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Toward a New Deterrent

Analysis and Recommendations for the Commission
on the Strategic Posture of the United States

By tHE New DEeTERRENT WORKING GROUP*

INTRODUCTION BY YVADM ROBERT R. MoNROE, USN, RETIRED

Introduction

America’s nuclear deterrent, which has
kept us safe for over 60 years, is in grave dan-
ger of failing. Our nuclear strategy—still that
of the Cold War—has little relevance to today’s
principal adversaries and threats. The nuclear
weapons that make up our stockpile are also

virtually irrelevant and well beyond the end of
their design life. Our experienced personnel
are retiring, and our nuclear facilities are an-
tique and deteriorated.

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates recently
stated that “no one has designed a new nu-
clear weapon in the United States since the
1980s, and no one has built a new one since
the early 1990s. . . . The United States is the
only declared nuclear power that is neither
modernizing its nuclear arsenal nor has the
capability to produce a new nuclear warhead.”
To make matters worse, if we start a modern-
ization program immediately, pursue it vigor-
ously, and resume essential underground test-
ing, it will still take about two decades before
we could begin replacing our stockpile. Thus,
the relevant issue is not whether our nuclear
deterrent is safe, secure, and reliable today,
but what actions we must take today to ensure
its effectiveness in 20 years, in an uncertain
and dangerous world.

After years of denying funding for nuclear ini-
tiatives, Congress last year created a 12-person
Congressional Commission on the Strategic
Posture of the United States, chaired by Bill
Perry, former secretary of defense, and co-
chaired by Jim Schlesinger, former secretary

*The New Deterrent Working Group—an informal coalition of experts in national security and nuclear weapons, sponsored by the
Center for Security Policy—seeks to inform lawmakers and the public about the need for the United States to maintain a credible and an

effective nuclear deterrent.
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of defense, secretary of energy, and director
of central intelligence. The commission started
work in summer 2008, delivered an interim
report in December 2008, and will submit a
final report in spring 2009.

Quite separately, in early 2008 the New De-
terrent Working Group, an informal coalition
of experts in national security and nuclear
weapons, sponsored by the Center for Security
Policy, became concerned that the commis-
sion would have only two “nuclear programs”
to consider: one the unannounced “nuclear
freeze” the United States has followed during
the 18 years since the Cold War ended, and the
other the “world without nuclear weapons”
initiative recommended by Perry, George
Shultz, Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn for
the past two years. Both programs would lead
to unilateral nuclear disarmament by the
United States—the first unintentionally, the
second intentionally. To outline a third pro-
gram, that of a strong nuclear deterrent, the
working group prepared the following re-
marks and provided them to the commission
in the summer of 2008.

America’s Failing Nuclear Deterrent

The United States is at a critical moment in
its history. To an extent largely unknown to
the American people and even to many US
policy makers, the nuclear deterrent that has
served as the backbone of our defense posture
for 50 years is becoming obsolete, unreliable,
and potentially ineffective. This is the direct
and predictable result of the practice of essen-
tially “freezing” our nuclear-weapons strategy
and stockpile over the past 18 years since the
end of the Cold War.

Unfortunately, we may freeze weapons poli-
cies and modernization programs, but our do-
ing so does not preclude changes to the arse-
nal itself. To the contrary, such a nuclear
freeze serves to ensure that the combined ef-
fects of aging and changing strategic circum-
stances go unaddressed, resulting in an inexo-
rable reduction in capability and relevance to
the nation’s deterrent requirements. We have
even refrained from making much-needed

improvements to the stockpile’s safety, secu-
rity, and control rather than undertaking new
designs that we could validate only by under-
ground testing.

The problem is not confined to the weap-
ons themselves. At the nuclear labs and plants
operated by the National Nuclear Security
Administration, the human and physical in-
frastructure essential to our deterrent is in
real jeopardy. There is virtually no one left in
that once-great industrial enterprise who has
ever designed, tested, or produced a nuclear
weapon. Meanwhile, the Defense Department
has downgraded the importance and value of
nuclear weapons across the board. The inves-
tigation that followed a recent, unauthorized
B-52 flight with six full-up nuclear weapons
revealed a widespread lack of focused military
attention to nuclear procedures and policy.?
In short, America is years late in transforming
its nuclear strategy and stockpile from a Cold
War orientation to one focused on today’s ad-
versaries—as well as tomorrow’s—and to the
different and far more distributed threats
they represent.

The Nuclear Threats We Face

While America has largely neglected its
nuclear arsenal and associated weapons com-
plex for nearly two decades, others have taken
a very different approach. Notably, Russia and
China are making significant investments in
the modernization of their nuclear forces. We
have reason to believe that some of these will
involve highly advanced, specialized-effects
nuclear weapons (known as “fourth genera-
tion” weapons).

In addition, nuclear-weapons technology
has proliferated of late to a number of rogue
states. There is reason to fear that one or more
of these nations may be willing to help terror-
ist organizations acquire nuclear weapons—
and perhaps use them.

In short, more states today have active (if, in
some cases, still-covert) nuclear-weapons pro-
grams than ever before. Apart from the United
States, virtually all of these countries—compris-



ing roughly half the world’s population—are
working to enhance their nuclear capabilities.

Like it or not, tens of thousands of nuclear
arms exist around the world, and neither they
nor the know-how and capability to make
them are going to disappear. Knowledge, once
gained, cannot be washed away by treaties—
let alone by unilateral US nuclear disarma-
ment. For generations to come, our lives and
civilization will depend on effectively counter-
ing these threats.

The Failure of Nonproliferation

The accelerating proliferation of nuclear-
weapons technology in places like Pakistan,
North Korea, Iran, and Syria represents an in-
dictment of the effort to prevent such a dan-
ger via arms control. The global nonprolifera-
tion regime has been steadily declining for
many years, and it has now reached the point
of impotence. The last Nonproliferation
Treaty Review Conference, five years in prepa-
ration,achieved nothing. Non-nuclear-weapon
states that have signed the treaty increasingly
flout their international obligations by pursu-
ing clandestine weapons programs under the
guise of civilian power activities.

The success of such rogue states threatens
to trigger regional proliferation cascades,
which could soon become global. Some of our
allies and friends who formerly relied on the
US “nuclear umbrella” for protection could
feel constrained to join these proliferators, in
part as a result of their loss of confidence in
our outdated arsenal and our ability and will
to use it. This cascade might well lead to a
world characterized by frequent use of nuclear
weapons, from which there is no return.

To avoid such a frightening prospect, the
United States must both eliminate questions
about the credibility of its deterrent and adopt
a more effective approach to nonprolifera-
tion. If we are to have any chance of fulfilling
these two roles and averting an unimaginably
dangerous world, we must change our policies
and programs significantly.
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A Program for Recovery

America must reestablish the posture of
nuclear strength that saved the West—and the
world—during the half-century-long Cold
War. During those decades, our nuclear pos-
ture was also the key factor in preventing re-
newed outbreaks of global conventional wars
and the terrible costs they entail. To provide a
similar insurance policy for the future, we
must undertake at a minimum the following
eight critical steps:

Immediate Actions

As a matter of great urgency, two initiatives are
in order: First, the president must issue a clear,
firm statement to the effect that a credible,
safe, secure, and reliable nuclear deterrent is
essential to America’s security and that we will
maintain it with highest priority.

Second, we must reestablish the Reliable
Replacement Warhead as a vital program in
order to prevent the loss of core nuclear-
weapon capabilities in the National Nuclear
Security Administration’s labs and plants, and
to provide the optimum replacement ap-
proach for those overage weapons in our
stockpile that we will need for decades to
come. This warhead provides our only current
opportunity to recapture the experienced, in-
tegrated management expertise necessary to
guide new nuclear weapons from concept def-
inition to service introduction. Without it, this
invaluable capability, for all intents and pur-
poses, will be lost.

National Debate

The issue of deterring nuclear attack, despite
its potentially existential importance to mil-
lions of Americans, has scarcely—if ever—
been rigorously discussed in a highly visible
way since the Cold War ended. If the United
States wishes to maintain an effective nuclear
deterrent, it will need a strong consensus, re-
flected in solid bipartisan majorities, sustain-
able over the decades required to implement
that program. We can assure such majorities
only by informing the American people and
enlisting their support.
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Toward that end, we must initiate a thought-
ful national debate on (1) the nature of deter-
rence in this new age, (2) its role in US foreign
policy and national security strategy, (3) the
role of nuclear weapons in this strategy, and
(4) the characteristics and approximate num-
bers of nuclear weapons needed to provide ef-
fective deterrence today and in the future.

Advanced Technology

We must reestablish a continuing, robust re-
search, development, test, and evaluation pro-
gram. Currently, we should focus on cutting-
edge technology in research, exploratory
development, and accelerated development
across dozens of fields relevant to advanced
designs for nuclear weapons.

This scientific approach is absolutely essen-
tial if the United States desires to understand
the possibilities—for us and for potential
adversaries—in physics, weapons effects,
materials, explosives, diagnostics, and so forth.
Verifiable evidence indicates that our peer
adversaries are working very hard to develop
new and more usable systems in order to exert
leverage over the United States and further
their strategic interests. If we allow them to
continue unchallenged, we may lose our world
leadership position. At the very least, without
a corresponding US research and develop-
ment effort, America’s deterrent cannot pos-
sibly remain commensurate with the emerg-
ing nuclear threat.

Military Preparedness

The Defense Department must recommit to
the need to maintain, for the foreseeable future,
both an appropriate nuclear arsenal and the
competencies necessary to field and exercise
it. Doing so will entail preserving America’s
existing nuclear-weapons platforms and capa-
bilities as well as planning, budgeting, and
performing the long-range actions needed to
contend with an uncertain nuclear future.

Specifically, the armed services must take
the following steps:

1. Establish military requirements for
new nuclear weapons that will credibly
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deter current and future adversaries
and threats. These counterprolifera-
tion weapons should have low yield,
great accuracy, and intrinsic security
features to prevent unauthorized use.
They must also produce reduced col-
lateral damage and minimal residual
radiation yet destroy deep under-
ground bunkers as well as neutralize
biological and chemical agents.

