we approached
Desert Storm than we could apply the same
organizations and methods used in Vietham
or World War I1. Whether we realize it or not,
a decade of intense thought, organizational
change, combat experience, and preparation
has placed us in the midst of a true air and
space power transformation. The task now is
to look around us to understand how the re-
sults of that transformation will affect future
capabilities and operations. More impor-
tantly, we must ask ourselves how to prepare
air and space capabilities to generate the next
transformational wave. o

| just feel that the surest way to prevent war—and that is my goal, and
| feel very strongly about it—is to have overwhelming strength so that
it is ridiculous for anybody to even think of attacking the United States.

—Gen Thomas S. Power



Airpower in Operation Desert Storm

On 16 January 1991, coali-
tion air forces launched
the campaign to liberate
Kuwait and eliminate
Iraqg’s ability to threaten its
neighbors. Smart strate-
gies, smart weapons, and
smart airmen character-
ized the campaign. Cam-
paign planners analyzed
the enemy as a system, or-
chestrated attacks to de-
grade enemy capabilities in the air, and degraded the
regime’s political control of the state. This strategy was
made more feasible by the first widespread use of
precision-guided munitions. Still, smart aircrews were often
the key to success, as was the case when F-111F pilots no-
ticed that enemy tanks retained heat longer than the sur-
rounding sand and initiated “tank plinking” operations.

Yet, friction and a thinking enemy prolonged the
campaign. The weather was the worst on record, degrad-
ing both bombing and bomb damage assessment. The
political consequence of Iraqi Scud surface-to-surface
missile attacks diverted coalition airpower to protect
Saudi territory and to preserve the coalition. Finally, Iraq
invaded Saudi Arabia in an apparent attempt to force an
attrition ground battle that would end the one-sided
campaign in the air. The resulting battle for Khafji
demonstrated both the potency and limitations of air-
power. Our having too few forward air controllers re-
duced the effectiveness of direct air support to friendly
ground forces, yet air rendered reinforcing lIragi units
combat ineffective before they contacted friendly ground
forces. In the aftermath of the battle for Khafji, airpower
destroyed retreating Iragi formations as they returned
north to Kuwait.

Overcautious joint command and control procedures
and an insufficient number of forward air controllers
limited the effectiveness of airpower when coalition
ground forces launched the long-awaited offensive to lib-
erate Kuwait. As Iraqi forces surrendered or retreated,
ground commanders insisted on extending the fire sup-

Q8032003

CoL MaTTHEW B. CAFFREY JR., USAFR

port coordination line (FSCL) far in front of their rap-
idly advancing troops. Many Republican Guard forces es-
caped the tightening noose because aircraft could strike
targets inside the FSCL only under the direction of a for-
ward air controller. Coalition air forces had too few con-
trollers positioned with land formations to regulate the
amount of airpower flowing into the battle area. More
Republican Guard forces escaped when coalition leaders
halted operations after liberating Kuwait. The surviving
Republican Guard crushed the revolt by the Iragi people
after the coalition’s self-imposed cease-fire, thus tainting
the apparent victory and setting the stage for a decade-
long standoff between coalition and Iraqgi forces.

Time has added perspective to many assumptions
made shortly after the Gulf War. Many analysts believed
that we would never again encounter a situation that
would allow airpower to be so effective. Experiences in
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan have proven otherwise.
Still, it now appears that ground forces could have been
more effective in the first Gulf War if they had been given
a few more hours to surround the Republican Guard.
Perhaps the most valuable lesson available from the
Desert Storm experience is that the effectiveness of air
and ground power depends on the wisdom with which
both are employed.

To Learn More.. . .

Campen, Alan D., contributing ed. The First Information War: The Story of Communications, Computers, and Intelligence Sys-
tems in the Persian Gulf War. Fairfax, Va.: AFCEA International Press, 1992.
Khaled bin Sultan, with Patrick Seale. Desert Warrior: A Personal View of the Gulf War by the Joint Forces Commander. New

York: HarperCollins, 1995.

Matthews, James K., and Cora J. Holt. So Many, So Much, So Far, So Fast: United States Transportation Command and Strategic
Deployment for Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm. Washington, D.C.: Research Center, United States Transportation
Command and Joint History Office, Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1996.

Winnefeld, James A., Preston Niblack, and Dana J. Johnson. A League of Airmen: U.S. Air Power in the Gulf War. Santa

Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1994.
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To maintain an effective deterrent, the posture of the strategic force
must be updated continuously. At the same time, we must have the
capability to meet requirements for conflicts of lesser magnitude than
general war.

—Gen Curtis E. LeMay

Direct Attack—A Counterland
Mission

Lt CoL PHIL M. HAuN, USAF*

B-52 CIRCLING OVER

Afghanistan is loaded with

Joint Direct Attack

Munitions (JDAM). Its crew
receives the coordinates of Taliban
military positions from an Air Force
controller operating on the ground as
part of a special operations forces
(SOF) team. The B-52 releases the
precision-guided bombs that hit with
pinpoint accuracy and decimate—one
by one—the Taliban positions. This
impressive display of airpower
demonstrates the flexibility and all-
weather capability of Global Positioning System (GPS) munitions—a
capability that has justifiably captured the imagination of airpower
enthusiasts. Still, a gnawing question remains: What mission is the B-52
performing? This attack on enemy fielded forces is best termed direct
attack and does not fit neatly into the description of either the close air
support (CAS) mission or the air interdiction (Al) mission as defined by
current Air Force counterland doctrine.!

"Lieutenant Colonel Haun is the director of operations in the 355th Fighter Squadron, Eielson AFB, Alaska.



In the recent air operations in Kosovo and Afghanistan, US airpower
has been employed against enemy armies independent of friendly ground
operations. Yet the Air Force doctrinal description of how it fights does not
reflect this reality of modern combat. Traditional thinking holds steadfast
to the supporting role of airpower in counterland operations. Until the
Air Force acknowledges the direct attack of fielded forces as a counterland
mission and assumes the responsibilities of this role, it will continue to
have difficulty in organizing, training, and equipping for the task.

The relevance of counterland operations should be addressed before
examining specific air operations against fielded forces. Some USAF
strategic airpower theorists argue that the targeting of fielded forces is of
marginal importance.? These theorists note that since World War 11, most
of the Air Force force structure and doctrine had been developed to
counter the modern, industrialized nations of the Warsaw Pact. Yet they
fail to recognize that US airpower has been primarily employed against
underdeveloped, authoritarian states. Such states have been controlled by
leaders reliant on the backing of the military as their primary source of
power and as an instrument of their ambition. The United States has
enjoyed the advantage of air superiority over these small states, which have
not been able to afford and train a modern and sophisticated air force.?
They turn instead to their conventional armies, ranging from large
armored divisions to small groups of lightly armed militia, to provide both
internal and external security. Airpower’s ability to attack such armies is a
significant contribution to the defeat of these states.

Combat operations in Kuwait, Kosovo, and Afghanistan have
highlighted the importance of direct attack. Yet Air Force counterland
doctrine has not adequately addressed these operations. The doctrine’s
fundamental flaw continues to be the assumption of simultaneous air and
land operations. Today, counterland airpower operations are classified as
either CAS or Al missions.* While CAS deals specifically with air operations
in the close proximity of friendly ground troops and requires detailed
coordination, Al engages the enemy before it reaches the battlefield.
According to Air Force doctrine, Al is employed “to destroy, disrupt,
divert, or delay the enemy’s surface military potential before it can be used
effectively against friendly forces.” Both the CAS and Al definitions
assume that friendly ground forces exist and are involved on the battlefield.

History does not support the underlying assumption of simultaneous air
and land operations. From Normandy to Afghanistan, airpower has
typically been used prior to the introduction of ground forces. The
routine choice to employ airpower first could be explained by its greater
mobility, the result of political considerations, or simply sound military
planning. Early Air Corps doctrine advocated a period of time, prior to
the engagement of ground troops, in which airpower would attack various
targets, including enemy ground forces.® Current Air Force doctrine,
however, does not adequately address the use of airpower to attack enemy
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ground forces in the absence of friendly land forces. When required to do
s0, the Air Force finds itself ill prepared and must take an ad hoc
approach to such key tasks as overall command and control of the
battlespace’ and target identification and prioritization.

Airpower’s Historical Support of Counterland Operations

This article has discussed the current counterland doctrine of Al and
CAS, and will now look at how airpower has actually been employed. The
objective is to reveal shortcomings in current Air Force thinking and
doctrine and to recommend changes to improve the employment of
airpower in the direct attack of a fielded army.

World Wars | and 11

The support of ground operations has been a primary role of airpower
since its inception. In World War 1, Royal Air Force (RAF) bombers
inadvertently introduced aerial interdiction. They had been unable to
locate their primary targets and instead attacked German railheads in
France; in so doing, they disrupted the flow of equipment and supplies to
the German front. In the three months leading to D day in World War II,
the RAF and Eighth Air Force redirected their energies from strategic
bombing to a sustained air interdiction operation against the German
transportation system in France.® Gen George S. Patton and his Third Army
relied heavily on CAS sorties from the fighter-bombers of the Ninth Air
Force to punch their way across France. Patton placed experienced pilots
in his lead tanks, using radios to control strikes. Likewise, in the Pacific,
CAS proved to be a key element in the amphibious operations of the
island-hopping campaign. In fact, the air attacks at Rabaul were so effective
that it was deemed unnecessary to launch ground operations at all.

Korea

The post-World War Il reduction in military forces and the early focus on
strategic bombardment had reduced the Air Force’s counterland
capabilities by the time of the outbreak of the Korean War. Although short
of airfields and tactical aircraft, US airmen neutralized the Korean rail
network, forcing the North Koreans to move supplies by convoy across
already overextended supply lines. During the day, USAF F-80s and F-51s
were successfully employed against truck convoys. Their success limited
the North Koreans to nighttime movement.*° Further, airborne forward air
controllers (FAC) flew propeller-driven aircraft (such as the T-6 Texan) in
visual-reconnaissance and strike-control missions and greatly enhanced the
effectiveness of CAS operations.

11



Above: An F-51 of the 18th Fighter Bomber Wing taxis up to a loading point where napalm tanks will
be added to its rockets to complete its combat load. Below: An F-80 loaded with 1,000-pound bombs
launches to attack targets in North Korea.

Vietnam

March 1965 marked the beginning of the Rolling Thunder air campaign,
which was designed to interdict the flow of men and supplies to the
Vietcong in the South and convince the North Vietnamese to withdraw
support. However, by July of that year, President Johnson had concluded
that a victory in Vietnam would require a protracted campaign with
emphasis on military action in South Vietnam.* These ground operations
relied heavily on CAS.*? For the next seven years, the Air Force mastered
the execution of CAS and fully integrated it into its doctrine. This
included the maturation of the Tactical Air Control System (TACS)
network and the widespread integration of airborne FACs. By the end of
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the Vietnam War, most of the airmen in Tactical Air Command and many
in Strategic Air Command were well versed in CAS.

Central Europe and the Cold War

Even during the Korean and the Vietnam wars, the primary focus of the
US military remained on Europe and the threat of an invasion by the
Soviet Union. During the late '70s and ’80s, the US Army and Air Force
worked to develop the AirLand Battle doctrine, a joint vision for
integrating air and land operations. CAS and Al were essential elements of
AirLand Battle. Also, battlefield air interdiction (BAI), a NATO term, was
expanded to include follow-on forces attack (FOFA), the interdiction of
enemy second-echelon ground forces moving toward, but not yet engaged
with, friendly ground forces.?

The fall of the Berlin Wall in November of 1989 and the subsequent
breakup of the Soviet Union left the United States victorious but lacking a
threat—similar to that provided by the Soviets during the Cold War—on
which to base its military force structure and AirLand Battle doctrine. As
the United States began to reduce its overall force structure, dismantle its
forces in Europe, and help establish a new world order, interest abruptly
shifted to Southwest Asia on 2 August 1990 when Iraq invaded Kuwait.

Kuwait

Operation Desert Storm provided the opportunity to test AirLand Battle
against the large Iragi army. Airpower writers have generally focused on
the Instant Thunder portion of the air campaign, which introduced the
American public to the effective use of stealth and precision munitions.*
However, Desert Storm was primarily a counterland operation with over 75
percent of all strike missions directed against the Iragi army.'®* Only a small
portion of these missions were flown as traditional CAS.

CAS sorties were limited for three reasons. First, CAS was only flown
during the four days of coalition ground operations while the majority of
strikes were conducted during the 38 days prior to those operations. Second,
the US Army did not require much CAS, as it already had sufficient organic
firepower (artillery, rotary-wing aviation, and M1A1 tanks) to handle the Iraqi
army. Finally, the fast-paced nature of the ground invasion increased the risk
of fratricide. It proved difficult for ground commanders to know the precise
location of their forward line of own troops (FLOT). Further, it was challenging
for pilots to navigate precisely and be certain of the FLOT location in the
featureless Kuwaiti desert. Instead of flying CAS missions, strikers were
typically pushed forward to conduct armed reconnaissance against deeper
Iragi units who were not yet engaged by the Army.

While traditional CAS had a limited impact in the war, direct attack
sorties against Iragi units proved to be very effective and the most widely
employed method of attack. The best example is the Battle of Khafji, in
which the battle for control of the Saudi Arabian border town was decided
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not by the small ground skirmishes within the village but by the
devastating air strikes against massed Iraqgi armor after its assembly and
movement was detected.

Kosovo

Operation Allied Force (OAF), the 1999 air war over Serbia, was
conducted without the deployment of friendly ground forces. The
counterland missions against the Serbian Third Army deployed in Kosovo
were conducted as an independent air operation. Traditional CAS was not
flown during that 78-day campaign. Instead, the majority of counterland
strikes were flown with A-10 FACs assigned to locate and control direct
attack strikes on the
Serbian army in
either of the two
kill boxes in which
Kosovo had been
divided. ¢

These direct
attack missions were
clearly different
from traditional
CAS and Al.

An A-10 taxiing for launch F(_)Ilowmg OAFv the

Air Force moved to
fill this void in its counterland doctrine. Air Force Doctrine Document
2-1.3, Counterland, expanded the scope of Al to read as follows: “Air
interdiction, to include both lethal and nonlethal systems, is employed to
destroy, disrupt, divert, or delay the enemy’s surface military potential
before it can effectively engage friendly forces, or otherwise achieve its
objectives” (emphasis added).’

The phrase “or otherwise achieve its objectives” acknowledged that
airpower, as demonstrated over Kosovo, could be used to directly attack an
army without the presence—or foreseeable presence—of friendly ground
forces. However, this Band-Aid approach to redefine air interdiction
doctrine to include direct attack did little to influence how the Air Force
trained and equipped for the counterland missions it would later
encounter in Afghanistan.

Afghanistan

In Afghanistan, the United States again relied heavily on the direct attack
of enemy forces to gain victory. The Taliban crumbled once their military
forces were targeted along the front with the help of the Northern
Alliance. These air strikes could not be described as traditional Al or CAS
missions. Airpower was not supporting a friendly ground force; rather the
Northern Alliance supported US airpower by providing intelligence,
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assisting in targeting, and then occupying the ground vacated by the
Taliban following US strikes.

Implications

Historically, the airpower role in counterland has proven critical, and
the direct attack of enemy forces has been, and continues to be, an
important part of that airpower mission. Unfortunately, the Air Force has
not yet embraced direct attack as a separate counterland mission, and
continues to only acknowledge the traditional missions of Al and CAS in
its doctrine. The USAF would improve its direct attack and, therefore, its
counterland capabilities if it would adopt the following recommendations.

Training and Tactics

It should adjust training and tactics to effectively prepare airmen to attack
armies. An Air Force that does not train or develop such tactics will not have
the requisite skills when confronted with those circumstances in combat. The
old adage “fight the way you train” is true from two perspectives. First, it
makes sense to develop and take into combat well-considered tactics and
techniques that have been honed during peacetime. A second, more subtle,
implication is that military force is generally employed in come-as-you-are
conflicts and airmen have no other option but to fight the way they have
trained. It is training that develops the tactical skills and the mind-set that
define and refine a combat force’s capabilities. Two steps should be taken
immediately: incorporating the direct attack of fielded forces into major
USAF exercises, and rewriting Air Force Tactics, Techniques, and
Procedures (AFTTP) 3-series manuals to include the direct attack mission.

= Major exercises such as Red Flag, Air Warrior, and Cope Thunder should
incorporate the direct attack of fielded forces as a primary mission. The
Combat Air Forces (CAF) must require continuous peacetime
exposure to the direct attack mission to become familiar with the
challenges and acquire the requisite skills.

= The Air Force should develop a separate AFT TP volume on the direct attack of
fielded forces, focusing on the integration of US and coalition intelligence,
surveillance, reconnaissance, command and control, FAC, and strike assets. It
should develop and share the best practices used in attacking fielded
forces through the AFTTP 3-1 series process to address most of the
current limitations. Currently, the tactics that have been developed
are found only in the specialized aircraft volumes.

Doctrinal Issues

Current Air Force doctrine contains the underlying assumption that air
strikes against fielded forces are always flown in support of land
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operations. Joint and Air Force doctrine must adjust to the reality of how
US airpower is now sometimes employed and reclassify counterland to
include direct attack as a separate mission.

