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DETERRENCE 2010

strategic offenseand defense the future

M a ) T i m o  i m  F.. K o l . i t.R

S
i\( i Presiclent Reagan’s initial an- 
nouncement on 23 March 1983 oi lhe 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDL) as an 
alternative path to lhe strategic future, much 
has been writien speculating on the transition 

to, and the role of, strategic defense (SD) in

the years to come. This article offers an op- 
erational rather than a purely theoretical 
viewpoim of a strategic future in which de
fense by new technologies may play a role.

SDI is a research program to investigate the 
feasibility of ballistic missile defense (BMD)
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with the technologies that are emerging to- 
dav. As such. SDI is essential for our strategic 
future iu two ways. First, it vvill prepare us for 
a future in which more defense may be nec- 
essarv to maintain deterrence. Second, it is ac- 
celerating tlie exploitation ol technologies 
that can enhance all of our military forces. 
SDI is necessarv and very useful in tliis regard.

l he real debate in all of this centers on the 
decisions that will have to be made when SDI 
research lias accomplished its objective. SDI is 
tasked to produce a potential systern architec- 
ture for BMD that is cost-effet tive at the mar- 
gin. To eliminate coufusion in this discussion, 
I vvill terni this svstem as elegant, or enhanced, 
BMD (EBMD). Decisions about deployment 
of EBMD will be entered into the overall De
partment of Defense (DOD) budgetary com- 
petition. It is an understatement to say that 
DOD budgeting is complex. convoluted, very 
competitive, subject to many externai and in
ternai pressures, and unpredictable for any 
given program. Strategic svstems have the ad- 
ditional factorof high public visibility and ex- 
tensive legislative debate. The future strategic 
debate factors are being shaped today.

Strategic factors are being formed by a con- 
Huence of events. Because of the lack of pre- 
dictabilily of the outcome of tbese events, 
there is a natural lendency to treat the resul
tam factors in isolation. Unfortunately, this 
does not create an overall direction but leads 
to a reassessment of and a reaction to each 
new event. Al a minimum, the factors include 
arms control treaties and inítiatives; the status 
of strategic force capability; blurring between 
strategic and tactical force requirements; ac- 
celerating technology (potential, costs, and re
quirements); building requirements for space 
Systems; EBMD potential and the associated 
air defense requirements; the budget and déf
icit; and an adversary who patiently vvorks all 
of the angles. Ihese factors, in combination 
with olhers such as historical experientes and 
our national psyche, will determine our stra- 
tegic future.

Strategic Offense/Defense

For now and the foreseeable future, stra
tegic offense will provide the cornerstone ol 
forces supporting the US deterrent slrategy. 
We are currently receiving the initial manifes- 
tations of the President’s Strategit Moderni- 
zation Program, which is restoring the 
viability of our strategit forces. We have 
learned iu the past 15 vears that the strategic 
force capability tnusi be maintained, even un- 
der negotiated treaty constraints, because lhe 
Soviets will continue to work at reducing itsef- 
fectiveness. Thus, we must continue to main
tain our strategic fortes or their successors. 
Strategic defense, active and passive, is tleeplv 
embedded in the current programs. Passive 
strategic defense is represented by mobile and 
deceptive ballistic missiles—intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs)—contin- 
ued assured positive control launch of the 
bomber force, and stealth technology. Active 
strategic defense is currently in the form of 
improved US antisubmarine warfare (ASW) 
capability and some limited antisatellite 
(ASAT) capability.

SDI brings the high payoff potential ol 
EBMD into the defensive discussion, with the 
Aircraft Defense 1 nitiative (ADI) adding the 
absolutely essential complement of air de
fense to EBMD. The strategit discussion cen
ters on whether ihese proposed systems, 
considering both their cost and addetl military 
value, are required in addition to the current 
strategit programs. Complicaiing the argu- 
ment for EBMD and air defense, even if they 
are fountl to be potentially cost-effective, is 
the historical evidente that deterrence sup- 
ported by offensive forces lias apparently 
worked and that deterrence based on defen- 
sive systems alone is at best an untested prop- 
osition. The most likely outcome is one of 
strategic offense and defense in combination.

The value of this combination has to be 
evaluated in the face of many uncertaindes.
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Strategic torce capabilitv is perishable by the 
very nature of strategic force competition. Up 
to this point, we have relied on our Triad 
(ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers); however, 
with the virtual explosion in certain technol- 
ogies iu the future, this may not be adequate. 
The consequence ot the Soviets usiug to full 
advantage the technology explosion, espe- 
ciallv in the médium o! space, could be a rapid 
shift in the balance ot power.

Our Adversary

l he Soviets pursue all angles of strategic of- 
fense and defense, including civil defense, 
while maintaininga numerically superior con- 
ventional torce. I hev do this with a patience 
and diligente that gives new meaning to the 
tortoise-and-hare analogy. One can argue 
that some ot tlieit programs are cumbersome 
or not verv effective, but the problem for us is 
that we cannot ignore these programs or Sys
tems. and the Soviets realize this. They main- 
tain a "warm" base for programs in almost all 
areas, and this has great payofí as well as cost- 
effectiveness. With their numerically superior 
force and broad-based research efforts, the 
Soviets can utili/e technologies they have de- 
veloped, or taken from the f ree world, to alter 
significantlv the correlation ol forces ((.OF) 
on manv fronts. The technology explosion 
will offer the Soviets new opportunities to ex- 
ploit. and their capabilitv to deploy in space 
further exacerbates our problem.

Compounding our problem is the Soviet 
penchant for camouflage, concealment and 
deception. political and militan misinforma- 
tion, and special forces. New technologies 
usecl in these areas will further confuse our 
abilitv to predic t correctly the outcome of en- 
gagements and the ( X )F for our national lead- 
ership. I lie lack oí confidente in COF 
predic tions can result in coercion of the 
United States or, in conflict, the inability to 
gain control of the initiative from the Soviets.

As the initiator of a conflict, the Soviet

Union would have initial control over sur- 
prise, initiative, and time lines of conflict—all 
of which would work significantlv to its advan
tage. Control of conflict time lines would allow 
the Soviets to achieve expectations in correla
tion of f orc es before escalating or threatening 
to escalate the conflict. For example, by pro- 
longing conventional phases of conflict, the 
Soviets could use ASW to destroy US nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) 
before escalation to nuclear conflict occurs.
1 bis could logicallv contribute to damage lim- 
itation as eflectively as BMI). The Soviets re
alize that by stretching time lines, however, 
they may suffer rever sais and loss of initiative. 
Heavy emphasis in technologies to accelerate 
ASW success would indicate tighter time-line 
control and positioning to be able to coerce 
the United States into submission prior to nu
clear conflict. This would also give future So- 
viet BMI) asseis higher leverage, especially if 
weapon numbers are reduced by current 
arms control proposals. US strategic defenses, 
both active and passive, can mitigate these So
viet advantages. We may gain some insight 
into the approaeh and planning of the Soviets 
bv observing where they cfedicate their efforts 
and applv new technologies. We must remem- 
ber that they will continue to approaeh the 
problem with a Soviet mindset that is incon- 
gruent with our motives and with our expec
tations f or the future world.

Ourselves

The US approaeh to strategic forces and 
deterrence can be characterized as reluetant 
recognition of a necessarv evil and is generally 
economicallv oriented. Because of this, we 
struggle with strategic offensive force pro- 
curement and eventuallv will face the same 
situation with EBMD and air defense. We 
verv conscientiouslv decided, for economic 
reasons, to maintain nuclear deterrence in 
lieu of conventional superioritv or paritv. for 
economic and technical reasons. we dropped
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previous BMD and air defense Systems for 
strategic offensive forces deterrence. Stra- 
tegic offense has been our choice in lhe past 
and mav well be in the future for similar eco- 
nomic and technical reasons. It even could be 
argued that strategic arms control and force 
reductions have economic underpinnings as 
well as moral grounds. We want the cost of 
our choice to be minimized.

Anvone who has argued for Peacekeeper, 
the B-l. the small ICBM (SICBM), or the ad- 
vanced technology bomber (ATB) painfully 
understands several apparent things about 
the L’S psyche. In the United States, we strive 
to make our strategic Systems perfect before 
we buv. wanting our investments to be mini
mized and to vield exacting results. These re- 
sults have to be portraved in the simplest, 
cleanest COF calculations with no fog of war 
allowed. A 50 percent effective sysiem is alien 
to our psyche. We also tencl to buv about one- 
half of what we start out to get; for example, 
the militarv requirements were for 200 Peace- 
keepers and 244 B-ls. We justif\ the svstems 
for their lack of use. tinis “hold at risk" re- 
places “destrov targets" and "deterrent value” 
supplants “militarv capability.” Our society 
has avoided discussion of nuclear conHict and 
does not like the visible manifestations of our 
armament. This all has verv ominous indica- 
tions for the EBMD and air defense debate.

These inUuences will drive the expectations 
for EBMD and air defense to the impossible.
I be expectations will likely be for a 100 per- 

cent effective svstem that ends nuclear conflict 
forever, eliminates lhe need for strategic of
fense. has no visible basing in the United 
States, and maintains the “virginity" of 
space—all at 50 percent of the estimated cost. 
Mam discussions will be extremely emotional. 
L nfortunateK for those whoargue for EBMD 
and air defense. the svstems bv their verv na- 
ture will run counter to the aforementioned 
expectations.

Buying even 50 percent leveis of stated mil
itarv requirements of offensive forces can be

viewed as adding bullels to your magazine—it 
still leaves you armed. EBMD and air defense, 
on the other hand, cannot meet capability ex
pectations and have visible deficiencies due to 
reduced deployment and f unding leveis. Al- 
though a less than “full up” system would be 
militarily beneficiai, it would not lead to the 
long-lerm moral objeclives of a leakproof Sys
tem; and if some potential for leakage exists, 
the perceived consequences will lead people 
to question whv we are doing it at all.

The debate on whether to procure nuclear 
offensive Systems is influenced by the destruc- 
tive power of US nuclear weapons. EBMD 
and air defense, on the other hand, lacks such 
inHuence and raises the question ol the con- 
tinuing effectiveness ol high-technology S o 

lutions in a verv technologically competitive 
environment. EBMI) will be less than 100 per
cent effective. Proving how effective it has to 
be will be subjective and a source of endless 
debate. (Try sellingan expensive car that runs 
70 percent of the time.) Strategic defense, by 
itself, cannot h 11 the requirement for future 
deterrence due to the inherent requirement 
in deterrence to threaten punishment; there- 
tore, maintenance of the offense must be ar
gued simultaneouslv with the promotion of 
EBMD and air defense.

In order to portray the effectiveness of stra
tegic defense, the failure of nuclear deter
rence needs to be discussed as a possibilitv. 
Tactics to counter the defensive technology, a 
library of scenarios. and the unknownsof So- 
viet technology will all be paraded ihrough 
every audience who will listen. II the E.BMD 
and air defense protagonists are successful in 
arguing these points and in convincing thean- 
tagonists, they may unwittingly enhance the 
potential for another undesirable outcome. 
By removing the total terror of nuclear con
flict that reinforces deterrence today, conven- 
tional conflict, particularly between the 
superpowers, may become more likely.

In view of all of this, it is no wonder that we 
continue to cling to the hope of molding So-
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viei behavior. II thev would jusi change, it 
would eliminate lhe need for iliis painful dis- 
cussion. Unfortunately, our experiente with 
this has been anyching but reassuring. Multi- 
ple independendy targetablc reentrv vehkles 
(MIRVs), pasi BM1). arms control, cléieiue, 
and economic initiatives all reflecl our past at- 
temptsat inodilVing Soviet behavior. VVe have 
altered iheir tourse ol action in some cases, 
bul they continued lhe new tourse of aclion 
with their mvn particular proclivities and itlio- 
svntrasies. The resulis, therefore, were not 
necessarily vvhat \ve predicted or clesired. 
EBMD and air defense wi11 he no tlillerem be- 
cause lhe So\ iets w ill react as Soviets and draw 
their mvn picturc of the future slrategit 
world.

The Four Worlds

In giving form and substance to the future 
strategii world, it helps to capture some gen
eral cases. In simplilied ternis, four cases, or 
worlds, come to inind.

The lust world is the projectecl case of to- 
tla\ ’s circumstances: numerit ally superior So
viet conventional forces, approximate parity 
in the nuntber of nut lear weapons, the Soviets 
standing almost alone in (he world ol defen- 
ses, and no major technical breakthroughs. 
Maintenance ol this status t|uo requires at a
minimum that armscontrol treaties currenllv• /
in the works be enacted and that there he ab- 
solute adherence to existing treaties. How- 
ever, evolution ol strategit offensive forces 
within treaty constraints will still occm on 
both sides. Working against continuation ol 
the turrem status is the lack of treaty control 
over Soviet defense initiatives on all fronts. 
Their work in mam teclmologies and our 
own Sl)l and ADI make the lirst world an un- 
likelv future, as does the moral dilemma of 
nuclear war. Add to this the polential ol space 
and we can safelv assume that we will not be 
left where we are.

In the seconcl world, the Soviets have con-

vincecl us to ignore the potential of SD1 and 
ADI. I his is lhe lirst world with Soviet EBML) 
and their air defense radically enhanced, and 
with no corresponding US systems. We can- 
not afidrd to be in this world, but it is where 
lhe Soviets want us to be.

I he third world would be just as unpalat- 
able io lhe Soviets as lhe second world would 
be to us. I bis is the world used in some strate
git defense analyses under the scrutiny of the 
people worrving about transition phases. li is 
the world with US EBMD and air defense and 
with no comparable Soviet capability. It could 
be argued that because of their experiences in 
the 1950s and 196üs, the Soviets could survive 
more comlortabh in this world than could the 
United States in the second world. However. 
having dealt with strategit inferiority before, 
the experiente has convinced them that a re- 
currence is not permissible.

l he most likelv future is in the fourth 
world, li would be the world where both sides 
have a form of EBML), air defense, and stra
tegit offensive forces. 11 the defenses are via- 
ble and not countered bv offensive changes, it 
w ill be a world that also includes forces for at- 
tack ol lhe opponenfs defenses and as the 
counter lo those forces. The form of the sys
tems and sivle of comhat will be radically al- 
teretl by lhe teclmologies involvetl and bv the 
space médium, \ear-speed-ol-light weapons 
will be side by side with missiles, airplanes, 
and advanced vehides. Stealth technology will 
be f urther developed. Overall force structure 
may be smaller antl mobilitv t»l ballistic mis
siles on lhe ground or in the oceans w ill be tle- 
valued. A clear slrategit picture will be 
cxtremelv elusive and a believable COI* w ill be 
next to impossible. The demand lor dollars 
for strategic assets w ill be accelerated.

Affordability— The Economic 
Comer of the Fourth World

EBMD and air defense procurement will 
come at a time of extreme stress on the mili-
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lary and national budget. The demands on 
lhe non-DOD portion of the budget will con
tinue to expand. The burden of a continuing 
dehcit will be heavier. and the temporary so- 
lution ofinflation will be resisted becauseoí its 
long-term implications. Even if I)C)D tunding 
leveis remain constam, other factors will stress 
the “bang-for-the-buck" factor with space and 
technologv at the front of lhe list.

Until recendy we procured systems for 
land. sea, and air warfare. We bought hard
ware for the 3- or 9 medium-to-medium com- 
bat environments (air-to-air. air-to-land. air- 
to-sea, sea-to-sea, and so on). Space. the 
fourth médium, is now a permanent and ex- 
panding factor in Soviet and US planning. 
The addition of this fourth médium nearly 
doubles (16 versus 9) the number of medium- 
to-medium environments for which we must 
be prepared. and space assets are expensive. 
li mav be unreasonable to expect a correlative 
expansion in appropriations. The result will 
be eilher an overall thinning of the military 
force structure to pay for space or negligence 
of that médium, neither of which is a palatable 
alternative.

Compounding this are the rising technical 
requirements for systems to counter Soviet 
technologv and numbers. The cost of new 
technologv adds to the cost of research and 
systems. again leading to a thinning of the 
force structure. In this vicious cycle, less force 
structure leads to even more requirements on 
system capabilitv. increasing System costs.

The offset to rising technical and capabilitv 
requirements and cost will have to be the abil- 
ity to utili/e these assets in combined arms op- 
erations with multiple system tasking in many 
theaters of operation. If this happens, the dis- 
linction between strategic and tactical systems 
will blur. demanding operational versatilitv of 
high-technology systems in strategic and tac
tical missions with extreme speed from one 
theater to another or immediate access to 
many theaters—for cxample, space basing. 
Strategic defensive systems for sensing and

for baltle managemenl will have to have ca- 
pabilities for assisting in missions other than 
homeland defense.

The Historie Choice

Because of the economic factors, very ca- 
pable strategic offense mav again be sug- 
gested in deference to the oflense/defense 
combination. After all. we have chosen that 
path before. Maintaining offensive capabilitv 
will be required, and incrementai monies ap- 
plied to ensure capabilitv may be more attrac- 
tive than large sums of money for new 
defensive programs. There are competitive 
strategv benehts in continuing to modify our 
offense and to keep the Soviets spending on 
both defenses and offenses. The problem 
with this solution is that it has higher i isk than 
when wechose it in the past. Soviet technologv 
evolution for EBMD has the potential to ne- 
gate mobile missile benefits—1CBM and 
SLBM—and holds at risk the majority of of
fensive asseis we are building on todav. Any 
shift to other of fensive systems will be met by 
more elegant Soviet defenses.

A second alternative that comes to mind is 
proc urement of defense-suppression systems 
to ensure of fensive force ef fectiveness in lieu 
of defensive systems. Certainlv il the United 
States deployed an EBMD and air defense sys
tem that was cost-effective at the margin. we 
would expect the Soviets to pursue counter- 
defensive systems rather than giving up. We 
ma\ be faced with the same choice. Strategic 
offense plus countetdefense mav be more 
economically attractive than offense and de
fense, especially in light ol ultimately using 
counterdefense anyway. Unforiunately, nei
ther alternative assures US ability to gain con- 
trol ol the time lines of conflict and initiative 
in the fourth world.

The "We-Need-a-Strategy" Factor

Dealing with the fourth world will requirea
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strategy. There are currently many efforts to 
create a defensive strategy. This is an awe- 
some task betause EBMD and air defense Sys
tems do not exist, so their contribution cannot 
be evaluated. Unfortunately, our current 
strategv has recentlv been mislabeled asoffen- 
sive. VVhat we actually liave is a deterrent 
strategy that is sound, and we have chosen to 
support it with of tensive Systems. Our current 
strategy could be well served by offensive and 
defensive Systems in combinaiion. However, 
until there is ,i defensive system to evaluate, 
the search for a defensive strategy may only 
l>e so muc li running to the port rail to give the 
indication that the ship is t hanging direction.

What is more importam in the near-term is 
a sound evaluation ol operational tactics and 
strategies for strategic offense and defense 
that will work to maintain escalation control, 
cieter nuclear condia, prevent coercion, and 
preserve the ability to lerminate conllict in lhe 
lourth world. We will have to continue to en
sine that lhe Soviets believe the nuclear op- 
tion is a nonoption s o  that if conllict at lower 
leveis cannot be prevented. at least escalation 
is avoided. ( '.urrent arms control efforts, how
ever. mav serve to complicate deterrence in 
the future.

Arms Control

At the risk of sounding heretical. I believe 
that lhe current approach in strategit arms 
control reduction efforts mav make conllict 
between the superpowers more likelv in the 
lourth world. It does not control comparative 
defense svstems on both sides. ASW. air de
fense. and BMD should be reduced in pro- 
portion to the opposing side’s offensive forces 
to maintain stabilitv and preserve the nuclear 
war option as a nonoption. Apparently, the 
Soviets realize lhe relationship between arms 
reductions and the viability of their defenses. 
I his. coupled with an apparent lixation by the 
United States on total numbers of weapons 
rather than relative measures and with the

fact that there are fewer strategic targets in 
the United States, makes the potential Soviet 
benefits outweigh the losses in weapons 
through arms reductions. It also reduces the 
economic burden of maintaining many old 
systems. In the future, much better defenses 
and less offensive weapons for the Soviets re- 
duce the escalatory risks of involving them- 
selves in tactical conventional conllict with the 
United States. If US SI)I can be killed in the 
bargain, so much the better.

Whatever the outcome of arms reduction 
ef forts, our strategic offensive forces will have 
to maintain the military capability to uphold 
the structure of deterrence that keeps the 
United States and Soviet Union militarily ciis- 
engaged. The current bargaining should take 
into account the value of offensive and defen
sive systems in the fourth world to create a so- 
lution that is not just good for today’s world 
but also for the future.

The Value of Strategic 
Otfenses in the Fourth World

Toda\ it isoften said that EBMD has the po
tential to devalue ballistic missiles, the forgot- 
ten phrase being “land- and sea-based” 
ballistic missiles. This statement is straightfor- 
ward and appears to be sound but it misses 
some key logic. A stated purpose of EBMD in 
warfighting would be to stretch out the time 
lines ol conllict. I must admit that stretching 
time lines of conflict by introducing near- 
speed-of-light weapons appears a bit incon- 
gruous. so I will restate this to say that it is in- 
tended to stretch out the ballistic missile 
phases ol conflict bv making barrage launches 
impractical. What then will be the value of of
fensive systems in this environmentr

SLBM weapons are a sizable portion ol the 
US, not the Soviet, force structure. In the 
fourth world, their value will be significantly 
altered. The missiles themselves will be held at 
risk by EBMD and the submarines by ASW. 
Even the most conservative submariner
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should feel lhere will be a drastic change in 
the abilitv to detecí submarines by lhe vear 
2000. Hf would also recognize that subma
rines can be aitacked in convenlional as well as 
nuclear phases of conflict. The current Soviet 
and US arms control proposals could trap the 
United States in an SLBM-heavy force that 
mav be good for now but bad for the future. 
It US ballistic missilesare held until EBMDat- 
trition takes place, lhere could be more op- 
portunity for the Soviets to attack our boats, 
with a resultam loss of 24 missiles per boat de- 
stroved. This can radically and quickly alter 
the balance of power.

ICBM weapons are a sizable portion of the 
Soviet force structure and thesmallest portion 
of that of the United States. It is true that in 
the hrst hours of a fourth-vvorld conflict they 
would have reduced value. As the conflict 
wears on and EB MD is attrited Itv defense 
suppression, however, they will increase in 
value if maintained survivable by active and 
passive defenses. ICBMs may well end up 
being the most valuable offensive assei in the 
later phases of a conflict. Certainh a robust 
ASAT capability, such as a ground-based 
laser, could be invaluable in maintaining 
SSBN and land-mobile ICBM survivability 
during the defense-attrition phases of future 
conflict.

Air-breathing forces in the future will have 
combinations of the features of air-launched 
cruise missiles (ALCMs). sea-launched cruise 
missiles (SLCMs), and stealth. AlI tend to re- 
duce the value of EBMI) and to significantly 
raise the cost of air defense. The new attri- 
butes of stealth and increased speed also 
change the time lines of conflict and potential 
for surprise. Strategic bombers may well be 
the key to both conventional and nuclear 
phases of conflict in the fourth world. A logi- 
cal outcome of our current arms control po- 
sition is to move the Soviets toward an 
aircraft-heavier force structure. But given 
their advantages in air defense and our geo- 
graphic vulnerability to cruise missiles, this

may give them enorinous future advantage. 
Prompt bomber weapons may replace some 
missions currently filled by ballistic missiles. 
Missiles may be held for longer-lerm conllict, 
thus lhe value of active and passive defenses.

So What Should We Do?

VVe have a chance to premeditate an inte- 
grated approach for our strategic f uture, but 
we cannot afford for it to be a near-term fu- 
ture. It must account for our legitimate de- 
fense requirements but also be tempered with 
our psyche, mentality, and historical choices. 
It must presume that Soviet behavior will re- 
main consistem and that deterrence will have 
to be maintained. We must plan for a strategic 
f uture that will include lhe strategic offensive 
Triacf (SLBMs, bombers. and ICBMs), the 
strategic defensive Triad (ASW, air defense, 
and EBMI)), strategic defense countermea- 
sures, and space svstems for the Soviets and 
lhe United States. Affordability and arms con
trol have the potential to modify any one of 
these taceis. But they should be pursued in a 
balanceei approach toward offense and de
fense to ensm e the \ italit\ of deterrent lot ees 
to reduce the likelihood of conventional as 
well as nuclear conflict. The assets have to be 
evaluated in the fourth world, not the next de- 
cade. New technologies must be broadly ap- 
p lie d  fo r  m ax im um  p o te n t ia l  an d  
affordability, with combined arms operations 
being more than an afterthought. We must 
continue to investigate technologies that mav 
be useful in defense of or attack on satellites 
and be better prepared for the future in 
space. Comprehensive long-term funding 
strategies must be developed under realistic 
defense budgets.

l here are currently severaI opportunities 
that we should exploit. l he Air Force lias re- 
cently completed Project Forecast II to deter
mine key technologies and programs for the 
future. Such a program for the entire I)()l) 
would provide the incentive and direction to
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more economicallv exploii new technologies 
for all military applications. l he DOD reor- 
ganization may help provide lhe focus for 
higher technology arms development pro- 
grams for combined arms use. It can also help 
iron out lhe affordabilit\ issue. Recent arms 
control fervor and the pressure for an agree- 
ment can be exploited using a realistic future 
viewpoint. Reasonable arms reductions that 
leave a balanced Triad can provide a numer- 
icalh constrained offensive maintenance pro- 
gram vvhich hopefully will keep offense 
expenditures at a consistem levei. We might

use lhe Soviet desire to contain SDI develop
ment as leverage to control all strategic defen- 
sive systems numbers, but we should not limit 
technology development—the US trump 
card. The topic of defensive arms control 
could be exploited to evoke rational discus- 
sions at the national levei of all strategic de- 
fenses aijxl their role in protecting the United 
States and our allies as well as enhancing de- 
terrence. Armed with such opportunities, we 
can forge a pragmatic strategic future for the 
United States.

Offutt AFB, Nebraska
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Is this edition, we lótus on strategic issues.
As LS Air Force professionals, we have to 

undersiand the implications ol strategic 
bombing because destros ing the enetnv s \ ital 
temei s is at the heart ol what the .Vii Forte is 
all about. I li is is our reason lor being.

The LS Air Forte won its independente be
cause ol its contributions to victorv in the Sec- 
ond World War, and in large part because the 
marriage ol lhe B-29 tf» the atomic bomb 
meam that aír power could. in and ol itsell. be 
detisive in war.

History flows like a river and. like a river, is 
ever thanging. There will tome a time when 
eventsor tethnology may negate the need lor 
an independent Air Force. I lie mannetl 
bomber, like the horseborne soldier. could at 
some point be a thing of the past. Until then.

however, we have to li ve with the realitv ol the 
present and deal with war I are as it is. For lhe 
mililars professional, underslanding the aw- 
ful realitv ol war is what we are all about.

“Peace ls ( )ur Profession" lias long been lhe 
motto of lhe Strategic Air Command. As slo
gans go, it s not bad. I am reminded, however, 
ol an olcl tollege t hum who had served a hitch 
in the l S Mat ines beldre Imishing his educa- 
lion. Beldre leaving the Corps, lie toured 
Viemam as an enlisted aide to a general. He 
lold me that his general ga\e a pal spcech at 
ever\ stop. When \ isiting a rille unit lie would 
sa\. "Inlantry, vou ain t got infanti \ , vou ain t 
got squat." At an artillerv company he would 
say, "(.uns, you ain t got guns, vou ain t got 
squat." And so it wem, right on down to trans- 
portalion and the guards ai the disciplinary

I I



barracks. The preclictable rhetoric rolled out.
War is too serious for rhetoric. To prepare 

ourselves properly for the awesome respon- 
sibilities of war, we have to look beyond the 
facile and the obvious to question the very 
substance of our beliefs. The militarv profes- 
sion is. because it involves matters of life or 
death, the most demanding of all callings. 11 
we are to practice our profession properly, we 
have to escape from the pai answers and sac- 
charine phrases that offend no one and say 
absolutely nothing.

rhe i hanges that .ire afoot in warfare make 
íbis a challenging and dangerous lime. The 
iniroduction of stealth technologies, for in- 
stance, may i hange the entire nature of aerial 
warfare. Stealth is more than a dandy engi- 
neering breakthrough. Ii is a departure as sig- 
nificant as that ol the submarine, which, if you 
will recai 1, radically altered naval warfare, 
changed lhe institutional organization of the 
l  S Navv, and played no small part in getting 
the United States involved in two global con- 
fficts. Beyond inv isible airplanes, there lies the 
question of what the Air Force will be like if, 
either because of advances in technology or 
the implementation of arms limitation trea- 
ties, the manned bomber is relegated to the 
Air Force Museum. These are not popular 
questions. but il we fail to address them we as- 
su re  ourselves of answ ers tha t are 
unpalatable.

From the time of the bit th of the Air Force, 
Air l niversity Review has served as our profes- 
sional joufnal. In the past few vears it became 
a truh o|)en forum for presenting ideas and

stimulating thinking on military doçtrine, 
strategy, tactics, force structure, readiness, 
and other national defense matters. Hope- 
fully, we enlightened those who sought a 
wider perspective in their thinking. Undoubt- 
edly, we irritated those who feel that the Air 
Force must “speak with one voice.” Unfortu- 
nately, perhaps tragically, far too many offi- 
cers nevei bothered to read their professional 
jou rnal.

Because of a devastating budget cut. you 
are reading the final edition of Air University 
Review. There is. however, a fficker of hope in 
that the Ccnter for Aerospace Doçtrine, Re
search, and Education (CADRE) plans a pub- 
lication called the Air Power Journal. It will 
focus on the operational art of war and hope- 
fully reach some of those officers who never 
read the Review. The Air Power Journal will 
need our support if it is to overcome what I 
perceive to be the prevailing anti-intellectual- 
ism that dominates our Service and which, in 
my opinion, played a large role in the demise 
of the Review. I wish Col Keith YV. (ieiger, the 
designated editor of Air Power Journal, the 
very best.

VVhen I became editor, I entlnisiastically en- 
dorsed the efforts of my two predecessors 
who worked to make the Review the one Air 
Force publication that did not hew to the im- 
perativesof policy. In that spirit, let meend by 
warning that if the current trends in our ap- 
proach to thinking and writing continue, the 
elimination of the Air University Review w ill be 
only another step toward the Air Force’s uni
lateral disarmament in the war of ideas.

F..H.T.
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As we rapidly approach Lhe clawn of a 
new century, the Strategic Air Com- 

pnand (SAC) stands ready to meet the 
challenges and to exploit the opportunities of 
the future. Ours is a dvnamic command with 
bright, dedicated people working energeti- 
cally to provide the necessary combat capabil- 
ity to underwrite deterrence effectively. 
Exhaustive planning will ensure SAC’s inva- 
luable contribution to our nation’s security 
well into tlie next century. In looking to lhe 
future, we have a rich heritage to draw from. 
In 1946 Gen Gari Spaatz laid out the first mis- 
sion statement for SAC:

I he Strategic Air Command will be prepared to 
condiu t long range offensive operations in any 
part of the world either independently or in co- 
operation with land and naval forces;. . .  to pro- 
\ ide combat units capable of intense and 
sustained combat operations employing the lat- 
est and most advanced weapons. . . [and] to train 
units and personnel for the maintenance of the 
strategic forces in all parts of the world.1
Since that time, SAC’s impressive array of 

nuclear and conventional capabilities has in- 
spired caution and restraint in our principal 
adversaiv, the Soviet Union. For more than 
40 years, the combat capability embodied in 
SAC manned bombers and intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and Navv sea- 
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), has con
vim ingly cleterred Soviet nuclear attack. As a 
backdrop to US-Soviet relations, these robust 
forces have discouraged direct Soviet aggres- 
sion against the United States and its allies. 
The enormous conventional capabilities of 
SAC long-range bombers, airborne recon- 
naissance platforms, and aeriai refueling 
tankers have strengthened the US ability to 
respond Hexibly to any attack scenario. Since 
its creation, SAC has led the way in preserving 
the peace and protecting America’s vital 
interests.

A realistic look at the future international 
System reveals the existence of a number of 
nations with interests contrary to our own. 
Some of these nations will have sufficient mil-

itary power and resources to endanger Amer
ican security. To counter those threats, the 
United States must maintain highly capable, 
diverse, and resilient military forces. SAC will 
continue to play a criticai role in that 
endeavor.

It is reasonable to assume that the Soviet 
Union will remain the greatest threat to 
American security in the future. Despite a 
change in leadership and publicly professed 
peaceful intentions, theSoviets have nevei- de- 
viated from their ultimate goal of expanding 
Soviet influence and control around the 
globe. This goal is buttressed by a Comnumist 
ideologv committed to the global extension of 
its principies and a massive military arsenal 
far in excess of that necessary to defend the 
Soviet sphere. This massive arsenal has re- 
sulted from a relentless Soviet drive to achieve 
military superiority over the United States. 
Since the early 1960s, the Soviets have in- 
vested tremendous sums in modem weap- 
onry. We fully expect them to continue 
plowing immense resources into the modern- 
ization, readiness, and sustainabilitv of their 
armed forces; into military research and de- 
velopment; and into their military-industrial 
capacity.

This prospect is especially worrisome in 
that an extensive military capability is the So
viet Union’s only legitimate claim to super- 
power status and world influence. The Soviets 
cannot compete economically with the West 
since their highly centralized system strangles 
productivity and prevents economic develop- 
ment. On a political and ideological levei, the 
Soviets have experienced comparable fail- 
ures. They have had virtually no success in 
persuading other Comnumist nations to ac- 
cept a pure Kremlin ideological line. With 
these failures, the Soviets are left with only 
military power to pursue their objectives on 
the world stage. And the Soviet Union has re- 
peatedly dem onstrated a willingness to 
threaten and use force to achieve its objectives 
(e.g., Uungary in 1956. Czechoslovakia in
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1968. and Afghanistan in 1979). We readily 
expect continued Soviet reliance on force as 
die principal instrumem of iis aggressive. ex- 
pansionist policies. Certainly. lhe Soviet 
Union will sustain iis ongoing efforis 10 ex- 
pand. modernize, and deploy increasingly ca- 
pable weapon sysiems designed for lhe entire 
spectrum of convenlional and nuclear 
conHict.

In this light. we will relv on our time-tested 
defense siraiegv of deterrence "to prevení 
war by maintaining forces and demonsirating 
lhe deierminalion 10 use them, if necessarv. in 
ways that will persuade our adversaries lhai 
the cost of any atiack on our vital inierests will 
exceed lhe benefits thev could hope to gain.’"-’ 
SAC’s primarv responsibility in this endeavor 
will remain constam and unalterable—to 
maintain lhe conibat capabiliiy required to de
ter nuclear attack on the United States and its 
allies or to prevent coercion under threat ol 
atiack. Faced with intensive Soviet efforts to 
modernize, harden, disperse, defend, and 
make mobile many of their criticai warfight- 
ing assets. we have wiselv laid the foundation 
for modernizing our strategic nuclear forces. 
This modernization will assure the vitalitv of 
our forces and underwrite credible deter
rence well into the next century.

The hrst and most importam moderniza
tion step is to deploy the tull complement of 
100 Peacekeeper missiles. Currently, our 
greatest shortfall lies in the capahility to hold 
ai risk hardened Soviet ICBM sites and com- 
mand centers with prompt weapons. High- 
conhdence deterrence requires that Soviet 
planners be convinced we have the ability to 
disrupt an attack promptlv and prevent suc- 
cessful follow-on strikes. The onlv near-term

J

solution to our destabilizing shortfall in 
prompt, hard-targel capahility lies in 1,000 
Peacekeeper warheads, Their exceptional ac- 
curacy offers an extraordinarily effective ca- 
pability to strike hardened Soviet warfighting 
assets promptlv. Fielding the Hrst 50 Peace- 
keepers in Minuteman silos is by far the quick-

est and most economical steppingstone 
toward achieving lhe required capahility. I)e- 
ployment at F. F. VVarren AFB in Wyoming ts 
ol I to a good start. and we anlicipate lhe hrst 
50 missiles will be on alert by the end ol 1988.

Alter evaluating several more survivable 
basing modes for deploying the second incre- 
mcnt of 50 Peacekeeper missiles, the Air 
Force recommended rail garrison basing as 
the most promising mode. Presidem Reagan 
agreed and on 19 December 1986 directed 
developmenl of rail garrison basing for Peace
keeper. This basing mode will provide maxi- 
mum Hexibility at tlie lowest cost. 
Peacekeepers on alert in garrisons capable ol 
a prompt response to a Soviet attack will deter 
the “bolt out ol the blue.” Dispersai on stra
tegic warning will provide survivability, make 
tlie System virtually unattac kable, and add sta- 
bility in a time of increasing lensions. Fifty 
Peacekeepers in this survivable basing mode 
will provide increased Hexibility to the presi
dem in responding to a Soviet attack and will 
offer a prompt counterforce capahility to de- 
leat residual Soviet strategic forces. In the 
near-term, helding 100 Peacekeeper missiles 
is the best foundation for deterrence, no mat- 
ter what the basing mode.