2. Plan, program, and budget for follow-on
strategic submarines, sea- and land-based
intercontinental-range ballistic missiles,
bombers, cruise missiles, and so forth.

3. Increase emphasis on nuclearspecialist
personnel, nuclear strategy and tactics,
and nuclear exercises.

4. Work as a closely integrated team with
the Department of Energy and the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration
to revitalize and transform our nuclear-
weapons infrastructure. In addition, the
military’s insights and expertise will
prove vital to informing the aforemen-
tioned national debate.

New Nuclear Weapons

We must adopt anew a national commitment
to design, test, and produce, on a continuing
basis, new nuclear weapons. We can maintain
expertise in these “performance arts” only by
engaging in them. Simply put, the extreme
complexity and hazards of the work are such
that there is no substitute for competent, in-
tegrated management, which, in turn, re-
quires continuing, hands-on experience. Al-
though the throughput in terms of numbers
of weapons may amount to tens per year
(rather than the hundreds routinely in the
pipeline at the height of the Cold War years),
we can realize no credible deterrent over time
without an active pipeline that includes a
“hot” production line.

Nuclear Infrastructure

The United States must immediately com-
mence the comprehensive modernization of



its nuclear-weapons infrastructure. We have
debated the measures necessary to do so for
years and have proposed plan after plan. We
have done little, however. Meanwhile, our fa-
cilities become ever-more antiquated, dilapi-
dated, and unsafe. We most urgently need a
modern fabrication facility for the “pits,” the
heart of a warhead, with adequate flexibility to
produce several designs simultaneously and a
throughput capacity sufficient to permit re-
placement of the stockpile’s obsolescent weap-
ons at an acceptable rate.

Effects of Nuclear Weapons

We must revitalize the Pentagon’s national
research and development program for exam-
ining the effects of nuclear weapons. The sur-
vivability of American weapons systems (con-
ventional and nuclear); our command, control,
communications, and computer systems; and
our intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance systems against a wide range of nuclear-
weapons effects depends on our successfully
hardening and testing these systems. Good de-
sign and simulator testing can help, but actual
underground nuclear testing is essential in or-
der to assure survivability. Such test and evalua-
tion is also indispensable for assessing and cor-
recting the vulnerabilities of critical parts of
the country’s civil infrastructure against such
threats as electromagnetic pulse.

Prevention of Proliferation

Finally, America must undertake a sweeping
course correction with respect to countering
nuclear proliferation. Full effectiveness, of
course, demands changes in the world’s ap-
proach to nonproliferation—not just this coun-
try’s. Still, any improvement in the utility of
global efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear-
weapons technology and capabilities remains
unlikely unless and until the United States
adopts a more practical strategy for contend-
ing with this threat.

Over the last several decades, the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty has been distorted by the pre-
occupation of its stewards with promoting
nuclear disarmament rather than with prevent-
ing proliferation. Apart from the steady ero-
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sion of the US arsenal, this fixation has nei-
ther resulted in the appreciable diminution of
existing inventories of nuclear weapons
around the world nor prevented a mushroom-
ing of proliferation to other states.

With some 188 signatories (out of about
193 nations in the world), the 40-year-old
Nonproliferation Treaty, the accepted corner-
stone of the global nonproliferation regime,
provides the basis for our efforts. If we wish
the treaty actually to prove helpful, however,
we must refocus attention and effort on its ac-
tual language and intent.

The Nonproliferation Treaty’s purpose is
to prevent proliferation, codifying the right of
five nations—the permanent members of the
United Nations Security Council—to be nu-
clear-weapons states and requiring all other
signatories to remain non-nuclear-weapons
states. Each of the 188 signatory states has vol-
untarily accepted this inequality and endorsed
a treaty that places no restrictions whatsoever
on the five nuclear-weapons states as regards
designing, testing, producing, and deploying
nuclear weapons.

Given the aforementioned hard strategic re-
alities, the United States should redirect its non-
proliferation policy along the following lines:
(1) emphasize that nonproliferation requires
enforcement; (2) urge that the five nuclear-
weapons states accept this implicit responsi-
bility; (3) until all five agree, be willing to act
unilaterally, or in coalition, as a default action
to prevent proliferation; and (4) regularly
modernize our stockpile to keep it effective,
safe, secure, reliable, and able to enforce non-
proliferation. Without these actions, the rem-
nants of global nonproliferation will inevitably
become ever-more irrelevant and ineffectual.

America’s Choice:
Weakness or Strength?

In conclusion, the nation must decide be-
tween weakness and strength now. Adopting
the former by continuing the 18-yearlong
post—=Cold War status quo can only lead to
dangerous, unilateral US nuclear disarma-
ment. We would be ill advised to adopt the
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agenda for accelerated dismantling of our
nuclear arsenal now promoted as a way to “re-
invigorate” the moribund nonproliferation
regime. Champions of the latter idea propose,
among other things, that we (1) cut our nu-
clear stockpile below its already vastly reduced
level, (2) commit irrevocably (by treaty) to
forgo necessary testing, and (3) refrain from
all essential nuclear modernization or replace-
ment activities. They believe that doing so will
cause our adversaries to reduce their arsenals
and motivate the entire world eventually to
abandon nuclear weapons.?

Regrettably, there is no basis in past experi-
ence or in logic for these lofty hopes. To the
contrary, history has clearly shown that unilat-
eral US reductions, far from causing a similar
response, actually stimulate nuclear buildups
by adversaries. Second, as a practical matter, it
would be impossible to verify the elimination
of all nuclear weapons. Third, reduced num-
bers encourage first strikes designed to disarm.
Fourth, and most importantly, the ultimate
goal of a world without nuclear arms is not
only unachievable but also a utopian delusion.
Nuclear weapons cannot be “uninvented.”
Pursuit of such a goal by the United States
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would constitute a formula for the further evis-
ceration of America’s deterrent and for a world
in which only the most dangerous states and
perhaps nonstate actors have these weapons—
a world of unimaginable horror and chaos.

For these reasons, the United States has no
real choice other than adopt a policy of peace
through abiding nuclear strength. The fore-
going eight measures will assure that such
strength continues far into the future and,
with it, will enhance the prospects for a world
free of either nuclear war or global conven-
tional conflagrations. U

Notes

1. Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates (speech to
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Wash-
ington, DC, 28 October 2008), http://www.defenselink
.mil/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1305.

2. See Defense Science Board Permanent Task Force
on Nuclear Weapons Surety, Report on the Unauthorized
Movement of Nuclear Weapons (Washington, DC: Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology,
and Logistics, February 2008).

3. George P. Schultz et al., “Toward a Nuclear-Free
World,” Wall Street Journal Online, 15 January 2008, http://
online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB1 20036422673
589947.html.

Air Force communications, ISR [intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance], and geo-positioning satellites are the bedrock of the Joint
Team’s ability to find, fix, target, assess, communicate, and navigate.

—Air Force Posture Statement 2008
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The Use of Airpower in Combating

Terrorism in Iraq®

StarF Maj] GEN Qaa'D K. M. AL-KHuzaAl, IRAQI AIR FORCE

ATIONS HAVE USED their air forces
to fight conventional wars and com-
bat insurgents. Most air force plan-
ning, training, and preparation have
depended upon a conventional view of war-
fare, and air forces have proven effective in
such conflict. A nation with a strong, effective
air force would likely win battles if it properly
employed that force during planning, target
selection, and execution of combat roles such
as strategic bombing, air superiority, and close

air support (CAS), as well as in support opera-
tions such as airlift, surveillance, and recon-
naissance. Air forces have used various types
of aircraft, satellites, and other platforms to
perform these conventional roles, and power-
ful nations have become extremely skillful at
using conventional airpower. For example,
the United States military has distinguished
itself by producing decisive effects by means
of air and space power at the desired time and
place in the conventional wars it has fought.

*Editor’s note: This article is an abridged version of the one published in the Fall 2008 issue of Air and Space Power Journal-Arabic,
available at http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/apjinternational /apj-a/2008 /fal08 /alkhizal.pdf.
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Counterinsurgency (COIN) warfare, how-
ever, is another matter altogether. According
to Dr. Thomas Searle, “We are very good at
conventional warfare. Too bad thatisn’t enough
any more. In Iraq and Afghanistan, the US
military quickly defeated enemy conventional
military forces and brought down hostile re-
gimes. Afterward, however, counterguerrilla
operations did not fare so well.”* So the US
Air Force (USAF) found itself unprepared for
this new phenomenon, known variously as ter-
rorism, guerrilla warfare, or COIN—depend-
ing upon the various labels/euphemisms given
it by politicians, military people, or others.
This type of warfare differs from that which
the United States and other countries have
encountered in such places as Vietnam.

Those of us in the old Iraqi Army experi-
enced COIN warfare in northern Iraq, where
a dictatorial regime attempted to put down
Kurdish rebels fighting for their legitimate
rights. The Kurds fought honorably and tar-
geted those who opposed them—that is, the
Iraqi Army. They did not hurt innocent peo-
ple or use the cowardly tactics of today’s ter-
rorists. In that struggle, the Iraqi Air Force
(IgAF) undertook reconnaissance and CAS
missions, but Saddam Hussein sent weapons
of mass destruction against the Kurdish town
of Halabja and other places in Iraq. There-
fore, we should not be surprised by the prac-
tices of his remaining thugs who now use the
vilest and most cowardly means available to
kill the innocent.

Terrorism

In the last few years of the twentieth cen-
tury, new enemies appeared—those who
threaten civilization and seek to spread terror
and commit genocide. Lacking a particular
objective or clear ideology, they exploit people
whose primary concern is making money. This
much is clear to us, based on what these ene-
mies have done in Iraq. They have an Islamic
identity and use Islam to justify their actions,
yet they besmirch this faith—the religion of
love and peaceful coexistence, which abides
by the tenet “There is no coercion in religion.”
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These enemies differ from those involved
in the insurgency and rebellion movements
that emerged after World War II—"“limited
wars” in which air forces participated very ef-
fectively. Communist rebels employed guer-
rilla warfare and insurgencies—old forms of
conflict—whether their ideology was Commu-
nism, Marxism-Leninism, or Maoism. Super-
powers openly backed and sponsored these
generally well-organized and well-run rebel-
lions, but the new enemy in Iraq and Afghani-
stan consists of a group of criminals, thieves,
rebels, and terrorists similar to those in Co-
lombia and the Philippines. Although several
definitions and names have emerged for ter-
rorism, the variety found in Iraq has proven
distinctive. I regard as terrorists those who
adopt abominable and backward sectarian
ideologies, terrify and kill innocent civilians,
destroy civilization, and create instability, havoc,
chaos, and lawlessness in order to gain money
and privileges.