Conclusion

This article’s purpose has been to show that direct attack of enemy
ground forces is a primary airpower mission, distinct from Al and CAS,
and can be conducted independently of, or supported by, friendly ground
forces. The Air Force should acknowledge direct attack in its doctrine, and
then it should appropriately man, train, and equip itself to better conduct
counterland operations. ©

Eielson AFB, Alaska
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Neglected Air Force Combat
Missions

MaJ CoLLIN IRETON, USAF*

N OPERATION DESERT STORM, the US Air Force showed the world

how to kick down the front door of a Soviet-designed and -equipped

advanced integrated air defense system (IADS). Stealth technology

and tactics neutralized command and control (C?) centers, early
warning radars, and ground control intercept (GCl) sites, blinding the
Iragis and forcing uncoordinated operations. Effective use of air
superiority fighters led to a complete rout of Irag’s fixed-wing air force.
The IADS broke down, leaving only an air defense effort with neither
systematic approach nor integration and allowing the effective use of
suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD) operations by F-4G and F-16C
aircraft against the remaining pockets of activity.! With the destruction of
C? nodes and the Iragi air force, as well as the moderately successful
suppression of ground-to-air defenses, a high-threat arena became a
medium-threat arena. These actions opened the way for the destruction of
large numbers of strategic and tactical targets through interdiction and
close air support (CAS), as well as other required missions such as combat
search and rescue (CSAR).

Perhaps such success as this partially justifies the tremendous fiscal
outlays for a “kick down the door” force. The acquisition of specialized
aircraft such as the B-1, F-117, B-2, and F-15E, although costly, ensures our
ability to penetrate and destroy both C? centers and a host of other
strategic targets. The new joint family of inertially aided munitions (IAM)
gives these aircraft the tools to do the mission, day or night, in almost any
type of weather. Surely this ability to destroy fixed targets represents one of
the Air Force’s greatest strengths.

Another strength, although it is slowly eroding, lies in our counterair
capability. Development of the AIM-9X and Joint Helmet Mounted Cueing
System; incorporation of the advanced identification, friend or foe (IFF)
in the F-16; and continued superb performance of the AIM-120 will slow
the erosion of our lead. The F-22 will reverse the trend and clearly define
air dominance over hostile aircraft as another Air Force strength (at about
$92 million a copy, it should).?

The ability to destroy or suppress the plethora of ground-to-air threats
constitutes another strength. Since the Viethnam War, the concept behind
the F-100 Wild Weasel has evolved considerably. Today’s F-16C, equipped
with the high-speed antiradiation missile (HARM) Targeting System and a
family of joint weapons, increases our ability to destroy and suppress

“Major Ireton is the A-10 chief pilot and A-10/F-16 developmental test pilot with the 40th Flight Test Squadron, Eglin
Air Force Base, Florida.
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ground-to-air threats. Acquisition of the unmanned combat aerial vehicle
ensures the Air Force’s ability to kick down the door of any advanced IADS.

We are spending sizeable amounts of money and devoting much effort
to forcibly enter an enemy’s territory and then gain and maintain air
dominance. But what resources are being outlaid to do what we came to
do: step through the door and systematically destroy the enemy’s centers
of gravity? The Air Force tends to take the assets that enabled entry and
use them to deliver body blows. The B-2 is great at what it was designed
for; but it cannot hit moving targets, roll into a CAS line, or go down
below the clouds and find, identify, and kill Scud missiles. Neither F-117s
nor AC-130s fly around during the day looking for artillery tubes that are
pounding friendly ground troops. If an F-15E attempts to provide CAS,
more than likely it will be doing as ineffective a job as it did at Robert’s
Ridge in Afghanistan.® An F-16 might do these things, but almost as soon
as it begins killing, it has to leave for more weapons and fuel—and the
same will hold true for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter.

The money the Air Force is spending on support roles such as counterair
and SEAD is out of proportion to the money it invests in the ability to find,
identify, and destroy large numbers of tactical (mobile and fixed) and
strategic targets at a tempo the enemy cannot withstand. Our service must
continue to support its commitment to US ground forces by providing
ample and decisive CAS; it must also support CSAR operations with a
suitable platform. The lack of fiscal planning to these ends threatens the
Air Force’s future ability to dominate the battlefield. Air superiority and
SEAD do not, by themselves, bend an enemy to our will. They are only
support roles; the ability to put bombs on target impels the enemy to see
things our way.

Close Air Support

Because CAS directly supports our ground troops in contact with the
enemy, it is extremely important. Conducting CAS without inflicting
casualties with friendly fire requires a high degree of teamwork between
the ground forward air controllers (FAC) and the CAS aircrews—a skill
that takes aircrews years to perfect and that requires constant honing. A
typical fighter swinging to a CAS role may do a passable job when the
enemy is several miles from friendlies. But a troops-in-contact situation
requires professional CAS providers. One need only consider the recent
situation in Afghanistan in which the force attempting to rescue Navy
SEAL Neil Roberts found itself in need of CAS. After an hour’s wait
(apparently no CAS assets were in orbit or on ground alert, standing by
for just such an occasion), F-15E Strike Eagles arrived. Not designed for
CAS and flown by aircrews not trained for troops-in-contact CAS, the
F-15Es made only ineffective strafing runs.* Our troops deserve better.
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As long as the United States possesses the initiative, can choose the time
and place of the conflict, and decide whether or not it will commit ground
troops, CAS may seem a secondary concern. But when we cannot predict
the time and place of combat or do not have the luxury of months of
setup before committing troops, CAS becomes critical. More than likely,
the next conflict will not be like the last, so we must be prepared to fight
without the initiative.

In the Korean conflict, we quickly learned that slow, propeller-driven
aircraft performed CAS better than the fast, jet-driven aircraft. For this
reason, ground forces valued Marine F4Us above F-80s and F-84s. The
success of the Douglas series of A-1/AD Skyraiders in Vietham made it
obvious that a heavily armed, survivable, long-range, high-loiter-time, slow
aircraft was ideally suited for CAS. Today’s F-16s and tomorrow’s F-35s are
akin to the F-80s and F-84s of yesteryear.

Combat Search and Rescue

The Air Force has a long history of keeping the faith with downed
aviators. Aircrews take comfort in knowing that the Air Force will do what
it takes to rescue them. It’s also comforting for the civilian leadership as it
denies aircrew exploitation—and for the public, who takes no joy in seeing
its finest dragged through the streets of an enemy capital.

Traditionally, a good CAS asset has proven a good asset for CSAR, which
involves escorting helicopters moderate distances at slow speed, finding
the aircrew, and loitering while the choppers attempt the rescue. It may
require large amounts of well-placed, timely ordnance. Again the slow,
long-range, high-loiter-time, large-payload Skyraiders of the Vietham era
were the weapons of choice to fly “Sandy” missions.

CSAR keeps aviator morale high. The rescue of Capt Scott O’Grady
from Bosnia in 1995 lifted the spirits of his comrades as well as those of
the nation. It also kept him from being exploited by the enemy, which
could have had serious political implications. The abuse of a US
serviceman’s remains by hostile Somalis certainly played a role in
demoralizing the American public and pushing political objectives aside.
Like CAS, CSAR is a critical Air Force mission that requires teamwork and
skill; coordination, complexity, and flexibility on par with those for CAS;
and a dedicated cadre of aircraft and crews.

Heavy Interdiction and the Arsenal Aircraft

An arsenal aircraft would prove useful in any low- to medium-threat
theater with numerous mobile and fixed tactical or strategic targets. Such
an aircraft would act as a force multiplier by freeing up more dedicated
and expensive platforms for specialized missions and would use a large,
varied payload and increased staying power to pound numerous targets. It
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would also act as a “dollar multiplier” by performing the jobs of several
more expensive aircraft, carrying perhaps three or four times the payload
of a traditional fighter.

Bridging the gap between fighter and bomber, an arsenal aircraft, like a
bomber, would exceed the traditional fighter’s firepower, range, and loiter
time, thus reducing dependence on tankers. It would employ ordnance in
the manner of a fighter through level or diving bomb, cannon, and missile
attacks. The aircraft’s robustness would allow it to operate from forward
operating bases and roam extensive areas to locate, identify (sort decoys
from real targets), and destroy fixed and mobile tactical targets as well as
strategic targets, using the correct weapon for each one. It could acquire
targets visually with a targeting pod or through handoff from a Rivet Joint
aircraft. An arsenal aircraft also would have the maneuverability and
survivability to operate either day or night in a medium-threat environment.

Such an aircraft could take off, release a partial payload on fixed targets,
and then enter a kill box to look for movers or report to a FAC for a CAS
mission. Ideally, it would have great range and loiter time to perform a
variety of somewhat unspecialized ordnance-delivery missions; it would not
perform SEAD or employ extreme standoff precision weapons. It would carry
many weapons, allowing it to attack 12 to 15 targets, yet be maneuverable
enough to survive all but the high-threat arenas. In this way, an arsenal
aircraft could fulfill the mission of several traditional fighters that have
sacrificed payload and loiter time for stealth and supersonic capability.

The A-10A

The only US fixed-wing aircraft stationed in Afghanistan and ready to
provide responsive CAS is the Fairchild A-10A Warthog. Its minimal runway
requirements and robust systems made it the ideal choice for deployment
to Bagram Air Base (AB), a forward operating location. In Afghanistan’s
extensive and scattered battlefield, the “Hogs” have shown their worth
against an enemy without traditional centers of gravity. For example, on
20 September 2002 the enemy attacked Bagram AB with rocket fire. The
US response included mortar and small-arms fire, together with two A-10s
on CAS alert. The Hog pilots located the rocket position, destroying it
quickly and decisively.®

The Hog’s extensive arsenal of weapons allows it to fix and destroy large
numbers of targets. During Desert Storm’s ground offensive, a two-ship
formation of A-10s performing CAS destroyed 23 tanks and damaged
another 10 over three sorties in a single day, often while under nearly
continuous antiaircraft artillery (AAA) fire.® Because of the A-10’s
extensive loiter time and weapons capacity, the air leadership tasked the
aircraft with the problematic mission of roaming the desert to find,
identify, and destroy Iragi Scud launchers. Hogs destroyed several Scuds
and launchers, but in the absence of secondary explosions (often the case
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The A-10's heavy armor, redundant backup systems, and arsenal of weapons make it a formidable
ground-attack aircraft, capable of finding and destroying large numbers of targets.

when launchers did not have missiles), their pilots found it difficult to
determine whether they had hit a decoy or the real weapon.’ Visual
searches and battle damage assessments often proved inadequate.

If properly upgraded, the A-10 has the potential to provide hard-hitting
CAS and effective CSAR. It is also poised to provide the Air Force an
extensive ability to survey the battlefield and then identify and destroy
both mobile and fixed targets in quantity as an arsenal aircraft. Although
the Hog has been scraping by on the skill of its pilots in these roles, it is
now staring obsolescence and ineffectiveness in the face.

The strengths of the A-10, specifically designed as a CAS platform,
include loiter time, payload, ability to destroy large numbers of targets per
weapons load, speed range compatible with that of escorted helicopters,
and ability to search for and find targets at low altitudes. Since the aircraft
costs only about $9.8 million, leaders envisioned it as a cheap way to
counter the immense deficit in tanks we faced in the German theater. As
an inexpensive, low-tech aircraft in a high-tech Air Force, the A-10 found
itself at the end of the line for improvement programs and first in line for
phaseout. Since its inception, the Hog has received only one major
improvement—Ilow-altitude safety and targeting enhancement (LASTE). Sold
to the Air Force in the early 1990s as a safety improvement, LASTE gives
the A-10 a continuously computed impact-point capability, thus dragging
its weapon-delivery system from the World War Il era to the Vietnam era.

The A-10’s greatest traditionally perceived weakness is its lack of speed.
Fighter pilots equate speed with life: the faster they can go, the more
survivable they are. Many commentators suspected that the plodding A-10
would be driven from the skies over Iraq during the medium threat
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representative of Desert Storm. Three A-10s were shot down in enemy
territory during the war, and another was damaged beyond repair.
Evidently, infrared (IR) surface-to-air missiles (SAM) downed them, often
during diving-attack recoveries. The loss rate of 0.5 aircraft per 1,000
sorties® (not including OA-10 data) is far better than the coalition average
of 0.9 losses per 1,000 sorties.'® Damage to 13 other A-10s yielded a
damage rate of 1.6 per 1,000 sorties.'* Compared to the loss rates of 2.6 to
3.0 aircraft per 1,000 sorties during intense air operations such as 1972’s
Linebacker 111 and 1967’s Route Package 6 in Vietnam, these are excellent
numbers and more than likely represent the wisdom of conducting a
medium-altitude war.*? Still, a large discrepancy remains between the
A-10’s loss and damage rate and that of its nemesis, the F-16C, which—in
keeping with the mission creep that has characterized its existence—has
assumed many of the A-10’s roles, such as CAS, FAC(A), and even CSAR.

The loss and damage rates for F-16s during Desert Storm were 0.2 and
0.3, respectively—far lower than those of the A-10.1* However, a more
telling statistic would be loss and damage rate per 1,000 weapons passes.
Although we have no figures detailing how many passes each aircraft
made, we can estimate the number. Of the nine weapon stations on the
F-16, four are for air-to-air missiles only; two are occupied by external wing
tanks; and another hosts an electronic countermeasures pod for combat
missions. The remaining two stations are for air-to-ground weapons.
Typically, the aircraft carried two Mk-84s or six Mk-82s on triple ejector
racks, or two to four cluster bombs of various types during Desert Storm.
These munitions were usually expended in one pass. Undoubtedly, the
F-16s performed multiple passes a number of times, but the vast majority
delivered their munitions in a single delivery. An average of 1.5 weapons
passes per sortie is probably generous for the F-16.

By way of comparison, the
A-10 has 11 weapon stations
and a cannon designed for
air-to-ground attack. One
station typically carries air-to-
air missiles, another an
electronic countermeasures
pod, and another station is
not usable when the adjacent
stations are occupied. Thus,
eight stations can carry air-to-
ground ordnance. Firsthand
accounts indicate that a

The A-10 Thunderbolt Il has a Night Vision Imaging  typical combat load consisted
System (NVIS), a goggle-compatible single-seat cockpit of two AGM-65s (A B. D. and
forward of its wings, and a large bubble canopy that L. LAl
provides the pilot all-around vision. Titanium armor protects @ Models); six Mk-82s; and
both the pilot and parts of the flight-control system. 1,150 rounds of 30 mm
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cannon ammunition consisting of a combat mix of five armor-piercing
incendiary (API1) rounds to one high-explosive incendiary (HEI) round.
One pilot describes how he shot two AGM-65 Maverick missiles in two
passes at GCI and troposcatter radar sites, dropped six Mk-82s on support
buildings during another pass, and then began multiple strafing passes
firing 900 rounds for a total of eight weapon-delivery passes (allowing five
passes to fire the 900 rounds).* An estimate of four weapons passes per
sortie is probably on the conservative side for the A-10. These averages
generate loss and damage rates of 0.125 and 0.4 per 1,000 weapons passes
for the A-10 and 0.133 and 0.2 for the F-16. Therefore, in all probability,
the A-10’s loss rate per 1,000 weapons passes was no different than that of
the F-16.

One may account for the fact that the A-10’s damage rate is higher than
the F-16’s by pointing out that, because reattacks forfeit the element of
surprise, the attacking aircraft is more likely to suffer combat damage. For
example, consider an account of the shootdown of a wingman and flight
lead after three and five weapons passes, respectively. The flight elected to
attack an area that had already launched several IR SAMs at them, and
both attacking aircraft were shot down by IR SAMs in the ensuing melee.'®
Another account tells of an A-10 shot down while recovering from what was
apparently its fifth weapons pass.® Most such instances of damage to A-10s
show them being hit on their third or fourth pass. All shootdowns and
damage occurred after the Hogs dropped ordnance and often during the
recovery to medium altitude. Evidently, all were hit by IR SAMs, suspected
man-portable air defense systems (MANPADS), and SA-13s.17 In summary,
the A-10 is just as survivable as the faster aircraft that one finds in medium-
and low-threat environments, but it is susceptible to hits by IR missiles.

Upgrades

Today the A-10 is on the verge of receiving its second major improvement—
Suite 2, a hardware and software upgrade that will incorporate a passive
method of determining target altitude (previously, the pilot had to input
estimated target altitude), a searchable database of steer points, and
modern aiming symbologies. When Suite 2 is implemented, the A-10 will
attain the capabilities of other Air Force aircraft of the late 1980s.
Furthermore, a small alteration in the GAU-8 cannon’s symbology
promises great changes in its employment. Typically, the cannon’s combat
mix has consisted of five APl rounds to one HEI round. Because each round
has slightly different ballistics, HEI shot from high slant ranges, such as four
or five nautical miles (NM), would hit short of the API-tuned sight. Suite 2
provides a ballistic solution for HEI as well as API so that pilots have two
sights when combat mix is loaded, and they can choose to put either the API
or the HEI on target when shooting from high slant ranges. The HEI will
explode and throw significant amounts of shrapnel even when fired from a
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5 NM slant range, thus giving A-10 pilots 1,150 grenades that they can deliver
with precision—extremely effective on small bodies of enemy troops.