To complement Peacekeeper, we are devel- 
oping the small ICBM for deployment in the 
early nineties. Its single warhead will have 
comparable accuracy to that oi tlie Peac ekeep
er. Survivable basing on hardened mobile 
launchers will further enhance deterrence by 
complicating Soviet largeting and providinga 
llexible retaliatory capability against counter- 
force targets throughout a nuclear conllict.

We at e activeh pursuing a dual-track mod
ernization program to ensure the continued 
contribution ol the manned penetrating 
homher to our deterrent forces well into the 
next century. Deployment ol the B-1B fullills 
lhe need for a penetrating homher while we 
proceed with developmenl of the advanced 
technology homher (A'l B). I he B-1B will be 
able to peneirate Soviet defenses into the
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1990s because of its small radar cross section, 
high speed. adaptive defensive systems, and 
low-altitude flight. As the ATB enters the in- 
ventory, the B-l B will begin to assume both a 
cruise missile carrier and penetration role. 
Thus. the B-1B will serve as an effective stra- 
tegic delivery platform for decades to come.

The ATB is the penetrating homher of the 
future that will carry us well into the twenty- 
hrst centurv. Development of the ATB is pro- 
ceeding at a rapid, yet prudent, rate with de- 
plovmem planned for the early nineties. The 
ATB will provide the capability to penetrate 
the most sophisticated Soviet defenses and at- 
tack the full spectrum of targets well into the 
future. It incorporates an effective, highly 
survivable design. the latest advances in pro- 
pulsion and airframe technology, and mod
em sensors and avionics. It promises a long- 
range, efficient cruise capability with a variety 
of weapon loads. With lovv observables 
(stealth), the ATB will he highly adaptive to 
the evolving threat and will provide a new di- 
mension in Hexibility and capability for both 
nuclear and conventional operations. A com- 
bined force of B-l Bs, ATBs, and cruise mis- 
siles will place maximum stress on Soviet air 
defenses, force extensive Soviet spending on 
improved defenses. and ensure the effective- 
ness of the homher leg of the Triad.

As the capahilities of our strategic nuclear 
forces improve, it is equally important that we 
have reliable, flexihle, and redundam com- 
mand and control (C2) capahilities to support 
those forces. Our current C2 network is 
undergoing an extensive technological up- 
date to ensure a rohust capability in the faceof 
more capahle Soviet forces. This network 
must he as survivable and enduring as the 
forces it supports. Completion of our planned 
C2 programs will greatly enhance deterrence 
hy assuring reliable and timely warning, un-
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ambiguous attack assessment, enduring force 
management, and survivable and enduring 
Communications connectivity from the 11a- 
tional command authorities (NCA) to the 
forces, even under the most stressful 
conditions.

Strategic offensive nuclear forces will re- 
main the cornerstone of deterrence for many 
years to come. However, the intense research 
efforts of the Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI) hold great promise of prodiicing ad- 
vanced systems to counter hallistic missiles. 
SI)I researchers are examining a number oi 
concepts involving a wide range of technolo- 
gies. The research is intended to exploit tech
nological evolution and provide a prudent
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response to aggressive Soviet research and de- 
velopment of ballistic missile defenses. Heavy 
Soviet reliance on ICBMs and SLBMs makes 
their nuclear forces particularly susceptible to 
an effective LTS ballistic missile defense Sys
tem. Moreover, such a System would comple- 
ment rather than replace offensive nuclear 
forces. Additionally, tbe result of SDI re
search will substantially expand tbe l ’S tech- 
nology base for application in other areas.

Ongoing arms control negotiations will 
likely impact SAC’s future nuclear role. SAC 
fully supports efforts to achieve mutually ver- 
ifiable and equitable arms reduetions as an in
tegral part ol US efforts to reduce tbe risk of 
nuclear war. VVe consider arms control issues 
in planning for tbe future, analyze force 
strueture implications of proposals, and eval- 
uate tbe likely impact of force reduetions on

IS
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our ability to maintain deterrence. Our stra- 
tegic modernization efforts produce leverage 
in arms negotiations b\ demonstrating US re
solve and pressuring the Soviets to bargain in 
good faith. These efforts preclude tlie Soviets 
from using arms conirol to lock in current ad- 
vantagesin forcecapabiliiies. Moreover, il ne- 
gotialions resu ll in ag reem ents that 
significam! \ reduce US and Soviet strategic 
forces, continued modernization will provide 
the best combat capability possible to under- 
write credible deterrence.

Reductions in nuclear forces, il achieved, 
will increase US reliance on strong. versatile 
conventional forces to discourage and combat 
aggression. Thus, it is imperative we maintain 
and enfiance SAC’s conventional capabilities. 
Our current tanker. reconnaissance, and 
bomber assets contribute immenselv to US

Smre lhe I950\. ucrial rejueling hu.t enlunuetl lhe fiexibility <tj 
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global lorce projection and theaier combat ca- 
pabilities. Additionally, we Itave a number of 
prograins under vvay to increase SACi’s con
ventional capabilities.

SAC’s KC-135 and KC-10 fleet provides 
criticai deployment and employment air re- 
fueling to US general purpose and airlift air- 
craft. Refueling greatly enhances lhe 
llexibilitv of tliese aircraft by extending their 
presence in the combat area. increasing their 
range, enabling them to avoid en route stops 
and overfiigfit of troubled areas, and reduc- 
ing their vulnerabilitv to attack. The impor- 
tance of air refueling was dramatically 
demonstrated by the successftd L!S raid on 
Libya in April 1986. Extensive tanker support 
enabled 1-1 1 ls to stage out ol Britain. strike 
their largeis in Eripoli, and return nonstop to 
their base in Britain.

1 o expancl our capability to meet the grow- 
ing demand for aerial refueling, SAC is com- 
pleting a buy of 60 KC-lOs and is continuing 
the KCl-lSõR conversion program. The R 
conversion is a comprehensive modernization
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program for all SAC KC-135s that incorpo- 
rates ncw jet engines and replaces or modifies 
25 other Systems or subsystems. l he program 
increases off-load capabilitv by 50 percent, 
improves fuel efficiency by 27 percent, signif- 
icantly enhances reliability, and extends the 
useful life of the KC-135 far into the next 
century.

SAC airborne reconnaissance assets pro- 
vide essential intelligence support to theater 
tommanders. SAC’s SR-71, U-2R. RC-135, 
and TR-1 aircraft offer versatility, timely re
sponse. and global coverage. I heir missions 
support peacetime planning, strike prepara- 
tion. indications and warning of attack, and 
damage assessment. l he TR-1 was developed 
spet ifically to satisfy the theater commander’s 
intelligence needs. We have a number of cost- 
effective upgrades under way to improve and

Smiit S U u ill (Din/ilrh■ its tia/iiisiliou of 60 K ('-I0s. Exlnisive 
liiiiliri uifi/jorl runhlrd TAC. I I1Is to strike nl Lihyun terronst 
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sustain the long-term effectiveness, reliability, 
and survivability of our reconnaissance assets.

SAC is dedicated to supporting the conven- 
tional warfighting capability of theater com- 
manders with our long-range bombers. From 
the historical perspective, strategic conven- 
tional air power has proved its efficacy in pre- 
venting war and waging it. Our current force 
of B-52 bombers provides theater t ommand
ers with highly responsive platforms able to 
rapidlv deliver large, varied payloads in sup
port of a broad range of missions on land or at 
sea. Its capability to project tremendous con- 
ventional power anywhere in the world is un- 
rivaled by any other weapon system.

The B-52 offers a number of employment 
options. it is particularly effcctive in deliver- 
ing gravity bombs on area targets. The B-52 is 
an excellent platform for conducting mari- 
time operations in support of the Navy. It is 
the most capable aircraft in performing aerial 
minelaying. No other aircraft can deliv er such 
a large payload of mines to such great dis-



SAC l.OOKS TO THl II ’TUHI■ 21

tances in order to delay or deny enemv move- 
ment at sea. To further enhance SACs 
maritime capabilities we have modiHed se- 
lected B-52G aircraft to carry the Harpoon 
antiship missile. Our currcnt operational ca- 
pabilitv enables us to support the Atlantic and 
Pacific Heets with the capability to destroy or 
immobilize enemv surface vessels from stand- 
off range.

The realitv ol Soviet conventional superi- 
oritv in Europe and the evolving threat of in- 
creasinglv capable third world coumries 
makes it essential to increase SACs conven
tional capabilitv in the f uture. Gen John T. 
Chain, commander ol SAC, has directed ex- 
tensive efforts to

make fuller use of the huge latem capabilities of 
our boniber force to give the Presidem. Secre- 
tarv of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staf f more 
flexibilitv in militarv operations. . . .  In particu
lar. SACs long-range bombers carrying conven
tional explosives would help stave of fthe need to 
use nuclear weapons against the Soviet l nion’s 
larger conventional ground and air forces.'

To capitalize on SACs inherent conventional 
warfighting capability, we intend to fully in- 
tegrate lodays technology into our long- 
range bomber force. SAC is expanding lhe 
delivery capability of' our B-52 bombers; im- 
proving the delivery accuracy of our systems; 
implementing a realistic training program to 
tullv qualify all of our flying and maintenance 
crews in conventional operations; and pursu- 
ing a family of conventional weaponry that 
provides precision strike capability, standoif 
range, and suppression of enemv air defen- 
ses. Our planned conventional enhancements 
will provide lheater commanders an enor- 
mous vvarhghting capability al an affordahle 
price and will increase iheii Hexibility in ap- 
plving air povver in their area of operations. 
Further, an improved homher force will pro
vide the NCA a Hexible, responsive option

riu Slxitigii \ii ( íl\ I tan Inovnlr tltix or itighl.
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that is global in scope and thai dei uses ior- 
ward operaling base and overHight issues.

Similarly, our modernized bombers will of- 
fer exceplional conveniional capabiliiies. lni- 
liallv. the B-1B will be able to carry up to 84 
conveniional weapons. í bis large payload, 
combined with its long-range and low-levelca- 
pability, will make the B-l B an effective con- 
ventional assei, The A I B will add a new 
dimension to our conventional capability. Its 
low observable characteristics will make it an 
outstanding conventional penetrator against 
the most robust air detenses. l he combina- 
tion oi ATB’s inherent survivability and the 
application oi standofi weapons will ensure a 
precision st ri kt* capability across the target 
spectrum. 1 heater conunanders neecl a large, 
long-range, iullv capabíe conventional 
bomber force that complenients their tactical 
íighter torces in periorming theater air mis-

t \ i '/ i  ti\ as lhe In Ir IV V h. were xiximig over llie Snviel
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sions. Our conventional enhancements and 
modern bombers will fulfill that need.

As we look to the future, there are two rea- 
sons why I remain optimistic that we will con
tinue to deter the Soviets: technology and 
people. What is unsaid in this unclassiiied 
iorum are the many improvements that tech
nology will provide between now and the year 
2000. As new technologies expand our hori- 
zons, the potential benefits are enormous. We 
will continue to push the limits of the techno- 
logical envelope to provide capabilities we 
cannot yet fully envision.

In SAC totlay you will iind a new vitality in 
our units as the investment we have made in 
new equipment and facilities achieves frui- 
tion. Our people consistently nieet or surpass 
demanding standards and exhibit great pride 
in turning potential capability into tangible 
deterrence. We must continue to challenge 
our dedicated people to find better, more j j i  o - 
cluctive ways to perform the daily tasks oi 
building and maintaining SAC’s combat ca
pability. l he key to success is coupling bright 
minds with the advanced technological prod-
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ucts of a free society. One of our nation’s 
greatest strengths lies in the open and free na- 
ture of American socieiy. l he free enterprise 
system encourages diversity, promotes com- 
petition. rewards excellence. and engages the 
Creative in the task of advancing technology.

The closed society of the Soviet Union will 
never be able to compete effectivelv vvith our 
open society. l he United States will alvvays 
operate along the leading edge of technology 
with the Soviets follovving in trail, trying to 
steal vvhat they cannot develop. The key to 
our advantage will remain our continuing 
ability to exploit the technological advantage 
that comes from bright minds employed in a 
free enterprise system.

liarksüale AFB, Louhiana
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3. Richard Halloran. “US Prep.it ing Long-Range Bombers for 

Nonnuclear Missions,” Xnr York Times. 25 O ttober 1986.

23



US STRATEGIC NUCLEAR DETERRENCE
technical and policy challenges

STEPHEN J .  ClMBALA

Defensive Technology

Presidem Ronald Reagan in a speech on 23 
j  March 1983 called for a program in research

t .....

T
HE US strategic nuclear forces ofthe fu
ture will have to ineet expected and un- 
expected challenges. Those that can be 
foreseen are sufficiently intimidating. These 
challenges fali into the categories of policy 

and lechnt ogy demands on the perform
ances of US forces, l he connection between 
force and policy will be strained in future de- 
cades bv the requirement to reconcile an ex
uberam technological environment vvith a 
discordam policy process. The plamiing pro- 
cess for US nuclear deterrence and warfight- 
ing may suffer from special debilities, given 
what is novv foreseeable.

Technology

Ihree aspects ofthe technological environ
ment bear examination. These are defensive 
technology, offensive force modernization, 
and new “smart” technologies.
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and development toward possible deploy- 
ment of nonnuclear missile defenses ihat 
would make strategic offensive ballistic inis- 
siles obsolete.1 His reasons for doing so were 
complex. The iniliative had not come from 
the bureaucracv bui from the presidem. As a 
result, the public relations offensive for the 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SL)I), as it came 
to be called. was poorlv prepared.

Closelv read. the presidents speech does 
not mandate anvthing other than an explora- 
torv program in research and development. 
This is quite realislic. The United States is not 
now in a position to choose among competing 
technologies for boost. postboost. midcourse, 
and terminal ballistic missile deíense (BMD). 
Experts, including the authors of the Fletcher 
Commission Report and the Office of Tech
nology Assessments 1985 study on ballistic 
missile defense technologies, agree that iin- 
minem deplovment would be premature and 
infeasible. Even Project High Krontier is now 
only one of a number of possible architectures 
under studv for various phases of a missile de
fense system; earlier it had been the only can
didate system. -

The news media and the academic com- 
munity assumed the Reagan speech foreshad- 
owed a departure from the preexisling bases 
of US straiegit deterrence policy. This as- 
sumption was widespread despite repeated 
and frequent statements f rom the administra- 
tion reaffirming those aspects of US nuclear 
strategv and policy that were built on earlier 
precedents.* l he Reagan SDI program was 
attacked by critics who assumed conclusions 
about questions of technology left unan- 
swered by lhe program and then disputed the 
conclusions.

US Ambassador Paul H. Nitze. special ad- 
viser to the presidem and secretary of State on 
arnis control matters, explained the adminis- 
trations short- and long-term SDI objectives. 
In a widelv reported speech in Philadelphia 
that was subsequently published by the US 
State Department, Nitze outlined the admin-

istrations strategic concept of the future US- 
Soviet rclaiionship.' These relations would 
evolve through near-term, transitional, and 
long-term phases. In the next decade, deter
rence would continue to be based on the 
threat of nuclear relaliation. Reductions in US 
and Soviet strategic of fensive weapons would 
be soughl during this period. In the transilion 
phase, we would begin to deploy defenses tj 
thev meet two stringent criteria: they must be 
survivable and cost-effective at the margin. 
The ultitnate or long-term |)hase (following 
BMI) deployments) would witness reductions 
in offensive nuclear weapons as dose to zero 
as possible/’

Offensive Modernization

Hopeful optimism about the transitional and 
long-term phases for BMD development and 
deployinent was constrained by the adminis- 
tration’s recognition that its program for of
fensive force modernization was in suspended 
animation. The US Congress has put an effec- 
tive “hold” on MX/Peacekeeper deployments 
unless and until it can be satisfied that the ad- 
ministration has found a survivable basing 
mode for the missile. Congress has imposed a 
ceilingon MX deployments well below the ad
ministrai ion’s objective of 100 silo-based mis- 
siles. The Reagan modernization program 
could be forced to settlc for a token MX de- 
ployment, or none.

Were MX aborted or diluted, efforts to 
modernize the Triad of US strategic offensive 
forces (land-basec! intercontinental ballistic 
missiles | ICBMs], submarine- or sea-launched 
ballistit missiles [SLBMs], and bombers, with 
cruise missiles available for sea-based and air- 
borne platforms) would be restricted to other 
near-term and long-run programs. The land- 
based legof lhe Triad would beaugmented by 
possible deployment in the 1990sof the small 
ICBM (Midgetman) in lixed or mobile basing, 
by interim deployment of the B-1B bomber 
and follow-on deployment of the advanced



26 AIR l 'NIVERSITY REVIFAY

technology (stealth) bombers, and bv deploy- 
ment «í addilional Trident ballistic missile 
submarines (SSBNs) and Trident 11 (I)-5) mis- 
silcs. Nuclear-armed cruise missiles would 
also be deployed on US surface ships, sub
marines, and aircraft; some of these would be 
“strategie" under previous arms control 
agreements between the superpowers.

Wiihout MX, US 1CBM modernization 
stands or falis on Midgetman. The General 
Accounting Office has expressed reservations 
about whether the Midgetman program can 
meei eongressional specifications, such as 
weight resirii tions to preserve mobility, and 
stiII iullill policy requirements for deter- 
rence." According to the recommenclation of 
the 1’resident’s Commission on Strategie 
Forces (Scowcroft Commission), Midgetman 
would be capable of attaeking hard targets 
promptlv with sufficient accuracy to ensure a 
high probabilitv of destroving those targets.7 
Combined with MX, Midgetman would im
prove survivability of the ICBM force while 
supplemenring prompt hard target capabili- 
ties of MX and Minuteman. To fulfill these 
objectives, Midgetman must be survivable 
against Soviet barrage attacks that could be 
made against its deployment areas. The prob- 
able success ol those batrages is directly re- 
lated to total throw-weight. Thus, the US- 
Soviet arms control process must result in sig
nificam reduetions in USSR ICBM throw- 
weight or pavload before survivable scenarios 
for national Midgetman deployments can be 
gua ranteed.K

It rnight be possible in theory for the United 
States to shift away from survivable Triad to a 
“dvad” of forces based at sea and aloft. This 
process would require reshuffling the deck of 
cards that now allocates one leg of US stra- 
tegic retaliatory power for each of the armed 
Services.-' Reallocation of Service missions is 
politically difficult to accomplish. It may also 
not be strategically prudent. Advocates of a 
dvad assume that l ’S lleet ballistic missile sub
marines and bombers with cruise missiles can

fulfill both prompt and slow counterforce 
missions. Others argue that some missions 
now calling for prompt, hard target counter
force could be accomplished with slower 
counterforce weapons. For example, under 
some scenarios it rnight not make much dif- 
ference whether the United States attacked 
Soviet strategie command bunkers promptly 
or later. Indeed, we rnight want to preserve 
some of the Soviet command strueture 
through the earliest exchanges of weapons 
into the postattack phase in order to make 
possible war termination bv other than ex- 
haustion of arsenais.1"

VVere the United States blessed with a trulv 
“general stall" engaged in the full-time busi- 
ness of strategy from the perspective of na
tional interest, the decision about Triad 
versus dvad rnight be addressed bv confront- 
ing the question of policy objectives for US 
forces. Such prioritizing is unlikely to result 
from the present strueture, which permits co- 
ordination at the lowest common denomina- 
tor through lhejoint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense." (We re- 
turn to this theme later.) Even our decentral- 
ized system of policymaking could frame 
more appropriate questions than those usu- 
allv asked bv advocates of diverse strategie 
postures in the various Services and civilian 
branches of government. This verdict is not 
undulv harsh, although it is not pronounced 
with anv smugness. The US policymaking Sys
tem is designed for conflict resolution and for 
smoothing over sharp policy differences, and 
it focuses strategie choices on marginal adjust- 
ments in the status quo.

The paradigmatic produet of this strategie 
policy process is the MX. Conceived in the 
early I970s as a wav to redress the US-Soviet 
imbalance in prompt, hard target capabilities, 
it is nov\ becalmed in the waters of “analysis 
paralysis” over basing modes and arms con
trol. The process of bringing MX from con- 
cept to fruition lasted so long that bv the time 
of its deployment as scheduled bv the Reagan
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administration (i( lhen). it will seem alniost 
anachronistic. And the Reagan administra- 
tion, ver\ much aware of the need for surviv- 
able. hard target counterforce, accepted lhe 
Scoivcroft compromise of deploving MX in a 
presumahly nonsurvivable basing mode.'* 
The Reagan Peacekeeper MX ivas decoupled 
from the objective of ICBM survivability 
solelv through technical means such as mobil- 
itv. hardening, and deception. ICBM surviv
ability following Peacekeeper silo deployment 
now depends on the synergy among the two 
and one-half strategic forces ofdubiously sur- 
vivable ICBMs, ballistic missiles deployed on 
submarines, and bombers with their cruise 
missiles.11

“Smart” Technology

Some have suggested that the US political ili- 
inate does not augur favorably for rational 
strategic choice. The lechnology environment 
ivithin which future choices must be made is 
also becoming more complicated. Several as- 
pects of tliis anticipated technologv environ
ment deservc further comment.

First, new technologies for endoatmos- 
pheric and exoatmospheric defense against 
ballistic missiles (and possibh cruise missiles) 
will complicate previously established base- 
lines for deterrence stabilitv. In the past, L’S 
and Soviet leaders could pai less attention to 
the problem ol penetrativity against the active 
defenses of the opponent because those de- 
fenses could be assumed to be weak or non- 
existent. They could assume lhat those 
retaliatory forces surviving a surprise attack 
would have reasonably high probabilities of 
penetrating to their assigned targets. This 
lopsided ratio of high expected penetrativity 
and uncertain survivabilities (for various 
forces at various stages of tfie US-Soviet arms 
race) lecl to diversified and, in the view of 
some critics, redundam strategic offensive de- 
ployments on both sides. Multilayered active 
defenses will change this ratio of survivability

to penetrativity. Even crucle defenses will ex- 
act a higher "attac k price” against offenses not 
designed to foil them compared to the situa- 
tion before capable BM1) existed for either 
side. Currenl Soviet deployments indicate the 
Soviet Union's serious interest in exploring 
BMI) options against theater and strategic 
US/NATO offensive forces."

Second, new offensive technologies will 
complicate attack and defense plans. Two of 
the most imminent “over-the-horizon" tech- 
nologies are strategic nonnuclear weapons 
and new developments in computei technol- 
ogy. Strategic nonnuclear weapons might 
make possible atiacks ovei intercontinental 
ranges, traversing tliose distances either rap- 
idl\ or slowlv. At various speecls, lhese weap
ons would use precision guided reentry 
vehicles (PGRVs) and possibh maneuvering 
reentry vehicles (MaRVs) to home in on tar
gets ivithin tens ol feet, comparecí to the stan- 
dard hundreds of leet now characteristic ol 
the most accurate IJS and USSR ICBMs.r’ 
Some ol lhese weapons could also use space- 
based navigational updates for even more 
precise target acquisition, in addition to their 
abiliti toccjmpare prestored Information with 
visual data collected during llight."' Small- 
yield nucleat weapons could also take advan- 
tage ol this hrst generation “smart" lechnol
ogy in order to deliver more calibrated and 
selective atlacks against the opponent s mili
tar \ ohjectives while sparing damage to 
cities.17

Strategic nonnuclear weapons of the hrst 
generation may not stabilizeat lhat plateau. A 
second generation ol such weapons could 
evolve that are trulv “hrilliant" rather than 
smart. They would have adaplive optics and 
memorv modiliers which allow problem-solv- 
ing behavior th.it duplicates some highly com
plicated huiiian learning behaviors.'1* Some of 
the research attendant to brilliant Systems lias 
already been done and needs only to be testecl 
under conditions simulaiing realistic hattle- 
íield scenarios.1'1 (The most popular generic



labei for tliis activitv lias been “artificial intel- 
ligence." l he Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agencv [DARPA] lias alreadv begun 
to demonstrate some successes in developing 
prototypes for pilots’ associates, autonomous 
lanei vehicles, and other precursors of think- 
for-vonrselt adjuncts to ihe state of the art.)2"

It lias been said correctlv that artificial in- 
telligence and related tec hnologies have been 
lhe victims of prem ature boomlets that 
proved counterproductive. Whatever the 
evaluations of the past, thedirection of future 
trends cannot be doubted. Drone remotely 
piloted vehicles (RPVs) have already found 
successful use bv the Israelis and In other 
<nmies under operation.il uartime conditions. 
L S space-based navigation. photoreconnais- 
sance, and electronic listening satellites have 
alreadv developed f rom crudeand vulnerable 
platfornis into sophisticated sensors witli real-

Tllr l>rtifrltrrpa irn\ aniirival m llir etirly I97()s <is d ira\ to 
ir iln w  tlii l S S o v tr i nnbalaiicr m  l>rom/)t. hard  tin g r l  
rapabililirs.

time information processing and transmitting 
capabilities.21

Some of the applications of these smart and 
brilliant weapons to the survivabilitv and pen- 
etrativitv ol LJS strategic offensive forces can 
now be imagined, if not fulK fuiided. I hesea- 
based strategic deterrent could bespread ovei 
a larger number of smaller and stealthier plat
fornis, providing a more formidable chal- 
lenge to Soviet preemptive neutralization of 
the US SSB\ force, fhose more numerous 
mini-SSBNs could also be provided uitli ad- 
vanced postattack communication suites and 
cruise missiles for land attack. providing a 
more survivable and possibly enduring |iost- 
attack sea-based deterrent under control of
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surviving national command authorities 
(NCA).

For mission effectiveness, land-based and 
sea-based torces as well as bombers w iII relv on 
the robustness of earlv warning and Commu
nications svstems, including saiellites, whicb 
must be survivable againsi enemy attacks. 
Otherwise they im ite preemption. The 
United States, as previouslv noted, has con- 
ceded tliat this is the case with space-based 
BMD. but it also applies to those space-based 
assets that are required to support offensive 
force survivability and retaliation. Current 
generations of Communications and warning 
infrastructure will not sufbce for the future. 
Future US forces may face greater-than-ex- 
pected Soviet preemptive attacks. while being 
required to survive and to penetrate Soviet 
defenses that are at least partially completed. 
Reliable warning and Communications con- 
nectivity cannot be assumed unless it is 
planned for and improved on in conjunction 
with force improvements. The record of pre- 
ceding administrations in this regard is. for 
the most part. regrettable. While the balance 
of l'S and Scniet forces appeared to provide 
for US force survivability even against “worst- 
case" attac ks, the US strategic command, con- 
trol. and Communications ((?) s\stem was vul- 
nerable to less-omnivorous sirikes that would 
have precluded all but ragged, and possiblv 
ineffective, retaliation.-'-' li was this recogni- 
lion ol U vulnerabilities that led the Carter 
administration to reverse its íield from calls 
for nuclear purgation at lhe beginning ol 
1977 to the ad\otac\ ol protracted nuclear 
warhghting capability in 1980.

Smart technology bedevils planners of fu
ture offensive. defemive. and ( 7 'systems even 
il theii tasks are isolated. In practice. we know 
they are not and cannot be. l he United States 
quite properly goes about the business of itn- 
proving ollen.sive reentry vehicles (under the 
Advanced Strategic Missile Systems, or ASMS 
program). while the Strategic Defense Initia- 
tive (>rganization (SDK)) designs measures to

defeat hypothetical, future Soviet offenses. 
The technologies of 2010 will be more stress- 
ing to US offenses and defenses ií they are not 
correctlv antic ipated and if countermeasures 
are not designed. Theexample ofsatellite de
fense and ailack ülustrates the relationship. 
US planners should now be antic ipating how 
Soviet planners mighl attack early warning, 
Communications, or BMD saiellites should 
they decide to do so. Possible methods include 
space mines, ground-based and space-based 
ASATs of the kind alreadv tested and de- 
ploved, and various electronic countermea- 
sures designed to blind or spoof satellite 
Systems.-’

It has been noted that smart technology will 
create dilemmas for planners of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative. Congressional and public 
interest was piqued by the possibility that a 
space-based “boost phase’- missile defense Sys
tem mighl intercept targets after a Computer 
program automatically triggered the appro- 
priate response. Such automaticity bothered 
those who wondered whether the president 
could remain “in the loop” to make tlie linal 
decision about beginning strategic war. But 
we have lived with serious dilemmas with re- 
gard to strategic offensive forces (armed with 
nuclear warheads) for many years without 
comparabie anxiety. Few have noted that cur
rent US deployments place liigli reliance on 
strategic warning of Soviet attack; a “launch- 
on-warning" or “launch-under-attack" re
sponse might be unavoiclable or impossible 
given only tactical warning, due to the uncer- 
tain survivability of US ICBM forces.'*4 An- 
other difficulty ascribed hypolhetically for 
SDI has also applied to offensive forces for 
sorne time. SDI critics question whether Com 
puter programs of the appropriate length 
(perhaps some len million lines of code) could 
be constructed. Yet the work of such pro
grams depends less on their length than upon 
their complexity and fidelity under wartime 
conditions. whicb are difhcult to simulate. 
Offensive software and hardware suffers
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similar potential limitalions. Computer-gen- 
erated false alarms at the Norih American 
Aerospace Defense Command in 1979 and 
1980 triggered problematical, although not 
fatal, responses from the svstem for a short 
time. And the vvorldwide military command 
and control svstem (WWMCCS) connecting 
straiegic command posts and pritnary or sec- 
ondar\ force commanders has a troubled his- 
torv ol failure at the most inopportune 
moments.25

rhe not very hvpothetical C:* probletns at- 
tendant to offensive force survivability have 
also been acknovvledged forcurrent and near- 
term US attack warning and assessment svs- 
tems. These systems are leu in number and 
can be easilv destroyed, jammed, or otherwise 
prevented from performing their assigned 
missions to provide reliable and accurate in- 
formation.2* Soviet attacks against 400 pri- 
marv and secondary C' targets during the 
1980s could probablv disrupt postattack NCA 
control over US retaliatorv forces.27 Because 
ol this possibility, snhmarine commanders 
haveoperated nnder theassnmption that they 
may he required against their instituis to ini- 
tiate retaliator) lannches il postattack Com
munications between SSBNs and the NCA are 
permanently disrupted.28 This situation has 
been wrongly described as attractive to naval 
commanders and planners.29 It has, ou the 
contrarv, come about because postattack Com
munications vvith the most survivable straiegic 
platfortns, the ballistic missile submarines, are 
allegedly the most unreliable of the three legs 
of the TriadA"

War Plans and Policy Objectives

I he process of reducing assumptions about 
national commitments, threats, and capabili- 
ties into realistic options is cailed war plan- 
ning. War plans need to tio a number ol 
things il they are to provide feasible options to 
policymakers. First, they must be based on the 
best professional military judgment about

whai is possible under given circumstances. 
Second, that judgment must he subject to re- 
view and modification hy policymakers who 
know what political objectives they vvant to ac- 
complish. Those objectives should not be 
stated in broad and comprehensive terms 
when they are ingredients in the military 
planning process. Instead, they should be 
specified to the extern possible. “Nation build- 
ing" and “winning hearts and minds” are il- 
lustralions of well-meaning phrases that defy 
definition in operational terms.

1 hird, as Harry Summers has so rightly 
pointed out, war plans must take into account 
the relationships among the American public, 
its government and constitution, and its 
atmed lorces.'1 There are some things that 
the l !S armed forces cannot or should not be 
asked to do, either because those things are 
not pari of om national psyche or because the 
US Congress could never be persuaded to 
conctir. Thus one can ask, for example, 
whether under anv circumstances the US 
Armycan be charged with theconduct of ma
jor counterinsurgencv wars in the third world 
given public abhorreneeof the kinds of tactics 
necessarv to defeat insurgents. This is not just 
another admonition about "no more Viet- 
nams": there are some scenarios being written 
for commitment of US forces to other non- 
Kuropean conflicts where it is doubtful the US 
public, media, or Congress would he suppor- 
tive in the face of sustained heavy costs. The 
experience of American marines in Beirut, 
Lebanon, espet ialh following the homhing ol 
their barracks, is instructive.

The process of straiegic nuclear war plan
ning is an extremely complicated one. Gen
eral policy guidance is supposedly provided 
by the National Security Council (NSC) in the 
form ol national security decision memo
randa, or National Security Decision Direc- 
tives (NSDD) as they are now known. Under 
the Cariei administration, the terminolog\ 
changed to Presidential Directive (PD), the 
hest known among students ot nuclear strat-
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egv being PD-59, the Carter administration 
guidelines for strategic nuclear war planning. 
The Reagan equivalem is reportedly NSDD- 
13.52 The secretary of defense is then charged 
with preparing lhe Nuclear VVeapons Em- 
plovment Policy (NUWEP) and th e jo in t 
Chiefs of Staff. through the Joim Strategic 
Target Planning Staff (JSTPS). with develop- 
ment of the single imegrated operational plan 
(SIOP).“

There are several questions that can be 
raised about íbis planning process. The first is 
the question of what \ve are planning for. 
What is to be accomplished bv L'S strategic 
nuclear forces other than the obvious imper- 
ative that thev are there to deter war in the 
first place? The second question is whether 
the planning process can provide the appro- 
priate connection between means and ends. 
between policv objectives (however thev are 
dehned) and military operations. A third 
question is whether the American people un- 
derstand the process and its results and. if 
thev do, support them.

Deciding what to do with strategic nuclear 
forces if deierrence has failed is a major chal- 
lenge in itself. Much effort has been ex-
pended over the vears to refine operational 
plans. Reportedly. the war plans of the 1950s 
called for massive unleashing of the entire US 
arsenal against targets in the Soviet Union. 
Eastern Europe. and the People’s Republic of 
China, 'l he Kennedv administration began 
the process of attempting to build more nu- 
merous and more selecti\e options into the 
SIOP. even while US declaratory policy. as 
presented to the public and the US Congress, 
remained “assured destrut tion."M The Amer
ican public and our European allies were 
given a misleading appreciation of the char- 
acter of American war plans. l he mispercep-
tion was not the result of deceit but of a 
divergence between declaratory policy ex- 
plained public l\ and operational policy as it 
appeared in war plans.* Because operational 
plans cannot be stated publicly in meaningful

detail for obv ious reasons. some discrepancy 
in nuance and interpretation is unavoidablc. 
The discrepancies were more than a matter of 
emphasis during the McNamara vears. how
ever. because the secretary of defense used 
“assured destruction" as a melric to restrict 
the numbers of strategic laum hers, especially 
ICBMs. for budgetary reasons.’"

The problem of a credibility gap between 
war plans as publicly explained and war plans 
as actually developed has continued. Kormer 
Secretarv of Def ense James R. Sc hlesinger at- 
tempted the quite sensible refinement of US 
targeting objectives in order to allow fot lim-
ited nuclear options in the event that deier
rence failed. Schlesinger did not asserl that it 
would be easy to limit or to terminate strategic 
nuclear war. Nor did he argue that the USSR 
would necessarily cooperate il we attempted 
to do so. What he sought to do was to build on 
the work of bis predecessors, who had recog- 
nized that multiple options were useful. How 
ever. Schlesinger was concerued that the 
more numerous options were all too large to 
be useful in responding to initialives bv ativei -
saries that involved less than total war.'*7When 
Schlesinger went public with his explanations 
for these changes in declaratory and (eventu- 
a11v) operational policy, a public furor 
resulted.

The Cat ter administration stepped into the 
hot vvater of justifying nuclear war plans as a 
result of a comprehensive review of US stra- 
tegic targeting, which it undertook on assum-
ing offtce.*8 The results of this rev iew were 
neither revolutionary nor unexpected; thev 
continued lhe trencfs esiablished under 
Schlesinger toward the incorporaiion of 
more, and more selective, options. When ele- 
ments of these revised plans leaked, adminis
tration officials attempted to explain publicly 
the rationale for “countervailing strategy,” as 
it carne to be known.v*Former Secretary of 
Defense Harold Brown soon repeated Schles- 
inger’s unpleasant experience of attempting 
to explain how selective options reinforced

iU m tm utd f> J7
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deterrence witlioui making nuclear vvar more 
likelv. In a pulilic fórum ihis was extremely 
diflicult to do, and Carter administration ef- 
forts to do it during ilie presidential campaign 
oí 19<S0 uere ihought by some critics to be 
se 1í-servi ng.