This terrorism in Iraq has enjoyed secret
support from a number of nations and well-
known people, including non-Arab regional
powers as well as Arab states and personalities,
in an attempt to export terrorists to places
outside their own borders. Tellingly, we hear
that a person who kills innocents and stirs up
instability in neighboring Arab or non-Arab
countries is a terrorist but that one who does
the same thing in Iraq is a mujahid. Other
neighboring countries have additional mo-
tives, such as their fear of emerging demo-
cratic trends in the Middle East. The United
States and its allies promoted democracy in
that region after suffering terrorist attacks of
the sort espoused by the rogue regimes of
Saddam Hussein and the Taliban. As for those
who lost their absolute authority and illicit
privileges after the fall of these regimes, they
aim to tear apart the fabric of the state by any
means possible, including the manipulation
of simple criminals who only want to earn
money, regardless of its source, and who take
refuge among ordinary citizens and then tar-
get them. Elusive as fish in the water, these ter-
rorists constantly change their tactics, making
them difficult to catch, but they lack discipline
and are less proficient with advanced weapons
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than many Cold War—era rebels. For the most
part, terrorists in Iraq fall into four categories:

1. Members of al-Qaeda—people who have
adopted vile, heretical ideas and have
veiled themselves as Islamists.

2. Baathists—Saddamists who lost their
former privileges and power.

3. Members of the Islamic militias who call
themselves “Shiite Islamists” and receive
support from Iran and some Arab na-
tions interested in keeping America in-
volved in a guerrilla war inside Iraq.
They may also fear the growing trend of
democracy in that country, considering
that form of government a threat to
their existence, future, and position.

4. Terrorists pushed into Iraq by other states
under the pretext of participating in a
jihad but actually exported to remove the
threat they represent to those nations.

Events Following
| I September 2001

The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001
in the United States alerted the world to a new
type of terrorist aggression that will stop at
nothing and can strike anywhere. Shocked by
this horrifying criminal deed, the world real-
ized that no government could continue to
defend the rogue regimes that had supported
terrorism, particularly those of Saddam and
the Taliban. On the basis of these develop-
ments, the United States proceeded to mobi-
lize the world’s media and undertake a mili-
tary response to bring down these foes, after
which Libya and North Korea softened their
stances. The US military encountered no dif-
ficulty in bringing down Saddam, aided by the
discontent of the Iraqi people, who had no
will to fight and no desire to sacrifice them-
selves for a lost cause and a government that
neither represented nor appealed to them.
Because even the Baathists lacked conviction,
we saw no well-known commanders fighting
bravely and dying in battle; indeed, not a single

prominent military commander fell in battle
alongside his unit. Everybody thought of run-
ning away because no one believed in Saddam,
who in fact was one of the first to flee, fearful
of dying at the gates of Baghdad or at one of
his palaces. For this reason, Iraq presented an
easy target for the US military. During this
battle, the USAF undertook many aerial mis-
sions, including strategic bombing, air strikes,
air superiority, CAS, and other operations in
coordination with ground forces. Transport
planes effectively provided air bridges for
moving units and carrying out other logistical
missions. Other aircraft engaged in all types of
reconnaissance.

The USAF achieved excellent results, bring-
ing down Saddam and the Taliban, but a new
phase emerged that featured insurgency op-
erations, terrorism, and instability aimed at
preventing the restoration of government au-
thority. The paucity of intelligence, inaccuracy
of target selection, and general ambiguity of
this operational environment have created
problems for air and space forces in Iraq. Who
are the terrorists? What are their objectives?
Their practice of blending in with civilians
complicates efforts to locate and deal with
them, particularly for the USAF—not that it
has performed poorly; it simply lacks a clear
vision of the battles being fought. This prob-
lem has led to many mistakes and has contrib-
uted to a negative psychological reaction on
the part of the news media. In short, the situa-
tion in Iraq requires particular weapons; ac-
curate, reliable intelligence; and ground/air
coordination on all levels, particularly the
lower ones, in addition to communications
and liaison capabilities.

A lack of clear objectives, inadequate doc-
trine, and insufficient proficiency in carrying
out necessary counterterrorism missions lim-
its airpower’s role in Iraq. Military forces have
a problem figuring out how air and space
power can contribute to operations that do
not involve a major battle. Airpower found it-
self confined to air transport, maintenance of
air bridges, reconnaissance, and other sup-
porting roles. Helicopters, used extensively in
Iraq, suffered heavy losses because they fly at
low altitudes, presenting an easy target for ter-
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rorists deployed in hidden areas hard to dis-
cern from the air. However, aircraft did exe-
cute a number of effective missions, and
remote-controlled planes undertook recon-
naissance and bombardment of selected targets,
especially in battles involving Najaf as well as
Fallujah and other Anbar areas. Nevertheless,
served poorly by an inadequate intelligence
apparatus and inaccurate target selection, the
USAF mistakenly bombed many civilian areas.
Later on, airpower’s role began to expand in
terms of involvement in and adaptation to
battles, and intelligence began to improve.
The air strike against the criminal al-Qaeda
leader Abu Musab al-Zarqawi represented a
crowning achievement of this development
and coordination; furthermore, it reflected
noticeable changes in the use of helicopters
and remote-controlled aircraft at night.

Terrorists and Their Methods

By 2007 the terrorists’ objectives had be-
come abundantly clear. On the whole, they
wanted to create instability by attacking oil
installations, oil pipelines, electrical power
stations / power lines, and the country’s infra-
structure in general. They also attacked civil-
ians and residential areas with car bombs, ex-
plosive belts, and booby traps, assassinating
persons randomly or according to their names
or tribal affiliations. In addition, they struck
army camps and air bases with mortars and
Katyusha rockets, attacked convoys moving
along highways, and set up false checkpoints.
Moreover, these terrorists, who also deal in the
drug trade that operates in the region, under-
took an armed rebellion in Fallujah and Najaf,
seeking protection in the midst of civilians.
Currently, we see the same activities in the
northern province of Mosul and the southern
province of Basra, as well as in the relatively
inaccessible mountainous areas of Afghanistan.

The Role of Intelligence in
Combating Terrorism

The actions of insurgents differ in five sub-
stantial ways from those of combatants engaged
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in conventional war: “time, civilian-military
‘duality,” tactics, logistics, and centers of gravity.”
In Iraq, in particular, terrorism differs from
that seen elsewhere by virtue of the despicable
actions perpetrated, the targets attacked, the
terrorists’ melting away among civilians, and
their forcible use of civilian houses during op-
erations or skirmishes. These factors under-
score the importance of assembling accurate
intelligence, and airpower offers an important
means of such information gathering. Addi-
tionally, reliable intelligence enables an air
force to perform its missions effectively with
the necessary accuracy in terms of time and
place. No planning for any military opera-
tion—whether in the air, on land, or at sea—
can be successful without exact information
concerning the enemy, terrain, and so forth.
When we combat terrorism, intelligence in-
creases in importance. In my opinion, it be-
comes three-quarters of the battle. Without
proper targeting data, the army and its fire-
power stumble, accomplishing nothing; people
die; and many resources go to waste. The right
information, however, allows us to use less force
and effort to conduct decisive attacks against
terrorist targets—and suffer fewer casualties
in terms of lives and equipment. Thus, by tak-
ing the initiative, we could weaken the morale
of terrorists and strengthen that of our forces.
Fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters, remote-
controlled aircraft, satellites, and balloons can
play effective roles in gathering information
by means of surveillance and reconnaissance.
In spite of its small number of aircraft and lim-
ited capability, the IqAF has contributed to
this effort by undertaking praiseworthy recon-
naissance missions involving the detection
and pursuit of oil smugglers, thereby helping
ground forces realize their objectives. How-
ever, we have not yet attained the level to
which we aspire in terms of gathering gener-
ally accurate information and intelligence.
This is true not only of the Iraqis but also of
the coalition forces throughout Iraq. For ex-
ample, many times Iraqi and coalition forces
have gone after targets and either found noth-
ing or arrived too late—and our aircraft have
erroneously hit the wrong targets. In the
meantime, terrorists strike Baghdad’s Green
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Zone, the center of government and location
of foreign embassies, hitting important head-
quarters and bases with relative impunity. They
assail these targets from nearby areas within
shooting range of coalition and Iraqi forces,
despite our balloons and other means of de-
tection. So our monitoring system remains in-
effective, and our intelligence apparatus un-
successful, insufficient, inaccurate, and unable
to ascertain and combat the methods of the
terrorists. Clearly, all parties should address this
dilemma in terms of means, methods, person-
nel, management, command, and completion
of missions without wasting time and effort.

Despite the aforementioned circumstances,
we have seen a fair amount of progress in both
American and Iraqi intelligence, in the methods
utilized by coalition forces, and in their coop-
eration with air forces to eliminate al-Zarqawi
and other terrorist leaders. Similarly, the IgAF
has benefited from US military aid and train-
ing in modern US reconnaissance aircraft ca-
pable of sending information and aerial im-
ages—night and day, under various weather
conditions—to ground stations, units, and
planes that conduct air strikes. Furthermore,
we are encouraged by the willingness of indi-
viduals in “awakening councils” throughout
Baghdad and the provinces to inform Iraqi
and coalition forces about the terrorists’ move-
ments. Nevertheless, much work remains in
terms of enhancing the capabilities of coali-
tion forces and the IqAF, improving training,
and clarifying doctrine.