A third planned update, Suite 3, will incorporate two multifunction
displays, improved hands on throttle and stick (HOTAS) controls, data-
link capability, the ability to use IAMs, and an IR/charge-coupled device
(CCD) laser designator (targeting pod). Although the A-10 has always had
the ability to employ precision-guided munitions such as the AGM-65
Maverick and its 30 mm cannon, these improvements will allow it to
engage a greater variety of targets with precision and near-precision
weapons. The AGM-65 and GAU-8 are quite capable of destroying most
tactical targets but are limited in their ability to engage many strategic
targets. Having the flexibility to choose between AGM-65s, the cannon,
IAMs, or Paveway-series laser-guided weapons will allow the A-10 to destroy
any tactical and most strategic targets.

The IR/CCD laser-designator capability is especially important. The
pilot can slave this device to a point of interest on the ground—usually by
referencing target coordinates—
and magnify it, as if by a telephoto
lens. Because this can occur in
either the IR or visual spectrum,
allowing day, night, or diurnal
crossover usage, the pilot can
identify many targets at standoff
ranges or altitudes. Something that
looks like a truck to the naked eye
from 15,000 feet will clearly be
seen as a mobile launcher for a
missile such as a Scud. The IR
targeting pod would also allow
identification of an inflatable
decoy since it does not have the
same black-body radiation
characteristics as a metal target.
Incorporating this targeting pod on
the A-10 is key to successful target
identification from survivable
ranges and altitudes.

Laser-guided Paveway weapons
. & M are uniquely suited for CAS. The
The A-10 Thunderbolt Il's 30 mm GAU-8/A Gating  GBU-12, a 500-pound weapon with
gun, which fires 3,900 rounds a minute, can defeat ~ excellent accuracy, reliability, and
an array of ground targets, including tanks. Some maneuverab”ity, can be dropped

of its other equipment includes an inertial like a conventional Mk-82 and hit
navigation system, electronic countermeasures,

target-penetration aids, self-protection systems, and fairly_close tO_ the bal!i§ti0_ Mk-82
AGM-65 Maverick and AIM-9 Sidewinder missiles. ~ solution. This capability is
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The A-10/0A-10 Thunderbolt Il is the first Air Force aircraft especially designed for close air support of
ground forces. This simple, effective, and survivable twin-engine jet aircraft can be used against all
ground targets, including tanks and other armored vehicles.

important in the event the kit fails to seek the laser or the laser fails with
the bomb in flight. In this case, the weapon does not glide or go “haywire”
and will hit close to, if not on, the intended target. Typically, after the
bomb is dropped and falls toward the target for 10 or 20 seconds, the laser
fires for the last 10 seconds of flight, guiding the bomb directly into the
target. It is capable of destroying tanks, armored personnel carriers (APC),
light bridges, small buildings, and troops—both sheltered and in the open
since the fuse can be set for slight delays. Another feature of this relatively
light weapon is its maneuverability. 1t can easily be “moved” about 500 feet
from its ballistic solution with the laser.'® The A-10 can drop the bomb on
poor target coordinates or on a mobile target. The lasing aircraft (not
necessarily the dropping aircraft) turns its laser on and either moves the
bomb from the poor ballistic solution to the target or follows the moving
target. The bomb adjusts its ballistic profile and flies into the target—
something an 1AM cannot do.

The data-link capability will enhance the Hog driver’s situational
awareness. Ground and air threats, targets, and positions of friendly troops
will display on one of two large, multifunctional color displays. A
significant advantage of the data link is its compatibility with US Army
systems and the fact that it can provide a tactical air control party (TACP)
with the relative location of the A-10’s aiming point. If the A-10 is at 20,000
feet and out of sight of the troops providing positive control, the jet can
data-link the position of its pipper (point of intended weapon impact) to
the FAC or TACP with respect to the location of the friendly troops. This
allows the TACPs to exercise positive control by always knowing the Hog’s
axis of attack and where it is aiming.
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The Problem

The problem, simply stated, is that the Hog is a pig. Each TF-34 motor has
only 8,900 pounds of thrust. Even at production, people thought the engines
were inadequate, and now that they have aged and been detuned, they are
unsatisfactory, keeping the A-10 in the threat envelope for unreasonable
amounts of time. Weapon-delivery passes take the A-10 from the relatively
safe 15-20,000-feet arena down into the AAA and MANPADS arena. After
delivering ordnance, the jet turns skyward and begins clawing for altitude.
It is quite alarming to see how long it takes the A-10 to climb out of the
threat envelope. On recovery from a 2 NM slant-range gunshot, pulling
through the horizon at 7,000 feet at 400 knots with the throttles in maximum
power, the aircraft can take four minutes and 45 seconds to reach 20,000
feet—out of most IR SAM threat envelopes.’® One should note that all A-10s
lost in Desert Storm were assessed to have been taken by IR SAMs. Such
poor performance will certainly decrease the A-10’s survivability in the next
conflict. The poor motors also compel Hogs in hot-weather locations to
take off with partial fuel loads, thus reducing range, loiter time, and war-
fighting effectiveness if the aircraft does not go to a tanker to top off. Also,
it is difficult to scramble and provide timely CAS if the jet has to tank first.

The Competition

The Air Force has begun acquiring the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter as a
replacement for the F-16C and intends to replace the A-10 with it as well.?°
The answer for long-term CAS, CSAR, and arsenal aircraft does not lie
with the F-35. Neither its speed range nor weapons load is compatible with
CAS and CSAR missions. The F-35 will allow carriage of two air-to-ground
weapons routinely, and its single-barrel 25 mm cannon will hardly prove
capable in the air-to-ground role. If push comes to shove, seven air-to-ground
weapon stations (with no stealth capability) could be made available, which
still does not match the A-10°s 10 stations and GAU-8 Avenger. Although it
is certainly a suitable replacement for the F-16C, at almost three times the
cost of the A-10 and with less weapons capability, the F-35 is no bargain.?
Upgrading the A-10, however, is a bargain.

What We Need

The Air Force must outlay funding for CAS and CSAR commensurate
with its spending on air dominance and SEAD. Any aircraft that meets the
requirements of an excellent CAS or CSAR platform can fulfill the heavy-
interdiction mission of the arsenal aircraft. The A-10 appears suitable for
these tasks today. However, at the rate high-technology weapons are
proliferating and at the rate the venerable Hog is deteriorating, attrition
will become unacceptable in the near future, leaving no aircraft in the Air
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Force inventory designed for CAS—one of our most important missions.
This failure, which represents a break in faith with our ground forces,
must be remedied. To make the A-10 minimally acceptable for combat
operations in the near to mid future, the Air Force must take action.

Continue to Fund Suite 3

This improvement includes a pod that will enable target identification and
effective weapon employment at standoff altitudes and ranges. Furthermore,
it will allow the A-10 to communicate effectively in the positive-control
CAS environment and will permit the use of IAMs for flexibility in striking
both tactical and strategic targets.

Upgrade the A-10’s Engines

Without such an upgrade, the excessive time to climb to safe altitudes will
continue to plague the A-10. The increase in payload resulting from the
variety of weapons allowed by Suite 3, coupled with current engine
deterioration and the increasing use of the aircraft in hot-weather
environments, makes the current power plant unsatisfactory. More powerful
engines will allow more efficient and quicker deployments, higher standoff
altitudes, greater payloads, acceptable hot-weather operations, and—most
importantly—increased survivability. To cite one example, General Electric’s
proposed TF34-GE-100B engine for the A-10 would provide 15 percent
more sea-level thrust and about 30 percent more thrust at altitude with
improved thrust-specific fuel consumption. Cost for the fleet of about 370
A-10s with flight-testing would come to about $1 billion—the equivalent of
12 F-22s or 33 F-35s.

Add a Missile Warning System

Short-range IR missiles such as MANPADS, SA-9s, and -13s have extremely
short fly-out times, are difficult to pick up visually, trigger no radar-warning
receivers, and are lethal. As mentioned previously, A-10s have a history of
trouble with IR SAMs. A missile warning system can detect the plume of an
inbound missile and trigger the aircraft to begin dispensing flares while
telling the pilot to maneuver. Such a system would greatly enhance A-10
survivability. The Hog’s susceptibility to tail shots by IR missiles and its
small IR signature from the front calls for a system that would cover only
the six-o’clock area of the aircraft—perhaps a 60-90 degree cone around
the longitudinal axis. Such a limited system would be relatively cheap and
greatly increase the A-10’s chances in the next war.

Add a Towed Decoy

A towed decoy trails the aircraft and is designed to attract radar-guided
weapons, thus affording some measure of protection. Such systems are
widely fielded—but not on the A-10. The Hog’s dual-rail adapter, which
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carries two AIM-9 air-to-air missiles, could accommodate such a system,
allowing use of the AIM-9s at the same time that the towed decoys are
either stored in a housing in the adapter or deployed and working. This
configuration would have the double advantage of retaining the weapon
station and increasing survivability.

Develop a New API Round and HEI Heavy Combat Mix

The extremely useful GAU-8 30 mm cannon is flexible enough to defeat a
main battle tank and strafe enemy troops. The Hog driver can make more
than 10 lethal passes to expend the weapon’s 1,150 rounds. Currently,
A-10s carry either combat mixes (one HEI round to five API rounds) or
loads of all-HEI rounds. But political and environmental issues associated
with depleted-uranium APl may not allow employment of this round in all
arenas, perhaps limiting A-10s to all-HEI loads.

We need to acquire new APl rounds. Less penetration is an acceptable
consequence of being allowed to use the weapon in all theaters. On the
one hand, in a theater where main battle tanks are expected in large
numbers, A-10s could use depleted-uranium API rounds. On the other
hand, targets such as trucks, troops, APCs, and the occasional tank call for
a more useful general-purpose load of two HEI rounds to one
environmentally friendly API round, giving Hog drivers great flexibility. If
the target is soft, they can shoot from 5 NM slant range and 18,000 feet
above the ground into as close as they like, use the HEI pipper, and expect
excellent results. If the target is a truck, they can do the same and expect
good incendiary effects and penetration. An APC or a tank, however,
would require a Maverick, laser-guided bomb, or a closer-range shot. In
situations encountered in Afghanistan, where targets often consisted of
small groups of men, this surgical tool would shine. The HEI heavy load
would be especially effective against troops, laying down a grouping of
hand-grenade-like munitions. With a five-mil radian dispersion, a 2 NM
shot would produce a 30-foot-radius impact area (assuming a vertical
projection). Skilled pipper placement and the localized effects of the HEI
would allow the strafing of targets to within perhaps 150 feet of a parallel
line of “hunkered down” friendly troops. The gun would provide an
excellent range of destructive ability against a variety of targets with an
improved HEI heavy load.

Acquire a Helmet-Mounted Display for Air-to-Ground Operations

A helmet-mounted display (HMD), which projects information onto the
pilot’s helmet visor, would allow the pilot to look at a visually acquired
target, overlay a designation point displayed on the HMD, command the
system to derive approximate coordinates and elevation via HOTAS, and
slave the IR/CCD laser designator to the target—all in a matter of
seconds. Immediate attack with precision weapons could follow, or, if the
Hog is acting as a FAC, the pilot could catalog the point for a later CAS
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strike. Moderate testing of the Viper IV helmet and associated helmet-
tracking system confirms their usability in such a role.?? An HMD would
allow for quick and efficient collection of target data and subsequent
target destruction.

Conclusion

With these improvements, the A-10 would become a viable CAS, CSAR,
and heavy-interdiction arsenal aircraft until the end of its predicted service
life in 2028 or until it is replaced by what the Air Force really needs—the
next-generation attack aircraft. In the meantime, improvements to the
Hog would dramatically increase the Air Force’s firepower at relatively low
cost and with little financial risk. The arsenal aircraft would become both a
force multiplier and a dollar multiplier, producing significantly more
“bang for the buck” than the F-35 in this role. For these reasons, the Air
Force should expend resources for CAS, CSAR, and heavy-interdiction
arsenal aircraft commensurate with those for its other programs. o

Eglin AFB, Florida
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Regensburg/Schweinfurt

The Last Unescorted Raids of World War 1l in Europe

The strategic bombing mis-
sions conducted in August
and October 1943 against
Regensburg and Schwein-
furt, Germany, were the
greatest American air bat-
tles of World War Il by any
measure—including num-
bers of aircraft lost. The
combined loss of 120
bombers and their crews to
German antiaircraft and
fighter action, coupled with 60 additional aircraft out of
commission from battle damage, threatened Eighth
Bomber Command’s operational coherency and forced
the command to stand down temporarily. This tactical
failure presented a serious challenge to the Army Air
Forces’ (AAF) reliance on strategic bombing theory and
its primary emphasis on gaining air superiority. The raids
yielded little effect on German aircraft and armaments
production, ultimately leading AAF leaders to modify
their approach from precision daylight bombing to area
attacks against German cities and industrial areas.

Through the remainder of 1943, following the disas-
trous raids, Gen Henry H. “Hap” Arnold, AAF chief, made
wholesale changes in command, leadership, and tactics.
Gen Carl Spaatz, Gen Jimmy Doolittle, and Gen William
Kepner came to England to provide fresh insight on
bombing and gaining air superiority. They pushed hard to
develop effective fighter-escort tactics that foreshadowed
success in 1944. By the spring, the P-51, equipped with
drop tanks and expanded internal fuel cells, arrived to re-
vitalize the strategic bombing campaign.

In 1944 the bombers began to penetrate German de-
fenses with acceptable losses. The new air-to-air warfare
favored American fighter tactics. The destruction of Ger-
man industry and transportation continued apace, and the
Luftwaffe, subjected to attack with new ferocity, saw its
elite fighter-pilot force destroyed in a vicious attrition
campaign that it could not win. Despite the tactical suc-
cesses enjoyed by American crews, insufficient evidence
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prevented any meaningful measurement of bombing
effectiveness. Germany’s dispersal and concealment of
much of its industry further complicated the targeting
and assessment problem for American airmen. Conse-
quently, bomber crews found themselves striking targets
multiple times to ensure that the Germans did not re-
constitute their industrial capabilities.

Although they were a tactical failure, the raids on
Regensburg and Schweinfurt represented a key turning
point in both the war and the history of American mili-
tary aviation. Airpower leaders pressed to the limit their
doctrine of conducting high-altitude precision bombing
during daytime without escort but found it wanting in the
face of sophisticated and determined enemy opposition.
Thousands of airmen lost their lives pressing home the
attack against densely defended target complexes. Air
leaders realized they needed to alter their assumptions
about aerial combat—and they did so. The twin disasters
of Regensburg and Schweinfurt thus represented a painful
but necessary step in the maturation of American airpower
theory, doctrine, and operational effectiveness.
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Editor’s Note: PIREP is aviation shorthand for pilot report. It's a means for one pilot to pass
on current, potentially useful information to other pilots. In the same fashion, we intend to use
this department to let readers know about air and space power items of interest.

Transformation from the War Fighter’s

Perspective

CoL KurT “Two-Lips” DITTMER, USAF*

OR PEOPLE WHO place themselves

in harm’s way, it is easy to recognize a

“transformational” capability. If you

are going to fly a combat sortie into
Country X, you analyze everything this adver-
sary can throw at you and assess whether you
can/will survive. If he has a lethal capability,
like an SA-20, you have to ask, “What system
(capability) do I need in order to survive and
be combat effective?” If the answers aren’t sat-
isfactory from a system perspective for either
survival or combat effectiveness, you can then
assess your concept of operations to see if
there is any way you can increase your odds or
effectiveness. If it still looks bad, you start
checking for a sinus block or a maintenance
nondelivery, or begin the process of groveling
to the commander to cancel the mission be-
cause failure is imminent!

Fortunately, in our recent history, we've
not had to grovel to our leaders to beg out of
combat sorties, and US systems have proven
combat effective. So let’s change perspectives
and evaluate the United States from an adver-
sary’s viewpoint. Our adversaries have had to
make some difficult choices over the last cen-
tury when they assessed whether to attack the
United States or invade their neighbor (a US

ally) and risk US retaliation. So what ques-
tions might they ask?

“What capability/system do | need to face
the US armed forces and its [fill in the weapon
system]?” In the last century, Soviet leaders con-
stantly asked that question of themselves. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
probably never matched the overall combat
power of the Soviet Union’s forces available for
a war in Central Europe. Yet NATO did field
conventional capabilities to deny the Soviets
the potential for an easy victory in a conven-
tional battle. Innovative weapons and concepts,
such as precision-guided munitions, antitank
guided missiles, superior frontline fighters, and
stealth weighed heavily in the Soviets’ assess-
ments for success of either their systems or
their operational concepts.