I he Reagan administration lias continued 
lhe evolutionar\ trends that began with 
Schlesinget, although it lias apparently en- 
doi sed ilie most contentious of the Carter PD-
õ9 ciiteria lor war planning: the possibilitv ot 
a protracted nuclear war inust be prepared

l biisiiia 1'fitii l t i i /im  m n la l i ir h  viibirmlili’ M niutv- 
nifin mIns i\ mil Ihr lirsl iilli‘n iillii’i\ il will htive In suffice.

for and fought if necessary."’ The Carter for- 
mulation of theconcept offighting protracted 
nuclear war proved as difficult to explain to 
the press. Congress, and the public as did the 
subsequent Reagan continuation of it. Appar
ently botli administrations sought to develop 
additiona! options for extended warfigliting, 
wliich, if Soviet planners were aware of tliose 
capabilities, would be more deterring. This 
message, that the extended war plans were re- 
latecl to deterrence and not to any real interest 
in hghting nuclear wars, was lost in the 
translation.

II the contents of strategic nuclear war 
plans are probleniatical, the process by which 
they are developed is also subject to question.
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There is all lhe difference in lhe world be- 
tween drawing upa listo! targetsand fighiing 
a nuclear war. Destroving am number ol 
things in the Soviet Union, whether those 
things are cities or silos, does not fulfill the re- 
quirements ofanv sensible policy. Policy inust 
expiam what we want to accomplish; lhat is. ii 
inust explain how the postattack world alter 
we retaliate should be “better" than the post- 
attack world il we did not. Broadlv speaking. 
lhere are three general seis of objectives for 
the postattack periocl (the period following 
the first and relativelv preplanned seis of ex- 
changes). Theseareas follows: to disarm the <>/)- 
ponent by destroving his forces and strategic 
command and control. to terminate the war at 
the lowest possible levei of violente consistem 
with avoiding unacceptable losses for us. and 
to destroy lhe upponents war-supporting economy 
so that even if his armed forces and govern- 
ment want to continue the war they will be un- 
able to do so.

Xotice that there is no menlion ol the de- 
struction of cities or people as such. It is not 
now the objective of US war plans, nor lias it 
been since the earlv 196Us. to destroy cities. 
The residual capacity of US and Soviet arse
nais creates the potential to do t li is. and it is 
that potential that can be threatened in order 
to bring anv war to a conclusion. Once cities 
are destroyed, they are no longer of anv value 
to the attacker. Thus. it is unfortunate that US 
policv has been described publiclv as “assured 
destruction.” implving to the reader that our 
operational objective was to kill large numbers 
ol people. This tnisconception was also fos- 
tered b\ misguided efforts to quantify the 
numbers ol persons who would be killed in 
US-Soviet nuclear wars, as il the estimates 
were precise and verifiable.41 Cities are of 
value as hostages; they can be destroyed if the 
adversarv is threatening to disarm us and if no

t urwm mobilr hnsiufr m<uh \ havr breu rxplorrtl. Railrotul hns- 
nif' oj ii jioiliDii iij thr Prui rkrefin jorre 't’ein \ likrly.

lerniination of lhe war can be negoiiaicd.
Of lhe three objectives. the first, counier- 

fbrce/countercoininand attacks designecf to 
disarm the opponent. are achievable tinder 
current comlitions onlv b\r a US or USSR first 
strike. and perliaps not even then. Faclors 
ha\ ing to do with “fi iction" or tlie “fogof wat 
might make countersilo aliai ks that look good 
on paper self-defeating in actual combat.'-' 
The “window of vulnerability" scenario for 
Soviet annihilation ol the US Minuteman 
1CBM force following «i surprise lirst stiikc- 
was treated very gingerlv and, in effect. re- 
pudiated l)\ lhe Scowcrofl Commission Re- 
port of April 19S3.r It would make no sense 
for lhe USSR to aitack the Minuteman force
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and then accept retaliation delivered from the 
surviving US forces without some antisub- 
marine warfare (ASW) breakthrough and im- 
proved active defenses for the Soviet 
command structure. Moreover, the expecta- 
lion that counterforce/countercommand at- 
tacks could disarm the opponent early in war 
could produce “lose-it-or-use-it" temptations 
during crises. Hruce Blair has shown that US 
strategic command and control have been 
more vulnerable tor several decades than the 
retaliatory torces themselves."

Not only may \ve not be able to destroy the 
Soviet countercommand components, but it 
might not be advisable to succeed if we could. 
The Soviet control structure is not easily de- 
stroyed because it permeates the entire econ- 
omy and society down to the “grass-roots” 
levei.-*5 And it the United States successf ully 
decapitates the top of the structure (party, 
military, and K.GB leadership, for example), 
then no one would be able to turn of f isolated 
fragments of the Soviet war machine. The 
postattack. disrupted Soviet C' svstem might 
not be able to coordinate further strategic nu- 
< lear attacks against US forces or society, but 
elimination of that option does not exhaust 
Soviet potential for postattack destruction, in- 
cluding attacks against our allies with conven- 
tional forces. lh e  most understudied 
problem of the US military establishment (in 
addition to war plans) is the role of US and 
NATO conventional forces in the aftermath 
of nuclear war; the USSR has paid careful 
attention t.o this issue, however pessimistic 
they and we must be about what can be 
accomplished.

The third set of postattack objectives in
volve destruction of the opponenfs war-sup- 
porting economic and social infrastructure. 
This would obviously cost the lives of many in- 
nocent civilians, which is why the priority of 
counterforce targeting is often asserted. But it 
is a mistake to suppose that in any wars other 
than exemplary demonstration salvos that are 
not followed up. clear distinctions can be

made between targeting the Soviet war econ- 
omy and destroying the Soviet population. 
Nor does it help when policymakers tabulate 
leveis of Soviet civilians killed as percentages 
required to fulfill deterrence requirements.46 
Targeting the war economy of the opponent 
means destroying bridges, dams, power 
plants, manufacturingcenters, transportation 
networks, and other societal assets that would 
include millions of “ incidental” civilian 
deaihs. Such lethal attacks against the econ
omy and society might also trigger “nuclear 
winter," which several scientific studies pos- 
tulate will result from atmospheric by-prod- 
ucts of nuclear detonations above certain 
cumulative thresholds.47

Thus, the second set of objectives, war ter- 
mination, is regarded bv this vvriter as the one 
that is most consistem with US capabilities, 
traditions, and ethical commitments. How
ever, the process of explaining to the Con- 
gress and the public how war plans provide 
for war termination is a challenging one. One 
wants, for example, to threaten the destruc
tion of cities but not actually have to carrv it 
out. In similar fashion, the Soviet government 
should have some realistic fearof loss of itsco- 
herence in prosecuting an extended war but 
not have the fear of imminent and total 
destruction.

The most difficult issue to be faced is how 
the subtletv of policy guidance can be mated, 
if at all, to the actual construction of nuclear 
options in the SIOP. Target planners will fo- 
cus on the destruction of the maximum num- 
ber of targets with the most efficiency, and 
options reHecting those priorities will loom 
large in the preplanned components of the 
SIOP. Yct, war aims might change during the 
process of war, especiallv if some alternatives 
for stopping the conflict appear in midstream. 
It may be difficult or impossible for the 
United States to do other than to execute a 
few large and preplanned nuclear sorties 
against the most obvious Soviet target base 
under realistic conditions of nuclear attack.
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Whether this would allow for flexible inter- 
vention in the postattack environment by pol- 
tcymakers in order to bring about an end to 
the waron anv terms isdoubtful given current 
proceduresand policies. If current and future 
plans cannot tell us how to end a strategic nu
clear war. then it makes little or no sense to as
pire to hght such a war over many vveeks and 
months. As Christopher Brancfi has noted, 
the planning process has apparently ne- 
glected some of the importam “nuts and 
bolts” prerequisite for hghting extended 
wars. including reconstitutable airhelds, fuel 
supplies, and maintenance for strategic 
bombers.4S

Should the SDI program lead to the deploy- 
ment of strategic defenses for the United 
States atui the Soviet Union, its implications 
for the selection among these three broad cal- 
egories of postattack options will be enor- 
mous. There is not space here for a complete 
discussion of the possible implications of SDI, 
but a few observations relative to the discus
sion above are pertinent. First, SDI may make 
the pursuit of postattack war termination 
more realistic if it can contribute to preserva- 
tion of the US command and control system 
against early decapitation. Soviet deploymetn 
of comparable defenses would not necessarily 
interfere with this objective; it appears that 
the USSR. which has deployed the only ballis- 
tic missile def ense system now operative, has 
already placed a prioritv on protection of its 
leadership and command atui control.4"

SDI could also improve protection for the 
US ICBM force, both for fixed silo and mo- 
bile-based ICBMs such as the proposed Midg- 
etman small intercontinental ballistic missile 
(SItBM). This could t reate more reliable 
threats to destroy the Soviet prompt counter- 
force base and thus contribute tocleterrence if 
the Scowcroft Commissions judgment that 
the Soviets value most their leadership and 
militan forces is correct. 11 However, SDI has

a “dark side” if it presents Soviet planners 
with the problem of a credible US first-strike 
capability against their land-based strategic 
retaliatory forces, which carry approximately 
three-fourths of their warheads.

The Reagan administration has called for 
defenses that can protect US society against 
any attack and ultimately render offensive nu
clear weapons obsolete.51 The near-term f a11- 
out from SDI is obviously not going to include 
such comprehensive accomplishments. 
Should SL) 1 provide even credible defenses 
for retaliatory forces, it could belp to stabilize 
deterrence by making First strikes less prom- 
ising.5-’ However, we have already seen in the 
superpower arms t ace that one side’s damage 
limitation is another side’s first-strike poten- 
tial. SDI deployments without bilateral arms 
control agreements could result in self-de- 
featingarms race spirals. Future war plans for 
the postattack period will have to prioritize 
among counterforce/countercommand war- 
fighting, war termination, and countersocietal 
attacks in a defense-pregnant environment, 
although how effective ihose defenses will be 
even a decade from now is unknown.

Conclusion

US planners will be racing themselves and 
the Soviets to stay “up to speed” in the 1990s 
and thereafter. US technology is competem 
and competitive, if not superior in most areas. 
Strategy making within a clemocracy is an
other matter. Whether the US policy process 
can guarantee strategically consistem deci- 
sions in the face of unprecedented challenges 
is unknown. Multiple options pulling in dif- 
ferent directions, plus some good fortune, 
have gotten us through in the past. II the past 
is prologue, we will somehow manage the fu
ture however untidy our efforts prove to be.

Pentisylvania State University, Media
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THE FUTURE OF MILITARY SPACE FORCES
C.EN Ro BERI T. HERRES

I( iio s e  (lic subject of lhe iiiture of miliiary 
space Iorces because I íeel obligated lo re- 
spond lo retem suggestions thai \ve vvill 

soou neecl a fourth miliiary depariment in lhe 
Deparimeni <>t Defense—a Department of

Space. There are c|iiite a few proponents of 
this view, and they argue lhat an Army, a 
Navv. and an Air Force vvill soon be insuffi- 
cient for carrying out those tasks required for 
national security. lhese proponents sug-
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gest—with a confident sense of inevitability— 
that on ihe horizon is a "Space Force" or per- 
haps a “Space Defense Force." The “theater" 
or"area of responsibility" ot tliis 1 mure Space 
Force would be, ofcourse, that médium weall 
commonh call “space."

Mv viewofthe future is quite different. 1 do 
not see a Space Force on the horizon. More- 
over. I think creation of a separate Depart
ment oI Space would be lhe wrong thing to 
do. I arrive ai tliis conclusion on the basis of 
an examination of the Department of Defense 
infrastructure and how it lias evolved since 
well before the time there vvas a Department 
of lhe Air Force, along with consideration for 
lhe future adequacy of this inf rastructure.

From the earliest days ol our Republic until 
1947, our militarv forces were organized into 
two departments: the War Department and 
the Nau Department. Thecivilian secretaries 
who headed these departments were meni- 
hers of the president’s cabinet, and powerful 
members ai that. All militarv capabilities. all 
roles and missions. had to be somehow incor- 
porated into this structure.

When Gen William “Billv" Mitchell argued 
fora unique role for air power in 1924, his at- 
guments struck at both the War Department 
and the Navv Department. Those two pow
erful departments viewed aviation as an ad- 
junct to either ground operations or fleet 
operations. Mitchell asserted that a largei and 
more independem role was necessarv, a role 
that would permit long-range strategic 
bombardment.

It took the Second World War to prove his 
point. B\ the end of the \o rth  Af rican cam- 
paign. we had learned that air power could 
not be subordinated to the ground com- 
mander, and ihus “pieccmealed." if there was 
to be tactical success. Protecting ground f orces 
bv close air support was only one of many 
roles that air forces were capable of perlorm- 
ing, and indecd had to perform. Air superi- 
oríty was a prerequisite for unhampered 
ground operations. I he interdiction ol rear

echelon supplies and reinlorcements pro- 
vided tremendous assistame to the grouiul 
commander in contact with the enemy. And 
long-range strategic bombardment showed 
the efíecdveness of destroying an enemys re- 
supplv capability by slriking at its source—fac- 
lories, energy supplies. and transpoi tation 
nodes. The developmeni ol the atomic bomb 
made the argument for a long-range air force 
even more conv im ing. In fact, it acluallv had 
the effect ol closing the door to an\ further 
debate. The Second World War proved 
Mitchelfs point, but it took postwar legislalion 
to create a separate air force.

From 1945 to 1947, we debated just how we 
would structure the militarv establishment to 
incorporate a separate air force. The National 
Securitv Act of 1947 created a “National Mil
itarv Fstablishment" as the forerunner of 
what is now lhe Department of Defense. 1 lie 
establishment induded a Department of the 
Air Force, along with the Departments of lhe 
Armv and the Navv. The act also created a 
secretarv ot defense, who had administrative 
control over the three departments. Fach de- 
partment had a ( ivilian secretarv charged with 
administering the forces that were under the 
command of a service chiefofstaff. The |oint 
Ghiefs of Slalf were given legal status and 
were charged to bring about coordination of 
plans and fum tions among the Services.

l he Reorganizaiion Act of 1958 reorga- 
nized the Department of Defense to increase 
its effectiveness and to ( entralize iis auihoi il\. 
Tntil the fali of 198G, this was the most signil- 
icant change made to lhe 1947 law. l he 1958 
act removed service secretaries from the op- 
erational chain ol command. I heir planning 
responsihilities were reassigned to the Joint 
Chiefs ol St a 11, and their operai ional respon
sihilities were assigned to lhe commanders in 
chiei ol the unilted and specilied commands. 
The Services became resource managers. As 
resource managers, thev were rcsponsible for 
organizing, training, and equipping the 
forces ihat unified and spet ified (ommanders
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in c h i e i  would e m p l o v .  The S e r v i c e s  were to 
build i h e  f o r c e  structure, and operational 
commanders w e r e  to e m p l o y  it.

Military space forces were, of course, af- 
fected bs thechanges in the law. VVhen the US 
Air Force wascreated, ii took most of its force 
structure from the US Armv. The Army re- 
tained responsibilitv for development of an 
intermediate-range ballislic missile, vvhich was 
considered analogous to long-range artillerv. 
I be Air Force, however, wascharged with de- 
veloping a long-range intercontinental ballis- 
ti( missile (1CBM)—an analogous extension 
of its strategic bombardment role. The US 
Navv missile program grew out of its initial 
partnership with die Armv.

Space operations were seen as a natural out- 
growth and extension of air operations. As 
earlv as the 1950s, Gen Thomas L.. White 
coinetl the word aerospace to describe the mé
dium for Air Force operations. Since then we 
have considered "air" and “space,” while two 
separate entities, as constituting a single 
realni—an “operationallv indivisible mé
dium. Fven before the Soviets launched 
Sputnik, ihe sênior leadership of the Air 
Force was looking ahead to a role for the Air 
Force in space. Clearlv this is quite different 
from the view the Anny took toward aviation 
in those earlier vears wlien General Mitchell 
and olheis argued for a distinct role for air 
power. The Armv of General Mitchell s era 
rejected a large role for aviation; the Air 
Force oi today eagerlv awaits the growth of 
space activ ities as p a rt and parcel of 
aerospace.

Of all the aerospace forces, the space-re- 
lated one with the longest lineage and largest 
force structure is our IGBM force. Today the 
Air Force lias nearly ten thousand people in 
the missile operations and missile mainte- 
nance careei fields. most of them in the Stra
tegic Air Comniand.

Ballistic missiles are space systems; about 98 
percent of the ballistic missile trajectory oc- 
curs in space. l he business end of that mis-

sile—its warheads—are carried by a very 
specialized spacecraft called a “postboost ve- 
hicle.” This spacecraft has its own reaction 
control system, onboard computeis, and ma- 
neuvering capability. A missile lifts this space
craft into space, and the spacecraft maneuvers 
to release its warheads. The Soviet SS-18, for 
example, traveis more than a thousand miles 
above the surface of the earth—higher than 
40 percent of the satellites in low-earth orbit. 
Its 10-warhead platform transits space across 
a distance of more than four thousand miles 
for approximately 20 minutes. By any defini- 
tion, the postboost vehicles of ICBMs are 
spacecraft. In fact, the time an intercontinen
tal ballistic missile spends in the atmosphere is 
almost negligible. I hasten to caution that 
these points are not made to suggest moving 
ballistic missiles to Space Comniand. Space is 
not a mission. It is a place from and witliin which 
military missions are carried out. Ballistic mis
siles are strategic offensive systems and, as 
such, belong in the comniand that bears re- 
sponsibility for that unique mission, no matter 
how much time those systems spend in space.

The significance of already having land- 
and sea-based intercontinental ballistic mis
siles in the force structure should not be lost. 
It is one of four reasons why I do not see a 
Space Force on the horizon. Let me enuiner- 
ate and explain those four reasons.

First, we have intentionallv avoided estab- 
lishing a precise definition of where this mé
dium, or place, called “space” begins. 
Physiologists have an aeromedical definition, 
the personnel folks who dehne astronaut rat- 
ings have another definition. aeronautical and 
aerodynamic engineers have a third defini
tion. and legal experts have their definitions. 
Some countries have tried to impose a defini
tion on other countries, but our country has 
not accepted any of these.

Failing a precise distinction between the 
mediums of air and space, it would be ex- 
tremely difficult to separate the two opera
tionallv. Where would the responsibilities ol a
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Space Department begin, and vvhere would 
those of ihe Air Force end? Similarlv. to call 
space a militan "theater or an “area oi re- 
sponsibility" vvoulri be to suggesl Üial space 
uas a “mission” and not a "place." Thats a 
vieu I also rejeci. Even ii vve conld make a 
clear distinction between air and space. lhe 
probleni of dividing up the iorce sn uclure we 
alreadv have would still remain. Fhai leads 
me to lhe second reason I do not think ue will 
have a separate Space Force—and do not 
think ue should have one.

The aerospace operations iorce siruciure is 
largeh provided by the Air Force. Since lhe 
1950s the Air Force hascontinued lo iund. re
search, and develop those militan systems de- 
signed 10 explo it lhe full m édium  
encompassing alJ oi aerospace. l he Air Force 
has accumulated a uealth oi experience in 
space operalions and accumulated n at a gi eat 
price. It is incorrecl to think those investments 
have been made and are being rnade without 
a full appreciation of the force structure thai 
tnust be provided for air and space opera
tions. it is also quite unlikeh lhai earh aero
space power advocates—Arnold. Spaaiz, 
While, von Kartnan. Yandenberg, Schriever. 
and Fvvining, jusi to name a few—somehow 
might ha\e missed the conceplual boat. 1 be- 
lieve lhes had the Idresight to understand 
thai aerospace operations would embrace 
space as uell as the sensible atmosphere.

lhe earh efforts f)\ Cliuck Yeager, Frank 
Everest. Milton Apt, and Ivan Kinc heloe to liv 
higlier and faster were driven by the require- 
ment to understand and exploit as much oi 
the aerospace médium as teehnologv would 
allovv. Years oi liiting-bodv research. pro- 
gressing from the delta uing reentn glideis 
oi lhe ASSE I and PRIME prograrns, evolved 
inio the manned PILO I missions—the 
launch oi X-24As Irom B-52 “molhei ships."*

* Thc «M Mutvfhs re fcr if* ih r  .Xerfitlirtn ifM lviia in if S ir t jr iu r.il 
K fivttM iitn riiL il I rv t,  P m i-uori Rt*mver\ h u lu d iiu ' Ma- 

ne u vrrin ^  E n in .a tu l P ilo ird  ixiw -Spccd Irs t.

\ rears oi supersonic Higln research beginning 
uith the \ - l  series culminaieil in lhe hvper- 
sonic X-15. li vvas the convergente oi these re
search efforts thai made possible the concept 
validation and design oí lhe space shuille. li 
was the Air Force thai sponsored and iunded 
a large pari oi those efforts. oi com se. More 
lhan three decades ago, the Aii Force began 
to pave lhe uai tor the tlay uhen leclniology 
would make aerospace planes possible. On lhe 
horizon are aerospace planes, veliit les capable 
oi operaling botli in lhe atmosphere and in 
orbii. Eventualh aerospace planes will oper- 
aie in boili mediums on the same mission. I 
see the da\ in the nol-too-disuml I uture when 
aerospace \ehicles will routineh condiu t op
erations in and between space and the atmos
phere on a single mission. Il would be most 
unu ise and \ er\ likelv impossible to try to sep- 
arate vvhat man and nature have intertu ined. 
And that leads to the third reason why I do 
not think a Space Force is on the hori/on.

1 he Aii Force recogniz.es thai much of its 
future is in space. Anv attempt to separate 
"space” irom “aerospace" would certainly 
slimulate a debate. VVithout space. il could be 
argued thai the Air Force’s atmospheric mis
sions might graduallv be absorbed as ancillar- 
ies oi lhe land and naval m issions. I think lhe 
Aii Force would struggle hard to avoid that. 
Bul I ranklv, il there were a lourlh mililary de- 
pai tmenl foi space, oi a Space Force, 1 think 
this would be the inevitable result in the long 
terrn.

I lie argument that someday oíficers en- 
gaged in atmospheric missions will have no 
sharecl identitv uith ollicers perform ing 
space missions has so lar also proyed incor- 
rect. Missile operations and space operations 
people are doing fine and getting along well 
uith aviators. I liere does not appear to be a 
“brown-shoe" Air Foice growing out oi the 
"hlac k-shoe" one. 11 is incumbem on Air Force 
leaders to ensure that sleps are laken to con
tinue that sense of corporateness among all its 
oíficers.
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Finally, and perhaps most importam, the 
suggestion that we will someday have a new 
and separate Space Force fails to appreciate 
how the Department of Defense is structured 
today and why it is so structured.

Implicit in the organization of the Depart
ment of Defense are four fundamental prin
cipies. I lie first p rin c ip ie  is tha t the 
Department ol Defense is organized to serve 
the people of the United States. We in our na
dou's military estahlishment are public ser- 
vants. Ourcollective role is ultimately todo no 
more and no less than the people we serve di- 
rect us to do. The mandate of the people is ex- 
pressed by their choice of our commander in 
chief, our nation's president and chief execu- 
tive. and by their choice of the legislators that 
represem them. The will of the people is 
transmitted by executive orders and by public 
law. I his representational system is obviously 
only perfect to the degree that all the people 
involved are perfect. Whatever real or per- 
ceivecl imperfections that may exist are the 
cosí ol a system organized by the many to 
serve the many. On balance, however, there is 
no better inodel.

rhroughout the history of our Republic, 
our citizens have, through our laws, thought- 
fully and carefully limited the power of the 
military estahlishment. They have limited its 
power not so much to hamper its effectiveness 
or essential operations, but rather to ensure 
that adequate and concrete checks and bal
ances keep it dependent on and responsive to 
the people'it is designed to serve.

l he second principie ensures that we have 
a resource management chain of command 
and a separate operational chain of command 
to avoid concentration of excessive authority 
in any sênior office below that of the civilian 
secretary of defense.

Next. our unified and specified commands 
are created and are structured to accomplish 
specific military missions and objectives. Uni- 
hed commands are organized eitlier to accom
plish a broad continuing mission requiring

execution by significam forces of two or more 
Services and necessitating a single strategic di- 
rection, or to achieve a unity of effort when 
single responsibility is required for effective 
coordination of the operations in a large geo- 
graphic area and when common utilization of 
limited logistic means is a necessity. Specified 
commands have a broad continuing mission 
and “are composed of forces from but one 
Service.”

A fourth fundamental principie is that the 
resource management chain of command is 
not built around specific missions of geo- 
graphic areas. Rather, it is organized around 
the homogeneitv of its force structure.

l he suggestion that we will someday have a 
new and separate Space Force also fails to ac- 
knowledge how dramatically different todav s 
environment and today’s structure are when 
comparecí to that era when air forces grew out 
of the Army. The differences are enormous, 
and almost no parallel exists between Billy 
Mitchelfs era and now.

Today we have thtee military departments 
charged by law to organize, train, and equip 
forces. These departments are resource man- 
agers. By law. they lack the authority to em- 
ploy the force structures they create and 
sustain. The Army, the Navv, and the Air 
Force do not have operational missions. Their 
role is to build and structure forces. They pro- 
vide these forces through the component 
commands, which are the major or subordi- 
nate commands of each of the tluee depart
ments, to the commanders in chief of unified 
and specified commands for employment. 
Under Title 10 of the United States Code, the 
unified and specified command structure is 
the only legal structure for the employment of 
forces. YVhile it appears some are unwilling to 
accept this, it is in fact the law of the land.

We have operational commands that are ca- 
pable of, and that are legallv charged with the 
responsibility for, employing lorces in everv 
conceivable médium. Nearlv all of our unified 
commands have responsibililies in the areas of
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land, sea. and aerospace. Among these uni
fied and specified operational commands is 
lhe United States Space Command.

The United States Space Command is a 
joint-service. unified command, that is just 
over a vear old. Its components provide rep- 
resentation and space expertise from all three 
Services. The command has been assigned re- 
sponsibilities in three broad areas: space op- 
erations. surveíllance and warning, and 
ballistic missile defense planning and require- 
ments development. Üur mission is not 
"space.” Our mission is to accomplish certain 
specihc tasks in space pursuant to national se- 
curit\ objectives. Allhough the potential for 
growth in each of these three areas of tasking 
is dramatic, advocates of a Space Force most 
often concentrate on the grow th that will oc- 
cur in the space operations area. L.et me high- 
light the space operations missions we are 
already tasked with.

Our space operations missions include con- 
trolling space, directing space support opera
tions for assigned systems, and operating 
svstems that are designated or assigned bv the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in support of lhe national 
command authorities, the Joint Chiefs, and 
other unified and specihed commands.

Space control is analogous to sea control. It 
includes ensuring the right of passage 
through space. ensuring that operations in 
space can be conducted without interference, 
and—when necessary and directed—denving 
an adversary the use of space-based svstems 
that provide support to hostile militarv forces.

Space support operations include support- 
ing the launch and on-orbit requirements that 
are established bv operational commanders 
and providing support to terrestrial-based 
forces as required and as the capabilities of as
signed systems will permit. In addition, the 
command is responsible for ensuring that the 
appropriate space System requirements of 
other operational commands are advocated, 
integrated, and supported.

I hat is a tull plate. In organizing to accom

plish those missions. we are buildtng an in- 
f ra s tru c tu re  that will en d u re . T his 
infrastructure will enable us to conduct uni
fied and integrated military space operations 
for deterrence lar into the future. li will also 
enable us to integrale technological change 
and transfo rm  it into m ilitary  space 
capabilities.

I accept the fact that technological change is 
inevitable, but I do not accept the idea that we 
are powerless to influente the ways in which 
we assimilate technologies into military capa
bilities and military structures just because we 
do not have a Department of Space. The 
proper arena for the Air Force embraces ait 
and space, and I believe the Air Force has ac- 
complished much in both of those areas. The 
Service departments have provided a superior 
structure for the advocacy and funding of 
military air and space systems. The unified 
command—the United States Space Com
mand—has the infrastructure built to employ 
them. Our infrastructure is also designed to 
incorporate and emplov the space systems re
quired by other commanders in chief.

The new Goldvvater-Nichols DOD Reor- 
ganization Act of 198b will buttress our na- 
tion’s unified and specified command 
structure. It will strike a more effective bal
ance between the Department of Detense s re- 
source management chain of command and 
its operational chain of command. Command
ers in chief will be given a greater voice in the 
requirements. acquisition. and resource allo- 
cation processes. This greater influence, I be
lieve, will have tangible paybacks in military 
capability and effectiveness.

I here is, however, an instructiveelement in 
the suggestion that we create a Space Force. It 
does argue that we probably need to do a bet- 
ter job of explaining how the Department of 
Defense is organized and. given its structure, 
how it should operate. We also need to in- 
crease our efforts to normalize the ways in 
which we approach the “space" portion of aer
ospace missions. Failing to do this, we run the
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risk of tailing to truly unifv our operations, 
and our abililv to deter in tlie future could be 
affected.

Our nations policy of deterrence—of pre- 
venting conflict—Mitiges on our ability to 
mainiain lhe credible capabilities to alvvays 
dem an adversai \ vv hatever it is he inight seek 
b\ aggression. I hese capabilities include not 
onK militar\ (orces but also the entire range 
o( eleinenis contributing to naiional power. 
Militai \ (orces theniselves do not derive lheir 
capabilities jusi from the numbers and the 
qualitv ol lhe people and ei|uipinent pos- 
sessed. Gapabilitv is also a lunction ol the ef- 
(ectiveness ol lhe structure that vvould einploy 
lhem, lhe qualitv of lhe emplovment piaus, 
and lhe degree to vvhich land. sea, and aero- 
space (orces are integrated. l he 20-year 
ttend toward unification and integration, 
while siill preserving the sanciitv ol two sepa- 
rate conunand i hains, is one 1 see as both nec- 
essary and desirabie.

I do not see a neu and separate Space Force 
on the horizon. I he creation of a separate 
Space Force would provide ine. as com- 
mander in chiei of a unifiecl conunand, lhe 
United States Space Conunand, with another 
component—a Spate Force component. VVhat 
capabilities would ihis space component pro
vide that the three coinponents we already 
havecannot provide? I thinkthat proponents 
ol a nevv departinent are attracted bv an illu- 
sion that a Department of Space vvould have 
"the operational mission ol space." I hope my 
ai gumenls' have shovvn that t his is just not pos- 
sible. L’S(dNCSPACE would siill be the force 
emplover—by Uim—ol vvhatever force struc
ture such a Space Force might include and 
provide for my use. Whai usefitl ptirpose 
would be served bv establishing another mili- 
tary department in that context? In an era of 
Imite resources and growing interdepend- 
ence. can vve reallv afford to neglect the hard- 
learned lessons ol the past?

In the early days ol lhe Second World War, 
vve initiallv labored under lhe belief that lhe

"médium delined the mission.” However, vve 
(|uickly learned that in order to meet tactical 
and strategic objectives, all missions in all me- 
diums had to be subordinated to and contrib- 
utory vvith respect to the objective. Heads of 
State specified lhe objectives and provided 
strategic direction of a combined chieis of 
staff. The chieis represented Allied military 
forces and capabilities in all mediutns. Thev 
translated global strategic objectives into 
smaller but siill tnassive theater military objec
tives. Fheater conunanders translated these 
into integrated taskings for all the military 
fortes—land, sea, and air—in a theater. Sub- 
ordinate commands used combined forces to 
win victories, and these pavecl the vvay to stra
tegic success.

I his combined forces approacli required 
an intermingling of capabilities. We saw that 
the médium could no longer be the sole cri- 
terion for dehning missions. The creation of a 
separate Department of the Air Force did not 
take the Artnv and the Navv out of aviation. 
The natural forces set in motion bv the cotn- 
bined forces approach to meeting lhe stra
tegic objectives of World War II could not 
easily have been ariificallv inhibited. While 
the Air Force lias a dominam role in aviation, 
it clearlv does not. and c annot. have the exclu
sive role.

The same vvill continue to be true vvith 
space. The Air Force is not the onlv military 
department involved in space. Fosuggest that 
50 years f rom novv vve vvill have a Department 
ol Space vvith exclusive roles in that médium 
or that the onlv conunand vvith space missions 
vvill be the United States Space Conunand is 
too  s h o r ts ig h te d  to m e rii s e r io u s  
consideration.

Given the choice of taking the patli of ra- 
tional continuity or fantastii discontinuitv. the 
most prudent course is the path ol continuity. 
I sense vve are on that path, and I see nothing 
on the horizon lhat could or sltould svvav us 
from that course. In fact. evervthing I see 
leads tne to conclude that vve are already
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properly posturecl for lhe tuiure. I he lask 
that lies ahead is to build carefull) on the 
foundatiou thai lias been buili, one sound 
layer at a time.

Future military space forces will be lhe 
“fleshing-out" of the structure that we have 
today. Our basic structure has served us well. 
I see no need to fragment it under the guise of 
improving it. Rather, I see us taking the skel- 
etal structure we have today and adding inus- 
cles here and muscles tliere. Our country has 
significam real and potential space capabilities

residing in all three military departments. 
Most bv lar reside iu the Air Fort e. I he abilitv 
and the legal responsibility to employ tliese 
lorces resides in the unified and specihetl 
command structure; it would not reside iu a 
new Department ol Space, even if one were 
fornied. When I look on the hori/.on, I see us 
doing lhe smart lliing In slowb and surely at - 
tuali/ing the potential that already exists. The 
Department of the Air Force ó our space 
force, and we certainly do not need another.

Petnsoti AFH, (.oloiwlo





LINEBACKER II
the decisive use of air power?
Ke n n e t h  P. We r r k i.l

THERí  are manv whò see lhe bombing of 
North Vietnarn in December 1972 as 
decisive. Thev see this operation as the 

example of how air power should have been 
used in Viétnaili and how it miglu, or should. 
be used in the future. Thev speculate that if 
air power had been used this way earlier, the 
war would have been won or we would have 
'gained better terms.

1 disagree. First, the bombing of North 
Vietnarn was fatally ffawed bv the lack ol 
proper targets. Second. while political restric- 
tions inhibited the ainnen. inadequate lactics 
and equipment còntributed signiíicantly to 
the high losses and lack of results. Third, the 
bombing did not have decisive political/dip- 
loinatic results.

Frotn the start. the 1'nited States used air 
power against the North as a political tool. 
The objectives of this air campaign. code- 
named Rolling Thunder (1965—68), were to 
stiffen the tnoraleof the South Vietnamese, to 
interdict Communist supplies. to inflict pun- 
ishment and cost on the North Vietnamese, 
and to demonstrate American wi11.1

But manv, then and now. adamantly pro- 
claim that the operation was restricted. some 
sav decisively, by the civilian decision makers.2 
Sortie leveis were controlled, areas of North 
Vietnarn were put off limits to air attack, 
bombing halts were frequent, and targets 
were carefully selectcd from Washington. For 
example. MiG fields were off-limits until 
1967. as were missile sites until an American 
aircraft fell victim tf) them. In addition, the 
campaign was graduated, robbing the airmen 
oi iheelementsof shockandsurpriseand per- 
milting the North Vietnamese to build and 
adjust their defenses. From the beginning,

there were those in high places who doubted 
the bombing could achieve its objectives.1*

Military men emphasize the civilian-im- 
posed constraints, but there are other reasons 
why strategic bombing was not, and could not 
be. decisive in Vietnarn. The most substantial 
of these concern targets: what do vou bomb? 
This was not World War II. North Vietnarn 
was not Germany or Japan, and this was nei- 
ther a total nor a conventional war. Germany 
and Japan surrendered alter suffering terri- 
ble personnel and phvsical losses due to the 
fierce land, sea, and air war. Bombing was not 
the sole cause of the Axis defeat, but it was 
very effective against industrialized enemies 
supplying their own war materiel and fighting 
a conventional war. North Vietnarn ht noneoí 
these categories. The North gol its sustenance 
from lhe outside, the fighting (except in 1972 
and arguably in the 1968 Tet offensive) was 
irregular, and the war was not total, certainly 
not for the United States. The only targets 
within North Vietnarn upon which the bomb
ing might have had a decisive effect were the 
people themselves or the people indirectly 
(that is, the clikes). But despite the writings of 
the theorists, aptlv called the “Prophets of 
Gloom,” attacking morale has not proved to 
be a war winner. It is also difficult to see how 
a democracy could deliberately target people 
in a limited war. A 1972 congressional report 
summarized the problem: "This study calls 
into serious question the efficacy of strategic 
and interdiction bombing against a highlv mo- 
tivated guerrilla enemy in an underdeveloped 
country.”4

As a result of the scarcity and nature of lar
geis and the cost ol the bombing operations, 
the dollar value of the attacks greatly ex-

49
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ceedecl the dollar valtie of the targets cfe- 
stroyed. One CIA estimate pui the ratio at 
8:1/' Moreover, Chineseand Soviet shipments 
to North Vietnam exceeded the damage by a 
6 :1 margin. Meanwhile, US intelligence stud- 
ies indicated lhat the bonibing vvould not 
l)i ing the war to a successful coiulusion."