Future Horizons

Maj Kenneth Beebe, USAF, notes that “the
lack of doctrine has nothing to do with the
lack of airpower’s and space power’s applica-
bility [to COIN but that] decisions on the
types of weapons systems procured can and
should be influenced by COIN doctrine.”™
Certainly airpower plays important roles, in-
cluding surveillance, reconnaissance, CAS,
and supporting communications. But these
roles will not attain the desired performance
level without clear doctrine, which requires
distilling lessons from experience, thoroughly

examining them, incorportating them into
training through special counterterrorism pro-
grams, conducting exercises, writing pam-
phlets and publications, and tapping the ex-
perience of senior field commanders who
have combated terrorism and experienced all
of its features. So we have to revise the train-
ing system and give sufficient attention to
counterterrorism operations in terms of prac-
tical exercises and theoretical studies that in-
clude the methods, procedures, and art of
conducting battle movements. Importantly,
we must prepare the entire force because the
new Iraqi military does not yet possess suffi-
cient expertise in the type of warfare now
waged in Iraq.

Air Force Doctrine for
Combating Terrorism

After examining terrorist methods, we
should know what we need in the air forces of
Iraq, Afghanistan, and the coalition—or in any
other air force expected to combat terrorism.
The first requirement that comes to mind—
selecting the necessary weapon systems—de-
rives from adopting a counterterrorism doc-
trine and then implementing it. If we rule out
the role of air defense at this stage, particu-
larly for the IqAF, we will tend to acquire air-
craft meant to provide CAS, including not
only helicopters but also reconnaissance and
remote-controlled planes equipped with sys-
tems for communicating with ground units.
Aircraft would operate in accordance with an
easy, automated, well-known system and would
require joint planning and coordination with
land units at multiple levels—that is, with bat-
talions as well as higher commands. As Dr.
Searle reasons, “Because of the decentralized
nature of counterguerrilla operations, we need
to push air-liaison elements (real air planners,
not just enlisted tactical air controllers) down
to lower ground headquarters.” This policy
would apply to both the USAF and IqAF. Once
both air forces effectively integrate with each
other via command and control systems and
possess communications gear suited to con-
trolling and guiding aircraft from the ground
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or from helicopters, all parties will need to ad-
here to the new operating doctrine.

Coordination with
US Airpower

We need effective coordination, joint coop-
eration, and dynamic interaction between the
USAF and the IgAF on the one hand, and be-
tween the IgAF and US Army aviation on the
other. We must do this in order to provide the
necessary facilities for conducting battles, ex-
changing intelligence, conducting domestic
and foreign training, providing logistical sup-
port, and performing search and rescue op-
erations. Since the IqAF still lacks these capa-
bilities, it is not fully effective at combating
terrorism. Coordination is essential because we
are all fighting the same worldwide battle against
a common enemy—international terrorism.

Coordination among
Iraqi Forces

The IqAF needs more effective coordina-
tion and liaison at all levels with forces that
specialize in combating terrorism, as well as
with ground forces. More precisely, we require
forces capable of moving quickly after receiv-
ing accurate intelligence, utilizing helicopters
or ground vehicles, depending on the circum-
stances. This calls for coordination as well as
the use of advanced aerial equipment and
wireless communication. For example, to pro-
tect the pipeline between Kirkuk and Mosul,
we need to station well-trained forces at a
nearby base and employ reconnaissance
planes and other sensors to patrol and moni-
tor this area. Such platforms would send con-
firmed information about terrorist movements
to ground forces, who would then conduct a
quick analysis and relay it to troops located at
the aforementioned base; they in turn would
fly to the suspected locations via helicopter to
attack the terrorists, killing them if they resist
or attempt to flee.

Raising another subject worth mentioning
from the viewpoint of individual safety and se-
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curity, I believe that my experience in Iraq
confirms that the military forces, police, and
guards who protect oil pipelines and other
vital installations should not come from the
local population or area. The fact that they
are well known to others could subject them
and their families to threats and even death, a
fate that has befallen many people. Addition-
ally, despite the large numbers of security
forces assigned and the small enemy presence,
certain local police forces and army soldiers in
various sectors have clearly proven ineffec-
tive—witness the destruction of installations,
pipelines, and electrical power lines as well as
the poor performance of police forces in the
provinces of al-Diwaniyah, Basra, and other
areas in Iraq.

Role of Air and Space Forces
in Combating Terrorism

Air and space forces can eftectively combat
terrorism if they have modern technology and
very advanced aircraft flown by expert, well-
trained pilots. Examples include conducting
reconnaissance and air strikes with remote-
controlled aircraft equipped with night vision
equipment and precise aiming instruments
capable of locating the target, distinguishing
it, and accurately hitting it in all types of
weather. This would go a long way toward de-
stroying the morale of terrorists. Coalition
forces in Iraq have already used these planes.
Regarding this matter, Dr. Searle suggests that
“we . . . bring our space-based concept down
to the counterguerrilla level by deploying per-
sistent aerial [intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance] platforms that provide similar
wide-area coverage focused on the specific sig-
natures of these weapons. The air platforms
could take the form of tethered blimps, un-
manned aerial vehicles, or manned aircraft.
Whatever the system, it would have to provide
the location of the enemy weapon that fired.”

We should use light, simply constructed
ground-attack aircraft such as T-6s or 1-39s.
The T-6s, for example, “proved their worth as
superb counterinsurgency aircraft in French,
British, Portuguese, and South African hands
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for decades after World War II. The T-6s were
cheap and readily available. Their slow speed
and long loiter time made them excellent air-
craft for observing artillery fire or for spotting
small terrorist bands from the air and mark-
ing targets for strike aircraft.”® In addition to
their good maneuverability and the accurate,
modern weapons and targeting systems they
carry, such planes are better suited for these
missions than are the expensive ground-attack
aircraft that fly at supersonic speeds yet require
much maintenance and fuel.

These light planes—equipped with naviga-
tion and targeting instruments effective dur-
ing day/night and all weather conditions,
weapons such as advanced laser-guided mis-
siles and cannons, and systems enabling con-
tact with ground units—would prove formi-
dable in the fight against terrorists. We need
reconnaissance planes able to withstand Iraq’s
desert climate and able to operate from short,
unpaved runways. We also need light, easily
maintained turboprop transport aircraft
equipped with both side and rear doors and
capable of carrying at least 40 soldiers, taking
off from short, hastily constructed runways,
and functioning under conditions that com-
plex aircraft cannot tolerate.

Light attack helicopters can serve as effec-
tive counterterrorism platforms, provided they
are maneuverable and can function in unusual
environments and weather characteristic of
desert and mountain areas. They should fea-
ture suitable weaponry and communications
systems compatible with those possessed by
ground units, sufficient space to transport anti-
terrorism forces, and enough mobility/flexi-
bility to concentrate the needed volume of
firepower. Furthermore, we must review our
methods of using helicopters in Iraq in order
to learn from errors that have led to casualties
among both coalition forces and civilians.

I have barely touched upon the subject of
communications systems, but during my past
four years in the new IgAF, working with the
USAF, I have seen the importance of commu-
nications in command and control as well as
in directing fire at the enemy. Moreover, effec-
tive command of units and good planning are
impossible without a communications system

capable of consolidating control of the air ef-
fort in coordination with ground units and
antiterrorist forces. We must establish control
between units carrying out operations and
those conducting air defense. (We envision tak-
ing appropriate steps that will soon make the
latter completely available in Iraq.) Further,
we must emphasize close ties among ground,
air, and naval forces via capable liaison officers
(something needed in the IqAF and perhaps
to some extent in the USAF) and conduct ex-
changes of such officers with their US counter-
parts at all levels, offering them special training
and determining their role in the counter-
terrorism fight. Additionally, air controllers,
who must become skillful and capable in their
work with antiterrorism forces, need training
in the system of frontline air control capable
of communicating with aircraft and directing
them to their targets in the battle arena.

We in the IqAF still suffer from shortages of
air bases, logistical support, infrastructure,
and personnel. The USAF should help us
solve these problems and rapidly build up the
IgAF so that it can take the initiative in com-
bating terrorism and relieve the burden on
the USAF by assuming many of the missions
that it currently performs. Because of the im-
portance of personnel to airpower, we must
create innovative mechanisms for encourag-
ing people to volunteer for the IgAF and must
use the media to support this effort by con-
ducting an awareness campaign throughout
the country. We should establish safe and se-
cure recruiting centers so that we can attract
more volunteers who meet the criteria and
qualifications specified in our regulations.

Practical and
Theoretical Training

We must have joint training with ground
and antiterrorism forces, as well as training
and cooperation with coalition forces, in or-
der to exchange experiences and benefit from
the superior expertise of the USAF in combat-
ing terrorism on all levels—from the training
of pilots and technical personnel to positions
in high command. I believe that IgAF person-
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nel should be trained for the next four years
outside Iraq until we prepare a complete
group of specialists to work in our Air Force
Academy so that it can do its job. At that point,
we will have sound training in Iraq that will
produce expert pilots, technicians, and spe-
cialists. In terms of exchange of expertise,
however, elements of the IqAF should still par-
ticipate in training exercises conducted by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and other
military organizations.

Conclusion

The use of airpower in combating terrorism
requires us to think in new ways, employ new
tools, and cooperate more fully. This unique
mission calls for doctrine that facilitates the ef-
ficient employment of airpower. We must de-
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Flying, Fighting, and Space

HE MISSION OF the United States

Air Force is to fly, fight, and win . . .

in air, space, and cyberspace. Prop-

erly integrating military activities
conducted in those three diverse operating
domains presents a challenge on a par with
successfully harmonizing joint air, land, and
sea operations. Excessive compartmentaliza-
tion of operations could become as undesir-
able as their imprudent blending. When we
contemplate performing a new activity, we
usually begin not by using an entirely fresh
perspective but by drawing analogies from fa-
miliar procedures. As reflected in its mission
statement, the Air Force’s legacy operating
domain is the air, so Airmen naturally think
of “flying and fighting” in other domains. The
idea of doing so in space seems plausible at
first glance, yet familiar aerial-warfare analo-
gies require adjustment when applied to
space activities.