Concerning the risks they could encounter,
our current adversaries might ask themselves,
“What capability/system do | need to face the
US armed forces and their F-15s or F-16s?”
Adversaries are beginning to find viable an-
swers to this question and are starting to field
aircraft that are better than ours. Those with-
out the resources to train pilots to beat US pi-
lots can invest in Integrated Air Defense Sys-
tems with double-digit surface-to-air missiles

*Colonel Dittmer is chief of Combat Forces Capability Requirements, Headquarters USAF, Pentagon, Washington, D.C.
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A USAF F-16 fires an AIM-120 in the photo above. The ~ (SAM) that effectively counter current US air-
photo below is a closeup of an AIM-120 advanced  craft. However, neutralizing US F-15, F-16, and
medium-range air-to-air missile (AMRAAM). F/A-18 fighter aircraft does not guarantee air
dominance because the United States may be
able to field either transformational defensive
systems that neutralize adversary SAMs for sur-
vivability or transformational weapons that
allow standoff precision engagement of critical
target sets. Another strategy adversaries might
choose involves reestablishing dominance over
potential foes. Here too, superior training or
concepts of operations can continue to give US
pilots the edge. If the United States does not
continue to retain the technological lead and
field new capabilities, at some point in time, we
may see adversaries who determine that they
can challenge us in a conventional war and will
make engagement decisions based on that as-
sessment.

So what do we do? We can field a standoff
weapon for the fleet like the Joint Air to Sur-
face Standoff Missile (JASSM) or JASSM-ER (ex-
tended range), thus forcing our adversaries to go
back into their decision cycle because these
weapons may be transformational. If they can’t
afford the investment necessary to shoot down
a JASSM or the launching aircraft or if no technological solution enables this engagement, then
they must assess the risk that JASSM presents. “Can it penetrate my hard and deeply buried targets
that | hold dear?” “Has the United States bought enough of them?” If the answers to these ques-
tions come up in favor of the United States, then they may think twice about invading their
neighbor and facing the full brunt of US combat capability.

Let’s try this new analysis on a new and somewhat controversial system—the F/A-22. | re-
cently spent quite a bit of time helping put together a study on this aircraft directed by Defense
Planning Guidance, so | can reasonably assess its capabilities. If | represented Country X and were
contemplating going to war against F/A-22s, this would be my take: “What capability/system do
I need to face the US armed forces and their F/A-22s?” | would turn to my air force commander
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A USAF F-22 fires an AIM-9.

and get the “Air Staff salute” because no aircraft produced in any country, now or for the fore-
seeable future, can match the aerodynamic performance of that airplane. Furthermore, the fact
that it has integrated avionics, an Active Electronically Scanned Array radar, and eight air-to-air
missiles means that your pilots will face the most lethal weapon system ever built. Therefore, an
adversary who wants to counter the F/A-22 in the air will have to make significant investments
requiring research and development and lots of time (unless another hot spot in the world is
occupying our entire F/A-22 fleet because we didn’t buy enough of them).

I would ask my ground force, air defense commander to assess what capability he or she has
that measures up to the capabilities the F/A-22 will bring to the fight, and again I’ll get the Air
Staff salute. The commander can’t answer the question because no one knows what the first en-
gagement will even look like.

Instead of equipment, | decide | have to invade my neighbor now or never and ask my com-
manders to look at tactics, training, and procedures to counter the F/A-22’s capabilities. | tell them
to start a training program to prepare for imminent combat, which would look something like
this: “Today you SAM operators will need to practice against a weapon system that has the radar
cross section of a golf ball. 1t will be flying above 40,000 feet at Mach 1.5. Okay, got that picture?
Good! Now, these F/A-22s will be throwing Joint Direct Attack Munitions or small-diameter bombs
at you outside your shot range! Now, in order to practice this profile, | would provide you some-
thing that can fly this profile, but we don’t have anything even remotely close, so . . . any questions?”

/

A JASSM launches from an F-16.
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Similarly, for the pilots: “Today, your adversary will be a two-ship formation of Raptors. To
simulate what you will be seeing, | want you to take your four-ship out and place your radars on
10-mile scope, turn your radar-warning receivers off, and plan to start your defensive maneuvers
outside your maximum weapons envelope. Plan on ‘kill removal’ eliminating a couple of members
of your flight prior to the merge. For those who do merge, you will be facing AIM-9X and AIM-120
missiles from the most maneuverable fighter ever built. If you elect to run, a valid separation
must exceed Mach 2.0. Any questions?”

“Sir, 1 think my sinuses. . . .”

Do | think the Raptor is transformational? Yes. Do | think an adversary will need to think
twice about invading his neighbor? You bet. In fact, what systems would Country X need to develop
in order to counter this transformational weapon system, and how much would this cost? Can
any adversary afford to bankrupt his country to facilitate an invasion of his neighbor? Or does
he wait? Hmmm.

With such a compelling case for a transformational capability on a weapon system, | am
amazed that we have to fight for the Raptor’s very existence. Unfortunately, when I've been
asked about the aircraft’s transformational capabilities, it is usually to compare them with an
equally transformational F-35! Why? Because the office with the aviation expertise analyzes aviation
while the office that looks at directed energy or land forces looks at directed energy or land
forces—it’s what they know best, and it’s what their analysis tools are optimized for.

Can someone in the Defense Department assess weapon systems from the adversary’s per-
spective? It’s probably not fair for the services to take on that task, so we can only write papers
or editorials and rhetorically ask the question. However, since we taxpayers want to get the best
investment for our hard-earned tax dollars, | have to ask the hard questions. How is something
like the unmanned combat air vehicle (UCAV) considered transformational because it doesn’t
have a human in it? From the adversary’s perspective, | will ask, “What capability/system do |
need to face the US armed forces and their UCAVs?” It may very well be transformational because
the United States is willing to fly UCAVs aggressively into harm’s way because no US pilots will
be at risk. Or, if | can figure out the control-mechanism frequency and can force the entire fleet
to crash without firing a shot, then maybe it isn’t transformational. The adversary will assess the
UCAV’s range, payload, and survivability to determine whether his centers of gravity are placed
at risk by this “transformational” weapon system, and he will determine whether or not the
UCAV is transformational.

All that being said, which transformational system is going to change the way an enemy will
fight his next war or perhaps deter him from ever crossing the border in anger? Space-based
missile defense? The Airborne Laser? The Crusader? The CV-22? The answer is an important
one. | just hope someone is asking the question. A RAND analyst captured one of my greatest
concerns when he said, “Cost matters, of course, but too often the most ‘cost-effective’ system is
the one that will allow our forces to lose the war at least cost.”* We have limited resources and
must use them wisely to ensure that every dollar spent brings the greatest return. A gun that
shoots an extra two miles may be transformational when compared with other shorter-range
guns, but will that extra two miles change the investment and engagement decisions of our po-
tential adversaries? If we can get our arms around that analysis, then perhaps we will be on the
path towards getting the best bang for the buck. A truly transformational weapon system for our
war fighters would be one that instills so much fear in our enemies that we can win the next war
without ever firing a shot. If we use that logic, perhaps the F/A-22 is truly transformational. o

Note

1. David Ochmanek, “The Debate over Transformation: Toward a More Productive Discourse,” draft, n.d., 4.
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US National Security
Strategy and the Imperative
of “Geopresence”

GEN GREGORY S. MARTIN, USAF

HE LAST TWO years have brought
a number of unforeseen develop-
ments to the world stage, and with
them have come major challenges for
American foreign policy—even aside from the
terrorist attacks in New York and Washington,
D.C., on 11 September 2001. In Europe alone,
the scope of political and military changes tak-

ing place may be the largest since World War
Il. For example, in 2002 alone we have wit-
nessed substantial government shifts in both
Western and Central Europe, unparalleled
expansion and integration by the European
Union, unprecedented enlargement and re-
structuring of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO), and new patterns of inter-
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national cooperation and relationships result-
ing from the US-led global war on terrorism
(GWOT).

These historic events, transitions, and cir-
cumstances obviously have contributed to the
way we now think about national defense and
foreign policy, and their impact is clearly
present in President George W. Bush’s new
National Security Strategy of the United States of
America (NSS), unveiled last September.! The
past 18 months in particular have served to
solidify the new defense perspectives and
themes evident in this new strategy. If nothing
else, we now recognize that the world is in-
herently a much more dangerous place than
we had imagined after the Cold War, and with
that realization the Bush administration’s na-
tional security and defense strategy is signifi-
cantly different than the interim strategies we
pursued for more than a decade.

At the heart of this strategy is the new
awareness described so well by President
Bush: “The gravest danger to freedom [now]
lies at the crossroads of radicalism and tech-
nology.”? This crossroads highlights the new
challenges before us in a much less certain
world, where we face both state and nonstate
adversaries and where our military operations
increasingly cross multiple theaters and uni-
fied commands, occurring both in and out of
alliance areas. If nothing else, the attacks of
11 September awakened us to the fact that no
longer are our country and global interests
threatened only by nation-states with orga-
nized militaries and the advanced technologies
of war. Now there exists a much more fleeting
and dangerous set of international actors bent
on radical change, who may possess the means
to effect that change. This new enemy is a
supranational entity—one without borders,
postured in a network of execution nodes that
hide in a global array of shadows, and able to
conduct operations on a global scale.

This new understanding, in turn, has
helped create a defense posture that clearly
has moved from the traditional threat-hased
model that guided strategic planning for over
half a century to a new capabilities-based model
that concentrates on identifying and arrang-

ing the required means to meet the new se-
curity challenges. During the Cold War years,
we developed a very refined process by which
we analyzed the enemy’s force structure; his
operational, strategic, and geographic lay-
downs; and his operation of forces and weapon
systems in a tactical environment. We then
built, positioned, equipped, and trained our
forces to fight that known enemy forward with
both operational and strategic reserves based
in the United States. This threat-based ap-
proach served us well in our preparations to
conduct war-fighting operations against the
Soviet Union and other similarly equipped
forces (e.g., Iraq during Operation Desert
Storm), but it did not prepare us as well for
conducting operations in so-called low-
intensity conflicts (e.g., Lebanon and Somalia).

As we departed the Cold War era and en-
tered what seemed to be a period of “sim-
mering peace,” we increased our attention on
being able to conduct military operations
other than war. In many cases, this required
developing special capabilities that we had
previously assumed were lesser abilities resid-
ing within our threat-based force structure.
More so than ever before, our military today
must be able to conduct operations across the
full spectrum—from nuclear deterrence and
high-end conventional warfare to lower-end,
yet potentially volatile, peacekeeping, hu-
manitarian, and noncombatant-evacuation
operations—and it must have the capability
to execute those operations rapidly, anywhere
in the world.

The challenge we face in building a
capabilities-based force structure lies in de-
ciding how much of any given capability the
United States requires and how best to position
it to provide appropriate global response. Al-
though this article does not presume to design
the size of the capabilities-based force struc-
ture, the methodology for doing so would be
based on the following considerations: (1) the
interests of the United States and its allies and
friends that would justify the use of military
forces; (2) the types of threats and areas of
the world that would most likely require the
use of military forces; (3) the contributions of
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allies and friends for use in concert with the
application of US military forces; and (4) the
number of simultaneous contingencies in
which US forces would likely be employed.
On the other hand, this article does discuss
the imperatives for carefully designing and
executing an appropriate strategy of overseas
presence in order to provide our nation’s
leadership, as well as that of our allies and
friends, with the most effective military options
during any crisis response.

Our experiences in Operation Enduring
Freedom and other ongoing missions in the
GWOT clearly illustrate the importance of de-
veloping strong geostrategic relationships with
all of those national and international players
with whom we must interact in pursuit of our
foreign policy and defense goals. Most impor-
tantly, the lessons of these recent experiences
also have greatly contributed to our current
strategic thinking. During these operations, it
became very evident that those fundamental
geopolitical relationships that we needed to
conduct combat operations, training, and
contingencies in various regions of the world
were made possible by past and ongoing US
forward military presence or relationships in
Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. During
the fall of 2001 in particular, we quickly under-
stood how this presence translated into those
necessary political and diplomatic capabilities
that enabled American armed forces and
their coalition partners to operate over many
countries and areas for which they had not
planned—and on a geographic scale and
scope larger than anything seen since 1945.

In other words, it is clearer now than ever
before that we must foster and maintain suffi-
cient overseas presence and international re-
lationships in order to conduct future training
as well as contingency or combat operations.
In essence, this is “geopresence”—a multifaceted
presence that allows the US military to operate
in any region of the world, promoted by con-
scious diplomatic, economic, military, and po-
litical involvement in the necessary regions and
with the necessary countries. More specifically,
geopresence helps us access various regions of
importance, engender cooperation, achieve

effective interoperability, and ultimately influ-
ence the outcomes of events wherever it seems
appropriate and beneficial.

Consequently, the new NSS supports this
view of the importance of geopresence
throughout. Its call for strengthening alliances
and enhancing cooperation, preventing ene-
mies from using weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) to threaten friends and allies, and
transforming the military in order to define
the battle space on our own terms underscores
the importance of geopresence in support of
our new defense policies. In the words of the
NSS, “the presence of American forces overseas
is one of the most profound symbols of the
U.S. commitment to allies and friends. . . .
The United States will require bases and sta-
tions . . . as well as temporary access arrange-
ments for the long-distance deployment of
U.S. Forces.”

In short, our recent experiences in this new,
dynamic environment emphasize the need not
only to develop new force and technological
capabilities, but also to conduct a sophisti-
cated, proactive approach to prepare the
geopolitical and diplomatic battle space. The
president’s new NSS codifies this perspective.

A New Strategy for a
Changed World

Although the NSS has important diplo-
matic, economic, legal, and philosophical as-
pects, | would like to concentrate on the major
themes that apply directly to the US military
in underpinning the new strategy.* The US
military must execute the president’s NSS by
focusing its efforts on five major strategic
goals delineated in that strategy. They are not
mutually exclusive since significant areas of
overlap exist.

1. Defend the United States, the American
people, and our interests at home and
abroad by identifying and destroying
the threat before it reaches our borders.

2. Prevent enemies from threatening
friends and allies with WMDs.
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3. Transform the instruments of national
defense to allow us to define the battle
space on our own terms.

4. Strengthen alliances and work with other
nations to defeat global terrorists and
defuse regional conflicts.

5. Enhance agendas for cooperative action
with other great powers.

Defend the United States, the American People, and
Our Interests at Home and Abroad by Identifying and
Destroying the Threat Before It Reaches Our Borders

The first and most important mission of the
US military is to provide the president with
the capabilities he needs to defend the United
States, its people, and its interests around the
world. The concept of “identifying and de-
stroying the threat before it reaches our bor-
ders” is very important. It requires that we
have the ability to understand the nature of
the external threats we face—their locations,
capabilities, methods, and intentions—and
that we have the means to deal with them be-
fore they cause harm to our nation, people, or
interests abroad. In order to meet these expec-
tations, we must have the appropriate intelli-
gence and military forces, as well as established
and appropriate geostrategic relationships with
other nations in the form of either a bilateral,
multinational coalition or alliance agree-
ments to provide for cooperative effort in the
application of the right instrument of power
at the right time.

Prevent Enemies from Threatening Friends and Allies
with WMDs

From the start, the new NSS outlines the pre-
dominant enemies we face in the post-11
September world—especially the dangers of
their acquiring WMDs. In that regard, the
president makes it very clear that, in addition
to traditional threats from organized states or
armies with which we have always had to con-
tend, America now faces a whole spectrum of
new threats—most of which are tied to ter-
rorism in some way, shape, or form: “The
enemy is terrorism—premeditated, politically

motivated violence perpetrated against inno-
cents. . . . We make no distinction between
terrorists and those who knowingly harbor or
provide aid to them.” Therefore, these new
enemies include both terrorists and the various
states and nonstate organizations that support
them. They represent entities with global reach
that may not conform to the same “views of
rationality” or respect for recognized interna-
tional rules or norms of behavior that most
democratic societies share.

Importantly, the NSS also makes it clear
that we in the United States currently believe
that this international situation is one in
which we are in fact waging a war against
those who threaten our very values and way of
life. What is more, to defend ourselves suc-
cessfully, we will act against imminent danger
of attack, and—above all—we will do so to
prevent the use of vastly destructive weapons
by those who have no qualms about directing
them against us or our friends and allies.

The president’s strategy outlines a variety
of responses and capabilities to meet this
challenge. These include focusing more on
innovation and improvement in the areas of
foreign diplomacy, technology, military forces,
and intelligence gathering. Perhaps most im-
portantly, it also calls for a drastic change in
how we view the traditional concept of deter-
rence with which we have lived for over 50
years. No longer will we predominantly rely
on deterring state actors from undertaking
dangerous and irrational military actions, but
now we will focus more on actively defending
against all dangers and attacks that, for the
most part, we expect to occur. Deterrence re-
mains a part of our strategy, but instead of
simply concentrating on deterring particular
threats with the overwhelming power of
weapons, we must also prepare to defend
ourselves against any danger from a much
broader array of actors for whom the concept
of deterrence may hold no meaning. This
new focus on defense also dictates that we
maintain the capability to project forces of all
kinds anywhere in the world.
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Transform the Instruments of National Defense to
Allow Us to Define the Battle Space on Our Own Terms

Another major theme of our new strategic vi-
sion builds on the need to move from ad-
dressing the traditional threats of the last few
decades to putting in place the things we
need to meet both traditional and nontradi-
tional enemies in a changed world. This calls
for a transformation of US national security
institutions to (1) assure our allies and friends;
(2) dissuade future military competition and
adversaries; (3) deter threats against the United
States, together with its interests or allies and
friends; and (4) decisively defeat any adversary
if deterrence fails.? For the military in particu-
lar, this transformation encompasses the new
capabilities-based aspects of the strategy and
recognizes the need for new developments in
intelligence, standoff and precision weapons,
a reorganized focus on homeland defense, in-
formation operations, protection of space as-
sets, and—most relevant to this article—the
ability to “ensure access to distant theaters.””
This means developing new concepts of basing,
forward presence, and overseas access that
enable any level of long-distance deployment
of US and coalition forces.