Km hei , the airmen vvere ill-prepared to 
light .i sustained, conventional air campaign.7 
American aircraft vvere unsuited for these op- 
erations in a inimber of vvays. Ironically, “stra- 
tegic" bombers vvere used against “tactical” 
targets in the South, while “tactical” hghters 
vvere used against “strategic” targets in the 
North. l he lack of all-weather aircraft pre- 
sented a considerable burden, especially in 
the winter monsoon season (L)ecember 
thrmigh mid-Mav). The United States fought 
.i conventional air war vvith aircraft designed 
foi nuclear vvarfare. The best example of this 
mismatch vvas the F-105. A hghter vvith an in
ternai bomb bav, a contradiction in terms, it 
vvas the Air Force’s vvorkhorse, flying manyof 
the missions ovei the North and suffering the 
majority of its casualties.8

I he United States, for all of its technologi- 
cal prowess, vvas ill-equipped in other areas as 
vvell. At the beginning of the air war, the 
United States vvas still using unguided 
(“dumb") munitions, just as airmen had used 
50 vears earlier in World War I. Thus, air- 
crews had to overfly their targets, vvhich 
proved dangerous and often fatal.'1 Second, 
the United States had neither sufficient nor 
adequate eléctronic countermeasures (ECM). 
While Strategic Air Coinmand (SAC) was rea- 
sonablv equipped, hghters vvere not. Until late 
in the war, hovvever, SAC operated unop- 
posed ovei South Vietnam while hghters car- 
ried out the war against increasingly lethal 
detenses over North Vietnam. A third exam
ple is lhat the United States did not have ad
equate identihcation, friend or foe (IFF) 
Systems, Ihis meant that long-range, air-to- 
air missiles, vvhich should have given Ameri
can airmen a considerable advantage over

their toes, vvere constrained by fears of hitting 
friendly aircraft.

Perhaps the most importam factor contrib- 
uting to American unpreparedness vvas the 
underestimation of the power of the defense 
and the abilities of the North Vietnamese. 
The airmen focused on the vveapons and type 
of vvarfare on vvhich airmen alvvays focus— 
where the glory is—hghters and air-to-air 
combat. It is true that the North Vietnamese 
built up their air force. But this air force 
proved as elusive as the Vietcong, using guer- 
rilla tactics of hit and run and hghting only 
when circumstances were favorable. With the 
major exception of Operation Bolo in January 
1967, when US hghter pilots lured MiGs into 
an air battle and then dispatched seven vvith- 
out a loss,"1 American airmen did not engage 
in massive air battles atui thus vvere unable to 
rack up scores as they had in World War II 
and Korea." Air-to-air combat vvas neither 
frequent nor importam in the Vietnam air 
war.

More significam than North Vietnamese 
aircraft vvere their surface-to-air missiles 
(SAMs). The American airmen first observed 
a North Vietnamese SAM site in April 1965, 
and SAMs claimed their first victim in Julv 
1965. After the initial shock, the airmen vvere 
able to effectively counter these vveapons.l- 
The major impact of the SAMs, hovvever, vvas 
to force American aircraft lower and into the 
sights of the North Vietnamese antiaircraft 
gunners.

Flak vvas the principal North Vietnamese 
weapon against US aircraft. American airmen 
not only underestimated the North Vietnam
ese detenses, they especially underestimated 
the impact of flak. Both vvere serious mistakes. 
Between 1965 and 1973. enemy antiaircraft 
artillery engaged one-fourth of all flights over 
North Vietnam and accounted for 66 perccnt 
of US aircraft losses over the North."

The Tet offensive changed the war for the 
United States. Following President Lyndon B. 
Johnson’s speech of March 1968, American
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bombing of the North stopped above 20 de- 
grees north latitude, and then.just before the 
November election, stopped in all of tlie 
North. Americans elected Richard M. Nixon. 
who began to withdraw US troops and turn 
the burden of the war over to the South 
Vietnamese.

In March 1972, the North Vietnamese at- 
tempted to knock the South Vietnamese out 
of the war with a massive. conventional inva- 
sion." Just as the North changed the rules of 
the game, so did the United States. Nixon was 
not Johnson, and 1972 was not 1965 or 1968. 
Nixon s policv of détente gave him Hexibility 
that his predecessor, who feared intervention 
bv the Russians or more likelv by the Chinese, 
lacked. The president made clear that he in- 
tended to punish the enemy and to use his 
weapons with great determination. In his 
words, “The bastards have nevei been 
bombed like they're going to be bombed. 
.. ."i:> The president not only used air power 
as it had not been used before, he authorized 
the mining of North Vietnamese ports, long 
requested bv the military.

US air power plaved a major role in stop- 
ping and inflicting terrible losses on the North 
Vietnamese forces. As never before, Ameri
can airmen had targets they could see, hit, and 
destroy. The impact of air power in t his con
ventional war was awesome; the impact of air 
power in the North, code-named Linebacker, 
was alsodifferent than it had previously been.

l he airmen were better able to use air 
power because thev had fewer political restric- 
tions. although some targets and areas contin- 
ued to be denied to them.16 More important, 
they had better weapons.

While introducing no new aircraft since the 
1968 bombing of North Vietnam, the airmen 
did use other equipment that improved 
bombing effectiveness. The airmen began 
Loran bombing in 1970, which made it possi- 
ble to operate in the worst weather conditions 
and still get bombs within hundreds of meters 
of the aiming point.17 Although this was not

precision bombing, it was certainly an 
improvement.

The most speciacular change was the intro- 
duction of guided munitions (“smart bombs”) 
that could be placed within 10 meters or less 
of the target. A number of bridges that had 
withstood numerous, costly American strikes 
quickly lell to these new weapons. For exam- 
ple. in May 1972 four Hights ol K-4s dropped 
one span of the Thanh Hoa bridge and 
caused other criticai damage with guided 
bombs. There were no losses on this strike 
comparecí with the previous 871 sorties dur- 
ing which 1 I aircraft, but not the bridge, went 
down. The airmen considered the guided 
bombs to be ten to a hundred times more ef- 
fective than unguided weapons.Is

The Americans also introduced new equip
ment to give them a furlher edge over the 
North Vietnamese MiGs. A device that per- 
mitted US aircraft to identifv North Vietnam- 
ese 1FF (Combat Tree) was very helpful. In 
addition, a powerful radar and control system 
(Tea Bali) gave American airmen warning of 
the Mi(;s.,,‘

The Americans employed new ECM and 
anti-SAM tactics to combat other Communist 
defenses. Against North Vietnamese elec- 
tronics, they employed more chaff. a World 
War 11 device that still worked.-" The Ameri
cans also changed their anti-SAM tactics (Wild 
Weasel) from Iron Hand (four F-105s using 
antiradiation missiles) to Nunter Killer teams 
of two F-105s with the missiles living with two 
F-4s with antipersonnel cluster bombs.-'

As the bombing took its toll in the North 
and the invasion ol the South stalled and ilicn 
was pushed back. negotialions prompted Kis- 
singer’s “peace at hand” connnent on 26 Oc- 
tober. Although peacemakers gol dose to an 
agreenient, they did not get a treaty.--

On 14 December 1972, President Nixon 
gave the North Vietnamese 72 liou rs to get 
back to serious negotiations “or else.” l he “or 
else" was a three-day bombing offensive 
against North Vietnam Nixon ordered that



52 AIR UNIVERSITY RF.VÍFAV

day and then changed on 19 December to an 
indefiniie period.-* The object of l.inebacker 
11, the code name for the December bombing, 
was 10 get negotiations going again. l he air- 
men had already prepared plans for sucli a 
task; in August they had studied all-weather 
targeis suilable for attack bv the B-52s. l he 
Boeing bombers were nsed because they had 
an all-weather capability required bv the vvin- 
ter inonsoon, carried a heavy bombload, and 
svmbolized US determination, as they were 
our primarv nuclear bomber. I lie planners 
selected largeis tbat would gel a strong mes- 
sage across to the North Vietnainese and, ai 
thesame lime, minimize c ivilian casualties. To 
ensure the lalter, they not onlv picked targets

to avoid population centers but established 
procedures (bomb runs and instructions) tbat 
would also avoid people.-'

US airmen returned to the Home of lhe 
SAMs, Hak, and MiCis on the night of 18 De
cember.-"’ For three consecutive days, the 
script was about the same. F -lll aitacks on 
airfields and various other targets began ai 
1900 and lasted about nine and one-half 
bours.-" About 20 lo 65 minutes later, the íirst 
ol three waves of B-52s unloaded its bombs. 
l he second wave followed about four bours 
later and was, in lurn, followed bv the third 
wave about five bours later. Each wave con- 
sisted of between 21 lo 51 B-f>2s supported by 
31 to 41 other aircrafi, and each wave flew ex-
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acilv lhe same paitern—lhe same heading 
from the wesl and, after a sharp lurn after 
bombing, lhe same exit heading to the west. 
There were also davlight atiacks bv Air Force, 
Marine, and Navy aircraft.

The bombing rocked Hanoi. hui l TS losses 
rocked tlie airmen as well. During ihis open- 
ing phase. 12 aircraft went down. not a large 
number and certainly bearable; however. lhe 
B-52 losses. ihree on lhe first night and six on 
the ihird, were shocking. For up to tliis point, 
the Air Force had lost only one B-32 to enemy 
hre. although 17 had been lost to other causes. 
While the overall B-52 loss rate of 3 percent of 
effective sorties on the three missions appears 
acceptable. bear in mind that the loss rate on

the ihird mission was 6.8 percent and that the 
Air Force had deployed only 170 to 210 B-52s 
in Souiheast Asia and had only 402 in Service 
in 1072.-" This is reminiscent of the summer 
and fali of 1043 over Germany.

The B-52 losses highlighted a number ol 
problents. First, the B-52 fleet was ol mixed 
quality, consisting of 107 of the older but 
modified 1) models and 00 of the later (i 
models. Only halfof the latter had upgraded 
ECM equipment, which proved to be one of 
the criticai factors as to which aircraft gol hit 
bv the SAMs, the killers of the B-52s.-M ln ad- 
dition. compared to the l)s, the (is carried a 
smaller bombload, had problents with their 
.bomb release mechanisms, and stationed theii 
tail gunners forward with the rest of the crew 
and th e re fo re  d epend ed  en tire ly  on 
electronics.-"

A second problem was that lhe B-52s were 
controlled or, better put, overcontrolled fiom 
SAC heaclquarters in Omaha. SAC literally 
formed the Basic baltle plan and tactics thou- 
sands of miles from the actual combat. Ini- 
tially SAC used a policy of no maneuvers on 
the bomb rim, although such maneuvers 
often permitted aircraft to elude the SAMs.'" 
SAC also mandated a “press on” procedure 
which dictated that bombers continue their 
missions despite the loss of engines, com- 
puters, and, most critically, ECM equip
m e n t. '1 Not su rp ris in g ly , with one 
headcjuarters controlling the bombers and an- 
other the support aircraft, there was a lack of 
coordination between the bombers and their 
escorts, including two instances in which B- 
52s fired on US aircraftA-Other coordination 
problents included US rádios jammed by EB- 
66 ECM and friendly radar severcly degraded 
by B-52 ECM."

Third, clearly American ECM, the key to 
fending off the SAMs, was not doing the job.

li-52s nwtiil llim rrrws h\ olhas Uikc »// durnig l.nwbutlui II 
ofirialunis.
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l he B-52’s ECM protection markedly de- 
elined in lhe 100-degree turn immediately 
afier bonib release as lhebank reduced lhe ef- 
lectiveness of the bomber\s spot jainmers.*4 
Wíiíds that differed from fbrecasts in direc- 
tion and speed dispersed the chaíí corridors 
and thus reduced ECM protection. For ex- 
ample, on 20 December only four of 27 B-52 
cells vvere in chaff cover at the bomb release 
line. and all ol the B-52s downed vvere 5 to 10 
miles from chaff cover.35

I here vvere other problems. The concen- 
tration on ihe Mi(i threat vvhile placing the 
SAM threat last proved in error. But most of

5}
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all. ihe bomber tactics were unvarying. I ti ust 
ibat the above description makesclear the fact 
that the bombers attacked lhe same way three 
nights in a row.

Little wonder then that the Air Force 
formed a tactics panei and changed tactics/" 
Although most L'S aircraft continued to H\ 
their missions about the same way, this was 
not true for the B-52s. On the four missions 
between 21 and 24 December, only 30 B-521)s 
were emploved in a single wave. In addilion, 
the planners varied the timing, headings. and 
altitudes. The airmen increased the amount

Groundcrrus. rusJwd to ThailandandGuam m Operatiun Bal- 
Irt Shol. mtulf Lnirharkrr II uniik. Thr succrssf ut ( oordinatioii 
uf mtiinlrtuiiUf crnc\ anil botub lotultrs m  i 'itul tu thr ni/nd 
liiming uj buuibn*.

of chaff, attempting to lay a chafl blankct in- 
stead oí a chalTcorridor. 1 bus. instead ol 15 
percent of the bombers receiving chal l pro- 
tection at the bomb release point, now S5 per
cent did.17 Night hunter-killer teams were In st 
used on 23 December to better counter the 
SAM threat. The Air Force also quickl) in- 
stalled jammers and modified antiradiation 
missiles for use against a new band of radar 
(“I" band) that had surprised them.<M

The airmen bit Hanoi with these new tactics 
on 21 December and lost two B-52s and one 
A-6A. The next three nights bombs fell on 
largeis in Haiphongand north ol Hanoi. l he 
new tactics and new targets paid offas the air
men lost only three aircraft on these three 
missions. There was no bombing on 25 De
cember. perhaps a gallant, certíiinly a diplo-
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matic gesture ihat permiued North Viet- 
namese defenders to rearm.

The attack on 26 December was one of a 
kind. The United States sent 120 B-52s, the 
most on any of the Linebacker missions, 
against targets in Hanoi and Haiphong. Al- 
though supported hv 99 aircraft, two B-52s 
went down. Following SACs “press on” pol- 
ic v, hotli bombers attempted to attack in bro- 
ken cells—tli.it is. two-ship instead ol the

/! /lm  710 sorlifs, anil figlilii Ih iiiiIh i \ atltletl 2 .0 0 0  sorhes 
In llir 11 tlnx r/joil; I 5 /; 52s;r n r  lusl, tnuLS nr 0 fig h ln  -bomb- 
m wriil ilnuni.

normal three-ship formations—and thus 
lacked adequate ECM povver.

The remaining three missions (27-29 De- 
cember) employed 60 B-52s each night, but 
otherwise íit the same pattern. Five aircraft 
(two B-52s) went down on 27 December.
There were no losses on the last davs./

Inall, the B-52s dropped about 15,000 tons 
ol bombs, while tactical aircraft added an- 
other 5,000 tons. w Because there were only 12 
liours of visual conditions during the opera- 
tion, the airmen aimed the bulk of their ord- 
nance by nonvisual techniques such as radar 
and Loran."'

Linebacker II cost 27 aircraft (15 B-52s)
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and -lí crew members lisied as killed <>1 miss- 
ing in action. 4 1 captured. and 33 recovered." 
Compared to the 3 percent expected losses,'-’ 
ihe overall loss rate of below 2 percent and a 
B-52 loss rate slightlv above 2 percent was not 
all that bad. Thus, lhe airmen compared the 
loss rates in Vietnam and those of Linebacker 
favorably vvith those in World W ar II and Ko- 
rea. Such a comparison. hovvever. obscures 
the significam fact that Vietnam-era aircraft 
were much more expensive than their prede- 
cessors while inventories and aircraft produc- 
tion were much smaller.45

Nevertheless. American airmen throttled 
two parts of the North Vietnamese air defen-

ses. l he small Gommunisl air force launchcd 
32 aircraft, attempted interceptions with 20, 
hui scored no bits on the B-52s and downed 
onlv two F-4s for lhe loss of six MiGs." Amer
ican tactics (F.CM, nighl, and high-allilude op- 
erations), bad weather, and lighter escort 
nullified the MiGs. All but the latter also 
largely nullified North Vietnamcse Hak. 
which damaged onlv one B-52 and downed

l ui lln' /in l /rw <la\' a/ l.im btiihei II. SA.M \ raiititiiril
mliii I. iiiflirtiiif'lllght’1 lluni ivnr  / \fnrtrtl. Omr llu Xinlh 
\ ii hiumi M' on ilr/nisr s\\lrm was wreckrã, /f-52< anihl fh  tiver 
Hauoi (iiitl H(iifjliong with relalive niij>iniit\.



/  .nw \ aolwilhslinitfiii^, most i rnes lelunieil safeis. Tailgtuinen  
ihrlo-.e), along with i  I atui b S  tombai aii fiulrol (MIGCAP-) 
am  ttifl. jot iriiletl an\ H-^2 lasse,s Io eaemy interceptais.

three tactical aircraftT’ But if the American 
airmen adequately handled the flak and 
fighter threats, the same cannot be said of the 
SAMs.

SAMs dovvned all 15 B-52s lost, as vvell as 
three other aircraft."1 The American airmen, 
hovvever. did not target the SAM sites unt.il 
the sixtli mission on 23 Decemher and did not 
attack them again until 27 Decemher, when B- 
52sand F-l 1 ls attacked lhe most effective sin
gle SAM site.17 The B-52 and F-l 11 attackson 
SAM sites coniinued on the last two days of 
the operation, along with attacks on SAM 
storage facilities. Despite these efforts, intel-

5<y
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ligence estimated lhai onl\ nvo sites were 50 
percent damaged, eight were undamaged, 
and results against three were unknown. 1 he 
Americans credited one site wilh downing hve 
to nine B-52s. As a result, American bomber 
crews were briefed on 27 December to llv well 
clearof that location.4*' h should be noted that 
onh 3 percent of the bom bs fel! on SAV1 tar- 
gets as compared with 5.3 percent that tell on 
airfields.4' The saving grace was that by 29 De
cember the Norlh Vietnamese had rim oul of 
SAMs, leaving the N orth essentially  
defenseless.’"

The efficiency of the bombing can be meas- 
ured not onlv l)\ Iow US casualties but also by 
low civilian casualties. Despite sensational 
press headlines and Norlh Vietnamese prop
aganda stalements, bombing accurao was 
good.’1 \\’e have not onl\ the evidence of aer- 
ial photographs and observers but also the 
North Vietnamese statement that 1.623 civil- 
ians were killed. If the World War II experi- 
ence had helcl true, the expected civilian 
losses from 20.000 tons of bombs would have 
been between 10,000 and 40.000 killed.5-

There are some who believe that at this 
point wecould have named our terms.r,:4 Oth- 
ers insist that had we used air power in this 
manner eatlier. the war would have ended 
earlier.M Another author sees Linebacker II 
as a classic example of the use of militarv force 
to achieve a political eud quicklv.57 Others 
think it was an exercise in futility: morally 
bankrupt, militarih ineffective, and diplo- 
maticallv unnecessary.7'1 Many assert that the 
bombing brought the North Vietnamese back 
to the negotiations."'7

What did the bombing achieve? On the dip- 
lomatic front, the North Vietnamese returned 
to the peace talks apparently with a different 
attitude. I li is was the purpose of the bomb
ing. and there were changes to the Final treaty. 
Ue got what we wanted—our POWs out, the 
South Vietnamese onboard, and some face

saving. lhe North Vietnamese got usout; the 
South Vietnamese got some assurances from 
lhe United States.78 However, lhe hotiom linc 
remains that there were no substantial 
changes from the agreements made in 
October.Vl

On the miliiary from, Linebacker II was 
dearly an outstanding feat of arms. Alter 
years of restrictions and frustrations, Ameri
can airmen were ahle. in typical blunt Ameri
can fashion. to lake on and defeat a 
formidable air defense system directly. For 
the United States, and especialh the airmen. 
this was a proud, satisfai tory way to “end" the 
war. or at least to end American involvement. 
But the tactical aspects, lhe “vii tory,” should 
not obscure the lact that strategic bombing 
did not achieve decisive ends in Vietnam.

Could bombing have been dec isive? Those 
who believe so emphasize the lac k ol political 
will bv the civilian decision makers, at least up 
until December 1972. Fhese critics uncleres- 
timate lhe power of public opinion in a de- 
m o c racy , bo tli d o me s t i c a l l y  and  
internationally, and dearly Johnson felt very 
mui h constrained in both areas. He also 
feared, with good reason, the reactions of the 
Russians and Chinese. Certainlv political fac- 
tors restricted American use ol air power.

Nevertheless, strategic bombing of North 
Vietnam was unablc to achieve decisive results 
for two other reasons. First and foremost, 
there were no vital strategic largeis in the 
North. with the possible exception of people. 
Second, American airmen were neither ade- 
quately eijuipped nor tactically ready to carry 
oul decisive nonnudear operations. Line
backer 11 was not. and could not be, decisive in 
the Vietnam War.

Radford Univnsily, Virgin ia

Aulhor's Note: I liis i> .m expaneterf vcrsiou ot ,i p.ipei deliverect 
.il tlu- Northern (irr.it 1’l.iins Conterem c at l-.ati lil.iire. Wis»on- 
sin. Septeinber lítfttí.
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ADAPTIVE MISSION PLANNING
squeezing out greater combat capability
Cot Da  vii) F. Se a r e s

No war lias ever been fought accorcling 
to plan. Conimanders who have wrt- 
nessed or studied the dynamics of 

militarv conflict are acutely aware of the dif- 
hcultv in looking beyond tlie first encounier. 
Rigid planning for the application of land, 
sea. or aerospace povver against a predictably

unpredictable enemy achieves randomly suc- 
cessful results. Given the high-tech, highly 
mobile military forces of today, adaptive mis- 
sion planning, or lack thereof, is a crucial 
force multiplier (or Achilles’ heel) in deter- 
mining the ultimate victor in a conflict. Adap
tive mission planning is a viahle means for
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managing forces duringa balde—a means for 
squeezing greater combat capability out of 
our forces. We must be prepared to figlu out- 
nurnbered and win. That prospect requires 
effective employment of limited military re- 
sources, which demands the kind ol leverage 
avaílable from adaptive planning.

Policy

The mandate for adaptive mission plan
ning is clear. Initiaily spelled out in presiden- 
tial d irec tives, there  is an abso lu te 
requiremeni—whether in peacetinie or at 
war—to make our war-planning systems more 
responsive to changes in policy and direction, 
in the threat. or in friendly forces.1 These di
rectives indicate that enemy perceptions 
about our warhghting capabilities are likely 
inHuenced bv the demonstrated agility of our 
planning svstem and that we must be viewed 
as being adaptive—that is, capable of rapid 
and effective planning of a dynamic force 
against a dynamic enemv target system. Faster 
and better mission planning constitutes a 
force multiplier that enhances deterrence.

Adaptive Mission-Planning System 
(AMPS)

An adaptive mission-planning system 
(AMPS) is defined as an end-to-end, man-ma- 
chine system for planning missions in a dy
namic, and in some cases, time-compressed 
environment. A mission-planning system is 
adaptive if it provides timely and effective re
sponses to changes in policy and direction, in 
the threat, or in friendly forces. An AMPS 
could respond to an order received from the 
highest civilian or military command author- 
ities down to the executing unit, crew, or sol- 
dier. An AMPS should be viewed as an on-the- 
spot hedge against the unexpected, whether 
the unexpected occurs during peacetime or in 
military conHict.

l he data transmissions depicted in the ac-

companying AMPS model are both end-to- 
end and interactive. l he end-to-end, one-way 
arrows indicate how planning data llow clock- 
wise from functional element to functional 
element for AMPS processing. The interac- 
tive, two-way arrows indicate how AMPS 
functional areas (situation assessment, mis
sion planning, and system employment) cross- 
feecl real-time information to effect adaptive 
planning outcomes. Thus, the transmission ol 
data between the AMPS functional elements 
constitutes the adaptive planning process (not 
unlike any planning process); and the trans
mission of data between the AMPS lunctional 
areas constitutes the modification of the pro
cess (or the update of the systems knowledge 
base).

The functional areas and elements shown 
in the AMPS model are representative of all 
military mission-planning systems. Depend- 
ing on the planning system modeled, infor
mation How can be entirely manual or mostly 
automated, but people are always involved. 
To replan a weapon system, the mission-plan
ning system must first assess the situation. lt 
must collect information on both enemy and 
friendly forces and constamly correlate it with 
policy and direction received from higher lev
eis of command authority. There must tlien 
be intelligence production in which all perti- 
nent information derived f rom the collection/ 
direction function is tailored for the intended 
user. Within the functional area of mission 
planning, the system constructs target aim- 
points to optimize weapon effectiveness and 
selects and routes weapon delivery systems 
with appropriate employment tactics to help 
ensure mission success. During weapon svs- 
tem employment, the battle unit operatesand 
monitors the weapon system that executes the 
mission. Reconnaissance to measure mission 
results updates the situation assessment func- 
tional area, recycling the planning system.

A mission-planning system may accommo- 
date either deliberate (scheduled) or ad hoc 
(unscheduled) planning and may operate in
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either a benign or hostile environment. Mis
sion planning can occur at a headquarters or 
in a unit on the ground, in the air, in space. or 
at sea. Mission-planning systems must interact 
with other mission-planning systems. For ex- 
ample, the deployment of a B-52 bomber to 
tbe tbeater for conventional vveapons employ
ment requires the linkage of Strategic Air 
Command and tbeater mission-planning sys
tems. Even though traditional and adaptive 
mission-planning system architectures have 
quite similar functional areas and elements as

well as operating environments, the military 
strategies tliese planning systems are capable 
of supporting (and bence their respective in- 
formation flow requirements) are remarkably 
different.

A traditional mission-planning system 
plods methodically and sequentially from 
functional element to functional element and 
is usually adequate for peacetime, schedule- 
driven, detailed, a priori planning that re- 
sponds periodically to changes in policv, 
threat, and forces. Unfortunatelv. the rigor in
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lhe tradiiional planning process lhat pro- 
motes siandardized mission planning and 
quality conirol during peaceiime also discour- 
ages inieraction between lhe functional areas, 
and tlms inhibits system responsiveness to bat- 
tlefield dvnamics. l he AM PS. however, can 
be highlv interactive. The abilitv oí its func- 
tional areas to adapt quickly, both to new 
planning data entering the system and to real- 
time information generated bv the other 
functional areas. allows the system to be the 
best that it can be. In general, a degree of 
qualitv control may be sacrificed to achieve 
speed on the grounds lhat a good, timeh plan 
is much better than a perfect plan that is too 
late to accomplish its intended purpose.

Requirement for AMPS

Adaptive planning. however desirable, may 
not be appropriate or cost-effective in every 
mission-planning situation. As just discussed. 
the scheduled development of a major plan 
such as the single integrated operational plan 
(SIOP). produced annually bv thejoint Stra- 
tegic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS) at Head- 
quarters SAC. should be accomplished with 
traditional end-to-end planning methodol- 
ogv. JSTPS planners typically receive earlv 
lorecasts about impending changes in the 
planning parameters (policy, threat. and 
forces), giving them ample time to effect nec- 
essarv changes to the SIOP. High standards 
for quality control are set and achieved 
throughout the SIOP planning cycle. Con- 
verseh, whenever an unexpected change oc- 
curs in one of the strategic parameters and the 
c hange is of suffieient prioritv to dictate 
prompt action, traditional planning methods 
may be inadequate. VVithout an AMPS, un- 
timelv mission replanning could portend the 
specter of deleat on the battlefield unless we 
possess overwhelming superiority over the 
enemy. For example, target data bases may 
not reflect lhe latest position of relocated en- 
emy forces, or our attacking weapon systems

may suffer an unacceptable levei of alirition. 
We could well end up applying the wrong 
measure of force against lhe wrong largets at 
the wrong time. The more rapidly the crisis 
unfolds, the greater the need for adaptive 
mission planning.

Principies for Developing an AMPS

When developing an AMPS. the vital sys
tem attribute we seek is flexibility, whicli can 
be achieved by applying the following 
principies.

Design an “Expert System’'

An “expert system" is a Computer program 
that uses knowledge and inference proce- 
dures to solve difficult problems that require 
significam human expertise for their solution. 
The knowledge necessarv to perform at such 
a levei, plus the inference procedures used, 
can be thought of as a model of the expertise 
of the best practitioners of the field.- Knowl- 
edge-based technology is an attractive engi- 
neering approach to complex problems that 
require time-urgent Solutions. Adaptive plan
ning is fertile territory for practical applica- 
tion of this technology. By allowing the 
diverse intellect of the mission-planning com- 
munity (intelligence specialists, logisticians, 
targeteers, tacticians, communicators, unit 
plans officers, and crew members/soldiers) to 
define the data bases and rules for an AMPS, 
there is far more confidente in lhe practical 
worth of the ultimate product. l he idea is to 
project the “experts" into the weapon system 
(e.g., the cockpit). not to usurp the responsi- 
bilities of the weapon system operator but to 
enhance bis timely execution of tliose respon- 
sibilitics. A knowledge-based AMPS increases 
speed with minimum loss of efficiency. Bv al
lowing the system to make certain inferences, 
data bases anel system logic can be stream- 
lined. Such data compression also allows for 
more compact systems and therefore greater



66 AIR UNIVERSJTY REVIEW

system mobility—a definite plus for a battle- 
fielcl planning element.

An interesting side benefit of applying 
knowledge-based technology to adaptive 
planning is the resulting adaptability of the 
system itself. Military experts—the users 
more than the engineers—must continuously 
inject their knowledge into an AM PS by de- 
signing and updating the system rules for sit- 
uation assessment, mission planning, and 
system employment. Their efforts are ex- 
pected to pav great dividends. As the AM PS is 
tested and operated in a battlefield environ- 
ment, user understanding of AM PS logic 
would allow for real-time modihcations within 
certain constraints. The AMPS could be pro- 
grammed to accept operator changes that fali 
within predefined system or procedural 
limits.

Decentralize Control and Execution

As one can see in the AMPS model, there are 
real possibilities for applying autonomous or 
semiautonomous, decentralized control and 
execution—frequenth at the operator levei. 
Even under the stringent constraints of nu
clear vvarfare. there are significam opportun- 
ities for AMPS application, such as in a 
dispersed command center or a strategic 
bomber. Given the preset vation of legal, cen
tralizei! authority over the execution of cer
tain weapon systems (e.g.. presidential 
purview of lhe release of nuclear weapons), 
decentralized control and execution, where 
allowable, are needed for adaptive mission 
planning. As long as the weapon system op- 
erator’s decision to redirect his mission— 
based on an adaptive planning input—can be 
coordinated and deconflicted* writh the ar- 
rival of other friendly forces, decentralized 
control and execution build greater timeliness 
and Hexibility into force employment tactics

* I his term refcrs to the proper tirning of weapons arrival on 
target to prevení these weapons front destroyingeach other.

and procedures. If given this much responsi- 
bility, the operator must líave a user-friendly, 
partially autonomous AMPS. Routine AMPS 
mission changes could be programmed for 
autonomous operation; mission-critical 
changes could be executed only on operator 
command (semiautonomous).

A High-Leverage AMPS 
Application: The Strategic Bomber

The SAC bomber is a good candidate for an 
onboard AMPS. Despite having a “man-in- 
the-loop." this most Hexible leg of our stra
tegic Triad currently Ilies higlilv struetured 
missions that are preprogrammed for each 
aircraffs offensive avionies system (OAS). 
Once the bomber is airborne, we lack the flex- 
ibility we need to change the mission. Should 
a mission proceed according to plan, the OAS 
would contribute significam accuracy to 
weapons employment; but weall knowr that no 
mission ever goes exactly according to plan. 
Accuracy without Hexibility fails to account 
for the unexpected and could diminish the 
employment contribution of any force, l he 
battlefield faced by the bomber force is dy- 
namic; enemy defenses and enemy targets will 
relocate and new directions from higher 
headquarlers must be processed. Almost any- 
thing could happen. A viable on-board 
AMPS, if combined with evolutionary im- 
provements to aircraft sensors and command, 
control. and Communications (C3) systems, 
would improve the weapon systenVs capability 
to deal with these eventualities.

The concept of operations foran AMPS-as- 
sisted bomber shifts much of the responsibil- 
itv for mission success from outside to inside 
the aircraft. 'The AMPS situation-assessment 
module would receive and process new infor- 
mation from aircraft sensors and externai 
sourceis (overhead sensors, higher headquar- 
ters, or other aircraft), correlate this new data 
with other significam events, and, when nec- 
essary, inform the crew. li warranted. the
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AMPS mission-planning module would cal- 
culate a mission change and displav il lo lhe 
creu. The AMPSsystem-empIoyment module 
would execute a criticai mission change on 
creu cotnmand or a noncritical mission 
change bv implied consent. Following execu- 
tion. the AMPS would update affected data 
bases and reporl selected actions to externai 
agencies such as higher headquartersor other 
boinbers.

The viabilitv of a bomber AMPS would de- 
pend on the careful application of the tvvo 
principies discussed earlier: (1) an expert Sys
tem, designed within the constraints ol nu
clear suretv. and (2) decentralized control and 
execution. The hrst principie requires a 
“knowledge engineer" to work with the ex- 
perts (strategic planners and creu members) 
to develop the rules that the AMPS can ma- 
nipulate. “The knowledge base in an expert 
svstem Stores more than just facts; it also con- 
tains heuristic knowledge which replicates the 
expertise an expert develops in a specific do- 
main.”' It is this heuristic knowledge that 
would aliou the AMPS to rnake highly edu- 
cated guesses to solve in-ílight mission-plan
ning problems. Given that lhe knowledge 
engineer and the experts designed a credible. 
nuclear-certifiable AMPS, sênior civilian and 
militarv authorities would likeh approve the 
application of the second principie (decen
tralized control and execution).

The fullv mature bomber AMPS would 
provide a battle management system that 
could respond adaptivelv to real-time changes 
in guidance, direction, threat. or aircraft sta- 
tus. It would be able to process, correlate, 
prioritize, and displav mission-signifícant 
events to the crew. Some ol the events requir- 
ing mission replanning would be unexpecled 
threats, new directions from higher liead- 
quarters, and aircralt svstem status alarms. 
lhe AMPS, applying heuristic algorithms, 
would automatically calculate route updates 
lor terrain masking, luel conservation, air- 
craft and weapon employment tactics, and dy-

namic deconfliclion. It would execute a new 
course ol action on crew connnand (autono- 
mously or bv implied consent lor predelined 
nonu ilical actions). l he primai y objectivc ol 
lhe bomber AMPS would be to optimize botli 
the expected damage against the executed 
largei svstem and the probabilitv oi aircralt 
arrival at the poststrike base.

Further, the system would liave growtlt ca- 
pability. l he AMPS rule tables could be re
vi sed  and  re lin e d  as new sen so  rs, 
Communications Systems, and Computer lech- 
nologies evolve. VVlien the crew members dis- 
agreeon thespecitíc actions and sequenceand 
timing ol'actions taken in response to a new 
mission event, thev could be authorized, 
within certain approvecl limits, to reprogram 
their AMPS to accommodate dií ferem Hying 
techniques. l he bomber’s inherenl adaptabil- 
itv in conflict, coupled with its enhanced ca- 
pabilitv to avoid or destroy threats during the 
mission, would mean more weapons on target 
belore lhe aircralt reached its poststrike base. 
I n short. the onboard replanning capability ol 
the AMPS would represem an importam 
force multiplier in that the manned bomber 
would adapt better to the “log ol war.” and 
hence would realize the Itill warfighting po- 
temial of the “man-in-the-loop.”

Applying the Concept

Obviously, there is much to be done belore 
AMPS becotnesa reality. First, we must agree, 
in concept, that AMPS realIv could makea dif- 
ference in executing US military stralegies, 
and then decide on how, when, and where an 
AMPS could be applied to gain the greatest 
military return on an investment. The Stra
tegic Air Command seeks to capitalize where 
it can on the beneíits of adaptive planning. 
Accordingly, several SAC adaptive planning 
initiatives are uncler way. For example. the 
second editioti of the SAC Adaptive Planning 
System Master Plan, approved by CdNCSAC, 
provides a roadmap for improving adaptive
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planning Systems and procedures throughout 
the command until the year 2000. Many 
AM PS programs, induding prototypes for in- 
flight replanning of the B-IB and the ad- 
vanced technology bomber, are under devel- 
opment. The Pilot’s Associate Program and 
other initiatives highlighted in Project Fore- 
cast 11 are also evaiuating tlie feasibility of de- 
ploying expert systems on board an aircraft. 
But support for AM PS must also exist at the 
“grass-roots” levei—at the combai unit where 
plans are executed and the need for adaptive 
planning is best determined. Both planners 
and operators must justify their AM PS need 
to the appropriate authorities. Perhaps every 
Department of Defense (DOD) organization 
responsible for developing weapon systems 
should determine an appropriate levei of 
adaptive planning for each new weapon Sys
tem and what sort of AM PS already exists or 
should exist to support that levei.