Adapting concepts from one operational
domain for use in another is nothing new. Be-
cause sea-power theory had become well es-
tablished by the time airpower emerged, sea-
power analogies influenced early airpower
thought. Both domains employ similar, basic
notions of controlling a fluid medium (the
sea or the air), but airpower theory is much
more than an evolved form of sea-power the-
ory. Likewise, both theories have influenced
space-power theory, yet discontinuities exist
among these fields of thought. Doctrine, partly
derived from theory, follows an analogous pat-
tern of cross-domain influence. Although the
doctrines of sea, air, and space power are logi-
cally interrelated, space-power doctrine must
differ in fundamental ways from the other

two. Rapidly evolving space capabilities re-
quire constant reappraisal of doctrine. In-
deed, technological breakthroughs or geopo-
litical shifts may demand drastic overhauls.

Doctrines evolve, but the idea of “fighting”
seems more enduring. However, fighting in
space may differ considerably from the “flying
and fighting” image evoked by the Air Force’s
mission statement. Spectacular events such as
China’s notorious antisatellite test of 2007 gen-
erate much excitement, but when viewed in
effects-based terms, fighting in space can en-
compass any action taken to produce desired
outcomes, despite an opponent’s opposition.
Hardly any physical combat occurs in space,
and some strategists want to keep it that way.
Perhaps space—the scene of considerable in-
ternational cooperation—can remain a sanctu-
ary free from open warfare, but opposing sides
will still find ways to struggle against each other
there. Space-based communications; intelli-
gence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; navi-
gation; and other activities present tempting
targets that potential adversaries will be unable
to ignore. Though we would prefer to deter
hostile action, our mission statement predis-
poses Airmen to view actions taken against
space assets as fighting, and it encourages them
to seek innovative ways to prevail by integrat-
ing air, space, and cyber techniques to fly and
fight in space—either literally or virtually.

Space power is vital to national security,
but we have much to learn about how best
to harness it in pursuit of national goals. A
and Space Power Journal, the professional
journal of the Air Force, dedicates this issue
to promoting dialogue about flying and
fighting in space. U
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Considering Air and Space Power
Journal a Foreign Language Asset and
Presenting the Latest Chronicles Online

Journal Articles

HE AIR FORCE places a high priority

on “developing leaders with the man-

agement acumen, cultural sophisti-

cation, international expertise, and
language skills to successfully lead a diverse,
globally engaged force.”" Air and Space Power
Journal (ASPJ), the professional journal of the
Air Force, supports the development of lan-
guage skills by publishing the latest thought
on air, space, and cyber power in six of the
world’s most widely spoken languages. ASP/
articles focus on topics of interest to Airmen
and other military professionals around the
world, offering readers concentrated doses of
relevant terminology and concepts.

By a conservative count, ASPJ reaches over
90 countries in their native languages. Air
Force Airmen are most familiar with ASP/’s
English edition, published since 1947. Many
are also aware of the Spanish and Portuguese
editions, published since 1949. Less widely
known to English speakers are the Arabic,
French, and Chinese editions, added since
2005 to expand ASPJ’s language repertoire.
Although each edition is independent and
contains articles tailored to its respective audi-
ence, meticulously translated articles often ap-
pear in several of the other language editions.
Comparing translations of the same article
can help readers hone their foreign language
skills. To locate the various translations of ar-
ticles, go to http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/
airchronicles/ASPJSearch.html and search the
ASP]Web site for the article’s author or title.
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All ASPJ editions promote professional dia-
logue among Airmen worldwide so that we
can harness the best ideas about air, space,
and cyberspace power. Chronicles Online Jour-
nal (COJ) complements the printed editions of
ASPJbut appears only in electronic form. Not
subject to any fixed publication schedule or
constraints regarding article length, COJ can
publish timely articles anytime about a broad
range of military topics.

Articles appearing in COJ are frequently
republished elsewhere. The various ASPJ for-
eign language editions routinely translate and
print them. Book editors from around the
world select them as book chapters, and col-
lege professors use them in the classroom. We
are pleased to present the following recent
COJarticles (available at http://www.airpower
.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc.html):

e Capt Jennifer Henderson, “Holy War:
Millenarianism and Political Violence”
(http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/air
chronicles/cc/hendersonj.html)

e Lt Col Stuart Pettis, “The Role of Air-
power in the Rhodesian Bush War, 1965—
1980” (http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/air
chronicles/cc/pettis.html)

The ASPJ staff seeks insightful articles and
book reviews from anywhere in the world. We
offer both hard-copy and electronic-publication
opportunities in Arabic, Chinese, English,
French, Portuguese, and Spanish. To submit
an article in any of these languages, please re-


http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/
http://www.airpower
(http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/air
(http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/air

fer to the submission guidelines at http://
www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/
howtol.html. To write a book review, please
see the guidelines at http://www.airpower
.au.af.mil/airchronicles/bookrev/bkrev
guide.html. O
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Note

1. Hon. Michael W. Wynne and Gen T. Michael Mose-
ley, Air Force Posture Statement 2008 (Washington, DC: De-
partment of the Air Force, 27 February 2008), 22, http://
www.posturestatement.af.mil/shared/media/document/
AFD-080310 -037.pdf.
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We encourage you to e-mail your comments to us at aspj@maxwell.af.mil or cadreaspj@aol.com. We reserve

the right to edit your remarks.

WHY WE SHOULD END THE AVIATOR
CONTINUATION PAY BONUS PROGRAM

I think that Maj Brian Maue’s sterile, methodical,
certified public accountant (CPA)-style dis-
section of the Aviator Continuation Pay (ACP)
program in his article “Why We Should End
the Aviator Continuation Pay Bonus Program”
(Winter 2008) misses the mark. However, this
is easy to understand because the Air Force
missed the mark with ACP. Or maybe I should
say the service tried to close the door after the
stampede of Air Force pilots to the airlines
had already started. I was a career C-130 pilot,
commissioned in 1974, and was never eligible
for any ACP bonus.

The Air Force came to a sterile, CPA-like
decision about how to target the bonus because
we had to “sell” ACP to the nonbelievers in our
own service. I think that some people were more
motivated by looking like they were doing
something besides just wringing their hands. I
would like to point out that the Navy, with 50
years of experience in executing continuous
and recurring deployments afloat (long before
the Air Force got into the air-expeditionary-
force mode with the first Gulf War, Operation
Allied Force, Operation Enduring Freedom,
and so forth), had broken the code on ACP
and bonuses. Major Maue would do well to
conduct a study of why the Air Force ignored
a successful sister-service ACP/bonus program

that had been refined over many years, yet I
suspect that we would gain nothing from an
examination of the Air Force’s bureaucratic
failures, stovepiped organizational behavior,
and resistance to things “not invented here.”
Many of my friends were on headquarters
staffs that contributed to this fiasco. At the
time, many of them admitted that the tail was
wagging the dog and that no one had any idea
whether his or her ACP plan was the correct
move—or if it would be successful. The poten-
tial benefits of active, fully engaged leadership;
shared expectations; and unit cohesiveness
were never explored, even though it was widely
acknowledged that the overseas units on the
“tip of the spear” in Europe and the Pacific
had the least loss of pilots to the airlines.

Stephen Lenzi
Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Major Maue’s article is interesting but flawed.
The author’s argument that pilots leave the
Air Force for better pay and benefits fails to
adequately consider a comparison of military
pilots and airline pilots in terms of the num-
ber of work hours required to earn their an-
nual compensation. I offer some calculations
based on the following assumptions:

1. Both types of pilots receive the same
compensation: $124,000.
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2. As stated in the article, airline pilots
work half a month, or 182.5 days a year.

3. Military pilots work five days per week,
or about 260 duty days a year. (Obvi-
ously, this is optimistic, but I'll err on the
side of conservatism.)

4. When they work, both types of pilots work
12-hour days.

Based on these assumptions,

1. An airline pilot’s per-hour salary would
be $56.62 (12 [hours worked per day] x
182.5 [workdays per year] = 2,190 hours.
$124,000 divided by 2,190 = $56.62).

2. A military pilot’s per-hour salary would
be $39.74 (12 [hours worked per day] x
260 [duty days per year] = 3,120 hours.
$124,000 divided by 3,120 = $39.74).

3. The difference in hourly compensation
is $16.88 ($56.62 - $39.74 = $16.88).

4. If military pilots earned the same per-hour
compensation as airline pilots, a military
pilot’s annual compensation would be
$176,654.40 ($56.62 [airline pilot’s hourly
wage] x 3,120 [hours military pilots work
per year] = $176,654.40).

5. Therefore, the actual difference in an-
nual salary based on hours worked is
$52,654.40 ($176,654.40 - $124,000 =
$52,654.40)!

As a military pilot, when I consider the long
months away from home, the number of hours
I work, and the difference in hourly wages, I
say, “Keep the bonus!” Besides, when we mili-
tary pilots fly, we consistently work 18-hour
days, and we definitely work weekends too.
Major Maue’s article is well researched and
well written, but I believe he neglected some
of the basic factors regarding military com-
pensation and hours worked.

Capt David Brandt, USAF
Cannon AFB, New Mexico

Major Maue’s article is very interesting, but he
leaves out an additional important factor.
Where does ACP fit into the program when a

SPRING 2009

pilot who actually used to sit in the aircraft
now “flies” an unmanned aircraft system
(UAS)? I would argue that a UAS pilot’s skill
set would not make that person a good candi-
date for an airline pilot’s job. In terms of tradi-
tional pilot-skill progression, UAS pilots will
never gain enough true flight proficiency, fly-
ing hours, or experience to compete realisti-
cally for jobs with the major airlines. I would
also argue that a UAS pilot’s skill set is no
more technologically valuable than that of a
missile-launch officer. Outside the military,
there is minimal demand for highly skilled pi-
lots of remote-controlled airplanes. With the
number of pilots now involved in flying UASs
and the projected growth in that career field,
the ACP, at least in the case of UAS pilots, is
completely unwarranted.