Simply put, transformation encompasses
new technologies, organizations, and infra-
structures that will enable us to define the
battle space on our own terms, anywhere in
the world.2 We must concentrate on bringing
the capabilities together to do that—just as
the terrorists seem to have done not only on
11 September, but also on many occasions
over the last 20 years, when they clearly de-
fined the battle space on their terms.

Strengthen Alliances and Work with Other Nations to
Defeat Global Terrorists and Defuse Regional Conflicts

In order to defend effectively against new in-
ternational threats to our security, we need in-
ternational cooperation. Our new strategy,
therefore, outlines building new avenues of
interdependence and interaction with regional
friends and powers—both states and nonstate
organizations—in order to fight terrorism.
At the same time, we must revamp, expand,
or create more effective international struc-

tures and organizations to deal adequately with
the new circumstances we face. Whether law-
enforcement organizations, financial institu-
tions, or military structures, the United States
will enlist international support and build the
necessary relationships to effectively prevent
acts of terrorism, visibly remove support for
terrorism, and delegitimize its acceptance in
any form. The new strategy clearly defines in-
ternational cooperation as one of the most ef-
fective tools in doing so.

Enhance Agendas for Cooperative Action with Other
Great Powers

Similarly, as we build international coopera-
tion, we also must concentrate on organizing
and/or strengthening broad coalitions of
those states most capable of helping us in the
defense of our country, friends, and allies.
Obviously, this suggests enhancing many as-
pects of our most important alliance—NATO.
Expanding its membership, increasing mili-
tary contributions from all members, creating
more effective planning and command struc-
tures, improving technological capabilities,
and increasing interoperability among all its
militaries will, in the words of the NSS, “sus-
tain a common perspective on the threats to
our societies and improve our ability to take
common action in defense of our nations and
their interests.”® We have moved a long way
along this line with the latest NATO summit
in Prague, Czech Republic, in November 2002,
during which the alliance offered new mem-
berships to seven nations and agreed to revamp
its command structures to the greatest extent
in perhaps 40 years.

Our new strategy also calls for reenergizing
our other existing alliances, especially in Asia,
as we build our growing relationships with
Russia, India, and China. All of these views of
increasing cooperative action with other pow-
erful nations obviously include bolstering our
capabilities to maintain a viable overseas
diplomatic and military presence. After all,
relationships with key international states are
the foundations upon which we build access
to all regions for military cooperation, train-
ing, and current and future operations.
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Clearly, the last two major themes are in-
terrelated and together highlight the impor-
tance of international cooperation and en-
gagement in general—from regional, global,
and great-power perspectives. This means
strengthening alliances, building international
coalitions and cooperation, working with other
global powers, and taking advantage of existing
international structures and institutions. In-
deed, this common perspective about the im-
portance of international-security cooperation
on a global scale threads its way throughout
the NSS and clearly prescribes that the United
States must maintain and intensify all aspects
of its foreign relationships in order to meet
whatever dangers and situations that may arise
anywhere on the globe. The military plays a
substantial role in this effort, whether in peace-
time or war, and its presence overseas ensures
success in strengthening those relationships.

Foundations of the
New Security Paradigm: From
Containment to Embracement

To understand our new defense vision, we
can view it in terms of how it compares to
what came before; clearly, it differs from our
former strategies. Primarily, our NSS during
the Cold War was based on containing the ex-
pansion of Soviet and Chinese communism.
Our primary strategic goals entailed stopping
the spread of communism through a network
of alliances and the forward basing of a sig-
nificant number of our forces to deter any ag-
gressions by our adversaries, all underpinned
by the potential use of nuclear weapons. When
necessary, however, we did use conventional
military force, as in Korea and Vietnam, in an
effort to contain communist expansion with-
out upsetting the critical balance of nuclear
deterrence, which remained the cornerstone
for all our policies in pursuing overall con-
tainment of the communist threat.

Deterrence was based not only upon nu-
clear capability and huge, modern arsenals,
but also upon the determination by American
leaders to remain overseas politically and mili-

tarily. We resolved to draw the line against
these looming threats, and a large, permanent
forward deployment was the most logical
means to deter military action and contain
communist influence. Although we periodi-
cally tailored our forces and doctrine over the
five decades of the Cold War, we always did so
in response to the perceived nature of the
threat from communist states and their surro-
gates, basing our actions on deterring rational
state actors from crossing the thresholds of war.
This truly was a strategy based upon a “stability
of fear” understood by both sides in the con-
flict. Therefore, deterrence was the primary
concept around which we pursued contain-
ment up through the 1990s, and vestiges of this
strategy remained even until 11 September.
The end of the Cold War did not automati-
cally bring changes to our view of how best to
protect America’s homeland, friends and allies,
and interests abroad. US foreign policy quickly
moved in new directions, especially in its re-
lations with old allies and former adversaries
and as a result of world events. We fought the
Gulf War in 1990-91 and have remained in-
volved in the region. Also, in 1991 Germany
officially reunified as a single nation-state.
The Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty
became final in 1992, negotiated between two
alliances—NATO and the Warsaw Pact—but
implemented multilaterally among numerous
nations on the Continent. Yugoslavia quickly
disintegrated throughout the early 1990s, ul-
timately requiring US and NATO intervention
for peacekeeping in 1995—and since then.
However, perhaps one of the most impor-
tant developments in response to the global
events of the first half of the 1990s occurred
in 1994, when NATO created the Partnership
for Peace (PfP) program, which included 27
participants, many of whom represented states
and republics formerly controlled by the Soviet
Union. This event was important because it
refocused NATO, both to take on a more sta-
bilizing role for all of Europe and to redefine
itself as a more political institution in its quest
for a new raison d’étre. The United States led
this effort. As I discuss later, PfP also played
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an unforeseen but vital role in our operations
in Enduring Freedom.

All of these developments right after the
Cold War illustrate that international events
and exigencies forced the United States to re-
examine the world in which it found itself, as
well as its changing roles in it—an experience
very similar to the one we had just after World
War Il. Anybody even remotely interested in
foreign policy soon recognized the apparent
mismatch between the old threat-based de-
fense policies and the new, rapid changes
going on in the world. In that context, nu-
merous scholars, policy makers, journalists,
and others struggled with the debate over
what the US defense policy after the Cold War
should be, and what forces we really needed.

Consequently, by the mid-1990s in the
United States, several panels, committees, and
studies had dedicated themselves to framing
a new US strategic concept. A very evident
leap forward on a new strategy began with the
Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
of 1997%° and its subsequent appraisal by the
National Defense Panel (NDP), chaired by
Phil Odeen.!* Both of these efforts intro-
duced important concepts into post-Cold
War strategy by trying to address the new re-
ality of more numerous contingencies in the
face of force reductions, along with the
tremendous ongoing revolution in military
affairs. Both studies recognized the need for
a “strategic concept for shaping the geo-
strategic environment, responding to the full
spectrum of conflict, and preparing for fu-
ture challenges.”*? Everyone also agreed that
we now faced the prospect of more asymmet-
ric warfare, which would result in increasing
numbers of smaller-scale contingencies.

The NDP in particular introduced several
themes echoed by the new Bush strategy, but
especially the importance of maintaining and
increasing “access to and use of forward bas-
ing facilities,”*® as well as initiating greater
coalition capability and interoperability. At
the same time, several scholars outside of gov-
ernment also reached similar conclusions,
recognizing that national security challenges
were now very different and encompassed a

whole spectrum of potential regional situa-
tions and dangers not necessarily tied to pre-
dictable, monolithic threats (as had been the
case during the Cold War). For example, ac-
cording to Richard Kugler,

the great drama of the 20th century was democ-
racy’s struggle against totalitarianism; the defin-
ing issue of the 21st century will be whether the
democratic community can control chaotic
strategic affairs in the vast, troubled regions
outside its borders. . . . It will face the challenge
of fostering greater strategic stability at key
places outside them, not only to protect its own
interests and values but also to help progress
take hold there. This challenge . . . will espe-
cially fall on the United States.*

Clearly, the Bush administration’s current
strategy builds upon these earlier efforts, em-
bracing many of their concepts and recom-
mendations; it is bolstered by some of the
contemporary academic studies as well. The
effort continued over the first few months of
the new presidency as Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld directed at least 19 panels,
commissions, and studies to further the strate-
gic thought initiated by the NDP specifically.!®

The major outcome of all of these studies
was the new capabilities-based strategy out-
lined in the new QDR, released in the fall of
2001 and then further refined in the NSS of
2002. Both documents also call for the readi-
ness to operate anywhere in the world at any
time. Again, overseas presence and coalition
capabilities are fundamental. But as | men-
tioned earlier, the method by which we deter-
mine the size of the forces and the way we po-
sition them globally to be able to identify and
destroy the threat before it reaches our bor-
ders call for a different approach than the
Cold War strategy of containment under-
girded by a threat-based analysis of what it
would take to deter a rational adversary.

Interestingly, terrorist organizations and
those states that support them have unwit-
tingly provided allies and former adversaries
of the Cold War the motivation to bury the
hatchet and embrace one another in a com-
mon effort to destroy the growing, global net-
work of terrorist nodes. The opportunity to
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pursue a policy of embracement, coupled with
a responsible analysis of the capabilities re-
quired to ferret out terrorist nodes and their
state sponsors and to act preemptively on be-
half of free peoples, is a new and important
vector for the United States and its friends. It
is high time that we pursue this new opportu-
nity, given the potentially devastating conse-
quences facing the free world as these terror-
ist elements gain the potential to use WMDs.

So, in contrast to the Cold War policy of
building our forces on threat-based models de-
signed to deter our adversaries for the purpose
of containing their growth, we need to move
to a strategy based on embracing freedom-
seeking nations that will build a cooperative
network of capabilities designed to preempt
the gravest danger facing our world—"the
crossroads of radicalism and technology.” In-
deed, this new vector provides an overarching
template for enabling the five major strategic
goals discussed earlier.

Understanding Geopresence

Since the Cold War, the military has been
used more than ever as a tool for global sta-
bility and a defense against the new enemies
we face in the twenty-first century. Clearly, the
presence of US forces overseas, along with in-
ternational cooperation, is fundamental to
the ability of the United States to carry out its
strategy. During the decade of the 1990s alone,
the men and women assigned to United States
Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) witnessed a
sevenfold increase in their employment task-
ings to support US objectives in contingencies
and combat operations throughout Europe,
Africa, Central Asia, and the Middle East.'
Further, one should note that in most of its
responses to emerging crises or natural disas-
ters, the United States participated with other
nations in a coalition. This points out that, as
US strategy has evolved over the last decade,
so has the realization that continued regional
presence and engagement are crucial to our
ability to gain necessary access and garner
coalition support to conduct operations. Cer-
tainly, our foreign military presence and on-

going military relationships were absolutely
vital to our quick successes in the aftermath
of the World Trade Center attacks during En-
during Freedom.

One must also understand that, when the
United States projects and sustains forces on
a global basis, its airpower will require access
to air bases or international airports spaced
about every 2,500-3,500 miles. These bases
allow our airlift aircraft to land, refuel,
change crews, and relaunch—or allow our
air-to-air refueling aircraft to position them-
selves in such a way that they can refuel the
airlifters and extend the mission distance. For
maritime forces, that translates into needing
access to ports or bases positioned through-
out the world to replenish surface ships with
fuel, food, munitions, or other supplies.

In the past, these capabilities generally
were sustained by a fairly permanent overseas
system of ports and bases that, although re-
duced dramatically over the last decade, main-
tained enough permanent US presence in
key locations to support global-projection re-
quirements. Moreover, while preserving that
long-term presence, we not only sustained im-
portant relationships with our host nations,
but also participated in other bilateral and re-
gional training exercises—or other coopera-
tive security efforts—that promoted relation-
ships with many nations. This in turn enabled
other less permanent “footprints” in a variety
of regions and areas. It is this combination of
both permanent and temporary overseas mili-
tary basing that contributes to the vital US
posture of geopresence, which enables us to
maintain these essential locations and arrange
for new ones as the need arises.

What is geopresence exactly? It is a multi-
dimensional strategy designed to provide access
to all regions—a capability that comes from care-
fully selecting and engaging in the right loca-
tions politically and geographically, and put-
ting in place those military structures that can
present the appropriate balance of perma-
nent and rotational forces able to meet all po-
tential diplomatic and military requirements.
This entails a broad spectrum of regional co-
operation, military-to-military engagement,
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and a certain level of force presence oriented
towards ensuring that we have the right force
at the right place at the right time in order to
accomplish the strategic goals of the NSS.

Geopresence is also dynamic. Governments,
regional relationships, and situations con-
stantly change around the globe, forcing us
continually to review the calculus on location,
size, and methods we consider for stationing
and deploying our forces abroad. At the same
time, however, the concept of geopresence it-
self is immutable and provides us with a static
framework by which we can maintain the flexi-
bility and options to meet our objectives.
Therefore, geopresence is a key to any future
operation, especially within the context of the
new NSS. The multidimensional access and
broad flexibility that come from conscious
geopresence equate to increased capabilities
that enable the assure-dissuade-deter-defeat
formula of the new strategy.

But how does the concept of geopresence
guide us in determining the nature of our fu-
ture overseas presence? Although no guaran-
teed formulas exist for computing the opti-
mum geopresence laydown, one should
consider some important rules of thumb when
contemplating changes to the current over-
seas footprint. First, it is useful to understand
four capabilities that our overseas presence
should achieve: access, cooperation, interop-
erability, and influence. Both from a power-
projection perspective and from an ability to
conduct appropriate response, contingency,
and—if necessary—combat operations, it is
crucial to have selected countries and areas
where we are most likely to need access to
carry out our tasked missions. The willingness
of a nation to cooperate with the United
States and the extent to which it does so are
functions of its familiarity and compatibility
with our goals, its trust in the character of our
relationship, and the reliability of our forces
to conduct themselves in accordance with
prescribed agreements. The more we partici-
pate in training and exercise events with our
different partner nations, the more likely we
are to have interoperable equipment, proce-
dures, techniques, and operating standards.

Last, the more often we work with one an-
other, understand each other’s cultures, and
deal with similar challenges together, the
more likely we will be able to influence events
and situations as they arise.

Second, as already stated, we must take
into account the distance requirements asso-
ciated with our ability to project forces on a
global basis; but we must also consider the
need for flexibility in that base or airport con-
struct to account for disagreements that might
occur between the United States and other
nations with regard to a specific response plan.
In general, for every base needed, the United
States probably should cultivate relationships
with about three nations. Further, the United
States will need two to three bases in the re-
gion to support contingencies that involve
humanitarian relief or noncombatant evacua-
tions. Additionally, if the objective area for re-
lief or evacuation is greater than 2,500-3,500
miles away, we will require two or three en
route support bases to enable an “air bridge”
operation. On the other hand, in order to de-
ploy and then sustain major combat forces to
participate in a conflict similar to Desert
Storm, the United States will require five to
six en route bases.

Third, in order for the United States to
conduct a major campaign, airpower will need
between 15 and 20 air bases within a major
region, and, once again, it is best not to plan
on having all of them in any one nation. To
enhance redundancy and flexibility, we should
cultivate the number of relationships to allow
only three or four bases each.

Armed with these rules of thumb, US plan-
ners can then begin to develop an appropriate
geopresence structure based on the number
and location of nations or regions in which
we are likely to be asked to provide support
for various contingency operations—both
now and in our planning future. That struc-
ture will include both en route support during
deployment and sustainment operations and
employment bases for conducting the actual
operations themselves.

Once that structure has been developed, we
then must begin to make appropriate assess-
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ments about whether our presence should be
permanent or temporary. If the former, we
must determine whether it should be robust
or more of a caretaker nature; if the latter, we
must consider how often, how large, and for
how long. It should go without saying that we
must conduct such an analysis with respect to
our current overseas presence before we initi-
ate any changes to that structure in the near
future.

USAFE’s basing infrastructure is a good ex-
ample of an appropriate geopresence laydown.
Although we may tailor the footprint some-
what in the future, our current structure re-
mains generally appropriate for the challenges
we now face, primarily because a considerable
amount of that basing infrastructure supports
our essential mission of acting as a strategic-
mobility hub for forces flowing into US Euro-
pean Command’s (EUCOM) area of respon-
sibility (AOR) or moving on to US Central
Command’s (CENTCOM) AOR. This capa-
bility consists of robust bases with substantial
ramp space that also allow us to operate fur-
ther forward when needed.