Summary

Adaptive planning is important because it 
improves our prospects for defeating a nu- 
merically superior adversary under unpre- 
dictable conditions. Projecting the “experts”

Notes
I National levei direttives on weapons emplovment. such as 

National Secui it\ Dei iston Directive (NSDD)-t 3. NSDD-178. and 
Nut lear Weapons t mplovinent Policy (Nl'WK P)-84 make u i lear 
that adaptabilitv in our torces and C l .  and thus in our planning. 
are prerequisiteso effective u ar waging.

into the basic battle unit, in the form of a 
knowledge-based adaptive mission-planning 
System, gives lhe battle unit an important 
edge: it can quickly compute and execute on 
command high-leverage mission-planning So
lutions to highly complex battlefield prob- 
lems. Some quality control may be sacrificed 
to achieve speed, but a timely plan is much 
better than a perfect plan that is too late to 
carry out the mission. The strategic bomber is 
one of the many military weapon systems that 
could benetít from an AMPS. DOD organiza- 
tions responsible for establishing require- 
ments and developing technology for weapon 
systems should consider the need to provide 
adaptive planning support for those systems.

“Systems that can function ‘intelligently’ as 
consultants or advisors will become common- 
place in the next decade.”4 We must not ig
nore the tremendous potential that knowl
edge-based. expert systems offer. By cloning 
expert knowledge into a weapon system 
AMPS, that weapon system can adapt more 
rapidly and effectively to unexpected events. 
Weapon systems using the leverage provided 
by adaptive mission planning have greater po
tential for prevailing in combat.

Mi not AFR, North Dakota

2. Edward Fit-genbaum. "Knowledge F.ngineering for the 
I980s." Computer Science Department. Stanford Universitv. 
1982. I.

3. Col Pat C). Clifton. \rtifiaal lntrlhgencr: A User Frirntlly Intro- 
liuelmn (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air Universitv Press, 1985). 19.

•t.lbid.. 55.



A CHALLENGE TO EXCELLENCE
L r  Co l  Da v i d J .  N o l t i n g

T
h e  Department of Defense (DOD) is 
committed to support Presidem Rea- 
gan’s request for a 20 percent produc- 
tivity improvement bv 1992. In this era of 
fiscal constraints, the task of preserving the 

peace and maintaining the nation’s security 
requires a tommitment to excellence from 
each man and woman supporting the defense 
mission. This task can best be assured through 
strong deterrence, the bottom line in any 
measurement of success for the Strategic Air 
Command (SAC). SAC has a history of suc-
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tess, but history provides no guarantees for 
the fuiure. We in SAC are commitied to sus- 
tained excellence, an increasingly difficult job 
as we are being asked to do more with less. 
Our lask in SAC, therefore, is to improve day- 
to-day deterrence by enhancing productivity.

I'be approach taken bv SAC is to create an 
environment tbat keys on people and fosters 
pride and professionalism. As new weapon 
svstems and upgrades to existing systems 
meet expanding threats and replace older Sys
tems. our challenge remains to improve day- 
to-day deterrence through the enhanced pro- 
ductivitv oi professional people working in a 
professional environment. The following 
guidelines serve to focus our efforts toward 
enhancing SAC productivity:

•  Provide a wholesome living and working 
environment for SAC people—an environ
ment tbat promotes pride, professionalism, 
and individual dignity.

•  Increase the day-to-dav readiness of our 
forces b\ decentralizing authority and re- 
sponsibilitv and bv rewarding those who show 
thev can do it better.

•  Improve the quality of aircrew and mis- 
sile crew iraining.

•  Encourage innovation and initiative in 
finding vvays to do our work better and 
smarter.

The central focus of thisguidance is people. 
SAC believes tbat an investment in people in- 
creases the productivity of those people. 
I hese guidelines are more than just words in 
SAC—they are programs that translate con- 
cepts into action.

Management demonstrates its concern for 
the welfare and worth of its people by invest- 
ing in improved working environments. This 
concern pavs great dividends in the form of 
increased productivity, which directly trans- 
lates to readiness. capability, and íinally deter
rence. Our approach is to provide facilities 
that will promoie initiative and innovation by 
involving people directly in the improvement

of their own environment. The response is 
immediate, effective, and lasting.

We start facilities improvements by estab- 
lishing a five-year plan for each base with an- 
nual updates. I hese plans are drawn up 
locally with command oversight to integrate 
locallv known priorities into overall pro
grams. This approach sets a long-term growth 
pattern and establishes a roadmap that all un- 
derstand and contribute toward. Priorities are 
publicized and revised annually to ensure the 
vitality of the plan. Thereare several methods 
and several sources of revenue available for 
implementing the plans in different phases.

Resources available for plan implementa- 
tion include our military construction pro- 
g ram  (M IL C O N ), o p e ra t io n s  and  
maintenance contracts, and in-house civil en- 
gineering skills. MILCON is our capital in
vestment program designed for the long- 
term. Its firsi priorities go to new missions and 
base revitalization projects rather than to the 
care of current facilities. Contracts using op
erations and maintenance fundsare primarilv 
intendecl for maintenance and repair. These 
contracts contribute much toward improve
ment of facilities and have a shorter lead time 
than the MILCON programs. In-house civil 
engineering resources and skills fill in with 
minor maintenance and repair. These pro
grams reflect our concern for SAC people and 
result in reciprocated concern for the mission.

In this time of budgetary cutbacks, SAC in- 
novativelv leverages funds to support these 
programs. Two approaches are the com- 
mander’s emphasis program (CLP) and the 
self-help program. The CLP allows com- 
manders to generate emphasis funds bv liud- 
ing ways to do o th e r  o p era tio n s and 
maintenance jobs more efficiently. These 
funds—asmall percentageof total funds—are 
then available to those same commanders for 
use as incentives to encourage innovative ap- 
proaches to improving the work environment 
and promoting productivity.

Command- and base-financed self-help is
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another prograni that uses lhe volunteer tal- 
enis of our people in a differenl way. I he selt- 
help program combines the talem and enlhu- 
siasm of unit members with the expertise of 
civil engineering personnel and results in an 
effective, responsive, low-cost means to accel- 
erate work anci reduce costs. For example. re- 
cent legislation prohibited airmen under 21 
from drinking alcoholic beverages. I bis 
meant that immecliate action had to be laken 
to provide a social outlet for these airmen ex- 
cluded from the "clubs.” The quickest solu- 
tion was CEP monies for an “under-21 dub.” 
The resulting combination of CEP lunds. do- 
nated labor from enthusiastic and talented 
people, and civil engineering expertise pro- 
duced a prompt and cost-effective improve- 
ment. This program is self-advertising, self- 
perpetuating, and a source of great pride to 
the people.

Self-help projects minimize bureaucratic 
delavs through one-stop processing. They 
also provide material, tools. and visual dis- 
plavs to supplement the expert advice of vol
unteer professionals. Such streamlined action 
guarantees that everything comes togei her 
vvhile interest is high. An example of this is 
provided bv the Fuels Management Branch at 
Beale AFB, Califórnia. The people at Beale 
renovated their ready room through self -help 
and managed to win the award for best fuels 
unit in SAC. They uere also honored in na- 
tional competition for the American Petro
leum ln s t i tu te ’s m anagem ent aw ard . 
Examples such as this bear out the contention 
that eager and enthusiastic professional peo
ple produce results. VVhen provided with the 
opportunity. they will change their environ- 
ment to fit the professional image the\ have of 
themselves.

We have also enhanced productivity 
through the decentralization of authority and 
responsibilitv in the area of logistics. The key 
concept here is to package authority, respon- 
sibility. and resources so that a single super
visor is clearly in charge of a measurable piece

ol our mission. These logistics initiatives mo- 
livate people, eliminate excuses, and make 
things happen.

The title of this key effort to put the re- 
sources and authoriu in the hands of vital 
work supervisors is the ready resource pro
gram. The goal oi this program is to return 
SACA aircraft to f ull mission-capable status in 
less time. This goal requires a new focus on 
the mission. which for the maintenance per
sonnel means keeping aircraft in a high State 
of readiness. It requires a new perspective on 
scheduling aircraft repair. a change in the way 
we provide resources, a redelegation of au- 
th o rity , and an im proved w orking 
environment.

This new focus on readiness mandates well- 
understood standards and clear measures of 
performances, and ii takes advantage of cross- 
feed between like units to encourage compe
tition. People will perform when they know 
where they stand—in other words, what they 
are measured against, what others are achiev- 
ing, and what the payoff will be. Rewards in 
this program include recognition and tangible 
awards. We also pay a lot of attention to keep
ing track of programs like this to ensure that 
we do not forget their record of success.

1 lie repaii-scheduling concept changes the 
emphasis from getting the aircraft ready be
lo re the flight to returning the aircraft to 
ready status immediatelv aller the flight. We 
accomplish this change in emphasis through a 
couple of leading actions. I he aircrews calI in 
maintenance problems prior to landing, and 
mobile debriefing teams with the appropriate 
specialists are dispatched when the aircraft 
lands to allow time for aircrew and mainte
nance discussions. These discussions lead to a 
more thorough understanding of the prob
lems ln maintenance personnel as well as to a 
better quality and longer lasting repair of the 
malfunction. These procedures also include 
early identification of spares requirements 
and the dispatch of specialists to begin repairs 
shortly alter the aircraft lands. The resull of
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these initiatives is an aircraft available for 
Hight, generation to alert status, or other mis- 
sion requirements much earlier than before.

We have also revamped the way vve make 
parts available. l he centralized supply con- 
cept stored inventory items in a large ware- 
house, and supply people handled everything 
from aircraft parts to pencils using essentially 
the same system. Under this supply system, 
there was a virtual fence separating resources 
from the people vvlio needed these resources 
to do their vital joh of maintaining the readi- 
ness of mission-essential aircraft. The result 
was that pencils and vital aircraft parts tended 
to receive lhe same priority. We clearly 
needed an approach to supply that made di- 
rect and instantaneous support of the main- 
tenance work force the first priority. 
Accordingly, the nevv approach puts parts, 
parts specialists, and aircraft maintenance 
specialists together on the flightline. Under 
this nevv system, base supply still provides in
ventory oversight. However, to make spare 
parts more readily available, vve took them out 
of the centralized supply system and made 
them immediatelv available on the flightline 
to the shop specialist or crew chief who needs 
a part to hx an aircraft.

Together vvith forvvard parts and forvvard 
specialists placement, vve gave the shop chief 
authority commensurate vvith bis responsibil- 
itv to keep the airplane in a full mission-ca- 
pable status. Earlier the authority to direct 
and prioriti/e repair ot components had also 
heen centralized, a move designed to ensure 
that the right things vvere repaired first. How
ever. in reality, it served to diffuse responsi- 
bility in the maintenance area so that no one 
person could direct the work or be held ac- 
countahle. Novv the shop chief is fully respon- 
sible, and he stays informed about which 
components are most needed on the flight
line. He is responsible for getting those com
ponents repaired and in the hands of the 
technician who needs them to return an air
craft to full mission-capable status. As a result

of these initiatives, vve have more aircraft that 
are ready to go.

To supplement improvements in the vvork- 
ing environment and in the redistribution of 
authority, responsibility, and resources, SAC 
is adding a nevv dimension to aircrew training. 
l he Strategic Training Route Complex 
(STRC) provides a major step toward a real- 
istic training environment to improve combat 
capability. To he effective against today’s So- 
viet defenses, our aircraft need to he able to 
make extended lovv-level Hights, to locate and 
avoid ground threats, to jam ground and 
fighter threats that cannot he avoided, and to 
employ standoff weapons against the most 
heavily defended targets. The STRC supplies 
a wide range of lovv-level training routes that 
give crevvs practice in responding to a variety 
of simulated threat environments, and this in- 
creases crew competence and confidence.

Variety is the most descriptive charactei istic 
of the STRC. The nevv route complex covers 
a five-state area. This large region offers a 
wide range of terrain over an area vvith low 
population density. Within this wide range of 
terrain. more realistic threat environments 
are possible. Longer and Iovver lovv-level 
flights. multiple route entry and exit options, 
multiple simulated target areasand simulated 
threat areas. and replication of enemy threat 
deployment patterns provide a realistic train
ing environment in which crevvs frequently 
see new challenges.

The STRCs extensive suite of threat simu- 
lators tests and trains defensive system oper- 
ators and increases crew coordination. The 
range of training opportunities serves all. 
from the nevv crew members to the “old 
heads” who areexperts. Toenhance the train
ing productivity of the STRC, a nevv Strategic 
Training Center (STC) is heing built. I he 
STC provides graphic mission reconstruction. 
It records ground and aircraft data, expands 
the currently available measures of aircrew 
performance, evaluates crew performance, 
and provides feedback to the crew. I he train-
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ing is tailored to lhe needs of specific individ
ual crews, squadrons. and wings.

The productivity realized through well- 
trained, conhdent crews is in the crews famil- 
iarity with potemial threat environments. 
These improvements in training increase our 
capabilitv to penetrate So\ iet defenses. Simul- 
taneouslv, the Soviets’ ability to deíend 
against the bomber as well as their confidence 
in meeting that challenge is decreased. In 
summary, well-trained, conhdent crews en- 
hance the investments in equipment, reduce 
Soviet ability to prevent manned-bomber pen- 
etration, and add to the goal of more deter- 
rence for the dollar.

A virtually open-ended approach to inno- 
vation and initiative within DOD is the model 
installaiion program (MIP), one of DOIVs 
most importam programs. The foundation of 
the model installation program lies in the 
freedom given unit commanders to use inno- 
vative approaches to conducting business and 
exercising authority commensurate with re- 
sponsibility. Model installation commanders 
may request waivers to regulations they think 
interfere with good management. Support 
for the MIP has been ouistanding at every 
echelon.

Recently, Deputy Secretary of Defense VVil- 
liam H. I'af't directed DOL)-wide application 
of the model installation program’s manage- 
ment approach. As a result, Headquarters 
USAF is developing a program that will fur- 
ther the MIP phil osophy by doing three 
things. First, it will give more authority to the 
“doers" by directing Headquarters USAF’sel- 
forts away from restricting and more toward 
facilitating the work that installation com
manders perform. Second, it will give instal
lation commanders freedom to purchase 
goods and Services f rom sources that provide 
the best combination of quality, responsive- 
ness, and cost. Finally, it will strengthen lhe 
incentive and ability of commanders to save 
money by allowing them to spend their share 
of the savings.

SAC is implementing this new program and 
the MIP philosophy to lhe fullest possible ex
tern. The purpose is straightforward—to pro- 
mote excellence in the daily business at our 
bases. The program engages the bright minds 
of our people who wanl to do tlrings better. It 
removes obstacles to new and innovative ways 
of doing things by providing rapid waivers. 
Waivers are quickly and easily approved and 
are difficult to disapprove. It takes less than 
72 hours to gain approval at each levei of re- 
view. Proposals are disapproved only if they 
are illegal, immoral. orobviously harmful, not 
because management judges the proposal to 
be ineffective. Judgment on the effectiveness 
of a proposal is left to its originator, the per- 
son responsible for getting the work done. 
The end result is an atmosphere that encour- 
ages talented people to find ways to excel in 
the performance of their jobs.

To show how these effective and common 
sense approaches can be used to the advan- 
tage of the unit, Iet us review two examples of 
recent MIP initiatives. In the Hrst example, 
overspecification was removed as an obstacle 
to efficiency. While planning to reroof car- 
ports at Whiteman AFB, Missouri, a civilian 
civil engineer found that Air Force standards 
exceeded local standards. He also found that 
the Air Force hacl the same roofing standards 
worldwide. The climate in Missouri placed 
less stress on roofing materiais than did other 
more severe climates. A survev of construe- 
tion materiais used in the local area revealed 
that a commercially available roofing material 
with a 20-yeat guarantee satisfied all reason- 
able requirements. As a result, the authorized 
use ol locally acceptable materiais with a sub- 
stantial guarantee saved SI85,000 on the first 
contract, and. if applied to all the carports at 
Whiteman, could save $500,000.

The second example involves an airmati 
who discovered that lie could reduce the time 
required for repair of equipment. The air- 
man, a missile electronics technician, found 
that while technical data and standard proce-
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dure required that certain lesi equipment be 
repaired at the depot levei, both the equip
ment and ihe expertise to effect the repair 
vvere present at the base levei. The airinan 
sought and nas granted a uai ver to the re- 
quirement for depot-levei repair. Results 
were a marked decrease in equipment down- 
time, fewer man-hours devoted to repair, and 
a significam saving on shipping costs. Specifi- 
cally, the pavoff from this one initiative re- 
duced downtime from 14 days to two hours 
and saved $400 per item repaired.

SAC people have submitted 61 1 proposals 
such as the two just discussed, uith more than 
90 percent of those approved. The model in- 
stallation program is demonstrating its value 
as a source of good ideas and savings, as vvell 
as a means of putting responsibility and au- 
thoritv u ith the commander, where it belongs. 
II we openlv examine our methods of doing 
business, the old justihcation “We ve alvvays 
done it that uav" no longer becomes an ac- 
ceptable reason for usingam established pro- 
cedure. The bright, young, and enthusiastic 
professionals who feel they can have an im- 
pact on the wav thev work will hring light into 
dusty old corners by making innovative sug- 
gestions to improve effectiveness. The short 
approval times, high approval rates, and tnin- 
imurn criteria for consideration will cut

through the red tape that dampens enthusi- 
asm and stilles innovation. The freedom from 
old operating procedures, red tape, and bu- 
reaucratic resistance inspires initiative and 
innovation.

l he real bottom line to all of the initiatives 
just discussed is an improved capability to 
carry out SAC’s mission and deter potential 
aggressors. That improved capability must 
also he visible to convince a potential oppo- 
nent that he cannot gain from attacking the 
United States. And this is actually happening 
in SAC. For example, one of the ways we mea- 
sure our day-to-day capability is in bomber 
readiness. VVith new standards, enhanced 
produt tivity, and beiter funding support for 
spare parts. B-52 readiness has gone up from 
37 percent to more than 70 percent. For the 
FB-1 I 1, the improvement is similar, progress- 
ing from 41 percent to 67 percent.

in summary, evervthing we do is observed 
by potential enemies. Our adversaries know 
that not only are we getting stronger as new 
systems come on-line but also as the profes- 
sionalism of our people is improved. That is 
the bottom-line result. Our deterrent posture 
is made more visible and credible through 
these innovative improvements in productiv- 
ity and will he further stt engthened as we add 
new forces in the future.

Offutt AFB, Nebraska



You’ve got the stick

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND'S NEW DIRECTIONS
üt.N  J o h n  T . C h a i n . J k

The Strategic Air Command (SAC) is an ex- 
citing. dvnamic command committed io ihe 
warrior spirii. We are getting new equip- 
ment—and that means new combat capabiliiv. 
Things are happening in all mission areas. B- 
1 Bs and Peacekeepers assumed aleri conunit- 
ments in 198b. We are moving in new conven- 
tional warfighting direciions b\ greailv 
enhancing our snpport to lheaier command- 
ers. We have a lot on our plate, which is 
terrific.

First, and most \isibly. we are modernizing. 
as direi ted in the Presidem'** Strategic Moit- 
ernization Program. We ha\e a coherent strat- 
eg\ for deterring ihc* Soviet Union, and SAC 
is implernenting thal straleg\ with planning, 
doctrine. tactics, training, and equipment. We 
have come a long way in this dei ade through 
sensible. effective upgrades to curreni svs- 
tems. l he command is moving ahead with 
new svsiems—B-IBs. KC-IOs. and Peacekeep
ers are deploying now—and the moderni/a- 
lion will continue throughc»ut the !990s, with 
Peacekeepers in survivable basing. advanced 
technologs bombcrs, sinall I( B\|s. and new 
and upgraded tankers. At the same time, we 
are developing and acquirmg the command. 
control, Communications, and mlelligencc 
((. I)enhantemenis needed toensure connec- 
tnitv and to provide the battle management

capabilities that will squeeze even greater 
combat capabiiity out of our new weapon svs- 
tems. SAC will beconte more Hexible and bel- 
ter able to adapt to rapidlv changing 
operational situations. B\ completing the 
President’s Strategic Modernization Program, 
we will be in a better position to prevení nu
clear war or the threat ol nuclear war against 
ourselves or our allies.

Our nuclear mission, though criticai, is only 
hall lhe stor\. We are taking major steps to ex- 
pand our conventional capabilities. We are 
giving c*ut bomber squadrons a dual designed 
operational capabilitv (DOC) for c onventional 
as well as nuc lear responsibilities, and we are 
improving our conventional training and re- 
vampingour tactical dcxtrine. In the near fu
ture, we will ac quite new munilions sucli as 
standoff missiles. Future plans centcr on i Lilly 
realizing out immensc potential lot support- 
ing theater operations.

Modernizing out forces and supporting 
conventional initiatives will place a signilicant 
demand on botlt our pool ol trained man- 
power and budgetary resources—and we 
know that both people and funds will be lim
itei! in the loreseeable future. Therefore, wc- 
have no cltoice but to work smarler and be 
more produetive. We are rloing that by dec en- 
tralizing to the maximum extern possible and

75
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entouraging initiaiive from our people. We 
remain committed to excellence and to taking 
tare oi our people, vvlio have difficult jobs yet 
do them very vvell. They deserve the best, and 
we are committed to pro\ iding the best we can 
for them.

Our preeminent role is deterring war and

Letters

C-5 or C-17— not in com petition

l) i W illia m  M . L e a r y s  “S t r a te g ic  A ir l if t :  P a s t, P re s -  
e n t .  a n d  F u t u r e ” in  th e  S e p t e m b e r - O c to b e r  19H6 
is su e  is sh a llo w  a t b e s t . D r  L e a ry  is q u ic k  to  d is m is s  
th e  ( 17 a n d  a d v o c a te  f u r t h e r  p r o d u c t i o n  o t  t h e  C - 
5 B  in  b is  U n iv e r s i t \  o t  G e ó r g ia  b a c k y a rc L

W h a t is m is s in g  is a  c o h e r e n t  a n s w e r  to  th e  c h a l-  
l e n g e  o f  m e e t in g  th e  n a t i o n s  c r it ic a i  a i r l i i t  n e e d s  in  
t e r m s  o f  b o th  q u a n t i ty  a n d  q u a l i tv .  D r  L e a r y ’s se- 
le c t iv e  p r e s e n t a t io n  o l G e n  I b o in a s  R v a n 's  M a rc h  
19 8 4  s ta t e m e n t s  to  th e  S e n a te  A r m e d  S e rv ic e s  S u b -  

c o m m it t .e e  o n  S e a  P o w e i a n d  F o rc e  P ro je c t io n  
la i le d  to  m e n t io n  tb a t  G e n e r a l  R y a n  w as  a c c o m -  
p a n ie d  l>\ ( th e n )  L.t G e n  F re d  K. M a h a f f e y ,  A r m y  
D C S /O p e r a l io n s .  G e n e r a l  M a h a f f e \  m a d e  th e  U S  
\ r m y ’s s u p p o r t  f o r  th e  G - I 7  v e ry  c le a r .  T h e  G -5  

a lo n e  c a n n o t  m e e i A r m y  m o h i l i tv  r e q u i r e m e n t s .
D r  L e a ry  a lso  u s e d  a n  e d i to r i a l  bv  G e n  F. R. M il

to n ,  l  S \ F  R e t ., w h ic h  a d v o c a te d  in c r e a s e d  u tili-  
/ a t i o n  o l  t h e  e x i s t in g  H ee l a s  a  s o lu t io n  to  th e  a i r l i i t  
s h o i t f a l l .  A l i t t le  r e s e a r c h  w o u ld  r e v e a l  s o m e  s e r i-  
ons lim its  to  a c h ie v in g  h i g h e r  u t i l i / a t i o n  r a te s  th a n  
c u r r e n t  p la n s  ca ll f o r .

F in a llv , D r  L e a ry  m ak .es th e  s t a t e m e n t  tb a t  “ n o  
o n e  q u e s t io n s  th e  s u p e r i o r i ty  [o f th e  C -5 J  to  th e  C - 
I7  a s a n  i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  t r a n s p o r t . "  Im p lic i t  in  tb is  
s ta t e m e n t  a r e  th e  a s s u m p t io n s  tb a t  t h e  C -5  a n d  C - 
I7  a r e  in  c o m p e t i t io n  in  th e  m in d s  o f  a i r l i f t  p la n -  
n e r s  a n d  th a l  b ig g e r  is b e t t e r .  N e i th e r  is t r u e .

A d d i t io n a l  ( -5s c a n n o t  h ll th e  g a p  th e  G - 1 7 is d e -  
s ig n e d  f o r .  W ith o u t  t h e C - 1 7 ,  th e  L!S A ir  F o rc e  will 
h a v e  n o  r e p l a c e m e n t  f o r  t h e  C -1 4 1  w h e n  it n lti-  
m a te ly  r e t i r e s ,  n o  n e a r - t e r m  a u g m e n ta t i o n  fo r  lh e  
C -1 3 0  f le e t. v c rv  l im i te d  c a p a b i l i ty  to  m o v e  o u ts iz e  
c a r g o  in  th e  i n t r a t h e a t e r  e n v i r o n m e n t .  a n d  l im ite d  
o p p o r t u n i t s  to  e x p lo i t  l h e  a d v a n t a g e s  o t  a n  a i r l i l t -  
e r  tb a t  c a n  d i r e c t  d e l iv e r  w h e n  c i r c u m s ta n c e s  ca ll

keeping Americans alive and free. The bot- 
tom line for us is combat capability—and with 
it we will be ready to fight anytime, anywhere, 
at any levei of conflict.

General Chain is lhe commander in ihiet, Strategic Air Com- 
mand. and director, Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff.

f o r  it. T h e  t im e  h a s  c o m e  f o r  a  f r e s h  a p p r o a c h ,  a n d  
th e  C - 1 7 is th e  r ig h t  a n s w e r .

l.t Col Micltael R. Gallagher, USAR 
Travis AFB, Califórnia

D r  L e a r y ’s a r t ic le ,  “S t r a te g ic  A i r l i f t— P a s t, P re s -  
e n t ,  a n d  F u t u r e , ” s u c c in c t ly  h ig h l ig h te d  o u r  d iff i-  
c u l ty  in o b ta in in g  d o l l a r s  f o r  a d d i t io n a l  a i r l i f t .  I 
v v h o le h e a r te d ly  a g r e e  w ith  h im  tb a t  M A C ’s p r o u d  
r e c o r d  o f a c c o m p l is h in e n ts  lia s  b e e n  a c h ie v e d  b e - 
c a u s e  o u r  d e d ic a t e d  m e n  a n d  w o m e n  h a v e  o v e r -  
c o m e  e q u i p m e n t  s h o r t a g e s  a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  
d i f f ic u l t ie s  to  d e l iv e r  v ita l c a r g o  in  s u p p o r t  o f n a -  
t io n a l  o b je c t iv e s . H o w e v e r ,  1 w as c o n c e r n e d  w ith  
b is  a n a ly s is  r e g a r d i n g  tb e  C - 1 7. P e r h a p s  D r  L e a ry  
w as o v e r ly  in f lu e n c e d  by  tb e  n e g a t iv e  p r e s s  lh e  C - 
17 r e c e iv e d  f r o m  J e f f r e y  R e c o rd  a n d  K im  H o lm e s .

It is n o w  i m p o r t a m  to  p r e s e n t  o u r  s id e  o f  th e  
s to ry . O u r  b o o k le t ,  The Case for the C-17, g iv e s  s o m e  
v e ry  g o o d  r e a s o n s  w h y  b u y in g  m o r e  C -5 s , K C -lO s , 
a n d  C -1 3 0 s  is n o t  tb e  r ig h t  s o lu t io n  to  th e  a ir l i i t  
s h o r t f a l l .  In  tb e  y e a r s  a h e a d ,  w e d o  n o t  h a v e  th e  
t n a n p o w e r  o r  tb e  d o l l a r s  to  o p e r a t e  a C -5  in te n s iv e  
Ifee t o f  a i r c r a f t .  F .acb C -5  a i r f r a m e  ta k e s  s ig n if i-  
c a n t ly  m o r e  p e o p l e  (4 5  to  b e  p re c is e )  a n d  a lm o s t  $ 5  
m il l io n  m o r e  p e r  y e a r  th a n  tb e  C - 1 7 to  a c h ie v e  a n  
e q u a l  t r a in in g  a n d  lly in g  b o m  p r o g r a m .  B e s id e s  
c o s ts , o l h e r  S o lu tio n s  lack  lh e  o p e r a t io n a l  u tili tv  o f 
tb e  C-1 7. In  r e c e n t  l e t te r s  to  s u b c o m m il l e e  c h a i r -  
m e n .  tb e  c b ie f s  o f  s ta f f  of tb e  A r n u  a n d  A ir  F o rc e  
a n d  tb e  c o m m a n d a n t  o l  t b e  M a r in e  C o r p s  sa id :

W e  h a v e  e x a m in e d  tb e  a i r l i f t  m o d e i  n iz a t io n  
is s u e  f ro m  e v e r y  a n g le  a n d  a r e  c o n v im e d  tb a t  
tb e  CG17 is tb e  s o lu t io n .  It is n o t  o n lv  th e  m o s t
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c o s t-e f fe c t iv e  s o lu l io n .  b u t  g iv e s  u s  th e  g r e a le s t  
c a p a b il i tv — a c a p a b il i tv  lh a t  w e m u s t  h a v e  if  w e 
a r e  lo  m e e t  o u r  c o u n t r y s  a i r l i f t  r e q u i r e m e n ts .

T h e  C -1 7  h a s  b e e n  jo in t ly  s u p p o r t e d  f r o m  lh e  
g r o u n d  u p  a n d  is c r u c ia l  to  th e  r a p id  d e p lo y m e n t  
o f  o u r  c o m b a t  fo rc e s . T h e  k ev  to  v ic to ry  in  a n y  
f u tu r e  c o n H ic t lies in  o u r  a b ility  to  p r o je c t  o u r  
p o w e r  in to  th e  b a t t le h e ld .  T h e  C -1 7  is v ita l to  
p r o je c t in g  th  is p o w e r .

1 w o u ld  a lso  lik e  to  c h a n g e  th e  n e x t  c h a p t e r  in 
o u r  a ir l i f t  h is to ry . R a th e r  lh a n  b e in g  r e a c t iv e  a n d  
in n o v a tiv e  vvith in a d e q u a te  r e s o u r c e s ,  w e  m u s t  b e  
f a r s ig h te d  e n o u g h  to  d e v e lo p  a n  a i r c r a f t  lh a t  w ill 
r e v o lu t io n iz e  a i r l i f t  a n d  g iv e  th e  n a t io n  g t e a t e r  
H ex ib ilitv  in  m e e t in g  lh e  d e m a n d s  o t  f u t u r e  w a rs . 
W e  b e lie v e  th e  C - 17 a n d  its  d i r e c t  d e l iv e ry  c a p a b il -  
itv  w ill d o  j u s t  th a t .  O u r  w a r f ig h d n g  C I N C s  a lso  
s u p p o r t  t h a t  c o n c e p t  a n d  e n d o r s e  th e  C -1 7  a s  th e  
a i r p l a n e  t h e v  n e e d  to  s u p p o r t  t h e i r  w a r t i m e  
o b je c tiv e s .

M o re  p e o p le  n e e d  to  h e a r  o u r  s id e  o f  th e  C -1 7  
s to rv :  w e th in k  it is a  c o m p e l l in g  m ie . [ T o  s e c u r e  a  
c o p y  o f  The Case for the C-17, w r ite  to  H q  M A C /P A , 
S c o tt A F B , 11. 6 2 2 2 5 .]  I n  fa c t. w e h a v e  g a in e d  t r e -  
m e n d o u s  s u p p o r t  in  C o n g r e s s  d u r i n g  th e  p a s t 
y e a r — s u p p o r t  w h ic h  h a s  c u lm in a t e d  in  l u n d i n g  
a p p r o v a l  f o r  lo n g - le a d  i te m s  a n d  to o l in g  f o r  C -1 7  
p r o d u c t io n .  VVe b e lie v e  w e h a v e  g a in e d  th is  s t r o n g  
p r o g r a m  c o n im i tm e n t  d e s p i te  t ig h t  b u d g e t  t im e s  
b e c a u s e  o f  th e  C - 17 's  o p e r a t i n g  c o s ts  a n d  g r e a t e r  
o p e r a t io n a l  u t il i ty .  W ith  g o o d  p e o p le  a n d  th e  C -1 7 , 
w e w ill n o t  h a v e  to  r e p e a t  lh e  p r o b le m s  w e h a v e  e x -  
p e r ie n c e d  in  th e  p a s t .

Cen Duane H. Cassidy. USAF 
Commander ni Chief, Headquarters MAC 
Senti AFB. Illinois

on censorship and Creative thinking in the A ir Force

T h is  is in  r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  a r t ic le  e n t i t i e d  “O n  C o n -  
f o rm i tv ,"  b \  C o l A la n  I.. G r o p m a n ,  U S A F  R e t., in 
th e  S e p t e m b e r —O c to b e r  1 9 8 6  is su e  o l t h e  Air Uni- 
versity Revieu'. C o lo n e l  G r o p m a n  r e f e r r e d  to  a n  a r 
tic le  in  th e  N o v e m b e r —D e c e m b e r  1984  is s u e  in  
w h ic h  W illia m  S. L in d  c r i t ic iz e d  A ir  F o rc e  c e n s o r 
s h ip . sp e c ific a lly  th a t  o l  th e  A ir  F o rc e  p o lic y  rev iew  
p ro c e s s .

H a v in g  s p o k e n  to  C o lo n e l  G r o p m a n  a n d  re -  
v ie w e d  lh e  e v e n ts  s in c e  th e  o r ig in a l  L in d  a r t ic le ,  I 
a m  c o n v in c e d  th a t  th e  p r o b le m  c i te d  n o  lo n g e r  e x -  
ists in s o f a r  a s  th e  Revieu> is c o n c e r n e d .  P r io r  to  19 8 5  
th e r e  w as in d e e d  a  p r o b le m  in  g c t t in g  Review a r t i -  
c le s  c le a r e d  t h r o u g h  A ir  F o rc e  S e c u r i ly  a n d  P o licy

R e v ie w .  I n  F e b r u a r y  1 9 8 5 ,  h o w e v e r ,  I .t ( i e n  
T h o m a s  C . R ic h a r d s ,  t h e n  A ir  U n iv e rs i ty  c o m 
m a n d e r ,  b r o u g h t  lh e  p r o b le m  lo  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  
th e  A ir  F o rc e  v ice  c h i e f  o f  s ta f f ,  w h o  e n c o u r a g e d  
A ir  U n iv e rs i ty  to  h a n d l e  p o lic y  rev iew  to  th e  m a x -  
in iu m  e x te r n  p o s s ib le  in s te a d  o l  t o r w a r d in g  it l o r  
h ig h e r  rev iew  . S in c e  th e n  w e h a v e  b e e n  lo l lo w in g  
th a t  p o lic y  a n d  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  a  d r a m a t ic  d i f f e r -  
e n c e  in  th e  p r o p o r t io n  o l a r t í d e s  le a v in g  A ir  U n i-  
v e rs itv  f o r  re v ie w . O l 21 I a r t ic le s  r e q u i r i n g  re v ie w  
in  1 9 8 6 , o n ly  s e v e n  w e r e  l o r w a r d e d  by  A ir  U n iv e r 
sity  f o r  h i g h e r  re v ie w . A lm o s t a ll o f  lh e  l a t t e r  d e a l t  
w ith  s e c u r i ty  r a t h e r  lh a n  p o licy .

l h e  f o r e g o in g  d o e s  n o t  m e a n  lh a t  s u b t le  m e a n s  
o f  c e n s o r s h ip  d o  n o t  r e m a in .  O ld  a l t i t u d e s  d ie  
h a r d .  I c a n  sa y  t h a t  t h e  c h ie f  o f  s t a f f  r e a d  th e  G r o p 
m a n  a r t ic le  a n d  w a n ts  A i r  F o r c e  p o licy  se t s t r a ig h t :  
w e e n c o u r a g e  f r e e  a n d  o p e n  disc u s s io n  o f a ll a i r  
p o w e r  s u b je c ts .