Lt Col Dave Johnson, California ANG
Fresno, California

DEFENSE OF US SPACE ASSETS

Kudos to Capt Adam Frey on his article “De-
fense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective”
(Winter 2008). Itis exciting to see an article of
this quality written by an Air Force officer.
Captain Frey raises a couple of questions that
I would like to address. First, while it is indeed
a viable and logical military tactic, his recom-
mendation that that United States could solve
the problem of adversaries putting weapons in
space by destroying the booster carrying these
weapons during launch raises inherent legal
issues. In particular, determining whether or
not a specific booster is being used to loft a
weapon against a US space asset is difficult at
best. Under Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter, a sovereign state has the right to de-
fend itself, but only against “an armed attack.”
It is unclear what the standards of evidence
would be for destroying a booster that could
be carrying a peaceful satellite; it is also un-
clear whether an attack on a satellite consti-
tutes an attack on the state that owns the satel-
lite. Thisisa central legalissue with boost-phase
missile defense in general and is worthy of in-
depth legal analysis. Second, I question Cap-
tain Frey’s recommendation that “making sat-
ellites more difficult to locate and disable also



eliminates the problem of space debris” (p.
81). It is improbable that the United States
would be able to track its own “cloaked” satel-
lites while other nations could not. However,
even if it were somehow possible to hide an
object that needs to transmit and maneuver,
legal difficulties would remain. Such an invis-
ible object could pose collision-avoidance
problems for other satellite operators. If com-
mand and control of such a satellite were lost
due to a malfunction or space-weather event,
what would the legal issues be for the United
States for having deliberately introduced an
untrackable collision hazard, possibly into a
congested area such as geosynchronous orbit?
I look forward to future articles by Captain
Frey and hope this journal publishes more ar-
ticles on this topic.

Brian Weeden
Superior, Colorado

CONTROL OF THEATER INTELLI-
GENCE, SURVEILLANCE, AND
RECONNAISSANCE FOR THE
GROUND COMMANDER

I enjoyed Maj Steven Maceda’s article “Con-
trol of Theater Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance for the Ground Commander”
(Winter 2008). I agree with everything in the
article’s closing statement about the slow intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
process that exists right now. As a recently
retired senior noncommissioned officer in
US Army intelligence who served in Baghdad
in 2006-7 as the Multi-National Division-
Baghdad G2 sergeant major, I know exactly
what Major Maceda is talking about. I now
work as a command, control, communica-
tions, and computers ISR analyst for the Joint
Fires Interoperability and Integration Team.
My primary focus is working with the US
Army brigade combat teams (BCT), divisions,
and other ground components in planning,
integrating, requesting, and employing joint
ISR assets and sensors. One of my main fo-
cuses right now is the employment of the Air
Force ISR liaison officers (LNO) at the BCT
and division levels. I would be very interested
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in any assessments of how these ISR LNOs
are performing.

SGM Kevin B. Gainey, USA, Retired
Fort Hood, Texas

STRATEGY AND COST

Kudos to Lt Col Lawrence Spinetta for his ar-
ticle “Strategy and Cost: A Gap in Our Mili-
tary Decision-Making Process” (Fall 2008).
During my time on the Air Staff, I felt that
when the Air Force articulated program re-
quirements, our typical attitude was that the
ends were fixed and that Congress and the
administration would just have to come up
with the money to achieve them. In light of
impending drastic growth in government en-
titlement programs, flat or even declining
defense budgets are a high probability in the
very near future. If we fail to articulate the
costs of various strategy options and associ-
ated trade-offs, then we compel the politi-
cians to make decisions purely on the basis of
cost, devoid of any strategic consideration.
We serve the nation poorly if we continue to
choose this approach. Colonel Spinetta is to
be commended for injecting a dose of fiscal
reality into the debate.

Lt Col Rob Levinson, USAF, Retired
Fairfax, Virginia

PLANETARY DEFENSE

I appreciate Lt Col Peter Garretson and Maj
Douglas Kaupa’s article “Planetary Defense:
Potential Mitigation Roles of the Department
of Defense” (Fall 2008). As former director of
the USAF Academy Planetarium, I have been
a student of asteroids and comets and have
long been concerned about those objects po-
tentially impacting Earth.

I'agree with the authors that the “giggle fac-
tor” is the greatest obstacle to overcome in
building consensus among military and civil-
ian leaders who would control budget and
policy for such a costly, long-term program. I’ll
leave it to the experts to determine the proper
agency to handle planetary defense, but the
high financial costs of defensive systems and
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the apparent remoteness of the impact threat
would dissuade most budget-minded adminis-
trators from taking action.

The authors mention that nearly 1,000 po-
tentially hazardous asteroids have been de-
tected, but I was surprised that they did not
mention an asteroid popularly named “Apo-
phis.” Experts once gave it a slight chance of
hitting Earth in 2029, but they now conclude
there is no risk of an impact at that time. How-
ever, this asteroid, 700-1,100 feet in diameter,
will pass between Earth’s surface and the or-
bits of our geosynchronous communications
satellites. The gravitational and tidal effects
Earth may experience when Apophis passes
over the mid-Atlantic at a distance of 18,300
miles on 13 April 2029 are unpredictable, but
we expect the encounter to modify the aster-
oid’s spin rate and path. Depending upon its
internal structure, the asteroid could break
up, sending fragments into slightly different
orbits and perhaps leading to impacts with
Earth during some future approach. Only in
the caption to figure 5 (p. 40) did the authors
mention Rusty Schweickart’s presentation to
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration (NASA) regarding altering the path of
asteroids such as Apophis. Schweickart advo-
cates a NASA mission to place a tracking de-
vice on this asteroid to study nongravitational,
orbit-changing effects that the asteroid en-
counters while orbiting the sun.

Schweickart’s proposal may help us under-
stand other asteroid hazards. A phenomenon
called the Yarkovsky Effect may affect asteroid
orbits. As sunlight shines on any small object
orbiting the sun, the sun heats the object’s
sunward side. As the object rotates, the heat
absorbed by the rock reradiates into space. The
photons of infrared radiation, weak though
they may be, will produce a slight acceleration
or deceleration in the rotation rate of the ob-
ject and, to some degree, its orbital motion,
thus modifying the orbit in unpredictable
ways. We therefore need to track asteroids to
see how reradiated energy might change their
orbits. Due to the Yarkovsky Effect, and possibly
other unknown effects, the orbits of all small
objects orbiting the sun are continuously al-
tered, complicating long-term predictions of
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their orbits. The Yarkovsky Effect offers one
possible explanation of why small bodies in
the solar system slowly drift towards the sun,
potentially crossing Earth’s orbit.

Mickey Schmidt
USAF Academy, Colorado

The article “Planetary Defense: Potential Miti-
gation Roles of the Department of Defense” is
a thought-provoking piece, and its recommen-
dations should be implemented. Recognising
the longitude limits of the continental United
States, is there merit in a joint US/Russian/
European Union/Chinese approach?
David J. Waring
United Kingdom

PLANETARY DEFENSE:
THE AUTHOR RESPONDS

The technical merits of such a cooperative ap-
proach would depend entirely upon the spe-
cific asteroid detection and deflection system
used. Experts recognize that there are entire
classes of space objects in inclinations that are
energetically beyond our deflection abilities,
and launch-opportunity windows are depen-
dent on launch sites. I don’t know to what ex-
tent having multiple launch sites might in-
crease the range of threats we could counter.
As for using ground-based telescopes for de-
tection, I think there would be advantages in
using locations in different countries.

However, promising concepts for asteroid
detection and deflection might involve space-
based systems (such as in a Venus-like orbit for
an infrared telescope).

International cooperation might be interest-
ing for its own sake, or it might be interesting
because of unique capabilities (like a nuclear
device with a larger yield). The first interna-
tional Planetary Defense Conference took
place in 2008, and both Study Group 14 and
the Association of Space Explorers presented
draft international protocols to the Committee
on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space.

Past American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics conferences have had inter-



national participants. Lastly, the Russians do
have ideas for a system they call Tsitadel.

Lt Col Peter Garretson, USAF
Washington, DC

REDEFINING AIR, SPACE, AND
CYBER POWER

Lt Col Paul Berg’s article “Redefining Air,
Space, and Cyber Power” (Fall 2008) says that
our definition of airpower has expanded over
the years and will continue to evolve. I agree
with that view; however, I disagree with former
chief of staff Gen T. Michael Moseley and
former secretary of the Air Force Michael W.
Wynne, who characterized cyberspace as a
unique combat domain.

I am not belittling those who fight using
cyber tools. I do not want to divert our atten-
tion from dominating cyber warfare. I wish
only to assert that including cyberspace with
air, land, sea, and space is ridiculous. Cyber-
space is no more a unique combat domain
than the FM radio spectrum. In deference to
our former chief and secretary, I fear that po-
litical motivations may have influenced their
characterization of a common war-fighting
tool as a combat domain.

The domains of air, land, sea, and space
interact and intersect, but cyberspace does
not—it simply exists. We certainly should
exploit cyberspace both to protect our own
national interests and to deny its use to our
enemies, but this is merely information war-
fare. Cyberspace is a medium through which
data travels.

Unlike the exploitation of air, land, sea, or
space, that of cyberspace requires no special
tools such as aircraft, tanks, boats, or space-
craft. All the military services use it. An adept
hacker with a laptop can exploit it. I don’t
have to pass through it to reach another com-
bat domain, and I don’t need a special vehicle
to fight there. I can turn cyberspace off—
something not possible with true fighting do-
mains. I cannot make air, land, sea, or space
disappear at the flip of a switch or in the after-
math of a well-placed electromagnetic pulse—
butI can do that to cyberspace.
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I contend that a unique fighting domain
requires a unique battlespace, unique weap-
onry adapted to the domain, and unique ex-
pertise in order to exploit it. None of these
apply to cyberspace. Secretary Wynne himself
stated that “the capital cost of entry into the
Cyberspace Domain is low” (“Cyberspace as a
Domain in Which the Air Force Flies and
Fights” [remarks to the C4ISR Integration
Conference, Crystal City, Virginia, 2 Novem-
ber 2006]). Even the secretary recognizes that
there is nothing particularly unique about cy-
berspace or cyber warfare. It is information
warfare by another name, and information
warriors will, as they always have, mold cyber-
space to achieve combat ends in the true fight-
ing domains of air, land, sea, and space. Al-
though that may require a service to champion
the effort, monopoly over cyberspace by the
Air Force is unnecessary.