Our strategic mobility to and from the Eu-
ropean theater is grounded in a “six lose one”
strategy. That is, we have six en route bases that
have the flexibility to accomplish our mission
should we lose our most capable base for any
reason. Thus, our European en route infra-
structure (EERI) system is focused inside a so-
called lens represented by an array of bases
that lie in a band between 2,500 nautical miles
(NM) and 3,500 NM from hubs in the conti-
nental United States such as Dover AFB,
Delaware, or McGuire AFB, New Jersey. Our
EERI bases also happen to be between 2,500
and 3,500 miles from theater aerial ports of
debarkation in Southwest Asia. The area in-
side this lens represents the optimum range
of a C-17, where the en route system is most
efficient.'’

Five USAFE bases—Mildenhall and Fair-
ford, England; Ramstein and Rhein-Main (to
be replaced by Spangdahlem in 2005), Ger-
many; and Moron, Spain—are approved to
support the EERI system, and Naval Station
Rota, Spain, is the sixth EERI base. All are con-

sidered to be of an enduring nature, based
upon their high level of capability and fixed-
infrastructure investment.

With regard to the African continent, our
ability to project airpower is supported by a
network of intermediate staging bases—Iless
robust than those in Europe but of critical im-
portance as preplanned refueling stops as we
continue to conduct periodic humanitarian,
noncombatant-evacuation or crisis-relief op-
erations into sub-Saharan Africa from our
bases in USAFE. These missions will continue
well into the foreseeable future, given the on-
going political, economic, demographic, and
climatic instability in the region. Conse-
quently, just as we maintain an east-west
strategic-airlift lens for movement from the
United States through Europe, so do we
maintain a north-south lens to operate into
Africa from our main air bases in EUCOM.

Geopresence, therefore, is not theoretical
but exists in what we are doing today, and the
flexibility and advantages it provides are very
real. As the following shows, it has proved
vital to our successes in our latest military op-
erations in the GWOT and will continue to be
so as we constantly develop and adjust the lo-
cations, relationships, and access requirements
necessary to execute our NSS.

Geopresence in Action:
Operation Enduring Freedom

Military operations and planning after 11
September accentuated the importance of
geopresence. Our military around the globe
depended upon the numerous relationships
that we had built in order to open up new av-
enues of access to the regions in which we
needed to operate against terrorists. Immedi-
ately following the terrorist attacks on New
York and Washington, D.C., we realized that
our forces would be involved quickly in opera-
tions—probably in the Afghanistan region.
Consequently, as we found ourselves increasing
our force-protection posture and initiating
sustained 24-hour operations, we also began
to gather and consolidate our knowledge of
the Central Asian region and other regions
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surrounding it, concentrating on the nature
of the political, cultural, and geographical
challenges. After all, since we generally did
not operate in many of these areas, we
needed to understand them more fully. Part
of that understanding also involved calculat-
ing the true extent of the military-to-military
relationships we had recently built with many
of these nations.

Central Asia also fell squarely on the seam
between two combatant commands—EUCOM
and CENTCOM. Although CENTCOM pre-
pared to conduct the major combat operations,
EUCOM was designated as a supporting com-
mand and tasked to set up and manage the
humanitarian airlift of food for the thousands
of Afghan refugees and others in the region
who already faced starvation—or who could be
even further displaced by pending operations
beyond those already caused by the Taliban.
We also prepared to provide airlift support
for special operations and medical-evacuation
missions, in addition to ongoing airlift for de-
livering troops and other supplies through-
out the theater. Over a period of only four
weeks, we expended tremendous efforts to
prepare for all of these missions, quickly ac-
complishing the detailed planning required to
organize, load, and execute combat, resupply,
and humanitarian missions. Bases through-
out Europe and the Middle East witnessed a
massive increase in air traffic as planes moved
people and cargo forward.

Importantly, right after 11 September, we
also immediately began to ascertain the status
of diplomatic relations and permissions to fly
over, base forces in, or transit countries from
the Balkans to the Caucasus and Caspian Sea
areas—and on to the Central Asian region.
We discovered that, in many cases, the funda-
mental foundations we needed, such as the
necessary diplomatic agreements, mecha-
nisms, or clearances to fly over and into these
nation-states, did not exist. Personnel through-
out all military combatant and component
commands worked diligently to identify re-
guirements and pass through channels to the
State Department in order to start this vital
process. Again, the scope of effort in prepar-

ing and obtaining the number of diplomatic
permissions from so many countries across
separate unified commands had not occurred
since World War II.

By 29 September, when the first C-17 ar-
rived at Ramstein Air Base, at least 26 coun-
tries had granted basing or overflight for the
GWOT. By 9 October, American airlift aircraft
were flying directly from Germany through
Central Europe; over the Black Sea, the Trans-
caucasian region, and the Caspian Sea; and on
into Central Asia and Afghanistan. In other
areas as well, aircraft transited the Mediter-
ranean and flew from the Pacific regions into
the theater of operations. By November we
also had set up for the first time tanker opera-
tions in Bulgaria. This allowed refueling of
aircraft over the Black Sea, reducing the tran-
sit time for our tanker crews on their way to
refueling points, and increased the amount
of fuel available for the C-17s.

In addition, the US military also needed to
set up new bases in Central Asia for ongoing
operations. Most of the governments in this
region were very supportive, and we quickly
negotiated for basing in Uzbekistan and Kyr-
gyzstan that allowed US and coalition aircraft
to begin operating directly into Afghanistan.
In all, the US military created or reinforced
12 bases in the Central Asian and Middle
Eastern regions during this time.

Taken together, these operations repre-
sented an important feat of diplomacy and
coalition building with friends and partners
in a new region of operations, accomplished
in only a few weeks. One of the most impor-
tant factors that allowed us to arrange and
conduct our operations to such an extent so
quickly was our ongoing security-cooperation
programs in which we already had established
military-to-military relationships with most of
the countries of the former Soviet Union
through several venues—but especially
NATO’s PfP program.

Ongoing proximity to these countries within
an already robust security-cooperation regime
enabled this significant military-to-military
engagement. For example, during the year
prior to the attack on the World Trade Center,



46 AIR & SPACE POWER JOURNAL SUMMER 2003

EUCOM devoted over 84,000 man-days; 4,500
sorties; and 11,000 personnel to important in-
teraction with foreign militaries within the
AOR.’® The relationships produced by this
level of cooperation formed the essential
foundations we needed to conduct Enduring
Freedom in and over these new regions.

One important example of this level of co-
operation became very evident in May 2001,
when Gen Tommy Franks, commander of
CENTCOM, and USAFE’s Warrior Prepara-
tion Center hosted a major, high-level PfP ex-
ercise with many of the chiefs of defense from
those countries (including Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajik-
istan) that would become so crucial a few
months later in Enduring Freedom. The per-
sonal relationships fostered in this exercise
alone provided vital avenues of interaction
necessary to work many of the diplomatic and
political agreements we needed to conduct
missions in Central Asia—missions that con-
tinue today. We also must not underestimate
the roles that our NATO allies and other
long-term partners played in this effort. As of
the summer of 2002, over 69 nations were
supporting our war on terrorism, including
over 16,000 troops (from 20 countries) de-
ployed into CENTCOM’s region of responsi-
bility—7,000 in Afghanistan alone.*®

Clearly, our overseas presence and NATO
participation were major factors in why this
level of coalition support occurred, and they
are the primary reasons we were so successful
in Afghanistan as well as other areas involved
in the GWOT. We could not have done it
without the forward presence of our military
in these areas—from the perspective of both
geographic necessity and the relationships
that presence had fostered. Without this geo-
presence, any comparable degree of success
would have come at a much higher price.

In sum, what we have learned from our on-
going operations in the GWOT highlights the
significance of our forward basing and ongoing
security cooperation. The capabilities provided
by this geopresence are invaluable for any fu-
ture regional challenges or humanitarian op-
erations we may have to conduct. We benefit

beyond measure from the flexibility and dif-
ferent levels of access that geopresence affords,
and that is what our new NSS is all about.

Conclusion

An important realization from our recent
military operations is that they have validated
the wisdom (and vision) of our past political
and military leaders who set up the overseas
infrastructure we have today. The bases we al-
ready had in place and the relationships they
engendered with other nations ultimately en-
abled success in an area of the world where
no other single power or coalition has really
dominated for centuries. The primary reason
for this success is American geopresence,
which is—and will continue to be—an essen-
tial capability in our military operations.

As | have attempted to show in this article,
geopresence provides the necessary access
that enables US forces to train, stage, and em-
ploy successfully; it also gives US forces the
ability to access any region of the world as
they respond to a multitude of contingencies.
Further, it presents important and natural op-
portunities to enhance interoperability and
cooperation with our partners and allies—
even as we take the necessary steps to trans-
form and modernize our own forces.

From all of this, in turn, we gain a measure
of influence in the regions where we are pres-
ent and involved. This influence affects all as-
pects of our dealings with other countries,
whether diplomatic, economic, societal, or
military. It fosters useful, indeed vital, channels
of interaction that enable our government to
garner the staunch support needed for our
policies and programs, not the least of which
is the ability to operate in and through any re-
quired regions and countries.?® At the same
time, this influence helps us to put in place
the complex political and diplomatic founda-
tions needed for any future military opera-
tion in those regions. Perhaps most vital in
this regard are the personal and organiza-
tional relationships between the US military
and foreign defense personnel.
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Consequently, the NSS and, from that, any
emerging basing strategy call for some level
of overseas geopresence from which access,
cooperation, interoperability, and influence
can be developed, maintained, or improved.
With that in mind, we need to consider how
best to posture ourselves to take full advan-
tage of these four primary capabilities that
geopresence provides.

Although no set “stationing template” exists
for every region, we can logically determine
both the locations and proper mix of perma-
nent, rotational, and training force structures
we need to meet today’s challenges. A viable
geopresence provides both the opportunities
and flexibility to implement whatever decisions
we undertake as we determine where we want
to station forces, as well as the reasons and
the means for doing so. Therefore, whether
we decide that we need overseas presence for
strategic airlift, alliance commitments, hu-
manitarian operations, training, or combat
contingencies, geopresence gives us a greater
range of choice for both the levels of access
we require and the type of access we want.

We can then pursue a conscientious basing,
exercise, and security-cooperation strategy
that, I am convinced, will prove much more
capable of attaining the five strategic goals of
our new NSS. This geopresence strategy will
make it possible to meet the varied dangers
threatening the American homeland as well
as our vital interests abroad. It will enable a
rapid response to or even prevent those indi-
viduals who would use WMDs to threaten,
blackmail, or harm the United States or its al-
lies and friends. It will help us transform our
national defense at home and overseas in a way
that will let us define the future battle space on
our terms—and ours alone. A geopresence
strategy is the fundamental foundation for
building, strengthening, and enhancing all of
our relationships with individual nations, in-
cluding both regional and global powers.

In that regard, geopresence also provides
us the opportunity to embrace those societies
throughout the world who truly are interested
in pursuing freedom, demaocracy, and free en-
terprise. In particular, it ensures the existence

of potential staging areas to help nations in
their struggle against various forces that deny
or threaten their freedom. As President Bush
points out in the foreword to the NSS, “Free-
dom is the non-negotiable demand of human
dignity; the birthright of every person—in
every civilization.”?* The president reiterated
this statement in his latest State of the Union
Address, when he stressed that “we will not
permit the triumph of violence in the affairs
of men—free people will set the course of his-
tory.”?? Freedom, therefore, is also a primary
goal of our NSS.

This commitment to an overseas basing
strategy of geopresence is not cheap in the
short term but will yield great potential in the
long term, just as Enduring Freedom and the
overall GWOT continue to show. On the other
hand, failure to build and maintain American
geopresence could be catastrophic to our for-
eign and defense policies—and, | believe, to
our future national security. As recent events
have so clearly shown, even the staunchest of
our allies can at times disagree with us on issues
of vital importance. However, our geopresence
has helped us work through these issues and
provides multiple solutions and avenues of
cooperation on all fronts—not just from the
military perspective.

Although in times of political and interna-
tional conflict or crisis, it is tempting to think
about withdrawing to America and relying
upon new technologies to meet our security
needs, we must sustain a well-planned and
adaptable overseas presence. We must be
there physically to do all of those things I
have described here. | believe that Gen Jim
Jones, our new supreme allied commander,
Europe, accurately and succinctly expressed
this requirement recently when he said, “Vir-
tual presence really equals actual absence.”®
In short, no nation can do it all alone. In the
end, continued geopresence is the means by
which we maintain the necessary capabilities
that are so critical if we are to weave a net of
interconnected nations to fight and win this
global war on terrorism. o



48 AIR & SPACE POWER JOURNAL SUMMER 2003

Notes

1. The National Security Strategy of the United States of America
(Washington, D.C.: President of the United States, September
2002), on-line, Internet, 17 March 2003, available from http://
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html. Hereafter referred to as NSS.

2. Ibid., 2.

3. Ibid., 29.

4. The strategy outlines separate aspects in eight different sec-
tions within the document.

5. NSS, 5.

6. Ibid., 29.

7. Ibid., 30.

8. President Bush introduced this way of understanding trans-
formation by stating the need to “revolutionize the battlefield of
the future and to keep the peace by defining war on our terms.”
Speech on the occasion of signing the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2003, Pentagon, Washington,
D.C., 10 January 2002.

9. NSS, 26.

10. See William S. Cohen, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view (Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, May 1997).

11. See National Defense Panel, “National Security in the 21st
Century: The Challenge of Transformation,” Joint Forces Quarterly,
summer 1997, 15-19; and idem, “NDP Assessment of the QDR,”
on-line, Internet, 17 March 2003, available from http://www.
defenselink.mil/topstory/ndp_assess.html.

13. Ibid., 4.

14. Richard L. Kugler, “Controlling Chaos: New Axial Strategic
Principles,” in The Global Century: Globalization and National Security,
ed. Richard L. Kugler and Ellen L. Frost (Washington, D.C.: Na-
tional Defense University Press, 2001), 75.

15. John A. Tirpak, “The QDR Goes to War,” Air Force Magazine,
December 2001, 4, on-line, Internet, 17 March 2003, available
from http://www.afa.org/magazine/Dec2001/1201qdr.html.

16. During the decade of the 1990s, USAFE participated in over
67 major contingencies and other operations in EUCOM’s AOR.

17. Headquarters Air Mobility Command, Plans and Programs,
En Route Strategic Plan, n.d.

18. Office of Plans and Programs, United States Air Forces in
Europe.

19. Department of Defense Office of Public Affairs, fact sheet,
7 June 2002, 1.

20. Headquarters United States Air Forces in Europe, “USAFE
Security Cooperation Strategic Concept for FY 2002-2003,” draft,
version 4, 30 May 2002.

21. President’s foreword, NSS.

22. President George W. Bush, State of the Union Address, 28 Janu-
ary 2003, on-line, Internet, 17 March 2003, available from http://
www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/01/20030128-19.html.

23. Statement at the 2002 Marine/Air Force Warfighter Talks,
Miramar, Calif., July 2002.

12. “NDP Assessment of the QDR,” 1.
“Chronicles Articles” \
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a Difference” by Lt Col Penny H. Bailey. What is mentoring? Why should the Air Force have a men-
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Task Force
Concepts of
Operations
Transforming the USAF

LT CoL LARRY WEAVER, USAF, RETIRED
CoL ANTHONY C. CaIN, USAF

Editorial Abstract: Lieutenant Colonel
Weaver and Colonel Cain provide an in-
sightful description of the seven operat-
ing concepts for transformation—the Air
Force approach that complements the De-
partment of Defense initiatives. The con-
cepts work well in the new strategic envi-
ronment, help codify the expeditionary
mind-set, and provide a methodology by
which leaders can determine capability
requirements and assess shortfalls and
risks. The authors also explain why
change was needed, the implication of
that change, and its progress.

N FEBRUARY 2001, the United States

Air Force began to develop a new opera-

ting philosophy to complement Depart-

ment of Defense (DOD) transformation
initiatives. Originally couched under the
rubric “Task Force Concepts of Operations
(CONORPS),” the philosophy continues its
evolution under the slightly revised heading
“Operating Concepts.” Seven organizing com-
ponents impart structure to the transforma-
tional approach that will ultimately guide Air
Force capability-based procurement and op-
erations. Information about the philosophy
and its components is slow to filter to service
members because of what one staff officer
termed the “preexperience and predoctrinal”

nature of the concepts. However, after two
years of thought and development, outlines
of the philosophy are becoming clear enough
to merit discussion and explanation among
Air Force members.

Rationale for Transformation

Operating concepts appear at this moment
because senior Air Force leaders realized that
traditional planning and programming meth-
ods were inadequate for Secretary of Defense
Donald H. Rumsfeld’s transformation empha-
sis. Before the 11 September 2001 attacks that
brought American security policy into sharp
focus, the services struggled to understand

49
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why they should transform what was arguably
the most effective and capable military in the
world. The secretary of defense’s Office of
Net Assessment led the effort to devise the
transformation road map until the debate
within DOD—about the need for transforma-
tion, the scope of transformation initiatives,
and the direction that transformation should
take—erected an impassable roadblock.