Lt Gen Truman Spangrud 
Commander, Air University 
Maxwell AFB, Alahama

I h a v e  p r e v io u s lv  m e n t io n e d  m v r e g r e t  t h a t  th e  U S  
A ir  F o r c e  d o e s  n o t  e n c o u r a g e  its m e m b e r s  to  s p e a k  
th e i r  m in d s  in th e  Air University Review o r  o t h e r  
p u b l ic a t io n s  a b o u t  p o lic ie s , p r o c e d u r e s ,  te c h -  
n iq u e s .  ta c t ic s , d o c t r in e ,  o r  w h a te v e r .  A n u m b e r  o l 
p e o p le  h a v e  q u i t e  s e r io u s lv  q u e s t io n e d  m v  lo y a lty  
b e c a u s e  o t th o s e  s u g g e s t io n s .  In  t u r n ,  th e v  s e e m  to  
s u g g e s t  lh a t  e x p r e s s i o n s c o u n t e r  t o c o m p a n y  p o lic y  
a r e  n e x t  to  t r e a s o n  a n d  m u s t  b e  s u p p r e s s e d .  T o o  
b a d !

In  lh e  th i r t i e s ,  lh e  b u d d i n g  U S  A r m y  A ir  C o r p s  
p u b l i s h e d ,  t h r o u g h  its I n f o r m a t io n  D iv is io n  in  th e  
M u n i t io n s  B u i ld in g .  W a s h in g to n ,  a v e ry  n e w sy , 
o f t e n  c h a l le n g in g ,  Air Corps News Letler. R e c e n tly ,  1 
h a v e  h a d  th e  p l e a s u r e  o l r e a d in g  s o m e  o l  th o s e  
p u b l ic a t io n s .  In  o n e  d a t e d  15 A u g u s t  1 9 3 5 , 1 c a rn e  
a c r o s s  a  v e ry  in t e r e s t in g  m e m o  f r o m  th e  e d i t o r —  
w h o  w as  n o t n a in e d  in th e  co p y  I r e a d .

l h e  l irs t tw o  i te m s  in  th is  is su e  s 2 2  p a g e s  w e re  
a b o u t  n a v ig a t io n  p r o c e s s e s  a n d  n a v ig a t io n  t r a in -  
in g . B o th  a u l h o r s  e x p r e s s e d  s o m e  d is s a t is f a c t io n  
w ith  w h a t  w as  th e n  b e in g  d o n e  o ff ic ia l ly  a n d  a lso  
s o m e  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w ith  e a c h  o t h e r .  In  lh e  F d i to r  s 
N o te  w as  th e  fo llo w in g :

W i th  l h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o l  a e r i a l  n a v i g a t i o n  
s te a d ily  m o u n l i n g ,  l o r  v a r io u s  r e a s o n s ,  it g o e s  
w i th o u l  s a y in g  th a t  í ly in g  p e r s o n n e l  a r e  g iv in g  
m o r e  s e r io u s  t h o u g h t  to  th is  s u b je c t  t h a n  e v e r  
b e f o r e .

N o  d o u b t  m a n y  o f  th e m  lio ld  c o n s t r u c t iv e  
id e a s  o n  th is  a l l - im p o r ta n t  s u b je c t  b u t ,  a s  s e e m s
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to  b e  th e  c a s e  a t o r g a n i / .a t io n  m e e t in g s  w h e r e  
t h e r e  a r e  d is c u s s io n s  o n  o n e  s u b je c t  o r  a n o th e r ,  
t h e r e  is a t e n d e n c v  o n  th e  p a r i  o l  m a n y  p r e s e n l ,  
t h r o u g h  m o d e s t \  o r  l e a r  th a t  t h e i r  id e a s  a r e  n o t  
w o r th  e x p r e s s in g ,  to  h e s i ta te  to  la k e  th e  f lo o r .

It is g ra iify  in g  to  n o te  t h a t  a t  le a s t  iw o  o f f ic e r s  
h a v e  v e n tu r e d  to  c o m e  o tn  in  p r in t  a n d  e x p r e s s  
t h e i r  v iew s o n  th e  p r e s e n t  s y s te m  o l n a v ig a t io n  
a n d  m e th o d s  o l t r a in in g .  T h e .se  v iew s m a y  n o t  
n e c e s s a r ih  c o in c id e  w ith  th o s e  h e ld  by th e  A ir  
C o r p s ,  b u t  ii s lto w s  th a t  lh e v  h a v e  g iv e n  s e r io n s  
th o u g h i  to  th e  p r o p o s i t io n .

N o w  th a t  th e  ú e  lia s  b e e n  b r o k e n  a n d  t h e r e  is 
in  p r in t  c o m m e n ts  I r o tn  a t  le a s t tw o  s o u rc e s ,  it is 
h o p e d  th a t  o t l i e r  A ir  C o r p s  o f f ic e r s  w ill g iv e  th e  
News Letter l h e  b e n e í i t  o l t h e i r  o p in io n s .  L e t 
t h e r e  b e  a n  o p e n  l o m m  d i s c u s s io n — t h is  is o n e  o l 
th e  o b je c ts  o l t h e  News Letter.

II w e  a r e  g o in g  to  h a v e  <i r e a l  A ir  C o r p s ,  vvc 
n u is t  h a v e  c o n s t r n c t iv e  c r i t ic is m , f o r  th is  is th e  
ve rv  l i fe  o l p r o g r e s s .

I t h o t ig h i  th a t  w a s g r e a t . a n d  I s u b m it  it to  v o u  a s  
a c r \  I r o m  th e  p a s t fo i r e c e p t iv i ty  in  th e  p r e s e n t  
a n d  f u t u r e .  W e  n e e d  th a t  c o n s t r u c t iv e  c r i t ic is m . 
a n d  w e  n e e d  th e  id e a s  o f  a ll— n o t ju s t  th o s e  o l a 
few .

frrn ( Reppers, Jr.
AFTT Si liool«/ Systems mui Logistics 1

1 h a v e  fo llo w e d  Air I 'niversity Review's o n g o in g  d i a 
lo g u e  o n  I r e e d o m  o l e x p r e s s io n  f o r  n e a r lv  tw o  
v e a r s  n o w . W h ilc  .it o n c e  w o n d e r i n g  w h e th e r  th e  
s u b je c t  lia s  b e e n  b e a t e n  in lo  a  d ia le c t ic  d e a t h ,  I 
n o n e th e le s s  le e l  c o m p e lle c l to  p r o f f e i  v e t a n o t h e r  
p e r s p e c t iv e .

B e t w e e n  M a y  1 9 7 5  a n d  N o v e m b e r  1 9 8 6 ,  I 
s e r v e d  a s  a n  a s s o c ia te  e d i t o r  a n d  e d i t o r  o l t h e  De- 
fense Management Journal, o n e  o l  t h e  D e f e n s e  D e - 
p a r tm e n t  s o f f ic ia l p o lic v  p e r io d ic a ls .  I h a v e , a s  th e  
s a v in g  g o e s . s e e n  it a ll. A h i s to r ic a l  a r t ic le  o n  th e  
S p a n is h - A m e r ic a n  W a r  is s p ik e d  b y  s e c u r i tv  re v ie w  
in  1 9 7 6  f o r  l e a r  th a t  o n e  o f  ils  s e c o n d a r v  p r e m -  
i s e s — t h e  A m e r i c a n  n e w s  i n d u s t r y  o l  t h e  e r a  
w ish ec l to  s u s ta in  lh e  w a r  to  se ll n e w s p a p e r s —  
w o n ld  o f f e n d  th e  V ie tn a m - e r a  p r e s s  a n d  w o rs e n  al- 
r e a d \  te n s e  r e la t io n s  w ith  th e  P e n ta g o n .  A n  a r t ic le  
o n  I n te r n a t io n a l  s e c u r i tv  is c e n s o r e d  f o r  q u e s t io n -  
in g  th e  s a n i tv  o l s e l l in g  o u r  f i r s t - l in e  m il i ta r v  h a r d 
w a r e  to  s h a k v  d i c t a to r s h ip s ;  s ix  m o n th s  l a t e r  th e  
S h a l i  o l I r a n  is d e p o s e d .  A s u b m is s io n  o n  m a n -  
p o w e r  r e c r u i tm e n t  te« h n iq u e s  is s e n t  to  th e  h e a d  o l 
th e  a p p r o p r i a t e  p o lic y  o f f ic e  f o r  c o m m e n t :  t h e  a n -  
t b o r  r e v is e s  a c c o r d in g lv .  w e  e d i t  lh e  a r t i c le ,  se i 11- 
r ity  r e v ie w  s e n d s  th e  a r t ic le  b a c k  to  t h a t  o f f ic e  f o r  
f o rm a l  r e v ie w , a n d  th e  a r t ic l e  is k i l le d  b y  th e  n e w ly

in s ta l le d  o f f ic e  c h ie f  w h o se  o p in io n  d if  f e r e d  I ro m  
th a t  of b is  p r e d e c e s s o r .

I h a v e  d o / e n s  o l s u c h  w o rd -w a r  s to r ie s  ( a n d ,  by 
th e  w ay , th ey  a r e  n o t  s p e c if ic  to  a n y  o n e  S erv ice  o r  
m a n a g e r i a l  lev e i) . A s in d iv id u a l  in s ta n c e s  o l in s ti-  
tu l io n a l  p a r a n ó ia ,  th e y  a r e  c o sm ic a llv  in s ig n if ic a n t;  
b u t  Io  1 w h a t th ey  te ll a d e f e n s e  p e r io d ic a ls  e d i to r  
w h o  b e lie v e s  in  th e  v a lu e  o l b is  o r  h e r  p r o f e s s io n ,  
lh e v  a r e  in d e e d  n o te w o r th v .  T o  th a t  e d i to r ,  th e y  
sav . ‘‘V o u  m u s t b e o n e  p a r t  P a t t o n .o n e  p a r t  A v e re ll 
H a r r im a n ,  a n d  o n e  p a r t  B r e r  R a b b i t .” I h a v e  th r e e  
s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  b a t t l i n g  t h e  b o g e y m a n  o f  
c e n s o r s h ip .

•  F irs t ,  e s ta b lis h  a f o rm a l  a r t i c l e - r e f e r e e  s y s te m . 
S e n d  a n v  s u b m is s io n  th a t  s u rv iv e s  th e  in it ia l  re v ie w  
by th e  m a g a / i n e s  s ta f l  to  as m a n y  a s  six  s u b je c t  
m a i t e r  e x p e t  ts. id e a llv  d r a w n  I ro m  as  m a n y  d i f f e r -  
e m  in s t i tu t io n s  as p o s s ib le . T h e n  n o ti fy  th e  s e c u r i tv  
re v ie w  o f íic ia ls  th a t  th e  a r t ic le  h a s  a l r e a d v  b e e n  
b le s s e d  bv  P ro f e s s o r  X , C o lo n e l  Y. a n d  D i r e c to r  Z. 
I 11 tnv e x p e r i e n c e ,  s e c u r i tv  re v ie w  o f íic ia ls  h a v e  in -  
v a r ia b lv  b e e n  w ell m e a n in g ,  in te l l ig e n t ,  a n d  r e a d y  
to  w o rk  o n  c o r n p r o m is e s  th a t  s a tis fy  all p a r t ie s .  
N a tu r a l ly .  c o r n p r o m is e s  a r e  n o t  a lw a y s  p o s s ib le , 
b u t  le i s n o t  d e l u d e  o u r s e lv e s  in to  th in k in g  c e n s o r -  
s h ip  d o e s n  t oc c u r  in s o m e  f o r m  o r  o t l i e r  a t  G e n e r a l  
M o to rs  o r  H a r v a r d  o r  th e  New York Times a s  w ell.

•  S e c o n d ,  w h e n  e x p e r i e n c e  o r  in tu i t io n  te lls  y o u  
th a t  a n  a r t ic l e  is a h o t  p o ta to ,  f in d  a n o t h e r  a u t h o r  
w ith  .111 o p p o s in g  o p in io n  to  w r i te  a  c o u n t e r p o in t  
( o r  c h a l le n g e  th e  c e n s o r  to  w r i te ) .  C le a r  th e m  a n d  
p u b l is h  th e m  to g e t h e r .  V o u  s ta n d  to  s e rv e  y o u r  
r e a d e r s  w e l l  a n d  m a k e  l i f e  e a s i e r  f o r  s e c u r i t v  
re v ie w .

•  I l i i r d ,  d e m a n d  th a t  y o u r  a u t h o r s  r le m o n -  
s t r a te  r a th e t  t h a n  a s s e r t .  I 11 llie F.lements of St\le, 
W illia m  S t r u n k  a n d  F.. B. W h ite  w r i te  th a t  “ t h e s u r -  
e s t w ay  to  a r o u s e  a n d  h o ld  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f th e  
r e a d e r  is b \  b e i trg  sp e c if ic , d e f m i te .  a n d  c o n c r e te ."
I o  th a t  I m ig h t  ac ld  th a t  it is a ls o  th e  b e s t w ay  to  d is -  

a r m  m is in lo t  m e d  s ta l l  o f l t c e r s  a n d  b u r e a u c r a t s .  It 
is to u g h  to  c e n s o r  fa c ts .

II a ll e ls e  la ils . v o u  c a n  a lw a y s  s e n d  y o u r  c e n s o r  
th e s e  w o rd s  I r o m  J o h n  St u a i 1 M ilf s  On Liberty:

I b e  pec u li.ii ev ii o f  s i le n c in g  th e  e x p r e s s io n  of 
a n  o p in io n  is th a t  it is r o b b in g  th e  l iu in a n  ta c e :  
p o s te i  it\ a s  w ell a s  th e  e x i s t in g  g e n e r a t io n ;  th o s e  
w h o  d is s e n l  I ro m  th e  o p in io n ,  still m o r e  th a n  
th o s e  w h o  h o ld  it. II lh e  o p in io n  is 1 ig lu ,  th e y  a r e  
d e p i  iv e tl o l 1 lie  o p p o r t u n i t v  o l e x c h a n g in g  e r r o r  
f o r  t r i i t l r .  il w r o n g ,  lh ev  lo se . w h a t  is a lm o s t  a s  
g r e a t  a b e n e f i t ,  th e  d e a r e t  p e r c e p t io n  a n d  live- 
l ie r  im p r e s s io n  o l ti u tb  p r o d u c e d  by  its c o llis io n  
w ith  e r r o r .

Lany J Wilson 
Defense l.ogistirs Agency
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MILITARY REFORM:
AN IDEA WHOSE TIME HAS COME
Lt C o l  Do n a l d  R. Ba u c o m

Military refonn is always a political matter.
Anihony John 1'rythall

“Boney" Fuller

Ix October 1986. Senators Barry M. Gold- 
water (R-California) and Sam Nunn (D- 
Georgia) released a 64õ-page staff study de- 

lailing problems with thecurrent Departmeni 
ol Defense (!)()!)) and proposing fundamen
tal changes in that organization.1 Benjarnin 
Schemmer. editor ol Anntd Forces Journal In
ternational. considered the appearance of this 
report and the joint statement by the iwo sen
ators suffieientlv signihcant to issue a special 
edition of his journal, onlv the third suth edi- 
tion in its 122-vear historv. Schemmer stated 
in an opening editorial that his stali consid
ered the Senate studv to be “the single inost 
important body ol vvork on national security 
matters done so far this century."'2 In April 
198b. the President s Bine Ribbon Commis- 
sion on Defense Management (Packard Com- 
mission) issued its recommendations for the 
reform of the defense acquisition svstem.1 On

7 May 1986, the Senate voted unanimously to 
pass what the Washington Post relerred to as 
"the inost sweeping revision of the nation’s 
militarv since 1947." On 5 August 1986, a far- 
reaching reform bill in lhe form ol an amend- 
ment to the 1987 defense authorization bill 
“whizzed” through the House of Representa- 
tives on a vote of 406 to 44 In the midst of this 
fennent. Sen Gary Hart (D-Colorado), a lead- 
ing contender for lhe Denioeratic presidential 
nomination, and William S. Lind have coaut- 
hored America Can Win. ' a book that bids vvell 
to make military reldrm a ke\ issue in the next 
presidential election.

Military reform wotdd seem to be an idea 
vvhose time lias come. II so, it would be to the 
advantage of the military professional to un- 
derstand the reform movement and its ideas." 
Until recently. this would have been difficult 
todo, for the t alher extensive literatureof the

7 9
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reform movement consisted mostly of artides 
and briehngs. which means that information 
aboul lhe ideas «f the movement vvas scat- 
tered and more or less inaccessible to most of- 
ficers. Fortunately, within the past tvvo years, 
severaI major books liave appeared that make 
it considerablv easier to get at the issues raised 
by tbe reform movement. 1 n addition to the 
Hart and Lind volume, two others are partic- 
ularly noteworthy: Lind’s Maneuver Warfare 
Handbook and Richard GabriePs Military In- 
competence.' In general, tbe reform movement 
argues that Americ :a’s defense system does not 
vvork and lias produced an incompetent mili
tary. There are four basic problems: tbe of fi
cei corps of tbe military establishment is too 
large and is mired in a bureaucracy of its own 
making; tbejoint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) fails to 
integrate our military Services into effective 
unified military forces and gives inadequate 
military advice to civilian leaders; our defense 
establishment develops and procures the 
wrong kinds of weapons; and our military 
doctrine is flawed. We shall look at each of 
these points in turn, but first let us begin by 
looking at wh\ tbe reformeis believe the mil- 
itary is incompetent.

Military Incompetence

According to the reformei s, clear evidence 
of problems in our military establishment is 
found in the poor operadonal performance of 
US military forces since tbe Korean War. 
rhus, Hart and Lind begin their book vvitli a 
standard reform theme: America lias not won 
a “brilham victorv since Inchon.”8 The most 
elaborate statement of this operational indict- 
m ent ap p ea rs  in G abrieLs M ilitary  
I ncompetence.

Gabriel has long held tbe view that some- 
thing is seriously wrong with tbe LJS military. 
In 1978, he and Paul Savagecoauthored Crisis 
in Command. a book that severely criticizes tbe 
performance of Army leadership in the Viet- 
nam War. In tbis vvork. the authors argue that

during the Vietnam era entrepreneurial men- 
tality carne to dominate officer thinking as of- 
ficers became more concerned with managing 
their careers to ensure promotions than with 
serving the nation.9

Gabriel again presents the concept of an en
trepreneurial of ficer corps in bis 1985 book, 
Military Incompetence, a work that begins by de- 
fining military incompetence as the “inability 
of military leaders and forces to avoid mis- 
takes which, in tbe normal course of tliings, 
should and could be avoided.” A competem 
officer corps is capable of minimizing “fore- 
seeable risks, tbereby increasing tbe probabil- 
ities of success.”10 Having defined military 
incompetence, Gabriel devotes most of the re- 
mainder of the book to discussions of military 
operations in which our armed forces have 
eithet failed outright or performed poorly in 
the presente of minimal opposition. This por- 
tion of the book contains five chapters, each 
one dealing with a US military operation be- 
ginning with tbe Sontay raid in November 
1970. Other chapters deal with the Mayaguez 
operation, the Iranian rescue attempt. the 
Beirut attack that killed 240 Marines. and the 
invasion of Grenada. While there is little new 
in GabrieLs discussion of these operations, bis 
volume does provide the interested reader 
with good, readable accounts of these 
undertakings.

Hart and Lind cite essentially tbe same ex- 
amples used by Gabriel in arguing that Amer
ica^ defense establishment is ineffective. 
They tell us that alter the Korean War. the 
United States fought an unsuceessful 10-year 
war. They also remind us that we lost 41 Ma
rines rescuing 40 seamen in the Mayaguez op
eration. To them. tbe effort to rescue the 
Iranian hostages was an “ignominious lail- 
ure.” Iti short,our military record since Korea 
led Hart and Lind to conclude that “our con- 
ventional forces are not effective enough to 
defend us. Unless we make them effective. in 
every crisis we will risk a choice between na- 
tional humiliation and nuclear war.""
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Problems and Solutions:
The Officer Corps

The reformeis generally believe that lhe 
basic causes of incompetence in lhe IkS mili- 
larv are to be found in an overly large bureau- 
cratic officer corps. This means that the size of 
the officer corps must be reduced and its com- 
position altered so that we shall have “a mili- 
tarv that is rim by educated warriors, not 
trainecf managers.”1-

Gabriel considers the officer corps of the 
Arnn twice as large as it has to be and tfiose of 
the Air Force and Navy one-third too large. 
Strangelv enough, he believes that the exces- 
sive number of officers is both an indication of 
a decline in quality of the of ficers and a cause 
of the decline. “Standards have deteriorated,” 
he tells us, “because there is an inflated officer 
pool. inflated staffs, and excessive school 
assignments.”1 ’

Where the composition of the officer corps 
is concernecf, the reformeis cite several prob
lems. Hart and Lind believe that the current 
inilitarv promotion svstem rewards the wrong 
kind of behavior, that the up-or-out promo- 
tion requirement puts undesirable strain on 
career officers. and that professional military 
education programs (vvith notable exceptions) 
need improvement. They alsocriticizeour na- 
tion’s Service academies for producing offi
cers who are ideally suited for the military 
bureaucracv but ill-prepared to serve as war
riors and military leadei s." Gabriel chides the 
military for having too many short assign
ments. The large number of short assign
ments leads to “amateurism" because officers 
do not have time to master their duties before 
the\ are reassigned. Gabriel also criticizes 
modern professional officers for careerist 
tendencies that are bred by a personnel Sys
tem that overemphasizes promotion.,f*

Given the strong views expressed about an 
excess of officers in today’s military. it comes 
as no surprise that one major change favored 
by the reformers is a substantial reduction in

the number of officers. Gabriel would achieve 
his reductions as a by-produt t of several other 
changes he proposes. He would begin by es- 
tablishing a firm ethical code to shift lhe val- 
ues of officers away from careerism back 
tovvard a view of officership that emphasizes 
the special calling of the o ffice r.H e would 
stabilize the assignmenl system so that people 
remain in positions longer, learn their duties 
better, and become more effective. At the 
same time, he would make a 30-year career 
the norm, rather than the current 20-year 
term. An officer corps in which the people are 
better versed in their current duties and 
whose officers remain on duty 30 years would 
reduce amateurism and make the officer 
corps more efficient so that it would be possi- 
ble to reduce the number of officers by one- 
fifth to one-third. In this smaller of ficer corps, 
Gabriel believes that officers would assume 
more responsibilities and the corps itself 
would be more likely to develop into a prof es
sional brotherhood in which officers know 
each other and are aware of each other’s 
strengths and weaknesses. But. alas. even cut- 
ting Air Force officer strength by 50 percent 
would leave more than 40,000 officers, still far 
too large a group to develop into anvthing like 
Adm H ora tio Nelson 's sinal 1 band of 
brothers.17

Reduction by 50 percent of the officers 
above the grade of 03 is part of the solution 
Hart and Lind propose for the woes of the of
ficer corps. They would accomplish this by re- 
tiring officers early, even il they do not have 
the 20 years now required for retirement. 
The decision of who would retire and who 
would remain on duty would be made by war
riors and not bv the “milicrats” who presently 
dominate the officer corps. Sueli a reduction 
of officers would force the military todivest it
self of many of the jobs it is now doing. Fur- 
thermore, officers would have much more 
responsibility and would be foi ced to delegate 
more ol the tasks remaining to subordinate 
officers and noncommissioned officers.18
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Congress has already shown itself disposed 
to agree with the reformei s where the size of 
ihe of íicer corps is concerned. Bilis being con- 
sidered b\ lhe House and Senate would re- 
duce the number of officers during the next 
tltree to four years by as niany as 25,000.19

In addition to this major point about recluc- 
ing the number ol ofHcers, the reformers of- 
le r  se v e ra I  o th e r  s u g g e s tio n s  fo r 
improvement in the officer corps. Among 
these are eliminating the up-or-out feature of 
the promotion system to “reduce the c urrem 
fixation oti promotion and the resultam 
careerism"-" and reforming the military edu- 
cational system.-’1

Problems and Solutions:
The JCS System

One place where the reformers see the bu- 
reaucrac\ ol the officer corps clearlv mani- 
lested is in thejoint Chiefsof Staff system. In 
Richard Gabriefs vievv. the JCS is a “bloated 
and overburdened bureaucracy,” the de
cisions nl which “represent the least com- 
mon denominator among competing bureauc- 
racies.

I he JCS also receives a scourging at lhe 
hands ol Hart and Lind, who claim that the 
advice givcn bv the JCS is “notot iously poor." 
They claim. for example, that the JCS op- 
posed the Inchou landing for two tnonths 
priot t<> Imalh approving the operation a 
week befote it began. I hev bolster their criti- 
tism ol lhe JCS with quotations from impor
tam national leaders like Sen Barry Goldwater 
and Gen Davicl C. [ones, former Air Force 
( hief ol stal I and chairman ol the [CiS. Here is 
General Jones coniment: “ l he corporate ad- 
vic e provided bv the Joint ( Ihiefs ofStafl is not 
crisp, timelv, verv useful, or very inHuential. 
. . . I ndi\ idual Service interests too ofien dom- 
inate JCS recommendations and actions at the 
expense ol broader defense interests.

America Cau Win argues that the problem 
with the JCS is “systemic” and lias little to do

with lhe people involved. I he JCS is a com- 
mittee that must conduct its business on the 
basis of consensus. Business is conducted 
through the famous “Himsy, bulf. green” de- 
cision-making process. F.ach ol these terms re- 
fers to an issue paper in its different stages of 
coorclination. Since JCS decisions require the 
concurrence ol all the Services, the coordina- 
tion process produces decisions that represent 
the "lowest common denominator.”'-M

Hart and Lind recommend several changes 
in the JCS to make it effective. They would re- 
place the current JCS with a National Defense 
StalI ol about 500 officers. Selection to the 
staff would be based on a competitive exami- 
nation and would come while the officer is 
serving in the grade ol major/lieutenant com- 
mander. Once selected, an officer would com
plete a rigorous three-year school program 
and remain a member of lhe staff for the re- 
maincler ol his or her careèr. Also. staff offi
cers would be assigned periodicallv to duties 
with units in the field, returning to the staff 
alter completion of such assignments. The 
National Defense Staff would consciouslv 
work to cultivate an atmosphere in which all 
of ficers, t egardlessof rank, are encouraged to 
speak iheir minds; there would be no penaltv 
for disagreeing with a sênior officer—such 
disagreements would be expected ol junior 
officers. Finally. once the National Service 
Stal I is establishecl, the service chiefs would be 
forbidden expt essly to interfere with thecom- 
bat etnplovment of América s militarv forces: 
guiding these forces would be the responsibil- 
ity ol the staff.-r*

Problems and Solutions: Weaponry

Another area in which reformers believe 
the defense establishment has serious prob
lems is weapons development and acquisition. 
Arguments between the defense establish
ment and the reformers in ihis area all too fre- 
(|uenllv wind up with lhe two sicles badlv 
polarized.-" In lact, according to Hart and
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Lind, lhere is much more comnion ground 
lhan one ungiu suppose. I he relormers do 
noi lavor Iow-iethnolog\ weapons. but rather 
weapons vsi(11 characterislics iii.it ensurc el- 
ieitive performance in tombai. I his meaiis 
lhai weapons should Ih- designed wilh » ombat 
m iiiiik I, 1 hev musl Ih.* rugged and easv lo 
iii.iiiii.iiii. stiia.ll and thus diílit nIt (o spot. and

simple so ili.it ihe\ t an be operaied cdlet tively 
b\ troops nnder the siiess oi tombai. Since 
numbeis aie still impoilanl in warlare, our 
weapons sbould also be inexpensive so ilial 
su liitie n i num beis ol iliem ta n  be 
puitliased.

Amermi (.an Win p r e s e n i s  s e v e r a l  e x a m p l e s  
o |  w li .it i l i e  r e l o r m e r s  t o n s i d e i  p o o r h  d e 
s i g n e d  w e a p o n s .  1 b e  M I la n k . is < i iiit i / e d  l o r  
h a v i n g  m a t l i i n e  g n u s  i l i a l  a r e  p o o r l y  
m o u n i e d ,  l o r  b e i n g  l o o  l i e a v v ,  l o i  d i i n k i n g  
I t i e l .  a n d  l o r  l i a \  m g  p a i  is  i l i a l  a r e  v e r y  e x p e n -  
s iv e . L a r g e  a i m a l l  c a i  r i e i  s a r e  c r i l i c i / e d  l o r
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being too expensive and too vulnerable for 
lhe amount of combat power tliev provide. 
lndeed. much ofthe Navy force structure and 
most of lhe aircraft on lhe carriers exist to de- 
fend the carriers themselves. American 
fighter designs are critici/ed for stressing the 
vvrong qualities (range and speed) rather than 
performance factors like turning rate.-*

VVliile Hart and Und offer suggestions for 
improving the equipment of all lhe Services, 
some of their more interesting vievvs on mili- 
tarv technology would affect the Navy’s force 
structure. Hart and l.ind argue that the Navy, 
vvith iis reliance on the large carrier as the 
backbone of its force structure, is behind the 
times. I o begin with, the carrier is no longer 
the capital ship, that role having been as- 
sumed bv the submarine. According to the au- 
th o rs , the Navy should  uncfertake a 
submarine building program that would give 
the United States 300 attack submarines by 
2015. In addition to relying on the submarine 
as the new capital ship, the Navv should begin 
to develop and use high adaptability surface 
combatam (HASC)ships. I hese would have a 
basit generic-tvpe hull that is essentiallv like a 
small aircraft carrier with features such as a 
ll.it dei k and an island structure. This basic 
hull could be modified through the addition 
<> 1 tnodularized weapons and electronics 
pai kages to become a cruiser, a minesweeper, 
a frigate, or a destroyer. However. most ofthe 
HASC would be fitted with vertical and/or 
short takeoff and landing (VSTOL) aircraft, 
fighters, or afitisubmarine aircraft and serve 
as carriers. In other words, we would teplace 
out small number of large carriers with a 
large number of small carriers. A substantial 
number of hulls would be luiilt and be confi- 
gured as merchantmen in peacetime. In war, 
thev could be converted quit klv to warships.”1 

One other significam aspect of Hart and 
l.inds discussion of hardware issues is their 
excellem summary of Franklin "(lluick” Spin- 
nevs analvsis of defense planning. Spinney 
.u gues that the planning for weapons acqui-

sition is guided by overly optimistic assump- 
tionsabout fundingand weapons costs. When 
these optimistic conditions fail to materialize, 
a budget crisis occurs that causes funds for op- 
erations and maintenance to be squeezed, re- 
sulting in detrimental effects on readiness. 
rhose who do not have time to read Spinney’s 

Defense Facts of Life"' will fmd a clear exposi- 
tion of bis plans and realitv mismalch in Amer
ica Can Win."

Problems and Solutions:
The American Approach to War

1 he final area of defense we are to view 
through the ideas of the reformeis is the 
American approach to war, our operational 
doctrine. According to Hart and l.ind, the US 
approach is basically one of firepower/attri- 
tion. Here the objective is to drown the enemy 
in fire, killing his troops and smashing his 
equipment with overwhelming firepower. 
This approach to war leads to attrition battles, 
such as Ver d un, in which masses of troops on 
botli sides die in battle with verv little that is 
meaningf ul being accomplished. ()n the other 
hand, in maneuver warfare, one aims to dis- 
rupt, to confuse, to disorganize one’s enemy 
so that the enetm s command structure be- 
coines disoriented and his forces fali apart.’-’

An excellem, more detailed discussion of 
maneuver warfare is contained in l.ind s Ma
neuver Warfare Handbauk (1985). Although 
this book is “addressed primarilv to Marines,” 
it is the single best source for anyone inter- 
ested in understanding the elements of ma
neuver warfare.

Here we can learn that the ideas underlving 
this approach to war come from Col John 
Bovd, a retired Air Force fighter pilot. Boyd 
used experience he gained in living F-86s 
against \IiCi-l5s in Korea as the foundation 
for a concept of warfare that stresses rapid de- 
cision and maneuver. Boyd holdsthat warfare 
involves a universal pattern in which a com
balam must observe the situalion, orient him-
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self to the situation, decide on a course of 
action. and act. This is the famous Boyd cycle, 
or OODA (observing-orienting-decicfing-act- 
ing) ioop. which represents the kind of uni
versal generalization found in militarv classics 
such as Carl von Clausewitz’s On War and Sun 
Tzu’s Art oj War. The one with the shorter 
cycle will be constantly ahead of his enemy. As 
a result, the enemv's action becomes a reac- 
tion that is further and further behind his op- 
ponenfs action and that is increasingly 
ineffective.

M a n e u v e r  m e a n s  B o y d  c y c l in g  th e  e n e m y , 
b e in g  c o n s is te n d y  ia s  t e r  t h r o u g h  h o w e v e r  m a n y  
O O D A  L o o p s  it tak .es u n t i l  lh e  e n e m y  lo se s  h is  
c o h e s io n — u n ti l  h e  c a n  n o  lo n g e r  l ig h t  a s  a n  e t -  
fe c tiv e , o r g a n iz e d  f o r c e ."

Normallv, Lind writes, “God is on the side oí 
the bigger battalions—unless the smaller bat- 
talions havea better idea.” In his view. maneu
ver warfare is a better idea of how to fight—it 
is “militarv judo.” In this form oí warfare. the 
principal function of firepower is to screen 
movement, not kill people and break things. 
Firepower may indeed be destructive, but its 
desiruttiveness is incidental to its main func
tion of covering movement.“

A key element of maneuver warfare is the 
idea that battle presents a free-wheeling. uit- 
predictable environment that requires a de- 
centralized command system if an army is to 
respond quicklv to fleeting opportunities. In 
this type of warfare, it is vital that subordinate 
commanders understand the broad objects of 
their superior. This information is communi- 
cated through mission orders that specify 
what units are to accomplish, but leaves the 
“how” to subordinate commanders. l he mis
sion order should specifv the Srhwerpunrt, the 
unit located where the commander thinks he 
can “achieve a decision.” The Schwerpunct de
termines the focus of the parent unit's objec- 
tive, for the unit so designated receives 
maximum support from artillery and sister 
units. The location of the Schwerpunct, then, is 
Hexible—it is where the Schwerpunct unit

pushes and this location is determined by “re- 
connaissance pull.” Reconnaissance forces 
searcli for gaps or weak spots in the enemy 
line, and when thev lind such weaknesses or 
gaps, they draw the atlacking units to this 
point or these points. I his, it seems, is another 
way of expressing the expanding torrent con- 
cept of Sir Basil H. Liddell Hart, lhe idea that 
attacks should be carricd out like water flow- 
ing over a surface. Since water seeks the path 
of least resistance. most water llows through 
the place where resistance is weakest. In short, 
vou reinforce units that are successful in their 
attacks, not the units that are halted by stub- 
born resistance.’’’

Interestingly, two recent studies of com
mand support this view of decentralized com
mand in combat operations. The First of these 
studies, Combat Operations C 7: Fundamentais 
and Interaclions, was written by Maj George 
Orr while a research associate in the Air Uni- 
versity Gemer for Aerospace Doctrine, Re
search. and Education (AUCADRE). In it, he 
argues that combat operations are stochastic 
in nature. Therefore, a decentralized com
mand system that emphasizes autonomous 
operations at all leveis is best.'”

In the second study, Command in War. Mar
tin Van Creveld descí ibes command as essen- 
tially lhe effort to ensure certainty about a 
numberol factorsthat must be coordinated to 
achieve victorv. He argues that we are no 
dosei to achieving this goal toclay than Na- 
poleon was because war involves unpredicta- 
ble, unconli ollable laclors like people, 
emotions, irrationality, and human efforts to 
deceive and confuse. This makes uncertainty 
“the central fact that all command systems 
have to cope with.” The besl way to deal u ith 
the uncertainty of battlefield conditions is 
through a decentralized command system 
with freedom of action at the lowest possible 
levei.'7

Rcfbrm of lhe oflicer corps, restrueturing 
of lhe JGS system. changing lhe weapons we 
procure, and implementing a new general



<¥6 AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW

tombai doctrine—these are the major goals of 
lhe reform movement. Ten years ago, when 
the reform movement vvas huilding up iis ini- 
tial head of steam, few people were even talk- 
ing ahout iliese issues and fewer still agreed 
that lhe reformers were describing real prob- 
lems in need of solution. Through their pub- 
lii w litings and briefings and discussions uith 
naiional leaders, espetially congressmen, the 
reformers have succeedetl in building a con- 
stituency for military reform.

All ol this is not to say that there are no 
problems uith what the reformers propose 
and that there is no resistance to changes the 
reformers advocate. The idea of maneuver 
uai tare as a panacea for operational deficien- 
cies in our Army has been challenged by one 
of the Army’s brightest officers, who has 
pointed out that successful military opera- 
tions uill involve elements of both maneuver 
and hrepow er/attrition warfare.** There
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Short Bursts

K o re a :  T h e  F i r s t  W a r  W e  L o s t  b y  B e v in  A le x -  
a n d e r .  N ew  Y o rk : H i p p o c r e n e  B o o k s , 1 9 8 6 , 5 5 7  
p a g e s , $ 2 4 .9 5 .