When 1 first entered the Air Force, our
mission was to “fly, fight, and win.” In less
than half a career, our mission changed to
“fly, fight, and win in air and space.” Now it is
to “fly, fight, and win . . . in air, space, and
cyberspace.” I contend that our recent mis-
sion changes are not about emerging roles
and strategies but about politics and budget.
I contend that our current fascination with
“all things geeky,” including the fictional no-
tion that cyberspace is a unique combat do-
main, is unhealthy to our proven combat
force. Our sister services balk, and someday
future Airmen will snicker. Cyberspace is no
more a unique combat domain than is our
network of FM radio stations. Cyberspace,
like FM, is just another information-warfare
tool. Cyberspace is an information medium—
not a combat domain.

Maj Christopher A. Rea, USAFR
USAF Academy, Colorado

THE SMART WAY TO WIN THE
VIETNAM WAR

Fleming Saunders, the author of “The Smart
Way to Win the Vietnam War: Modern Guided
Bombs Take on Ho Chi Minh” (Chronicles On-
line Journal, 17 April 2008), falls into the same
trap as Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara
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and his crew of operations analysts in the 1960s.
Targets bombed, bridges dropped, or enemy
troops killed are no more significant now, us-
ing the “smart bomb” paradigm, than they were
when portrayed as the irrefutable metrics of
victory in the 1960s. The fact of the matter is
thata war is not won when a certain “exchange
ratio” is achieved, or some magical number of
bombs is dropped, or even some percentage
of the viable targets is destroyed. A war is won
when the opposition concedes defeat.

In Germany at the end of World War II, it
was a simple fact that the German nation quit
fighting despite all of Hitler’s threats and ex-
hortations. By way of metrics, consider the
numbers of Messerschmitt fighter planes de-
livered, new technologies fielded, men under
arms, and so forth, during the last months of
the war. Those metrics suggest that the Ger-
man war machine was still functional, yet the
German nation had collapsed; it was disillu-
sioned, disconsolate, and ready to quit.

In spite of all the ordnance dropped on
them, the lopsided casualties suffered by the
Vietcong and North Vietnamese Army regu-
lars, and the technological advantages of the
United States, the North Vietnamese never
concluded that they had lost. Could we have
destroyed more targets and killed more of the
enemy by using fewer aircraft, flying fewer sor-
ties, and dropping precision-guided weapons?
Of course, and the operations analysts could
have counted all of the numbers and made
impressive charts for the news reporters!
Would the additional damage that we could
have inflicted on the enemy, or the American
lives that may have been saved through safer
bombing tactics, or the fewer sorties, aircraft,
and gallons of jet fuel used have changed the
Vietnam War’s eventual outcome? I seriously
doubt it. If military technology, the magnitude
of destruction levied, and the hostile body
count were the critical factors for victory, then
the nation fielding the Me-262 aircraft, the Ti-
ger tank, the Sturmgewehr 44 assault rifle, the
Type XXIII U-boat, and the concentration
camps’ gas chambers should have won World
War II hands down.

As it was, the North Vietnamese lost every
battle against American forces using any met-
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ric that anyone could care to consider, and
technology was to a very great degree the rea-
son. Yet, as Gen Vo Nguyen Giap so concisely
noted during the Paris Peace Talks, “That is
true. It is also irrelevant.”

Robert B. Keeter
Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts

THE SMART WAY TO WIN THE VIETNAM
WAR: THE AUTHOR RESPONDS

Mr. Keeter argues that North Vietnam would
never have conceded defeat under an on-
slaught of modern smart bombs. But even with
less accurate “dumb” bombs, we routed and
demoralized the enemy. With smart bombs,
we would have had far fewer casualties. It
would have been politically easier to stay and
finish the job.

Unguided bombs alone could have stopped
the enemy before the ground war began. As a
senior North Vietnamese leader later ob-
served, a bombing campaign in early 1965
could have seriously handicapped his unpre-
pared forces. (See “The Smart Way to Win the
Vietnam War: Modern Guided Bombs Take
on Ho Chi Minh,” endnote 27.) By swiftly flat-
tening every major target, smart bombs would
have put the fear of God into that small, prim-
itive country.

After the war began, the enemy reeled under
our massive bombing and search-and-destroy
tactics. With 10 or 20 communist troops dying
for every American lost, the enemy resorted to
desperate measures. Writes James J. Wirtz,
“The desire to reverse a deteriorating military
situation seems to have been the primary com-
munist motivation behind the Tet offensive. . ..
Both North Vietnamese and VC [Vietcong]
leaders admitted to themselves that commu-
nist units were suffering from an erosion of
combat capability. Troop morale was on the
decline” (The Tet Offensive: Intelligence Failure in
War [Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1991], 270).

Throwing caution to the winds, North Viet-
namese leaders sent lightly armed VC guerril-
las into open battle during Tet. Although the
shocking attack was a public-relations victory
for the communist cause, both guerrillas and



North Vietnamese regulars were crushed by al-
lied firepower and aggressive ground forces.
The legendary VC may not have wanted to con-
cede, but it is hard to fight when you are dead.

After its regular army was smashed yet again
in the invasion of 1972, North Vietnam had
nothing left—only a few guerrillas and a bat-
tered army. A small American force—includ-
ing airpower—could have protected South
Vietnam indefinitely. With modern all-weather
bombs, the task would have been even easier.

The war was not a hopeless quagmire. The
enemy was tenacious but not superhuman.
Even with the limited bombs of yesteryear, our
skilled troops came within an inch of winning.

Fleming Saunders
Burke, Virginia

DEFINING THE “PRECISION WEAPON”
IN EFFECTS-BASED TERMS

After reading Maj Jack Sine’s article “Defining
the ‘Precision Weapon’ in Effects-Based Terms”
(Spring 2006), I will be interested to see how
the concept of circular error probable is ap-
plied to anticipated directed-energy weapons.
Will these by nature be classified as accurate
or precision weaponry?
H. David Kaysen
Washington, DC

DEFINING THE “PRECISION
WEAPON” IN EFFECTS-BASED TERMS:
THE AUTHOR RESPONDS

One of the motivations for the article actually
involved directed energy (DE) weapons. At
the time, the Air Staff had initiated a large DE
push—mostly oriented toward defensive strat-
egies. However, my boss in the Weapons Re-
quirements office used the push to initiate
requirements work in the offensive DE appli-
cations area.

Our concern with the use of the terms ac-
curate and precision directly applies to Mr.
Kaysen’s question. The fact that the corporate
Air Force continues to misuse and misunder-
stand these terms leads to problems identify-
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ing or categorizing technologies for potential
weapon applications. Even today with the use
of laser-guided bombs and weapons guided by
the global positioning system, the terms CE50
and CE90 are becoming obsolete. (CE50
means there is a 50 percent probability that a
weapon will land within a given distance of the
target; CE90 means that the probability is 90
percent.) I have participated in arguments
centered around a total difference of two me-
ters in CE90—an irrelevant matter when talk-
ing about 250- to 2,000-pound-class weapons.

In my article, I propose that we define a
“weapon” as a tactical effect or, in the case of
more abstract weapons (such as psychological
operations), the first-order effect. This applies
perfectly to DE weapons as well. To further
classify a weapon as universally “precise” is
folly. I propose that the Air Force doctrinally
define “accurate” and “precision” weapons to
align more closely with dictionary definitions.
The more accurate a weapon, the greater the
percentage of the desired effect achieved. The
more precise the weapon, the fewer the unin-
tended or undesired effects. Again, as applied
to DE weapons, the guidance accuracy really is
a relatively minor factor compared to, say,
weather conditions. So a laser may be the most
accurate weapon but not the most precise if
the weather conditions attenuate the laser en-
ergy beyond effectiveness. The laser could
also be less accurate if weather conditions or
the inaccuracy of a guidance mirror refract or
aim the energy too far from the point of de-
sired effect.

Ultimately, to determine the preciseness of
a weapon, one must consider the context, in-
cluding guidance accuracy, desired effect, po-
tential undesired or unintended effects, miti-
gating external conditions (e.g., weather), and
so forth. I do not believe anyone who tries to
sell me a “precision weapon” (and I have met
plenty on the Air Staff) because there is no
such thing as a universally precise weapon.

Lt Col Jack Sine, USAF
Washington, DC

Editor’s Note: Major Sine was promoted to lieuten-
ant colonel after his article was published.
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Preparing the F-15K Coalition Partner

Maj A. JoeL MEevers, USAF*

HY SPEND BILLIONS of dollars
equipping our allies when we
don’t help them integrate into
the fight? Although we have ex-
tensive programs in place to equip allies with
world-class weapon systems, cultural barriers
and differences in procedures prevent the for-
mation of a truly unified multinational team.
Unified international military efforts play a
significant role in the often-overlooked center
of gravity of public opinion in today’s world.
Even having another country contribute forces
and arms, regardless of their effectiveness,
provides some help in building a unified team.
But why not make a greater investment in
training our allies affer equipping them in or-
der to integrate their forces into coalition op-
erations so that they can contribute effectively?
The greater the degree of our participation
in training foreign forces, the more closely
aligned those forces will be as they project
combat capabilities. If our allies’ methods of
employment resemble those of the coalition
after we’ve provided them equipment, we can
more easily integrate their forces into future
coalition conflicts anywhere in the world.
South Korea provides an excellent example
of such an opportunity. We have the means to
prepare the Republic of Korea Air Force (RO-
KAF) for integrated employment of its F-15K

fighter aircraft into such conflicts. The United
States has placed great emphasis on equipping
the ROKAF with the F-15K and training it in
the use of that aircraft. But could we take
other steps to enhance the F-15K’s effective-
ness in conflicts outside the Korean peninsula?
Although the United States has an adequate
support structure for training, adjustments in
its implementation will better prepare the
ROKATF for productive conflict integration.

This article briefly outlines background in-
formation regarding the importance of inter-
national training, along with the history of
South Korea’s purchase of the F-15K. It then
identifies the goal of integrated coalition op-
erations, citing specific examples of challenges
to meeting that goal and outlining steps we
should take to overcome any obstacles. Fur-
thermore, it suggests an opportunity for the
United States to help the ROKAF bring to-
gether many of the steps towards coalition in-
tegration during a Red Flag exercise. Finally,
the article briefly presents a broader perspec-
tive by addressing other contexts beyond the
F-15K. Although the complexities of interna-
tional training have great ramifications in the
geostrategic environment, a complete discus-
sion of regional effects lies beyond the scope
of this writing.