After 11 September 2001, Air Force leaders
realized that the conflict spectrum included
tasks that their service was ill prepared to ac-
complish without new procurement practices
and force presentation models. Ironically, as
the Air Force got on the transformation band-
wagon, it found itself engaged in a global war
on terrorism, historically unprecedented
homeland-defense efforts, and the potential
for major contingencies in the Middle East
and Northeast Asia. Thus, airmen should
rightfully expect that any official statement
regarding transformation should reflect the
initial reluctance to tamper with an effective
and successful combat formula, the urgency
of defending a formerly invulnerable home-
land, and the anticipation of the most signifi-
cant and challenging combat mission to
come our way in more than a decade.

One compelling imperative for transfor-
mation stems from the continually evolving
strategic environment’s uncertain character.
Strategists maintained for nearly a decade that
no peer competitor would emerge to chal-
lenge US regional or global hegemony until
at least 2025—if then. Analysts first suggested
that Russia’s strategic power-projection capa-
bilities could be revitalized and challenge US
interests in Europe, the Middle East, and
Asia. As Russia continued its decline, how-
ever, the likelihood of that possibility became
less and less plausible. Gradually theories
about a potential clash with an emergent
China replaced fears of a revitalized Russia.
China’s vast territory, equally vast population,
and unrealized economic and military poten-
tial appealed to those in search of an enemy.
A more thorough look at China, however, re-
veals the distance that country must travel to
achieve peer-competitor status in any strategi-

cally significant dimension. The next closest
candidates for peer competitor status are the
democracies of India (with a growing popula-
tion and a high-tech economic base) and the
European Community (with its dramatic eco-
nomic surge). However, planners are almost
required to employ the science-fiction realm
to devise a credible scenario that leads to mili-
tary conflict between either of these candi-
dates and the United States.

Just when consensus seemed to congeal
around the realization that American domi-
nance—"“reluctant hegemony” as some char-
acterize it—appears set to prevail for the long
haul, a host of challenges and a dramatic
change in strategic focus emerged. The
global war on terrorism seemed to violate
deeply held beliefs among US military profes-
sionals about how to employ military power.
Throughout the 1990s, experience appeared
to confirm that short, decisive campaigns,
overwhelming military power, and unwaver-
ing public support worked together in an al-
most algebraic way—certainly in an axiomatic
way—to produce battlefield success. The war
against terrorism violates nearly all of these
principles. First, national leaders agree that
this conflict has no clearly defined end state
or end time. We have no obvious metric for
strategic success against enemies with a mes-
merizing message that convinces followers
from all economic classes to abandon family,
money, country, and even life to strike at US
ideals and substance. Second, the front lines
of the war on terror involve combating ide-
ologies; and ideologies are notoriously im-
mune to the core competencies that soldiers,
sailors, marines, and airmen so proudly nur-
ture. Special operations forces (SOF) most
effectively occupy the front lines of counter-
terrorist campaigns to the extent that they are
subject to military force at all. Third, public
support for such campaigns is notoriously
fickle, and may fade if no more terrorist at-
tacks reach American soil. American notions
of justice and fair play can drain the energy
from a SOF-centric campaign if the public
perceives that tactics used to achieve tactical
or operational goals—no matter how worthy



those goals may be—threaten to tarnish our
ideals of justice and honor.

Just as Air Force leaders began to discern
outlines of the campaign they faced, the
White House introduced one of the most sig-
nificant national security strategy (NSS)
changes in recent memory. The new NSS
places greater emphasis on the utility of mili-
tary power as an instrument of national
power. Now military planners must shift their
focus from a strategic framework in which the
military is a tool of last resort (subordinate to
diplomatic, economic, and informational in-
struments) to one in which military power
could play a dominant role—a preemptive
role—in US foreign-policy initiatives. In this
new role, DOD and service leaders had to shift
their attention to providing more expedi-
tionary capabilities than they anticipated as
the Cold War faded into history.

Air Force transformation efforts, therefore,
needed to confront at least four characteris-
tics of the new security environment. First, a
peer competitor will probably not emerge for
at least the next 10-15 years. Barring the ad-
vent of a competitor’s technological leap that
fundamentally changes warfare, this leaves
the United States and the Air Force in a domi-
nant technological position that discourages
a search for radical new operating concepts
and technologies. Second, DOD and the ser-
vices were not satisfied with earlier attempts
to revolutionize institutions and technologies
presented by the end of the Cold War. Now
the proliferation of overseas threats and the
urgency of the threat to the homeland dictate
a conservative and evolutionary development
strategy. Third, because the Air Force experi-
enced nearly a decade of relatively stable but
underfunded combat and combat-support
force structures, it is not optimized for the ex-
peditionary demands placed on it by the
emerging security environment. Fourth, the
reality and urgency of present-day threats exert
pressure on service leaders to emphasize and
nurture contemporary capabilities. The Air
Force finds itself mired in an expanding de-
ployment and employment cycle that favors
current systems and infrastructure. In other
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words, the system is under great pressure to
perform, which means less emphasis and con-
cern for embarking on a path that aims to
produce fundamental technological, institu-
tional, or operational change.

Status—Task Force CONOPS

The Air Force transformation focus pro-
duced seven conceptual operating concepts to
cope with pressures radiating from the emerg-
ing strategic environment discussed above.
Operating concepts and CONOPS monikers
proved confusing both within and outside the
service. The USAF Transformation Flight Plan
provided the most complete description of
how the operating concepts would lead to
transformation.? This document linked Air
Force transformation initiatives to larger plans
under the auspices of the Defense Planning
Guidance (DPG) and the Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR). The USAF Transformation Flight
Plan first outlined a clear transformation defi-
nition: “A process by which the military
achieves and maintains asymmetric advantage
through changes in operational concepts, or-
ganizational structure, and/or technologies
that significantly improve war-fighting capa-
bilities or ability to meet the demands of a
changing security environment.” This broad
definition afforded planners enough guidance
and ample maneuver room to respond to
midcourse corrections as senior leaders re-
fined specific goals in response to shifting se-
curity demands.

No matter what the details of the specific
security concern may be, the transformation
approach concentrates on providing a menu of
air and space power capabilities to joint force
commanders (JFC) as they design operational
campaigns. Formerly, the service concentrated
on procuring systems to meet a defined
threat. According to the emerging philosophy,
threat-based planning produced a very capa-
ble but inflexible force structure that ulti-
mately struggled to adapt when confronting
enemies that did not conform to the charac-
teristics portrayed in the threat assessment.
The new approach attempts to match actual
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and desired capabilities to a risk-assessment
process that will assist program decision mak-
ing. If the Air Force lacks a capability in a cer-
tain area, Air Staff CONOPS “champions”
and major command (MAJCOM) “flight lead
planners” will determine if the continued lack
of capability presents significant risk. If the
champions and flight leads perceive that the
risk is unacceptable, they will recommend that
the Air Staff direct the MAJCOM to fund pro-
grams to provide the capability. Capability-based
planners argue that the approach moves ser-
vice procurement functions out of a judgment-
based, linear mind-set into an analytical-based
system that better matches resources to re-
quired functions. Additionally, leaders will
now be better equipped to defend service
procurement decisions within the joint com-
munity and before Congress. The operating
concepts provide structure for the capability-
based analysis designed to transform how Air
Force personnel think about purchasing, de-
ploying, and employing air and space power.

The Air and Space Expeditionary Task
Force (AETF) Operating Concept forms the
basis for providing complete and tailored air
and space capabilities to JFC through the re-
maining six operating concepts. AETF pro-
vides an analytical framework for program-
ming decisions that provide operational
capabilities to address national security chal-
lenges. AETF “prime” functional areas repre-
sent a force-in-being that provides the foun-
dation for the deployable air and space
expeditionary force (AEF). When Air Force
leaders match prime assets to designated
AEFs, they represent “core” deployable capa-
bilities. In effect, the AEF core matches air
and space weapon systems with available man-
power to provide expeditionary forces to
JFCs. When a JFC assigns AEF resources to
mission taskings, the “mobility” function be-
comes an essential capability that provides
combat and combat-support power to allow
the AEF to exert global air and space domi-
nance. Finally, “foundation” capabilities serve
as long-term force multipliers to the AEF
through education and training, logistics, ac-
quisition, infrastructure, and health care. As

all four components (prime, core, mobility,
and foundation) come together to respond to
security challenges, they form air and space
expeditionary task forces that function as in-
tegral parts of joint task forces.

The Space and Command, Control, Com-
munications, Computer, Intelligence, Surveil-
lance, and Reconnaissance (Space and C4ISR)
Operating Concept provides capabilities for
real-time information collection and manipu-
lation that reaches across the tactical, opera-
tional, and strategic force-employment spec-
trum. Existing infrastructure remains tied to
threat-based information demands. To achieve
the expeditionary vision inherent in Air
Force transformation philosophy, the Space
and C4ISR CONOPS will require significant
investments to move from a CONUS-based
approach to a lighter, deployable expeditionary
approach. As Space and C4ISR capabilities
transition from day-to-day deterrence and dis-
suasion tasks to providing support for more
focused war-fighting activities, the emphasis
will shift to tailoring capabilities to enhance
predictive battle space awareness (PBA) for
joint forces that are engaged. The pace and
scope of Air Force transformation relies on
integrating timely and accurate information
and command and control architectures with
combat and combat-support capabilities, thus
making the Space and C4ISR Operating Con-
cept a critical component of service transfor-
mation initiatives.

The Global Strike (GS) Operating Con-
cept received the most attention during its
development because of the erroneous as-
sumption that Air Force leaders were creating
a mission for the F/A-22. In reality, planners
understand that shrinking overseas basing and
support infrastructure combined with the pro-
liferation of sophisticated antiaccess systems
will constrain the effectiveness of existing ca-
pabilities. Thus, GS will involve a full range of
capabilities designed to allow joint forces to
gain access to the battle space, neutralize anti-
access systems, and affect any adversary’s high-
value capabilities. Integrating the elements
contained in the Space and C4ISR Operating
Concept will obviously serve as a key enabling



part of GS, as will mobility and sustainment
operations. Essential GS capability will center
on finding, fixing, tracking, targeting, engag-
ing, and assessing (F2T2EA) adversary antiac-
cess capabilities, thus allowing follow-on joint
and AETF forces to employ combat power
across the full range of the theater.
Expeditionary forces capable of rapid, small
footprint deployment into areas of strategic
and operational interest represent the most
significant transformation from the Cold War
force in the operating-concept structure. In
this area, the Global Response (GR) Operat-
ing Concept promises to offer the most im-
portant shift in procurement emphasis as
service leaders implement the transformation
flight plan. GR will present JFCs with rapidly
deployable, precise, and decisive capabilities
to defend US interests across the globe. GR
capabilities most closely resemble those resi-
dent in today’s SOF, but unlike today’s SOF,
the GR Operating Concept will integrate
strike and support capabilities to provide per-
sistent capabilities ranging from raids to
small-scale contingency operations. The defin-
ing requirement for GR capabilities centers
on rapidly attacking “fleeting or emergent,
high-value and high-risk targets by surgically
applying air and space power during a narrow
window of opportunity.” Thus, GR capabilities
will provide commanders with an invaluable
tool with which to counter terrorists; rogue
states; and chemical, biological, radiological,
and nuclear challenges to national security.
Since 1947, Air Force capabilities and op-
erating concepts have focused on fighting ene-
mies far from our borders. That focus changed
on 11 September 2001. The Homeland Secu-
rity (HLS) Operating Concept contributes to
the interagency HLS effort by preventing at-
tacks, protecting critical infrastructure, and
responding to physical or cyber attacks that
threaten our security and our way of life. This
operating concept is perhaps the most diffi-
cult to define and implement because air and
space capabilities that advance US security
and interests against overseas adversaries do
not necessarily function in the same ways in
the domestic arena. Legal constraints against
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using military and intelligence-gathering ca-
pabilities to support law-enforcement and
civil-defense authorities impart a significantly
different character to Air Force capabilities
and operating concepts as specific scenarios
that threaten homeland security emerge.

The Global Mobility (GM) Operating Con-
cept provides the capabilities for global power
projection. Future force-application scenarios
will require a more responsive mobility pres-
ence that relies less on established infrastruc-
ture and more on tailoring the deployment
footprint to effectively meet mission require-
ments. GM will integrate traditional airlift/
air-refueling capabilities with enhanced com-
mand, control, ISR, space-based, and sustain-
ment capabilities. The benchmark for GM
operations will center on how effectively Air
Force forces deploy, base, sustain, redeploy,
and shift Air Force and joint forces to meet
rapidly emerging threats.

The Nuclear Response (NR) Operating
Concept affords the deterrent umbrella
under which the other six operating concepts
will function. Details of this operating con-
cept remain classified, but the emphasis rests
on providing capable, safe, and secure nu-
clear deterrent forces that can rapidly shift to
meet mission requirements defined by na-
tional leaders, should deterrence fail.

The structure that the operating concepts
provide allows program managers to examine
capability requirements under the Capability
Review and Risk Assessment (CRRA) process.
The CRRA review board advises senior leaders
on potential shortfalls in Air Force force struc-
ture using capabilities defined by CONOPS
champions. Armed with knowledge of the
shortfalls and the risk associated with not cor-
recting them, service leaders can choose
where to apply scarce resources and funding
allocations. Advocates of operating concepts
insist that this process will yield a more quan-
tifiable defense of force capabilities than tra-
ditional threat-based planning systems while
simultaneously affording JFCs with a wider
range of capabilities. Advocates argue that
from an acquisition management perspective,
the new philosophy should protect major sys-
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tems from gradually deteriorating funds that
plague the program objective memorandum
(POM) cycle over the life of a weapon system.

Implications for Achieving
Transformation

One of the clearest and most compelling
reasons for pursuing defense reorganization
and change stems from shifts in, and the
characteristics of, the new strategic environ-
ment. There are clear tensions within the sys-
tem that require close monitoring and ener-
getic diplomacy, but there are few aggressors
who will present overt challenges to the sys-
tem’s status quo. The threat posed by such ag-
gressive states imposes a degree of caution
that encourages maintaining current conven-
tional forces and capabilities while gradually
fielding new technologies that preserve those
forces and capabilities. At a lower level, non-
state threats may erode the deterrent value of
those forces, thus providing justification for
gradually enhancing flexible combat power
in a time of relative peace and stability.

A willingness on the part of US leaders and
the public to pursue preemptive and even
unilateral military action to guarantee do-
mestic security appears tied to the uncertain
character of the international environment.
The twin threats posed by conventional and
nonconventional actors dictate a cautious
and evolutionary approach to military pro-
curement and operational philosophy that si-
multaneously guarantees dominance and
flexibility. To the degree that this assessment
matches the realities of the global system, it is
a reasonable—even prudent—approach to
meeting challenges that emanate from that
environment.

The operating concepts provide a degree
of focus for Air Force programming and pro-
curement as the service confronts an uncer-
tain and complex strategic environment.
Rather than diverting attention and resources
to pursuing ill-defined goals or risking insti-
tutional stability and identity in organizational
reengineering efforts, the new philosophy al-
lows planners to assess risk, identify program

shortfalls, and shape programming policies to
guarantee that air and space power provides a
clearly defined set of capabilities to policy
makers and war fighters. Compared to the en-
thusiasm and outlandish projections of those
who push for revolutionary and entrepre-
neurial change strategies, this approach ap-
pears evolutionary and conservative. After
nearly a decade of pursuing radical change
with little tangible result, however, the service
may be justified in adopting a more measured
approach designed to enhance service capa-
bilities gradually while preserving an over-
whelming advantage in a wide range of com-
bat and combat-support functions.

If the service intends to achieve the vision
inherent in the operating concepts, what can
airmen expect in the coming months and
years? First, we should witness an aggressive
campaign to codify the expeditionary mind-
set in doctrine and Air Force culture. Like
any other doctrinal evolution, this should in-
volve attempts to control the scope and tenor
of the debate regarding the state of the art in
air and space power theory. Second, since the
philosophy focuses much of its energy on the
procurement system, reasonable observers
should see a new emphasis on promoting and
protecting capabilities that reinforce Air
Force roles in projecting power in the event
of a major war while advertising the utility of
the same capabilities in smaller contingen-
cies. Third, related to the degree of emphasis
on the procurement system, Air Force mem-
bers should see a degree of predictability in
the POM cycle matched with increasing ser-
vice leverage with the shrinking base of de-
fense contractors. Fourth, for the next 10 to
15 years we should see an international sys-
tem that resembles the one we have today in
which US air and space power in conjunction
with the other components of the joint force
dominates the conventional military arena. To
the degree that the philosophy accomplishes
these outcomes and contributes to maintain-
ing US dominance over the international sys-
tem, the operating concepts will be judged
successful.



Supporting the
Transformation Vision

These seven CONOPS are a significant
step forward in fulfilling the transformation
vision. They focus the drive to reduce pro-
curement cycles and create a new expedi-
tionary mind-set in the Air Force. They also
focus efforts to develop and exploit techno-
logical advantages because they provide a
method of measuring new technology’s value.
They also provide an important bridge be-
tween the old Air Force core competencies
and the concept of transformation. They fol-
low the logical conceptual evolution of ideas
over the last decade in which discussions cen-
tered first on the military technical revolution
(MTR), then the revolution in military affairs
(RMA), and now transformation. In fact the
CONOPS can be seen as one of the first real
attempts to give these somewhat ethereal con-
cepts practical life.