L o n g  th e  n e g le c te d  w a r  in  th e  i l a s s r o o m  a n d  
lig h tly  t r e a t e d  in  s c h o la r s h ip  in  c o m p a r i s o n  to  
W o r ld  W a r  II a n d  V ie tn a m , th e  K o r e a n  c o n flic t is 
n o w  e x p e r i e n c i n g  a r e b i r t h  o f in t e r e s t  a n d  s c h o l-  
a r s h ip .  A s g o v e r n m e n t  s o u r c e s  f o r  th e  p e r io d  h a v e  
o p e n e d .  w e  h a v e  w i tn e s s e d  s e v e ra l  s ig n if ic a m  
b o o k s  b y  a u t h o r s  s u c h  a s  B r u c e  C u m m i n g s ,  
C h a r l e s  M . D o b b s , W illia m  W . S tu e c k .  J o s e p h  C . 
G o u ld e n ,  a n d  B u r to n  I. K a u f m a n .  M o st o f th e s e  
t r e a t  th e  w a r  in  l a r g e r  c o n te x t .

B e v in  A le x a n d e r ,  jo u r n a l i s t  a n d  f o r m e r  c o m b a t  
h i s to r ia n  in K o re a ,  o t t e r s  a t r a d i t io n a l  s t r a ig h t f o r -  
w a r d  p o l i t ic a l -m il i ta r y  h is to ry . A l th o u g h  h e  h a s  
d o r ie  s o m e  a u  h iv a l vvork , h is  s o u r c e s  a r e  m a in ly  
s e c o n d a r v  o n e s .  C h ie f fv , lie  r e l ie s  o n  t h e  f in e  U S  
A rm y  a n d  A ir  F o r c e  o f f ic ia l  h i s t o r i e s o f  th e  w a r  a n d  
k e y  m e m o ir s .  H e  v i r tu a l ly  ig n o r e s  th e  b e s t  s e c o n d 
a rv  s c h o la r s h ip  o n  K o re a , i n c lu d in g  D a v id  R e e s ’ 
c lassic  Korea: l  he Limited War (1 9 6 4 )  a n d  th e  r e c e n l  
w o rk s  o l th e  a u t h o r s  n o te d  a b o v e . T h u s  it is n o t  
s u r p r i s i n g  th a t  A le x a n d e r  fa ils  to  a d d r e s s  th e  m o s t 
r e c e n l  q u e s t io n s  a b o u t  th e  w a r .

A l th o u g h  w e l l-w r i t te n  a n d  in t e r e s t in g ,  t h e  b o o k  
is l i t t le  m o r e  th a n  a n  u p d a t e  o f  R e e s . Korea: The 
Tira War UV Lost o l l e r s  l i t t le , il a n y th in g ,  th a t  is 
n e w ; a n d  th e  a u t h o r ’s a t t e m p t s  a t a n a ly s is  a r e  n o t 
p r o f o u n d .  lt is h a r d ly  e a r t f i  s h a t t e r i n g  to  c o n c lu d e  
th a t  th e  f  n i t e d  S ta te s  w o n  o n e  w a r  (a g a in s t  N o r th  
K o re a )  b u t  lo st t h e  o t h e r  ( a g a in s t  th e  P e o p Ie ’s R e- 
p u b lic  o l C h in a ) ;  th a t  th e  U n i t e d  S ta te s  o v e r lo o k e d  
s ig n a ls  th a t  m ig h t  h a v e  p r e v e n t e d  w a r  w ith  C h in a ;  
o r  th a t  th e  w a r  w as u n d u ly  p r o l o n g e d .  a n d  th is  
w o rk e d  a g a in s t  u s .

A le x a n d e r  S b o o k  will b e o l  in te r e s t  to  th e  n o v ic e  
w h o  w ish e s  a  so l id  in t r o d u c t i o n  to  th e  w a r ;  b u t  
m o r e  s e r io u s  s t u d e n t s  s h o u ld  r e t u r n  to  l h e  o ld  
s t a n d a r d s  b y  R e e s , |o h n  S p a n ie r ,  S. S. C h o ,  a n d  
A la n  W h i t in g ,  o r  c o n s u l t  o n e  o l t h e  m o r e  r e c e n t  
c o n t r ib u t i o n s  o l th e  a u t h o r s  p r e v io u s ly  m e n t io n e d .

I)i |o c  I’. D unn
Converse College 

Sfmrtanhurg, South Carolina

A n  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  F l i s t o r y  o f  th e  V ie tn a m  W a r  (2
v o lu m e s )  b y  R. B. S m ith .  N e w  Y o rk :  S t. M a r t i n ’s

P re s s , v o lu m e  1, 1 9 8 4 ,2 6 1  p a g e s ,  a n d  v o lu m e  2,
1 9 85 , 4 2 9  p a g e s , $ 2 5 .0 0  e a c h .

R. B. S m ith ,  a n  E n g l is h m a n ,  h a s  u n d e r t a k e n  a 
t r e m e n d o u s  ta sk  in  w r i t in g  b is  International History 
of the Vietnam War. l h e  w o rk  w ill c o m p r i s e  f o u r  v o l
u m e s  w h c n  c o m p le te d ,  a n d  th e  First tw o  a r e  d e -  
s c r i b e d  h e r e .  V o l u m e  1 is  Revolution versus 
Containment, 1955-61, a n d  v o lu m e  2 is The Kennedy 
Strategy.

S m ith  s e e k s  to  e x p lo r e  th e  h ig h - le v e l  d e c is io n -  
m a k in g  p ro c e s s  o l th e  p r in c ip a l  n a t io n s  in v o lv e d , 
w h ic h  is s o m e i l i in g  n e w . M o st h i s to r ie s  h a v e  b e e n  
w r i t te n  f r o m  th e  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  o n e  n a t io n .  T h e  
p r o b le m  is e v e n  m o r e  a c u t e  th a n  th e  s l i e e r  s ize  a n d  
c o m p le x i tv  o f  th e  ta sk  b e c a u s e  m o s t  K u ro p e a n  a r -  
c h iv e s  a r e  p r o t e c i e d  b y  a “3 0 - y e a r  r u le ,"  th e  U S  a r -  
c li iv e s  a r e  a ls o  s h e l t e r e d  f o r  v a r v in g  p e r io d s  o l 
l im e , a n d  th e  C o m m u n is t  a r t  h iv a l m a te r ia l  is in a c -  
c e s s ib le  to  W e s te r n  sc f io la rs .

A s th e  a u t h o r  r ig h t ly  a s s e r ts ,  th e  p e r io d  o f  th e  
m id - to - la te  1 9 5 0 s  is a s o r t  o l b a r r e n  w ild e rn e s s ,  “a 
d e s e r t  to  b e  t r a v e r s e d  a s  r a p id ly  a s  p o s s ib le .” B u t 
th e s e  w e r e  im p o r t a m  d e v e lo p m e n ta l  v e a r s  f o r  b o th  
p r im a r y  c o n te s ta n t s  in  th is  f ig h t  to  th e  f in is h , a n d  
S m itfT s  r e s e a r c h  h e lp s  u s  to  th in k  a b o u t  th o s e  
f o r m a t i v e  y e a r s  a n d  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  l e d  to  
( a m o n g o t h e r  th in g s )  th e  f o r m a l io n  o f  th e  N a t io n a l  
L ib e r a t io n  F r o m  in  th e  S o u th  a n d  th e  e s c a la t io n  o f  
th e  m il i ta r v  e f f o r t s  t h e r e  b y  b o th  s id e s .

V o lu m e  2 . t i t l e d  The Kennedy Strategy, c o v e r s  th e  
p e r io d  f r o m  1 9 6 1 . th e  g l o n  d a v s o l  “c o u n t e r i n s u r -  
g e n c y ” a n d  c r e e p in g  A m e r ic a n  in v o lv e m e n t  in 
V ie tn a m . to  fu ll -b lo w n  m il i ta r y  in te r v e n t io n  in 
19 6 5  u n d e r  L .y n d o n  B . j o h n s o n .  A s S m ith  S ta tes, 
th is  s tu d v  (Iik e  v o lu m e  I ) " lo o k s  a t b o th  s id e s  o l th e  
c o n f l ic t  s im u l ta n e o u s lv ;  a n d  it p la c e s  e v e n ts  in I n 
d o c h in a  in to  th e  w id e r  in t e r n a t io n a l  p ic tu r e .  H e  
a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  h i s to r ia n  m u s t  lo o k  l a r  a h e ld  to d i s -  
c o v e r  how  o n e  o l m a n v  s u c h  a r e a s  o l te n s io n  w e n t 
in f o u r  v e a r s  f r o m  b e in g  a t r o u b le  s p o t  to  a  p la c e  
w l ie r e  th e  b u lk  o f  th e  U S  a r m e d  fo rc e s  w e r e  c o m - 
m i t te d .  O n e  n ic e  to u c h  in lh e  b o o k  is lh e  u se  o l a 
s e r ie s  o l ta b le s ,  w h ic h  a p p e a r  I ro m  t im e  to  t im e , 
s h o w in g  im p o r t a m  e v e n ts  th a t  h a p p e n e d  in  s e v e ra l 
n a t io n s  in v o lv e d  in  th e  m a in  p a r t  of th e  s to rv  at 
h a n d .

I h is  m a y  w ell b e  lh e  m o s t d i f h c u l t ,  il n o t  th e  
m o s t a m h i l io u s ,  u n d e r t a k in g  to  d a t e  r e g a r d in g  th e  
w r i t in g  o l th e  V ie tn a m  W a r . V o lu m e  3 lia s  b e e n  
f in i s h e d ,  a n d  t h e  a u t h o t  h o p e s  to  c o m p le te  v o lu m e
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4 n e x í  v e a r .  An International History af the Yietnam 
l l  « r  h a s  b e e n  w ell r e s e a r c h e d  a n d  w ill p r o v e  lo  b e  
a n  im p o r t a n i  a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  l i t e r a tu r e  o í lh e  
p e r io d .

D r P e ter M. D u nn  
l rniversil\ o) Missouri. Culumbia

N a t io n a l i s m  a n d  F e d e r a l i s m  in  Y u g o s la v ia ,  1 9 6 3 -
1 9 8 3  bv P e d r o  R a m e t.  B lo o m in g to n :  I n d i a n a
U n iv e rs itv  P re ss , 1 9 8 4 .3 3 b  p a g e s ,  $ 2 7 .5 0 .

P e d r o  R a m e t  u se s  in s ig h is  d r a w n  f r o m  .s tu d ie s  o f  
I n te r n a t io n a l  r e la t io n s .  c o m p a r a t iv e  p o li t ic s . a n d  
e th n ic  s tu d ie s  to  d is c u s s  p o s t- W o r ld  W a r  II  p o li t i-  
ca l d e v e lo p m e n t s  in  Y u g o s la v ia  in  b is  b o o k . T h e  
p r im a r v  a r g u m e n t  in  Nationalism and Federalism in 
Yugoslavia. w h ic h  is s u p p l e r n e n te d  bv n u m e r o u s  
s p e c ih c  h y p o th e s e s ,  is th a t  th e  Y u g o slav  p o li t ic a l  
sv s te m  a l t e r  19 6 5  h a s  m a n v o t  th e  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  o f  
a  b a la n c e - o f - p o w e r  s v s te m  in  th e  in t e r n a t i o n a l  
a r e n a .  A f te r  s e i t in g  o u t  th e  th e o r e t ic a l  u n d e r p i n -  
n i n g s o f  h is  s tu d y .  R a m e t d is c u s s e s  th e  b a c k g r o u n d  
a n d  d e v e lo p m e n t  o l  Y u g o slav  ia 's  n a t io n a l i t ie s  p o l 
ic ies, th e  in s t i t u t io n a l  c o n te x t  o f  p o litic  s a n d  r e g u -  
l a t i o n  o f  e t h n i c  c o n f l i c t  in  Y u g o s l a v i a .  a n d  
n u m e r o u s  s p e c ih c  c r is e s  a n d  d e c is io n s  c h a r a c te r -  
ized  bv e th n ic  c o n f l ic t  in  th e  p e r io d  b e tw e e n  1963 
a n d  1983 . T h e  fo c u s  t h r o u g h o u t  is o n  t h e  vvay in 
w h ic h  Y u g o s la v ia ’s e th n ic  c o m p o s i t io n  a n d  p o li t ic a l  
s t r u c t u r e  h a v e  a f f e c te d  e a c h  o t h e r .

Nationalism and Federalism in Yugoslavia is a n  a m -  
b i t io u s  b o o k  w ith  m a n v  s t r e n g th s .  T h e  a t t e m p t  bv  
R a m e t to  a p p lv  b a la n c e - o f - p o w e r  c o n c e p t s  to  th e  
in te r n a i  f u n c t io n in g  o l a  p o li t ic a l  s v s te m  is in n o -  
v a tiv e  a n d  i l lu m in a te s  s e v e ra l  a s p e c ts  o f  Y u g o slav  
p o litic s , i n d u d i n g  th e  t e n d e n c v  o i p o lit ic a l  a c to r s  to  
u n i te  to  o p p o s e  t h r e a t s  to  t h e i r  a u t o n o m v  o r  th e  
s tab ilitv  o f  th e  sv s te m  a n d  th e  s h i f t in g  c o m p o s i t io n  
o f  th e  e th n ic - r e p u b l ic  c o a l i t io n s  th a t  h a v e  f o r m e d  
o v e r  d i f f e r e n t  is su e s . T h e  f r a m e w o r k  c h o s e n  by 
th e  a u t h o r  is a lso  u s e fu l  in  th a t  it le a d s  h im  to  m a k e  
e x p lic it  m a n y  o l t h e  p a t t e r n s  o f  b e h a v io r  o t h e r  ac -  
c o u n ts  o f  e th n ic  r e la t io n s  a n d  c r is e s  in  Y u g o s la v ia  
ta k e  f o r  g r a n t e d .

I h e  r e a l  v a lu e  o f th e  b o o k , h o v v e v e r , lie s  less in 
its fo ra y  in to  in te r n a t i o n a l  r e la t io n s  th e o r y  t l i a n  in 
its so lid  a n a ly s is  of th e  o r ig in s .  r e s o lu t io n ,  a n d  im - 
p l ic a tio n s  o f th e  v a r io u s  e th n ic a l lv  b a s e d  c r is e s  th a t  
th e  Y u g o slav  S y stem  h a s  e n d u r e d .  D r a w in g  o n  a 
w id e  v a r ie ty  o l s o u rc e s  th a t  r a n g e  f r o m  s ta l is t ic a l  
m a te r ia is  to  o ff ic ia l s p e e c h e s  a n d  d o c u m e n t s .  R a- 
m e t p r o v id e s  a w e a ltli  o l i n f o r m a t io n  c o n c e r n in g  
th e  r o o ts  o f e th n i c  c o n f l ic t  in  s o c ia lis t Y u g o s la v ia ,

th e  im p a c t  o f  m o d e r n iz a t io n  o n  th e  b e h a v io r  of 
e th n ic  g r o u p  m e m b e r s ,  a n d  lh e  a f l e r m a t h  o f  v a r 
io u s  c r is e s  f o r  th e  e th n ic  g r o u p s  m o s t a f f e c te d  a n d  
f o r  th e  f e d e r a l  s t r u c t u r e  in  Y u g o s la v ia . l h e  a u t h o r  
a lso  d o c u m e n t s  th e  vvay in  w h ic h  e c o n o m ic  is su e s  
h a v e  in te r s e c te d  w ith  t r a d i t io n a l  e th n ic  d iv is io n s  in 
Y u g o s la v ia  a n d  m a k e s  a  g o o d  c a s e  fo i b is  d a i m  th a t  
Y u g o s la v ia ’s p a r t i c u la r  f o r m  o l f e d e r a l i s m  h a s  
b e e n  fa ir ly  s u c c e s s fu l  in  m o d e r a t i n g  e th n ic  c o n f l ic t 
in  th a t  c o u n t r y .  R a m e t 's  o b s e r v a t io n s  c o n c e r n in g  
th e  fo rc e s  th a t  s e rv e  to  p e r p e t u a t e  th e  m a in  fe a -  
tu r e s  o f  th e  c u r r e n t  S ystem  o f  c o n f l ic t  r e s o lu t io n —  
p a r t i c u la r ly  th e  d e c e n t r a l i z a t io n  o l p o li t ic a l  a n d  
e c o n o m ic  d e c is io n  m a k in g  a n d  th e  u n a n i m o u s  a p -  
p r o v a l  r e q u i r e d  f o r  f e d e r a l  d e c is io n s — a ls o  p r o v id e  
a  u s e f u l  b a c k g r o u n d  f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c u r r e n t  
d e b a te s  in  Y u g o s la v ia  a b o u t  th e  r o le  o í  f e d e r a l  a n d  
r e p u b l ic  a u th o r i t i e s  a n d  th e  p r o p e r  f o rm  of th e  p o 
litica l s v s te m . F o r  th e s e  r e a s o n s ,  Nationalism and 
Federalism in Yugoslavia r e m a in s  a  w e lc o m e  a d d i t io n  
to  l h e  l i t e r a t u r e  o n  e t h n i c i t y  a n d  p o l i t i c s  in  
Y u g o slaV ia .

Dr Sharon 1.. W olthik 
George Washington Umversity

T h e  C I A  a n d  th e  U .S . I n t e l l i g e n c e  S y s te m  bv S co tl
l) . B r e c k in r id g e .  B o u ld e r .  C o lo r a d o :  W e s lv ie w
P re s s , 1 9 8 6 , 3 6 4  p a g e s , $ 3 0 .0 0 .

A lo n g t im c  e m p lo v e e  o f  th e  C e n t r a l  I n te l l ig e n c e  
A g e n c v  (C IA )  w lio  r e t i r e d  a s  d e p u t v  in s p e c to r  g e n 
e r a l ,  S c o tt 1). B r e c k in r id g e  b r in g s  a  vvealth  o f e x -  
p e r i e n c e  to  Tlie CIA anil the C.S. Intelligence System. 
vvhic h is a s tu d v  o f  th e  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  
n a l io n a l  in te l l ig e n c e  s v s te m . I n te l l ig e n c e  a< tiv it ie s , 
h e  e tn p h a s iz e s  in th e  p r e í a c e ,  “a r e  u o t  u n a u t h o r -  
i / e d  i n d e p e n d e m  a d v e n t u r e s  b u t .  r a t h e r ,  c o n s t i-  
tu te  p a r t  o l a n a l io n a l  po licv  d e c id e d  a t  th e  h ig h e s t  
lev e is  o f g o v e r n m e n t . "  (|>. x iv) E v e ry  p r e s id e m  
s in c e  H a r rv  S. T r u m a n  h a s  u s e d  in te l l ig e n c e  a g e n 
c ie s  in  c o n d u c t in g  f o r e ig n  po licv  a n d ,  g iv e n  lh e  n a -  
t u r e  o f  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  e n v i r o n m e n l .  w ill 
c o n t i n u e  lo  d o  so.

B re c k in i  id g e  is o p l im is t i t  a b o u t  lh e  c u r r e n t  s ta te  
o l th e  in te l l ig e n c e  c o m n n m itv .  A  c o m p le x  s v s te m , 
it f u n c t io n s  w i th o u t  m a jo r  p r o b le m s  a n d  o l f e r s  th e  
p r e s id e m  “ th e  b c s t - c n n s id e r e d  p r o g r a m s  p o s s ib le ."  
(p . 2 1 )  A r r a n g e m e n t s  w i th in  th e  e x e c u t iv e  b i a n c h  
f o r  r l ir e c t io n  a n d  t o m  ro l o l in te l l ig e n c e  " a r e  a b o u t  
as c o m p le te  a s  r e a s o u a b lv  c a n  b e  e x p e c te d ,"  vvhile 
r n a th in e r v  fo i c o n g r e s s io n a l  o v e r s ig h t  is f irm ly  in 
p la c e . (p . 6 7 )  l h e  n a l io n a l  in te l l ig e n c e  s v s te m . h e
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c o n c lu d e s ,  “ lia s  b e e n  p u t  t o g e t h e r  r e m a r k a b ly  w ell 
a n d  f u n c t io n s  w iih  g r e a t  e f f e c t iv e n e s s .” (p . 3 2 4 )

1 ’n f o r tu n a ie ly ,  t h e  in te l l ig e n c e  c o m m u n i ty  h a s  
n o i a lw a v s  b e e n  p r o p e r l v  u n d e r s tn o d  o r  a p p r e c i -  
a le d ,  e sp e c ia llv  by C o n g r e s s .  A  b a t t l e - s c a r r e d  v e t
e i a n  u i  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  m i d - l 9 7 0 s ,  
B r e c k in r id g e  b e lie v e s  th a t  th e  C I A vvas t r e a t e d  u n -  
la i r lv . " I l i e r e  is s o m e th in g  re a l lv  w r o n g ,” lie  c o n -  
t e n d s .  " in  a t t a c k in g  a  g o v e r n m e n t  o r g a n iz a t io n  
th a t  h a s e a r r i e d  «>n t a n  a p p r o v e d  g o v e r n m e n t  p o l-  
ic \ a s  t h o u g b  th a t  p o lic v  d id  n o t  h a v e  i l ia t  a p -  
p r o v a l ."  (p . 7 7 ) A n d  lie  r e n ia in s  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  
th e  ab ilitv  o f C o n g r e s s  to  k e e p  s e c r e ts ,  n o t i n g  a 
t e n d e m  v Io  n s e  in te l l ig e n c e  lo r  p u i  p o s e s  o f  p a r t i -  
s a n  p o litic s .

I n l e n d e d  a s  a t e x tb o o k  f o r  c o u r s e s  in  in te ll i-  
g e n c e .  The ( l \  and the C.S. Intelligence System c o n -  
t a i n s  e n o u g l i  u s e f t d  i n f o r m a t i o n  to  g u i d e  
n n d e r g r a d n a t e s  t h r o u g h  t h e  s y s te m ’s th ic k e t  o f  
a g e n c ie s  a n d  a c r o n y m s .  M a n v  ín s t r u c to r s ,  h o w -  
e v e r .  m o s t lik e lv  vvill r e j e t i  th e  a u t h o r  s a d m i r in g  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o t  e v e n ts ,  la b e i lh e  b o o k  a  p o r t r a i t  of 
<i s m o o i l i b  f u n c t io n in g  b u r e a u c r a c y  b y  a lo y a l f o r 
m e i b n r e a m  r a t ,  a n d  r e l e r  s t n d e n t s  to  A d m  S ta n s -  
l ie ld  I in  n e r  s m e m o ir s  f o r  a so n ie v v h a t d i f f e r e n t  
v i e u  o l  i b e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  c o m m u n i t y  a n d  iis  
p r o b le m s .

I)i William M. Learv 
l nivei utx o/ Geurgiu. Alliens

S t r a t e g i c  D e f e n s e :  “ S ta r  VV ars”  in  P e r s p e c t i v e  bv
K e ilh  B. P a v n e . L a n h a m , M a r v la n d :  H a m i l to n
P re s s , 19.3b. 2 5 0  p a g e s ,  $ 9 .9 5 .  p a p e r ,  $ 2 0 .0 0 .
c lo th .

I)i K e i th  P a v n e  is e x e c u t iv e  v ic e - p r e s id e n t  o t  th e  
N a t io n a l  I n s t i u i l e  fo i P u b lic  P o licv . I b is  o r g a n i 
z a t io n  l in d e i  t h e  l e a d e r s h ip  o l D r  C o l in  C r a y  h a s  
p r o d u c e d  a s e r ie s  o l e a s v - to - r e a d  b o o k s  a b o u t  n u 
c le a r  s t r a te g y  a n d  d o c t r in e .  Strategic Defense is a n  
e x c :e lle n t a d d i t i o n  to  th a t  s e r ie s .

P a y n e  s a r g u m e n t s  fo c u s  o n  s t r a te g y  a n d  s ln n v  
l io u  a c tiv e  d e t e n s e s  c o u ld  s u p p o r t  t h e  n a t io n a l  se- 
c u r i ty  o b je c t iv e s  o f b o tl i  s u p c r p o w e r s .  I le  p r e s e n t s  
v e ry  li t t le  disc a ts s io n  o n  w h e th e r  o r  n o t m is s ile  d e 
f e n s e s  vvill p r o v e  to  b e  te c h n ic a l lv  f e a s ib le .  I n s te a d ,  
lie  te lls  h is  r e a d e r s  l io u  s tra te g ic  doc t r i n e  is c b a n g -  
in g  a n d  vvhv m o r e  a n d  m o r e  s u c h  d e f e n s e s  a r e  
b e in g  s e e n  a s  d e s i r a b le .  H e  a d d r e s s e s  a t l e n g lh  th e  
t r a d i t io n a l  U S  v ie u  th a t  s ta b ili tv  c a n  b e  a c b ie v e d  
t h r o u g h  m u tu a l  v u ln e r a b i l i ty  a n d  s h o w s  liovv th e  
S o v ie t p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  a  c o u n t e r f o r c e  s t r a te g y  lia s  
in a d e  th a t  vievv u n t e n a b l e  a n d  f o r c e d  u s  to  s e a r c h

t o r  o t h e r  o p t i o n s .  Í b i s  p e r c e i v e d  n e e d  f o r  a 
c h a n g e ,  c o m b in e d  w ith  a d v a n c e s  in  te c h n o lo g v  th a t  
c a s t d o u b t  o n  a n o th e t  t r a d i t io n a l  v ie u .  th a t  a c tiv e  
b a l l is t i t  m iss ile  d e f e n s e s  (B M D ) a r e  im p o s s ib le , lias  
r e k in d le d  th e  s t r a te g ic  d e f e n s e  d e b a te .

H is  i n t r o d u e to r y  c h a p t e r  c o n ta in s  a  c r is is  s c e n a -  
r io  th a t  s lo w ly  e s c a la te s  u m i l  d e t e r r e n c e  fa ils  a n d  a 
s t r a te g ic  n u c le a r  e x c h a n g e  o c c u rs .  P a v n e  u se s  th is  
s c e n a r io  to  p o in t  o u t  th e  n e e d  f o r  a c h ie v in g  se c u -  
i ity  in w ay s t h a t  le s se n  o u r  p r e s e n t  d e p e n d e n c e  o n  
o f f e n s iv e  n u c le a r  fo rc e s .

In  c h a p t e r  2 . “T h e  S D I : Is It S ta r  VVars'?” P a v n e  
d e s c í ib e s  th e  g e n e s is  o f  P re s id e m  R e a g a iP s  " S ta r  
VVars" s p e e c h  a s  “a  p r o f o u n d  d is s a t is f a c t io n  w ith  
th e  c o n t i n u i n g  n u c le a r  t h r e a t . ” P a v n e  d e f in e s  th e  
S t r a te g ic  D e f e n s e  I n i t ia t iv e  (S D I)  a s  a  “ r e s e a r c h  
p r o g r a m  to  a s se ss  a n d  d e m o n s t r a t e  th e  te c h n o lo g -  
ical fe a s ib i l i ty  o l i n t e r c e p t i n g  a t t a c k in g  n u c le a r  
m is s ile s .” A c c o r d in g  to  P a v n e . il th e  S D I a c h ie v e s  
its r e s e a r c h  o b je c t iv e s . m a n k in d  m a y  h a v e  th e  o p -  
t io n  o l d e p lo y in g  b a llis tic  m is s ile  d e f e n s e s  th a t  a r e  
so  e f f e c t iv e  th a t  o f f e n s iv e  n u c le a r  f o rc e s  a n d  th e  
l e a r s  th e y  e n g e n d e r  c a n  b e  la rg e ly  d i s c a r d e d .  T h e  
p u r p o s e  o f th e  S D I is n o t  to  fm d  “ju s t  a n o t l i e r  
n i e th o d  o l p r o t e c t in g  m iss ile  s ilo s ."  I ts  u l t im a te  
p u r p o s e  is to  f in d  w ay s  to  d e s t r o y  m iss ile s , n o t  p r o -  
te c t t l ie m  a n d ,  th u s ,  m a k e  a  d e f e n s e - d o m in a n i  
w o r ld  p o s s ib le . A s p r e s e n t e d  by  P a v n e . th e  S D I is 
s h o w n  to  b e  o n lv  a  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  to  s e e  i f  B M D  
is te c h n ic a l lv  a n d  e c o n o m ic a l ly  fe a s ib le . H e  s tre s s e s  
th a t  th e  S D I is n o t  a  d e p lo y m e n t  p r o g r a m  a n d  a lso  
p o i n t s o u t  th a t  t h e  S D I  h a s  b e e n  a  c a ta ly s t  f o r a  m a 
jo r  r e th i n k i n g  a b o u t  h o w  w e  p r o v id e  f o r  o u r  n a 
t io n a l  s e c u r i tv .  In  b is  v i e u ,  th e  f u s t  d o c t r in a l  
p r e c e p t  to  b e  a c a s u a l ty  o f  th is  r e th i n k i n g  w as  th e  
c o n v e n t io n a l  w is d o m  th a t  “ m u tu a l  v u ln e ra b i l i tv  is 
a n  u n a v o id a b le  b u t  u s é f u l  c o n t l i t io n ."

Strategn Defense c o n ta in s  s e v e r a l  c h a p te r s  o n  th e  
v a r io u s  d im e n s io n s  o f  S D I (s ta b ilitv . te c l in ic a l  te a -  
s ib iI ity , n u c le a r  w in te r .  m o r a l i tv .  a n d  a ll ie d  c o n -  
c e r n s )  b u t th e  tw o  c le v o te d  to  S o v ie t d o c t r in e  a n d  
ai m s  c o n t r o l  w e r e  th e  m o s t e n l i g h t e n in g  to  m e .

D r  P a y n e  m a k e s  s t r o n g  a n d  c o n v in c in g  a r g u -  
m e n t s  a s  to  h o w  B M D  c a n  b e  v ie w e d  a s  c o n s is te m  
w ith  S o v ie t s e c u r i tv  t e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  d o c t r in e .  
M u c h  o l th e  c o n tr o v e r s v  s u r r o u n d i n g  th e  S D I 
s te m s  f r o m  th e  id e a  th a t  t h e  S o v ie ts  w ill b e  fo rc e d  
to  ta k e  d e s p e r a t e .  d e s ta b i l iz in g  m e a s u r e s  il w e  a t-  
l e m p t  to  d e p lo y  a c tiv e  d e f e n s e s .  Di P a v n e s  a r g u -  
m e n t s  c o n v in c e  m e  th a t  l l i e r e  is g o o d  r e a s o n  to  
b e l ie v e  th a t  th e  S o v ie ts  w ill e n d  u p  e n d o r s in g  a n d  
at le a s t ta c i t lv  c o o p e r a l i n g  in a  m o v e  t o a  d e f e n s e -  
d o m in a n t  w o r ld  il th e  S D I o r  t h e i r  o w n  B M D  rc -  
s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  m a k e  su c li a n  o p t io n  a v a ila b le . H e  
a r g u e s  r a t h e r  e f fe c t iv e ly  th a t  s u c h  a po licv  d e c is io n
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w u u ld  b e c o n s i s t e m  w ith  l h e i r  t r a d i t io n a l  a p p r o a c h  
to  s e c u r i tv .

L)r F a v n e  c o m p le te s  h i s a r g u m e n t  i n a  l a t e r c h a p -  
t e r  o n  a r m s  c o m  ro l. In  it lie  sh o w s  h o w  th e  p u r s u i i  
o i B M D  a n d  o f f e n s iv e  f o rc e  r e d u c t io n s  c o m p le -  
m e m  e a c h  o t h e r  a n d  a r e  in  th e  b e s l iu te r e s ts  o t  
b o th  s u p e r p o w e r s .  A c c o r d in g  to  P a v n e , th e  S o v ie ts ' 
c u r r e n t  s tra te g y  is to  e m p lc n  c o u n t e r f o r c e  in  o r d e r  
to  lim it d a n ia g e  to  th e m s e lv e s  i f  a  n u c le a r  vvar o c -  
c u r s .  H e  a r g u e s  ih a t  i f  m a tu r e  B M D  te c h n o lo g y  be- 
c o m e s  a v a ila b le , th e  S o v ie ts  will b e  b o th  f o rc e d  to  
a b a n d o n  c o u n t e r l o r c e  a s  a  m e th o d  o f  a c h ie v in g  
l h e i r  d a n ia g e  l im i ta t io n  o b je c t iv e  a n d  f o r c e d  to  re c -  
o g n iz e  th e  p o te n t ia l  o l B M D  as  a n  a l t e r n a t iv e  a n d  
s a f e r  w a \ o f  a c h ie v in g  th e  s a m e  o b je c t iv e . S in c e  
s m a lle r  o f f e n s iv e  a r s e n a i s  m a k e  B M D  s y s te m s  
m o r e  fe a s ib le  a n d  a f f o r d a b le  a n d  w ith  th e  n o t- to o -  
u n r e a s o n a b le  a s s u m p t io n  th a t  b o th  s u p e r p o w e r s  
a r e  m o r e  in te r e s te d  in  l im i t in g  d a m a g e  to  th e m -  
se lv es  as o p p o s e d  to  in H ic tin g  d a m a g e  o n  t l i e i r  o p -  
p o n e n t .  P a v n e  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  B M D  a n d  a r m s  
r e d u c t io n s  a r e  m u t u a lh  s u p p o r t i n g .  T h i s  a r g u -  
m e n t  is w ell m a t le  a n d  u n d e r s i a n d i n g  th e  lo g ic  be- 
h in d  u is th e  kev to  s u p p o r t i n g  P r e s id e m  R e a g a n 's  
\  is io n  o l m a k in g  n u c le a r  m is s ile s  o b s o le te  a n d  t r a n -  
s i t io n in g  l o a  d e f e n s e - d o m in a n t  w o r ld .

B o th  S D I s k e p tic s  a n d  th o s e  w h o  th in k  B M D  is a  
m a g ic  a n s w e r  to  th e  n u c le a r  d i le m m a  s h o u ld  s tu d v  
Strntegic Defeme c a r e fu l lv .  P a v n e  h a s  t r e a t e d  a  very  
d i f i ic u l t  to p ic , a n a ly z e d  its m a n y  d im e n s io n s ,  a n d  
p r o v id e d  m u c h  fo o d  f o r  th o u g h t .  S D I s k e p tic s  w h o  
th in k  B M D  m a k e s  n o  s e n s e  e v e n  il it c a n  b e  b u il t  
w ill p ro b a b ly  fm d  P a y n e ’s t r e a t m e n t  o f  s ta h ili ty  to  
b e  o v e r s im p li f ie d  a n d  u n f a i r  in  its  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  
s tab iliiy  a r g u m e n t s  th a t  le d  to  th e  A B M  T r e a ty .  
I h is  a s id e ,  P a v n e ’s a r g u m e n t s  d o  s h o w  how  B M D  

c a n  r e su li  in  g re a tlv  in c r e a s e d  s ta b ili tv . T h i s  c o n -  
c lu s io n . o l c o u r s e .  d e p e n d s  cm th e  r e a d e r ’s p e r c e p -  
t io n  o l how  s ta b le  th e  p r e s e n t  s i tu a t io n  is. F o r  th o s e  
w h o  s e e  B M D  as a  m a g ic  a n s w e r ,  P a v n e  a ls o  re c -  
o g n i / t- s  i h e d i f h c u l t i e s  in  a c h ie v in g  th e  le v e is  o f s u -  
p e r p o w e r  c o o p e r a t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  s e e m  to  b e  
n e c c s s a n  f o r  a  s a f e  t r a n s i t io n  to  a d e f e n s e - d o m i-  
n a n t  w o r ld .

f.t Col F re d J . R eule 
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Maxtcrll AFB. Ahthamti

V 'ir tu e  u n d e r  F ir e :  H o w  W o r ld  W a r  I I  C h a n g e d  
O u r  S o c ia l  a n d  S e x u a l  A l t i t u d e s  by J o h n  C o s- 
te l lo . New Y o rk :  L it t le . B ro w n  a n d  C o m p a n y ,  
1 9 8 b . 3 0 9  p a g e s , $  17 .9 5 .