However, there are some very real cautions
as we move forward. The emphasis on the
POM cycle can create near-term operational-
innovation blind spots. Stated another way,
there are numerous operational innovations
that affect only contemporary problems that
could be seen as competitors for more long-
term transformational goals. The question
becomes, Does an investment that produces a
marginal improvement in a current weapon
system come at the expense of future and po-
tentially transformational systems that are in-
cluded in the POM? If it does, are the advan-
tages significant enough to warrant changing
the plan? While it is dangerous to focus on
the present at the expense of a future vision,
it can also be equally dangerous to focus on
the distant goal and lose sight of the near-
term need.

Additionally, the CONOPS support pro-
grammatic and technological change but may
not provide enough impetus for institutional
and doctrinal change. This is an easy trap to
fall into because Americans are a technologi-
cally oriented people, and the Air Force is the
service that is most comfortable with techno-
logical solutions to operational and strategic
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challenges. However, as the MTR and RMA
debates of the 1990s demonstrated, real
change takes place when institutions and doc-
trine change. For example, as we seek to sup-
port the AETF Operating Concept we must
ask ourselves, Is our current structure, from
the command level to the individual airman,
suited for the new expeditionary mind-set?
On the other hand, Does that institutional
structure constrain transformation because it
reflects a bygone strategic environment?
What are the doctrinal implications of sup-
porting GS or GM concepts? And what les-
sons have we already learned from Operation
Enduring Freedom? The operating concepts
do not directly drive changes in either of
these arenas.

Effects of the Evolving Security
Environment

The post-Cold War security environment
drives planners to favor capability—rather than
threat-based planning—as part of a transfor-
mational strategy. However, the environment
presents some significant obstacles. For ex-
ample, current operations increase the stress
on military institutions at the same time that
DOD and service leaders demand significant
reform. The historical record of reform under
pressure is mixed and demands significant
leadership attention. There is also a danger
in deciding that simply making things hap-
pen faster (tightening the observation, orien-
tation, decision, and action [OODA] loop
cycle) will lead to success. This OODA loop
focus is very much in keeping with the Ameri-
can mind-set; however, there are examples of
opponents who achieved equally dramatic
successes by protracting or slowing the opera-
tional tempo. The evolving situation on the
Korean peninsula serves as an example.
North Korea’s rapidly developing nuclear
program dramatically affects our conven-
tional forces’ decision cycle by posing an
asymmetric threat. The potential use of such
weapons serves as a conventional deterrent. It
changes the political balance and the military
equation.
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There is also a danger that the transformation-
vision-and-operating-concept process could
create an asymmetric vulnerability. The obvi-
ous emphasis on technology and decision cy-
cles opens the way for threats from less tech-
nologically sophisticated sources or decision
processes that do not depend on speed. The
solution to this potential problem rests with
institutional and doctrinal change that will
lead to unconventional thinking on how best
to use the technological advantages that
transformation offers. As the technology gap
grows, opponents will seek to neutralize that
advantage through nontechnical means. His-
tory offers numerous examples of devastating
success in this area. Rome in the first century
A.D. lost three legions in the forests of Ger-
many to an opponent that was organization-
ally and technologically inferior. Roman ad-
vantages in engineering and organized mass
warfare proved poorly suited along narrow
forest trails that led to the annihilation of an
army. The effect of that loss had repercus-
sions throughout the empire and offers a use-
ful lesson for the world power of the twenty-
first century.

The question remains: What organiza-
tional and doctrinal changes are needed to
support the operating concepts? While answers
to this question will require a great deal of
work, an outline of the possibilities is emerg-
ing. For example, the idea of training the way
we fight has been a long-standing Air Force
tenet. Now may be the time to consider orga-
nizing the way we fight as well. After the end
of the Cold War, the Air Force took the lead
in an internal command reorganization that
better met global strategic challenges. That
revolution may now need to be expanded even
further to include a reexamination of wing,
group, and squadron structures, for example.
In the doctrine arena the direction is less
clear. The requirement is to create a doctrine
that can take into account the unexpected,
the asymmetrical, the required institutional
change, and transformation. Historical sup-
port for such doctrine will need to be drawn
from more distant parallel times such as the
first five centuries a.n., the Age of Empire, or

the period between world wars in the twenti-
eth century. In any case, operating concepts
allow us at least to sketch outlines of support-
ing institutional and doctrinal change.

Conclusions

Operating concepts are a real attempt to
transfer ideas to practice. The long-standing
discussion and sometimes-vociferous war over
systems is being translated into action that
matches the transformation visions of the sec-
retary of defense and the secretary of the Air
Force. They will codify processes, procedures,
and force procurement plans already under
way while beginning the process of educating
and indoctrinating the Air Force community
into the new expeditionary philosophy. Fur-
thermore, if we are successful, external audi-
ences such as the joint community will recog-
nize airpower as a tool of choice. However,
the seven operating concepts are not suffi-
cient to achieve Air Force transformation.
They must be accompanied by changes in
structure and doctrine that will allow us to
make major leaps forward—progress that has
been shaped by the air and space power de-
bate over the last decade. ©

Notes

1. As we went to press, service leaders had not yet decided on
“Task Force Concepts of Operations [CONOPS],” or “Operating
Concepts” as the official name for the transformation architec-
ture. We introduced both terms in this article, which illustrates
the dynamic character of Air Force transformation initiatives and
adds a degree of justification for providing a “snapshot” of where
Air Force transformation efforts stand. For the purposes of this
article, “Operating Concepts” and “Task Force CONOPS” are syn-
onymous. However, the trend seems to favor using “Operating
Concepts” as a clearer, more descriptive name for the initiatives.

2. Headquarters USAF Transformation Division (HQ
USAF/XPXT), The USAF Transformation Flight Plan; FY 03-07, n.d.,
on-line, Internet, 28 March 2003, available from http://www.
oft.osd.mil/library/usaf_transformation_Pub_Release.pdf.

3. Ibid., iv.

4. Air Combat Command (ACC/XPS), Global Response Task
Force CONOPS (ver. 3.0), 25 September 2002, 4.
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The Foundation for
Air and Space Power
Transformation

Lt CoL JoHN M. FAWCETT JR., USAF, RETIRED

Editorial Abstract: Lieutenant Colonel Fawcett
urges readers to develop a lifetime-learning
ethos as he challenges the Air Force to change its
training processes, institutions, and personnel-
management systems to better meet the de-
mands of the air and space expeditionary
force. He provides a vision of how the Air
Force can transition to a fully integrated
training program that provides combat-ready
air and space leaders and forces to combatant
commanders.

The idea that any but a trained soldier can conduct war is absurd.

—Capt George S. Patton Jr., US Army Cavalry

Letter to his wife, 1917

The focus of Training Transformation is to better enable joint operations in the future,
where “joint” has a broader context than the traditional military definition of the term.
“Training,” in the context of this plan, includes training, education, and job-performance

aiding.

FTER THE DIFFICULTIES encoun-
tered in the air war over Vietnam,
USAF leaders went to work on crea-
tive solutions to enhance aircrew
training. Rigorous and standardized initial

—Strategic Plan for Transforming DOD Training
1 March 2002

qualification training (IQT), mission qualifi-
cation training (MQT), and continuation
training (CT); the inclusion of dissimilar air-
combat training (DACT); the formation of
aggressor squadrons; and the creation of Red
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Flag characterized these innovations. That
tactical foundation has stood the USAF in good
stead as demonstrated by combat effective-
ness in the Gulf War and the Balkans. How-
ever, the USAF must now expand that foun-
dation to meet rapidly changing operational,
informational, and technological challenges.
This article proposes changes to USAF train-
ing institutions, personnel management,
training processes, and technologies, allow-
ing the service to meet the demands of the air
and space expeditionary force (AEF).

Military training serves three interrelated
purposes: to provide essential skills necessary
for mission performance, to socialize members
of the organization, and to improve perfor-
mance of commanders and their staffs. The
ultimate measure of military training effec-
tiveness is readiness for combat, which now
implies mastering a range of tasks, including
traditional force-application missions and
support for peacekeeping and humanitarian-
relief operations. US forces place a high pre-
mium on training, especially since the incep-
tion of the all-volunteer force with its role as
an invaluable force multiplier. Identifiable
goals that are consistent with assigned mis-
sions and the corporate culture should form
the cornerstone of any comprehensive train-
ing system to preserve the combat edge that
the service derives from training investments.

Purists argue about the distinction be-
tween education and training. Absent defini-
tions in either the Air Force Glossary or the De-
partment of Defense Dictionary of Military and
Associated Terms, we rely on Webster to clarify
the relationship:

educate. 1.a. To provide with training or knowl-
edge, esp. via formal schooling: TEACH. b. To
provide with training for a specific purpose, as
a vocation. 2. To provide with information: IN-
Form. 3. To stimulate or develop the mental or
moral growth of.!

train. 1. To coach in or accustom to a mode of
behavior or performance. 2. To make proficient
with special instruction and practice. 3. To pre-
pare physically, as with a regimen.?

Airmen should minimize these pedagogical
debates in recognition that both approaches

are complementary and necessary to allow pro-
grams to move across a spectrum from educa-
tion through training as required by instruc-
tional goals. In fact, we should stop talking
about “education” and “training” and instead
develop a “lifetime learning” ethos that favors
advantages derived from both pedagogical
categories.

While education, specifically professional
military education (PME), will continue to be
an important aspect of lifetime learning, the
remainder of this article focuses on a trans-
formation in Air Force training. This new ap-
proach aims to create a rational flow for func-
tional integration and professional growth
that aligns training institutions, processes,
and technologies with war-fighter require-
ments, Air Force capabilities, and the career
paths of the individuals involved.

A New Institutional
Framework for Expeditionary
Air and Space Forces

Before embarking on a detailed discussion
of the training system, this article will consider
the following proposal for reorganizing how
the USAF conducts cradle-to-grave training.
Any organizational scheme must meet the
mandates of Title 10, “Armed Forces,” of the
United States Code and provide theater com-
manders with trained USAF teams to be part
of joint and coalition task forces. Under a pro-
posed new major command structure, all three
commands would execute the Air Force’s or-
ganizing, training, and equipping responsibili-
ties. The following diagrams illustrate how
such a structural reorganization will facilitate
providing trained expeditionary forces for
theater combatant commanders (fig. 1).

General Headquarters Air and Space
Forces (GHQ AF) will provide forces to com-
batant commanders and meet Title 10 re-
sponsibilities through the numbered air
forces (NAF). Air and Space Materiel Com-
mand (ASMC) will manage all materiel ac-
quisition required to support the full spectrum
of air and space operations. This includes
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Figure 1. Proposed USAF Organization with Three Major Commands

large scale, long-range programs such as air-
craft or satellite acquisition as well as the
rapid turnover of software and hardware as-
sociated with command and control (C2) sys-
tems.® Air and Space Doctrine, Training, and
Education Command (ADTEC) will contain
the Air and Space Warfare Center (AWFC),
Nellis AFB (fig. 2).

The AWFC will be responsible for the
USAF battlelab, the tactical center of excel-
lence wing (57th Wing, Nellis AFB), the op-
erational art center of excellence wing (53d
Wing, Eglin AFB), functional wings for space
(Schriever AFB), air mobility (Fort Dix), in-
formation warfare (Kelly AFB), and the Air
Force Experimentation Office (AFEO) (fig.
3). The battlelab will be a central organizing
structure that will establish temporary de-
tachments as needed to support experimen-
tation. This concept would replace the multi-

tude of independent battlelabs in today’s con-
struct. Because of the need for experienced
personnel with career maturity, the rank
structure of the AWFC units may be more
“top heavy” than equivalent operational and
training wings. But, AWFC will also have the
flexibility to look for officers of relatively jun-
ior rank, with good ideas and leadership skills
to offer them an opportunity to create inno-
vative war-fighting operational concepts.
AWFC is the link between the war fighters
in the NAFs of GHQ AF and ASMC and the
acquisition process. The NAFs are advocates
to both their theater combatant commanders
and, through AWFC and GHQ AF, to the
USAF. AWFC also becomes a crucial part of
the feedback loop necessary for rapid acquisi-
tion. AWFC will evaluate the constantly shifting
desires of the NAFs, look across the network,
and provide balanced requirements to ASMC.

Air and Space Doctrine,
Training, anpl Education
Cominand

Lackland Training Center
Keesler Training Center
Goodfellow Training Center
Sheppard Training Center

Air University

Air and Space
Warfare
Center

Air and Space
Doctrine
Center

Figure 2. Proposed Air and Space Doctrine, Training, and Education Command Structure
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figure 2 unifies training and education respon-
sibilities under a single commander. ADTEC
would serve as a feedback conduit between

th
to

training requirements. Incorporating all the
basic missions into one command will bring

th

ties that centralized command brings to war-
fighting missions.
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Air and Space

Warfare
Center
57th Wing 53d Wing 99th Wing
Tactical Operational Ellsworth AFB
Nellis AFB Eglin AFB
USAF USAF 50th Wing-Air Mobility
Battlelab Experimentation 52d Wing-Space
Hurlburt Field Office 54th Wing-Information Warfare
Langley AFB

Figure 3. Proposed Air and Space Warfare Center

The organization of ADTEC presented in

e acquisition and war-fighting communities
help identify and validate operational and

e same focus to training missions and activi-

People, Process, and Technology

The Air Force has long worshipped at the
altar of technology—the benefactor of winged
flight for man. The airplane has, from its in-
ception, been an expression of the miracles of
technology. The very knowledge of how to fly
came from technical devices and experiments,
and fliers have been the major instigators and
beneficiaries of technological advances in
everything from structural material to micro-
electronics.

—Carl H. Builder
The Icarus Syndrome

We trained hard, but it seemed that every
time we were beginning to form up into
teams, we would be reorganized. | was to
learn later in life that we tend to meet any
new situation by reorganizing; and a won-
derful method it can be for creating the illu-

sion of progress while producing confusion,
inefficiency and demoralization.

—~Petronius Arbiter (210 B.c.)

The interaction of people, process, and
technology sets the stage for effective air and
space power employment. If the institution
fails to integrate these functions, it may find
itself uninformed, ill prepared, subject to in-
flexible dogma, and—as Carl Builder noted
in the quote above—caught up in the religion
of technology as savior. When addressed in an
integrated manner this triumvirate creates a
trained team that is equipped with flexible,
relevant doctrine and able to launch innova-
tive solutions from standard processes with
whatever technology is available—this is the
essence of a capability-based force.

People must encounter a challenging
training environment that is relevant to the
war-fighting missions they will execute. In the
broadest sense, military training is pervasive
and includes training activities within opera-
tional units. “Good leaders are good trainers”
is a motto the military can live with. USAF
training will not only provide the essential
tools for completing assigned tasks, but will
infuse all members of the force with a unifying
ethos—a common vision of airmanship. In the
proposed reorganization, a direct relationship
between each NAF and its assigned combat-
ant commander will allow ADTEC to be re-
sponsible for accession training (table 1). The



Table 1

Theater Commands and Proposed Air
Components under GHQ AF

Air Force MAJCOM
First AF NORTHCOM/NORAD*
Second AF TRANSCOM
Third AF SOCOM
Fourth AF SOUTHCOM
Fifth AF PACOM
Sixth AF SPACECOM
Seventh AF USFK

Eighth AF EUCOM
Ninth AF CENTCOM
Tenth AF JFCOM
Eleventh AF STRATCOM

*NORAD is a special case of a standing alliance with a
defined command and control structure

war fighters and the NAFs will identify USAF
training priorities that result from mission-
oriented dialog between operational and
training functional managers. This vision is
essential when contemplating a training mis-
sion that not only supports the war-fighting
commanders, but also encourages innovation
and experimentation.

A leadership career path defines individual
and team skills at each level of warfare.
Progress through all levels is required before
nomination for a joint command. Career
progress is marked by a demonstrated ability
to perform—not just to fill a square. Just sur-
viving a command tour also is not enough to
justify promotion or selection for future com-
mand. The leadership evaluation metrics
must be capable of recognizing when a unit is
changed (either in organization or process)
without any motive other than to demon-
strate change. Such change, as noted above
by the ancient Petronius Arbiter, is not only a
waste of time, but also potentially dangerous.
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Recruitment starts the training journey.
The ability to attract qualified enlisted acces-
sions and officer candidates will be ADTEC’s
first challenge. Shaping candidate expecta-
tions is one of the most important institu-
tional functions at this critical training stage.
Contrary to popular mythology, not every
graduate of the Air Force Academy has a
chance to become chief of staff of the Air
Force. A reasonable system affords all enter-
ing candidates an environment that will give
them an opportunity for growth and fulfill-
ment. The military’s best marketing tool is
not money; the dual opportunity to serve
one’s country and excel at a challenging pro-
fession appeals to the better recruits and
serves to increase their retention. In an era
when military television ads appeal to self-
focus—what’s in it for the individual—there
is a missed opportunity that ties enlistment to
selflessness—what’s in it for society. Living 