I irlue under Fire p u r p o r t s  to  b e  a  b o o k  a b o u t  h o w

W o rld  W a r  II lo o s e n e d  s e x u a l  m o r e s  a n d  c h a n g e d  
th e  r o l e o f  w o m e n  in  A m e r ic a n  a n d  B r it is h  so c ie ty . 
W h a t it is, in  fa c t, is a  m o n o to n o u s  c o m p i la l io n  o l 
w a r t im e  g e n e r a l  d is e a s e  s ta t is t ic s  a n d  lu r id  d e s t  r ip -  
t io n s  o f  b r o t l ie l s  f r o in  L o n d o n  to  C a i ro . I ts  m a in  
th e m e — th a t  th e  u r g e  to  kill a n d  th e  u r g e  to  p r o -  
c r e a te  a r e  d o s e ly  r e la te d  in  lh e  in a le  p sy t h e — is as 
w o rn  o u l  a s  a W o r ld  W a r  II c o n ib a t  b o o t .

T h e r e  a r e  th r e e  v a r ia t io n s  o n  th e  th e m e :  h o w  
m e n  sa tis fy  lh e i r  s e x u a l  c r a v in g s  w ith  lh e  m o s t 
r e a d i ly  a v a i la b le  f e m a le s  a t a n y  g iv e n  t im e  a n d  
p la c e : h o w  m e n  sa tisfy  lh e i r  s e x u a l  c r a v in g s  w ith  
o t h e r  m e n  w h e n  w o m e n  a r e  t e m p o r a r i l y  u n a v a i la -  
b le ; a n d  h o w  w o m e n  m e e t  l h e i r  n e e d s  f o r  lo v e  a n d  
s e c u r i ty  u n d e r  th e  s tr e s s  o f  w a r t im e  s e p a r a t io n s .  
T h e  p r im a r y  fo c u s  is n o t  o n  w o m e n ’s v i r tu e  u n d e r  
f ire , b u l  o n  m e n  a n d  t h e i r  n e e d s .

T h e  o n ly  b r ig h t  s p o t  in  th e  b o o k  is th a t  it d is p e ls  
th e  te n a c io u s  b u t  e r r o n e o u s  im a g e  o f  w o m e n  in  
u n i f o r m  as b e in g  p r o m is c u o u s .  S ta t is t ic s  r e v e a l  th a t  
b o th  il le g i tim a c y  a n d  V D  r a te s  w e r e  s u b s ta n t ia l ly  
lo w e r  a m o n g  B r i t is h  a n d  A m e r ic a n  s e rv ic e w o m e n  
th a n  f o r  t h e i r  c iv ilia n  c o u n t e r p a r t s .

Virtue under Fire w o u ld  l ia v e  b e e n  m u c h  m o r e  in - 
t e r e s t in g  i f  C o s te l lo  h a d  s p e c u la t e d  o n  h o w  th e  so - 
c ia l iz a tio n  o f  m e n  a n d  w o m e n  o f  t h e  1 9 7 0 s  a n d  
1 9 8 0 s  w ill a f f e c l  r e la t io n s h ip s  b e tw e e n  th e  s e x e s  in 
th e  n e x t  w a r , w h e n  th e  r a t io  o f  m e n  to  w o m e n  in  
u n i f o r m  will b e  m u c h  d o s e r  to  e i |u a i  M an y  in te r -  
v ie w s  in  th e  b o o k  s e e m  to  in d ic a te  th a t  w h a t  b o th  
s e x e s  w e r e  re a l ly  lo o k it ig  f o r  w as th e  c o m p a n io n -  
s h ip  a n d  c o m f o r t  o f  th e  o p p o s i te  s e x , d e s p i te  th e  
g e n e ra l lv  a c c e p te d  F r e u d i a n  id e a  th a t  m a k in g  lo v e  
is lik e  m a k in g  w a r— ju s t a n  e x p r e s s io n  o f  m a n ’s 
n e e d  to  d o m in a t e  ( p a r t ic u la r ly  w o m e n ) . O n e  tn ig h t  
a sk  h o w  “c o m r a d e s  in  a r m s ” w ill m e e t  t h e i r  s e x u a l  
a n d  e m o t io n a l  n e e d s  in  th e  1 9 9 0 s  w h e n  lh e  w o m e n  
lia v e  a  m o r e  e q u a l  r o le  in  k i l l in g  th e  e n e m y ?

|u d ith  M. Gallowav 
Fensacola, Florida

G a t c h i n a  D a y s :  R e m in i s c e n c e s  o f  a  R u s s i a n  P i lo t
by  A le x a n d e r  R ia b o f f  a n d  e d i t e d  by V o n  H a r -  
d e s ty . W a s h in g to n .  D .C .: S m i th s o n ia n  I n s t i tu -  
t io n  P re s s , 1 9 8 6 , 181 p a g e s ,  $ 1 9 .9 5 .

T h e  e n g in e e r i n g  a n d  s t r a te g ic  a s p e c t s  o f  th e  d e -  
v e lo p m e n t  o f  R u s s ia n  a n d  S o v ie t  a v ia t io n  a r e  g r a d -  
u a lly  b e c o m in g  k n o w n  to  W e s te r n  r e a d e r s  t h r o u g h  
th e  v a lu a b le  w o rk s  o f  H ig h a m , K ip p , J o n e s ,  K il- 
m a r x ,  a n d  H a r d e s ty ;  s o m e  R u s s ia n  w o rk s  l ia v e  a ls o  
b e e n  t r a n s l a t e d .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  few 
f i r s t - p e r s o n  a c c o u n ts ,  c e r ta in ly  n o th in g  to  m a tc h  
lh e  w e a lth  o f  m a te r ia l  a b o u t  a v ia t io n  o n  th e  W e s t 
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e r n  F r o n t  d u r i n g  th e  F ir s t  W o r ld  W a r . T h i s  c a r e -  
fu llv  p r o d u c e d  w o rk , Gatchina Days, l>y a  R u s s ia n  
p ilo t vvho Hew in  lh e  I m p e r i a l ,  lh e  R e d , a n d  th e  
VVhite a i r  fo rc e s  is t h e r e f o r e  w e lc o m e .

A le x a n d e r  R ia b o f f ,  a n  e n g in e e r i n g  s tu d e n t  in  
M o sc o w  vvhen lh e  F irs t W o r ld  W a r  s t a r t e d ,  e n -  
r o l le d  in th e  M o sc o w  S c h o o l o f  T h e o r e t i c a l  A v ia - 
t io n  in  1916 . F o l lo w in g  a  t h r e e - m o n t h  te c h n ic a l  
c o u r s e ,  h e  h a d  t h r e e  m o n th s  o f  H igh t in s t r u c t i o n  a t  
th e  G a tc h in a  M ilita ry  F ly in g  S c h o o l ju s t  o u t s id e  P e- 
t r o g r a d .  H e  w as c o m m is s io n e d  in  th e  I m p e r i a l  
R u s s ia n  A ir  F o rc e  a n d  Hew v a r io u s  F r e n c h  p la n e s  
th e n  in  u se . N i e u p o r t s  w e r e  p a r t i c u la r ly  p o p u la r .  
R ia b o f f  n e v e i  Hew a g a in s t  G e r m a n  o r  A u s t r ia n  p il-  
o ts , b u t  h is  p la n e s  w e r e  f r e q u e n l ly  s e rv ic e d  by vo l- 
u n t e e r  P O W  a v ia t io n  m e c h a n ic s .  In  th e  s p r in g  o f  
1 9 1 7 , fo l lo w in g  lh e  h r s t  r e v o lu t io n ,  R ia b o f f  w as 

s e n t  to  O d e s s a  o n  lh e  B la c k  S e a  c o a s t  f o r  a d v a n c e d  
H ig h t t r a in in g ;  a f t e r  t h e  B o ls h e v ik  s e iz u r e  o f  p o w e r  
ih a t  fa li, h e  c o n t i n u e d  H y in g  in  th e  R e d  A i r  F le e t. 
H o w e v e r ,  h is  a c c o u n t s  o f  p o li t ic a l  h a r a s s m e n t ,  d is -  
r e s p e c t  t o o f f i c e r s .  f o o d  s h o r t a g e s ,  a n d  g e n e r a l  d is -  
r u p t i o n  o f  e v e r y d a y  a s  w ell as  m il i ta r y  life  all 
f o r e s h a d o w  h is  g o in g  o v e r  to  lh e  o p p o s in g  W h ite  
f o r c e s  in  A u g u s t  1 9 1 8 . H is  e s c a p e  w as s im p le :  h e  
m e r e lv  k e p t  H y in g  p a s t  th e  a r e a  h e  w as r e c o n n o -  
i t e r in g  to  th e  W h ite  a i r f i e ld  a t  K a z a n .

F o r  th e  n e x t  c o u p le  o f  y e a r s ,  R ia b o f f  Hew f o r  th e  
W h ite s ,  t a k in g  p a r t  in  t h e i r  in ic ia l s m a ll  s u c c e s s e s  in 
th e  a r e a  e a s t  o f  M o sc o w , a n d  t h e n  in  th e  r e t r e a t  
a c r o s s  S ib é r ia .  T h e  a u t h o r  p a in t s  a  d i s c o u r a g in g  
p i c tu r e  o l f e u d in g ,  d r i n k in g ,  lack  o f  m a te r i e l— th e  
e x i s t in g  p la n e s  h a d  to  b e  c a r e f u l ly  t e n d e d ,  a n d  
a v ia t io n  fu e l  w as in  s h o r t  s u p p ly .  A b o v e  a ll, t h e r e  
w as l i itle  s u p p o r t  f r o m  lh e  lo c a l p o p u la t i o n s ,  p r o b -  
ab lv  a s  a  c o n s e q u e n t e  o f  th e  la c k  o l p o li t ic a l  le a d -  
e r s h ip  a m o n g  th e  v a r io u s  W h ite  fo rc e s .  T h e  R e d  
a n d  W h ite  p i lo ts , w h ile  o c c a s io n a lly  m a k in g  b o m b -  
in g  i u n s ,  m o s tly  Hew r e c o n n a is s a n c e  m is s io n s . R ia 
b o f f  d e s c r ib e s  s e v e r a l  o c c a s io n s  vvhen e n e m y  p i lo ts  
d id  n o t  c h o o s e  to  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  a  c r ip p le d  o p -  
p o n e n t  a n d  c ite s  th e m  a s  a m o n g  th e  few  in s t a n t e s  
o f s a n i tv  in lh e  c iv il w a r . T h e r e  w as  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  
w a i t in g  a r o u n d ,  w h ic h  f r u s t r a t e d  th e  m e n ;  a f t e r  
a ll . a s  R iab o f  f n o t e d ,  “ P ilo ts  w i th o u t  a i r p l a n e s  fee l 
a s  u s e le s s  a s  C o s s a c k s  w i th o u t  h o r s e s .” E v e n tu a l ly ,  
t h e d i s c o u r a g e m e n t  le d  R ia b o f f  a n d  h is  w ife  S o n y a , 
a  n u r s e  w h o m  h e  h a d  m e t in  S ib é r ia ,  to  le a v e  R ú s 
sia . th is  t im e  by  t r a in  in to  ( T i n a .

A f te r  a c o u p le  o f  y e a r s  in  th e  é m ig r é  c o m m u n i ty  
in  H a r b in ,  A le x a n d e r  a n d  S o n y a  R ia b o f f  e m i-  
g r a t e d  to  th e  U n i t e d  S ta te s ,  w h e r e  h e  g a v e  u p  
H y in g  a n d  d e v e lo p e d  a  n e w  c a r e e r  a s  a  la w y e r . H is  
r e t u r n  to  visit r e la t iv e s  in R ú s s ia  in 1 9 6 0 — a n d  th e  
d is c o v e rv  o f  h is  a v ia t io n  p h o t o g r a p h s  w h ic h  th e y

h a d  s a v e d — in s p i r e d  h im  to  w r ite  th e s e  m e m o ir s ,  
b a s e d  o n  h is  c o n te m p o r a r y  c lia ry . R ia b o f f  d i e d  in 
1984 .

F o r  th o s e  u n f a m i l ia r  w ith  R u s s ia ’s g o v e r n m e n t  
a n d  m ili ta ry  a c tiv it ie s  d u r i n g  th is  p e r io d ,  H a r d e s -  
ty ’s in t r o d u c t i o n  a n d  c o m m e n ts  a t th e  b e g in n in g  o f  
e a c h  c h a p t e r  p r o v id e  a h e lp f u l  f r a m e w o r k  a n d  r e f -  
e r e n c e ;  t h e r e  is a lso  a u s e f u l  b ib l io g ra p h y .  T h e  
m a p s  a r e  c le a r ,  t h o u g h  th e y  d o  n o t  in c lu d e  all th e  
lo c a t io n s  m e n t io n e d  in  th e  te x t ,  a n d  th e y  a r e e s s e n -  
tia l to  fo i Io w th e  a c t io n  in  S ib é r ia  a n d  to  a p p r e c ia te  
th e  d is ta n c e s  a n d  t e r r a i n  in v o lv e d ;  h o w e v e r ,  it 
w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  h e lp f  u l to  h a v e  a  l is t in g  o f  a ll th e  
m a p s .

F o r  m a n y  r e a d e r s  th e  p h o t o g r a p h s  w ill u n d o u b t -  
e d ly  b e  a  m a jo r  a l t r a c t io n  o f  Gatchina Days: Remi- 
niscences oj a Russian Pilot. M o s t o f  th e  p la n e s  u s e d  
in  t h i s  p e r i o d  a r e  s h o w n ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  g r e a t  
b o m b e r .  th e  1 Iva M u r o m e ls ,  d e s ig n e d  by  I g o r  Si- 
k o rs k y . T h e r e  a r e  f a s c in a t in g  a e r ia l  v iew s o f  P e tro -  
g r a d ,  b u t  th e  s h o ts  of p i lo ts , p la n e s ,  a n d  m is h a p s  
v iv id ly  c o n v e y  th e  h a z a r d s  i n h e r e n t  in  f ra g ile ,  f re -  
q u e n t ly  r e p a i r e d  p la n e s ,  m a k e s h if t  l a n d in g  z o n e s , 
a n d  w a r f a re .

R i a b o f f ’s m e m o i r s — a n d  t h e  a c c o m p a n y i n g  
t r a n s l a t e d  e x c e r p t s  f r o m  h is  d i a r y — a r e  a n  e n jo y -  
a b le  a n d  v a lu a b le  a d d i t i o n  to  th e  l i t e r a tu r e  o n  R u s 
s ia n  a v ia t io n  a n d  lh e  c iv il w a r .

D r C h ristin e  H olden  
University o f Southern Moine

T h e  R e d  A r m y  O r d e r  o f  B a t t le  in  th e  G r e a t  P a -  
t r i o t i c  W a r  b y  A lb e r t  Z . C o n n e r  a n d  R o b e r t  G . 
P o i r ie r .  N o v a to , C a l i f ó r n ia :  P re s id io , 1 9 8 5 . 4 0 8  
p a g e s ,  $ 2 2 .5 0 .

T h i s  v e ry  s p e c ia l iz e d  r e f e r e n c e  w o rk — The Red 
Army Order of Battle in the Great Patriotic W ar— b e a r s  
(h e  s u b t i t le  Including Data from 1919 to Poslwar 
Years. W h a t  k in d  o f  d a ta ?

A lb e r t  C o n n e r  a n d  R o b e r t  P o i r ie r  list s e v e n  
k in d s  o f d a t a  in  th e  i n t r o d u c t i o n :  A m e r ic a n ,  B r it-  
ish , a n d  G e r m a n  W o r ld  W a r  11 s e c r e t  m a te r ia l  n o w  
d e c la s s if ie d ;  u n c la s s if te d  a n d  lo w -c la s s if ic a tio n  So- 
v iet m il i ta r y  p u b l ic a t io n s ;  a n d  b o th  W e s te r n  a n d  
S o v ie t h is to r ic a l  w o rk s . T h i s  lis t in g . a la s , d o e s  n o t 
g o  in to  d e ta i l .  A f u t u r e  e d i t io n .  te n ta l iv e ly  p r o m -  
ise d  in  lh e  in t r o d u c t i o n ,  sh o u lc l a t  le a s t c ite  th e  h is 
t o r i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e  u s e d .  T h e  p s e u d o n y m o u s  
“S u v o r o v ” o f  th e  p r e s e n t  is g iv e n  a s  th e  s o u r c e  f o r  
f r o n t  a s s ig n m e n t s  o f  tw o  a r m ie s  in  a  f u t u r e  w a r . 
( p p .  5 4 , 5 7 )  T h a t  m a y  b e  in te r e s t in g  s p e c u la t io n .  
b u t  d o e s  it b e lo n g  in  a w o rk  o f h is to r ic a l  r e f e r e n c e ?  

W h e r e  lh e  w o rk  is h is to r ic a l ,  o n e  w o u ld  lik e  to
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h a v e  m o r e  d e ta i l .  l h e  a u t h o r s  r e l e r  10  G e r m a n  
s o u rc e s  ( F H O )  b u t  d o  n o t  c la r i l \  w h e lh e r  th is  in -  
c lu d e s  m a te r ia l  a b o u t  th e  e a r h  R e d  A rm y  f r o m  th e  
files o f t h e  P o lish  g e n e r a l  s ta f f ,  c a p t u r e d  d u r i n g  lh e  
G e r m a n - R u s s ia n  in v a s io n  o l P o la n d  in  S e p t e m b e r  
1939.

I n  s h o r t ,  w e  h a v e  h e r e  m a n y  la y e rs  o f  d a ta ,  ac- 
c u m u la t in g  m o r e  th a n  h a l l  a  c e n tu r y  o r  m o r e ,  
g a t h e r e d  a n d  i n t e r p r e i e d  bv a n d  f o r  v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  
o r g a n iz a l io n s .  W e r e  a ll th e s e  la v e rs  r e p r e s e n t e d  
w ith  r e s p e c t  n o t  o n lv  to  u n i t  h is to r ie s  b u t  to  s t r a t -  
eg v  a n d  p o lic v , lh e  r e a d e r  m ig h t  w ell d r o w n  in  
c r o s s - c u r r e n t s  o f  p e r s p e c t iv e  a n d  in t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
S o  C o n n e r  a n d  P o i r ie r  w e re  w ise  to  r e s t r i c t  th e m -  
se lv es . e s s e n t ia lly , to  th e  b a r e s t  b o n e s  o f  a n  o r d e r  o f  
b a t t le . T h e v  lis t e a c h  a r m v , c o r p s .  a n d  d iv is io n  in  
n u tn e r ic a l  o r d e r  a n d  te ll u s  w h e r e  it w as a n d  w h e n  
it w as th e r e .  T h e v  a lso  g iv e  a  u n i t s  o r ig in  o r  e a r l ie s t  
k n o w n  a c tiw ty . u n i t  h o n o r s ,  kev  c o m m a n d e r s ,  a n d  
s u b o r d in a te  f o r m a t io n s .

T h e r e  a r e  s o m e  m in o r  b le m is h e s .  B la g o v e s h -  
c h e n s k  is m is s p e l le d . (p . 2 9 6 )  Is  O r a n i e n b a u m  (p p . 
2 6 6 , 3 3 7 )  n o t  O r a n i e n b u r g ?  L e a v in g  s u c h  d e ta i l  
a s id e . th e  w o rk  d o e s  fill a  g a p  o n  th e  r e f e r e n t e  
s h e lf . In  o n e  f a s c in a t in g  r e s p e c t ,  it d o e s  m u c h  
m o r e .  F o r  th e  n o n s p e c ia l i s t  r e a d e r ,  The Red Army 
Order of Battle in the Great Patriotic War c o n v e v s  
s o m e th in g  o f t h e  f la v o r  o f t h e  m ili ta ry  m y s te r ie s  o f  
th e  S o \ ie t U n io n . W e  le a r n  o f  m a n y  c o r p s  th a t  th e v  
“p r o b a b lv  e x i s te d "  o r  a r e  “ k n o w n  to  h a v e  e x i s te d ."  
( p p . 166—7 1 ) F o r  th e m , s u c h  a r e  th e  o n lv  e n t r i e s .  It 
is h a r d  to  im a g in e  an v  o l h e r  c o u n t r v  in  w h ic h  a 
w h o le  a r m t  c o r p s — Iet a lo n e  s e v e ra l— lik e  a  su b a -  
to m ic  p a r t i c le .  b a r e l \  l e a v e s a  tr a c e .

D r J o h n  E. T a sh je a n  
Arlington. Virgínia

S p y - T e c h  b \ G r a h a m  Y o s t. N e w  Y o rk :  F a c ts  o n
F ile . 1 9 8 5 . 2K8 p a g e s . $ 1 7 .9 5 .

Spy n o v e ls  a n d  m o v ie s  a r e  fu ll o f  in c r e d ib le  h ig h -  
t e t h  g a d g e t s  to  n ta k e  a g e n ts ' jo b s  e a s ie r ,  b u t  th e  
r e a l- l i f e  t o o l s o l  th e  e s p io n a g e  t r a d e  a r e  e v e n  m o r e  
f a s c in a t in g . A u th o r  G r a h a m  Y ost h a s  w r i t te n  a n  in -  
d e p th  s iu th  o l th e  k in d s  o f  e q u ip m e n t  u s e d  in  in -  
tc l l ig e n c c  g a t h e r in g  by c o m b in in g  in f o r m a l io n  
a v a ila b le  f r o m  a v a r ie ty  o f  p u b l is h e d  s o u r c e s  w ith  
i n t e r v i e w s  o f  m e r n b e r s  o f  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  
c o m m u n i tv .

Spy-Tech is d iv id e d  in to  tw o  s e c l io n s ,  o f  w h ic h  
p a r t  l , “S p v in g  f ro m  A b o v e ,"  is t h e  lo n g e s l .  In  th is  
s e c tio n . Y ost t r a c e s  lh e  h is to rv  o f  a e r ía l  s u r v e i l la n c e  
f r o m  th e  h o t - a i r  b a l lo o n s  o l lh e  e ig h t e e n th  c e n tu r y  
to  th e  la te s t s a te ll i te s  u s e d  by th e  C e n t r a l  I n te l l i-

g e n c e  A g e n c y  (C IA )  a n d  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  D e fe n s e . 
Y ost d e la i ls  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f t h e  U -2  a n d  5 R - 7 1 
sp y  p la n e s  a n d  th e n  sh o w s  th e  h is to r y  a n d  c u r r e n t  
u se s  o f  sp y  s a te ll i te s ,  in c lu d in g  th e  la te s t  ty p e s  s u c h  
as th e  C I A 's  K H - 1 1. l h e  d e ta i le d  d is c u s s io n  o l U S 
s a te l l i te  r e c o n n a is s a n c e  is fo llo w e d  by  a  b r ic í  O v e r
View o f  th e  S o v ie t s p a c e  p r o g r a m 's  in te l l ig e n c e  
g a th e r in g .

P a r t  2 , “T h e  S e c re t  A g e n f s  T o o ls ,” c o m e s  c lo s e r  
to  th e  w o r ld  o f  sp y  n o v e ls  a n d  m o v ie s , f o r  it d e -  
s c r ib e s  th e  t e c h n iq u e s  a n d  to o ls  u s e d  f o r  b u g g in g  
a n d  d e b u g g in g  r o o m s  a n d  p h o n e s ,  b r e a k in g  in to  
C o m p u te r  f iles , p h o t o g r a p h in g  d o c u m e n t s  c la n d e s -  
t in e ly , w r i t in g  s e c r e t  m e s s a g e s , a n d  b r e a k in g  c o d e s . 
Y o st a lso  in c lu d e s  a c h a p t e r  o n  th e  m o r e  v io le m  
s id e  o f  e s p io n a g e ,  in c lu d in g  b u r g la r y ,  s a b o ta g e ,  
a n d  w e a p o n ry .

O v e ra l l ,  th is  b o o k  p r o v id e s  a  u s e f u l  s u m m a r y  o l  
t h e  t e c h n o l o g s  u s e d  in  e s p i o n a g e .  Spy-Tech is 
s t r o n g e s t  in  its c o v e r a g e  o f  a e r ia l  s u r v e i l la n c e ,  b e - 
c a u s e  Y o st p r o v id e s  c o n s id e r a b le  b a c k g r o u n d  m a 
te r ia l  a n d  g iv e s  u p - to - d a te  d e ta i ls  in n o n te c h n ic a l  
l a n g u a g e  o n  lh e  im p o r t a n t  to p ic  o f  s a te l l i te  r e c o n 
n a is s a n c e . l h e  s e c t io n  o n  th e  to o ls  o l lh e  s e c r e t  
a g e m  is less u s e f u l  b e c a u s e  it c o v e rs  to o  m a n y  to p ic s  
w i th o u t  e n o u g h  d e ta i l .  R e a d e r s  h o p in g  to  Im d  fa s 
c in a t in g  s to r ie s  a b o u t  w r is tw a tc h  c a m e r a s  o r  e x -  
p lo d in g  c ig a rs  w ill b e  d i s a p p o in te d .  l h e  p r im a r y  
u s e f u ln e s s  o l Spy-Tech is t h u s  to  p r o v id e  m il i ta ry  
a n d  a c a d e m ic  r e a d e r s  w ith  a n  u p - to - d a te ,  u n c la s -  
s if ie d  s u r v e y  o f in te l l ig e n c e  te c h n o lo g y ,  p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  in  t h e  a r e a  o f  h i g h - a l t  it u d e  a n d  s a t e l l i t e  
r e c o n n a is s a n c e .

D rG re g o ry  W. Pedlow 
Fairfax, Virgínia

T h e  M y th  o f  S o v ie t  M i l i t a r y  S u p r e m a c y  b y  T o m
G e rv a s i .  N e w  Y o rk :  H a r p e r  a n d  R o w , 1 9 8 6 , 5 4 5  
p a g e s . $ 2 4 .9 5 .

The Mytli tf Soviet Military Supremacy is a n  im p a s -  
s io n e d  b o o k  w r i t t e n  in  lh e  r a a n n e r  o f  F .m ile  Z o la ’s 
J’accusr a n d  d i r e c t e d  a g a in s t  t h e  a d v o c a te s  o f  th e  
c u r r e n t  U S  m il i ta ry  b u i l d u p .  I o m  G e r v a s i 's  p r e m -  
ise  is th a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  d e f e n s e  e f f o r t  is t h e  r e s u l t  o l 
a p r o p a g a n d a  c a m p a ig n  th a t  o v e r s o ld  th e  S o v ie t 
t h r e a t .  G e rv a s i ,  a jo u r n a l i s t  a n d  d i r e c t o r  o l th e  
C e n t e r  f o r  M ilita ry  R e s e a r c h  a n d  A n a ly s is  in  N e w  
Y o rk . p r e s e n t s a  v as t a m o u n t  o l  d a t a  r e g a r d i n g  th e  
r e la t iv e  m il i ta ry  p o s tu r e s  o l lh e  tw o  s u p e r p o w e r s  
a n d  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  a l l ia n c e  s y s te m s  d u r i n g  th e  la s t 
d e c a d e .  T h e s e  m a te r ia is ,  c o m p i le d  in to  e ig h t  a p -  
p e n d ic e s  c o v e r in g  2 0 0  p a g e s ,  a r e  i n t e n d e d  to  ca ll 
in to  q u e s t io n  th e  R e a g a n  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ’s c la im s
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r e g a r d in g  S o v ie t m il i la ry  p o w e r .  M u c h  o f  lh e  d a ta  
a r e  c o n t r a d i t l o r y ;  e s i im a te s ,  p r o v id e d  f>v v a r io u s  
s o u rc e s  in  a n d  o u i  o f  g o v e r n m e n t ,  c o n f l ic t .  A s J o h n  
P ra d o s  h a s  p o in te d  o u t  in  The Soviet Estimale (1 9 8 2 ) , 
b u r e a u c r a t ic  p o li t ic s  a f f e c t  lh e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  a sse ss -  
m c n t s  o f f e r e d  by in te l l ig e n c e  a g e n c ie s .  W liile  m e n  
o f  g o o d w il l  h a v e  d i s a g r e e d  a n d  c o n t i n u e  to  d is a -  
g r e e  r e g a r d in g  th e  n a t u r e  o f  s u c h  a s s e s s m e n ts ,  th e  
a u l h o r  c a n  f in d  n o  p la c e  f o r  s u c h  h o n e s l  c o n f l ic t .  
I n s te a d .  h e  d e p ic t s  th is  c o n f l ic t in g  le s t im o n y  r e 
g a r d i n g  S o v ie t m il i ta r v  c a p a b i l i t ie s  a s  e i t h e r  p r o o f  
th a t  a  m a s s iv e  d i s in f o r m a t io n  c a m p a ig n  is u n d e r  
ivav o r  th a l  t h e  R e a g a n  a d m in i s t r a t i o n  lia s  b e e n  u n -  
s u c c e s s f u l  in  i t s  e l f o r t s  t o  s u p p r e s s  t h e  r e a l  
e v id e n c e .

I h is  w o t k b e g in s  w ith  tw o  d i s c la im e r s :  fu  s t, G e r -  
vasi S ta tes  th a t  h e  is f o r  a s t r o n g  d e f e n s e  a n d ,  sec - 
o n d ,  t h a t  “ A m e r i c a  h a s  h a d  a  s t r o n g  d e f e n s e  
th r o u g h o u t  its h i s to r v ."  (p . 3 ) I h e  a u l h o r  d o e s  n o t  
e x p la in  w h a t h e  m e a n s  b v  a s t r o n g  d e f e n s e ,  a n d  in 
ia i l in g  to  d o  so  le a v e s  u n a n s w e r e d  th e  c r u c ia l  is su e s  
o l i h e c u r r e n t  d e f e n s e - to r e i g n  p o lic v  d e b a te :  W h a t 
d o  w e d e f e n d ,  h o w , a tu i  a t  w h a t  p i ice?  S u r e ly  it is 
c le a r  six  y e a r s  in to  th is  a d m in i s t r a t i o n  th a t  t h e  c r u 
cial q u e s t io n s  a r e  a b o u t  " e x t e n d e d  d e t e r r e n c e , ” 
g lo b a l  r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .  a n d  th e  r e l a t i o n s h ip  b e - 
tw e e n  th i r d  w o r ld  in s ta b i l i tv  a n d  S o v ie t a c tiv it ie s . 
l h e  f ig u re s ,  w h ic h  so  m u c h  c o n c e r n  G e r v a s i ,  o n ly  

la k e  o n  a  p o li l ic a l ,  s t r a te g ic .  a n d  m ili ta rv  s ig n if i-  
c a n c e  w i th in  t h e  c o n te x t  o f  a  n a t io n a l  g r a n d  s t r a t -  
e g y .  I n  d e m o c r a t i c  p o l i t i c s ,  g r a n d  s t r a t e g i e s  
b e c o m e  th e  s u b je c t  o f p a r t i s a n  d e b a te .

G e rv a s i  w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  w ell se i v e d  by  r e c a l l in g  
th e  r e p a r t e e  to  n u m b e r  m o n g e r s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  D is- 
r a e l i :  " T h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  k in d s  o f lies: lies , d a m n e d  
lies, a n d  s ta t is t ic s .” T h e r e  a r e  le g i t im a te  ( (u e s t io n s  
to  b e  a s k e d  r e g a r d i n g  th e  p u b l ic  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a s -  
p e c ts  o f th e  m il i ta rv  b a la n c e  b e tw e e n  lh e  U n i te d  
S ta te s  a n d  th e  S o v ie t U n io n .  I n s te a d  o f  e r i t ic a l ly  
a n a l v / i n g  th e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o l s u c h  d a t a ,  G e rv a s i  a t-  
t e m p ts  h is  o w n  e n c y c lo p e d ic  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  th e  
fa c ts . G e r v a s i s  c a s e  s ta n d s  o r  fa lis  o n  th e  a c c u ra c y  
o l h is  o w n  n t r m b e r s .  I h e s e  f ig u r e s  a r e  t a k e n  to  b e  
th e  c h ic f  in d ic e s  o f t h e  r e la t iv e  m il i ta r y , g e o s t r a -  
teg ic  p o s i t io n s  o f  th e  U n i t e d  S ta te s  a n d  th e  U S S R —  
r e g a r d le s s  of th e  a s v m m e t r ie s  th a t  a f f e c t  t h e i r  p o s -  
tu r e s .  T h e s e  f ig u r e s  a r e  a t  b e s t  i n c o m p le te  e s ti-

m a te s ,  a l r e a d v  d a t e d  w h e n  th e y  a p p e a r e d  a n d ,  
r e g a r d in g  S o v ie t fo rc e s , o n ly  W e s te rn  a s s e s s m e n ts  
in  lie u  o f  S o v ie t d a ta .

In  s u c h  a  m a ss iv e  c o m p i la t io n ,  e r r o r s  will a p -  
p e a r ,  g i \  in g  c r it ic s  m o r e  th a n  e n o u g h  a m m u n i t io n .  
A le w  e x a m p le s  will su f f ic e  to  d e m o n s t r a t e  th e  
p r o b le m . I h e  FB -1 1 I d id  n o t g o  in to  S erv ice  in 
1 9 5 6  (p . 3 1 2 ) ;  th e  f irs t p r o to ty p e  Hew in 1967 (N . 
K riv in v i, e d . ,  W orld Military Aviation [N e w  Y o rk : 
A rc o  P u b l is h in g ,  19 73 J, 172). T h e  7 1h M a r in e  A m - 
p h ib io u s  B r ig a d e  h a r d ly  h a s  1 5 ,0 0 0  c o m b a t  t r o o p s .  
(p . 4 5 1 )  A n d  th e  r a t e o f  h r e  o n  a  I -7 2 . a c c o r d i n g to  
a  r e c e n t  S o v ie t w o rk  (V . S. K n ia z 'k o v , Boevaia tekh- 
nika [M o s c o v v : V o e n i z d a t ,  1 9 8 6 ] ,  3 4 )  is e i g h t  
r o u n d s  p e r  m in u te  u s in g  lh e  a u to m a t ic  lo a d e r  a n d  
n o t lh e  tw o  r o u n d s  p e r  m in u te  c i te d  by G e rv a s i . (p . 
4 7 6 )

G e rv a s i  is c ritic  ai o f o t h e r  a n a ly s ts  f o r  t h e i r  u s e  o f  
s o u rc e s ,  w liile  a t th e  s a m e  t im e  b e in g  v e rv  u n c r i t i -  
ca l a n d  l.tx in  h is  e x p lo i ta t io n  of h is  o w n  s o u rc e s . 
f h u s ,  G e r v a s i  c r it ic iz e s  L e o n  G o u r é  a n d  M ic h a e l 

D e a n e  f o r  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f M aj G e n  V . G . 
R e z n ic h e n k o s  w r i t in g s  o n  n u c le a r  w a r f ig h t in g ,  
s u g g e s t in g  th e i r  m is u s e  o f  m a te r ia is  c o n ta in e d  in 
th e  r e s t r i c te d  jo u r n a l  Voennaia mysi. H o w e v e r ,  
G e rv a s i  d o e s  n o t  c ite  a n d  h e  s e e m s  u n a w a r e  o f  R ez- 
n ic h e t ik o 's  m a jo r  w r i t in g s  o n  ta c t ic s  o v e r  th e  last 
tw o d e c a d e s .  f o q u e s t i o n  th e  u s e  o f  S o v ie t w r i t in g s  
w i th o u t  m a k in g  e v e rv  e f f o r t  to  s tu d y  th o s e  w r i t in g s  
r a is e s  s e r io u s  is su e s  r e g a r d i n g  r e s e a r c h  m e th o d o l -  
o g y . T h i s  c o n c e r n  is r e in f o r c e d  by  th e  m a n n e r  in  
w h ic h  h e  e m p lo y s  h is  o w n  s o u rc e s .  G e rv a s i  a t t r i -  
b u le s  to  D avicl Isbv th e  in f o r m a t io n  th a t  th e  S o v ie t 
2 8 th  C o t p s  h a s  h e a d q u a r t e r s  in  th e  G r o d n o  r e g io n  
o f th e  B e lo r u s s ia n  m il i ta r y  d i s t r ic t .  (p . 4 7 6 )  In  fa c t, 
I sb y  r e f e r s  to  th e  2 8 th  A rm y .

W liile  S o v ie t m il i ta r y  s u p r e m a c y  is a  m y th ,  S o v ie t 
m il i ta ry  p o w e r  is n o t .  T o  u n d e r s t a n d  its s ig n if i-  
c a n c e  w i th in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  l h e  o n g o in g  p o litic a l 
a n d  id e o lo g ic a l  c o m p e t i t io n  b e tw e e n  th e  U n ite d  
S ta te s  a n d  th e  S o v ie t U n io n  r e q u i r e s  a  c e r ta in  
h a r d h e a d e d  r e a l is m  r e g a r d i n g  th e  s e v e r e  lim ita -  
t io n s  a f f e c t  in g  t h e  u t i l i ty  o f m il i ta rv  p o w e r  in  th e  
n u c le a r  e r a .  G e r v a s i ’s b o o k  d o e s  n o t  p r o v id e  th e  
c o n te x t  f o r  s u c h  a n  a s s e s s m e n t .

D r Jaco b  W. K ipp 
Sin’iet Armx Sludies Office
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