*The author is an operations officer on the Joint Staff. In 2006 he became the US Air Force’s first F-15K instructor pilot assigned to
Korea. From 2004 to 2005, he served as F-15E flight commander for eight Republic of Korea Air Force aviators who trained at Seymour

Johnson AFB, North Carolina.
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Background

The United States invests in future allied
support around the world by expending con-
siderable energy to ensure that its allies can
operate compatibly with the US military sys-
tem. It seeks to maintain regional influence
and improve the capabilities of its partners to
defend themselves and become interoperable
in coalition operations. In 2002 South Korea
announced its decision to purchase 40 F-15K
strike fighter aircraft; in 2006 it bought 20
more. A newer version of the US F-15E air-to-
air and air-to-ground two-seat, two-engine fighter
aircraft, the F-15K is one of the world’s most
capable strike fighters. The combination of its
unique combat characteristics and capabilities,
including the AIM-9X missile, helmet-mounted
cueing system, infrared search and track, and
excellent air-to-ground weaponry, arguably
makes the F-15K the most significant strike
platform in the Pacific region. In addition,
the extended flight range enabled by the con-
formal fuel tanks has strategic significance be-
cause the aircraft can reach even the northern-
most regions of North Korea. Although the
purchase took the form of a direct commercial
sale from Boeing, the United States established
a foreign military sales (FMS) case to support
the training, which provided instruction for
eight ROKAF crew members—four pilots and
four weapon systems operators (WSO)—in a
US flying training unit (FTU) at Seymour
Johnson AFB, North Carolina, in 2005. It also
included provision for a US instructor pilot (IP)
to conduct follow-on training in South Korea
in the first ROKAF F-15K fighter squadron.

Goal: Integrating the F-15K

Although the FMS-contracted training for
the F-15K significantly helped the ROKAF em-
ploy the aircraft, it cannot, by itself, ensure ef-
fective integration of the platform in coalition
operations. Before that happens, we must over-
come other significant obstacles.

The ROKAF’s ability to contribute effec-
tively in a coalition conflict outside the Korean
peninsula is two-faceted. First, on the tactical
level, the disciplined and very capable ROKAF

THE MERGE 29

aircrews have significant potential to wield the
F-15K’s combat power, currently unmatched in
the region. For that reason, we should remedy
the limitation that prevents utilization of this
asset outside the immediate geographic area of
South Korea. Second, the strategic contribu-
tion of a coalition partner’s participation has a
value all its own. Having a willing partner un-
able to participate would prove disappointing
on the strategic level because of the missed
opportunity for additional political credibility.
For tactical and strategic reasons, we must fa-
cilitate the ROKAF’s worldwide involvement
by giving it a higher training priority.

In addition to reaping US benefits, the
South Koreans have much to gain by improv-
ing their ability to integrate into worldwide
coalition operations with their F-15Ks. The
number-three air force contributor in Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom, South Korea continues to
support coalition operations in the region. In-
tegrating its F-15K aircraft into global coalition
operations would help fulfill that country’s
objective of expanded influence. Although
the significant threat of North Korea may pre-
clude deployment of F-15Ks off the peninsula
in the immediate future, any political changes
between North and South Korea may allow
such participation in the years to come.

Challenges to Integration
of the F-15K

Unfortunately, several differences in train-
ing and employment currently limit South
Korea’s involvement in coalition efforts. Thus,
we must take additional steps in tactical train-
ing to prepare the ROKAF’s F-15K aircrews for
more effective participation. Additionally, com-
munications procedures and structures within
South Korea resist easy transplantation to an-
other geographic setting. Finally, a number of
cultural barriers could hinder true coalition
operations.

Training

A number of procedural training issues may
hinder smooth integration. Air-to-air refueling
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is the most significant area that has a direct
effect on coalition operations. Although diffi-
culties in this area are surmountable, we must
make changes to enhance interoperability.
The F-15K is capable of air refueling (AR), but
ROKAF aircrews do not currently conduct AR
training. The fact that the aircrews are not
AR qualified significantly limits the option
of deploying the F-15K to coalition fights
that occur outside Korea. No matter how
well the ROKAF can integrate its F-15Ks into
coalition operations, that integration will have
no significance unless it can deploy assets to
other areas.

Communications

In addition to changes in flying training, modi-
fications in communications structure and pro-
cedures would benefit F-15K aircrews as they
integrate into coalition flight operations. The
current aviation communications structure in
Korea is based on a two-frequency system:
ROKAF frequencies and separate US Air Force
(USAF) frequencies. ROKAF aviators speak to
ROKAF controllers in English on one fre-
quency, and USAF aviators speak to USAF con-
trollers on another, even though they all fly in
the same airspace. Although this system avoids
language difficulties within the geographic
confines of Korea, we should implement
changes to improve coalition communication
elsewhere. This limitation in itself does not pre-
clude involvement, but the additional “fog and
friction” caused by difficult communications
could adversely affect success in combat.

Culture

Awareness of cultural differences would also
benefit the ROKAF’s integration into coalition
operations. A culture for coalition flight op-
erations among the United States and its allies,
predominantly influenced by the USAF, al-
ready exists, based on recent allied air opera-
tions. Although the ROKAF has its own estab-
lished culture, its success at integrating into a
multinational coalition will depend not only
upon coalition efforts to include the ROKAF,
but also upon the ROKAF’s ability to adapt
when required. One can analyze USAF efforts
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to assist the ROKAF in adjusting to cultural
differences on three levels.

First, the differences between South Korea
and the United States are significant. Unlike
our more numerous Western allies, the South
Koreans have an Eastern culture whose char-
acteristics carry strategic implications. Under-
standing these cultural differences is ex-
tremely important and “requires higher and
more mature levels of strategic skills.”" For ex-
ample, in South Korea senior individuals
(based on age or rank, even among civilians)
wield absolute authority. Thus, integration
challenges could arise if a junior USAF officer
were assigned as a mission commander over a
senior ROKAF flight lead. Although this is a
common practice and poses no concern
within the USAF, it would never occur within
the ROKAF.

Second, and less widely known, are cul-
tural differences between the ROKAF and
the USAF that we must account for, particu-
larly on the operational level. Take, for in-
stance, the difference in safety programs.
The ROKAF does an excellent job of empha-
sizing flight safety, but sometimes the imple-
mentation is overly risk-averse, resulting in
the leadership’s unwillingness to practice
challenging but necessary procedures. To
take a specific example, the ROKAF abides
by a general policy of not conducting flight
operations in the rain. During conflict, most
people would agree that cancelling missions
due to rain on the runway would be overly
conservative, yet, in light of the ROKAF’s policy,
operating F-15Ks on a wet runway might cre-
ate undue risk. Ironically, ROKAF leader-
ship’s efforts to enhance safety could increase
risk when its aviators must attempt necessary
procedures not regularly practiced.

Third, differences in USAF and ROKAF
fighter cultures have an effect on the tactical
level. For example, the tendency of the ROKAF
formation flight lead to defer decisions to
leadership on the ground during contingencies
might cause coordination difficulties should
an emergency arise during coalition operations.
Although cultural differences can be overcome,
lack of awareness of such differences by both
air forces could have drastic consequences.



Integrating by Bridging
the Differences

To produce seamless coalition operations,
we must bridge the gap between USAF and
ROKAF training philosophies. Doing so will
transform two separate but very capable air
forces with limited coordinated activities into
one unified coalition team capable of smooth
integration; it will also maximize synergistic
contributions on the tactical, operational, and
strategic levels. Therefore, although a num-
ber of limitations affect F-15K interoperability,
we can overcome them. The following discus-
sion presents available US training structures
and forums, analyzing how we can effectively
use them to support integration; it then offers
specific examples of how to handle differences
in training, communication, and culture.

Training Structures and Forums

The first change in training philosophy places
more emphasis on the US training structures
already available. These structures, analyzed
below, include instructor personnel, facilities,
units, and other forums of instruction. Signifi-
cant improvements in coalition capabilities
would result if we made only minor adjust-
ments in emphasis and direction to existing
systems. Of these many available training
structures, the following have been or could
be utilized in the F-15K program: mobile train-
ing teams (MTT), extended training service
specialists (ETSS), USAF F-15E FTUs, and
personnel exchange tours between opera-
tional squadrons.

Although not selected for use in training
F-15K aircrews, the MTT, consisting of “per-
sonnel on temporary duty . . . to train foreign
personnel,” offers an excellent option for sup-
porting the ROKAF.? Usually working in an
overseas location, using equipment purchased
by the recipient country, the team serves a
tour of 179 days or less.

On the other hand, ETSSs are not bound
by the 179-day restriction. In the case of the
F-15K, the USAF utilized these specialists in-
stead of an MTT to take advantage of the lon-
ger tour length. In 2006, 2007, and again in

THE MERGE 31

2008, the USAF assigned an F-15E IP to the
ETSS position in order to instruct and fly with
the ROKAF. However, only after numerous de-
lays and increased pressure from South Korea
were the additional ETSS positions filled. Al-
though the number of available slots world-
wide remains limited due to manning con-
straints on US IPs, this stands as an example of
an ideal role through which the United States
can encourage integration.

We should emphasize the unique opportu-
nity for an MTT or ETSS to integrate with the
foreign military: “The importance of selecting
the most highly qualified military person-
nel . . . cannot be overemphasized due to the
sensitivity of their positions and international
impact of their actions.” By properly instruct-
ing and directing these individuals in the ob-
jectives of foreign training, we can greatly help
meet the goals of integrated training. We must
assure that these instructors recognize that
their roles are to instruct, communicate, aduvise,
and build camaraderie. The instruct role should
be professional and emphasize integration
among allies. The role of communicator can
greatly benefit both the USAF and ROKAF
since an on-scene specialist with a unique per-
spective of both sides can often greatly en-
hance continued coordination between air
forces. As aduvisor, the ETSS or member of the
MTT should proactively and tactfully present
ideas and suggestions to the leadership of
both nations to ensure that the program main-
tains proper focus. Similarly, we should stress
the value of camaraderie for its long-term ef-
fects. Building friendships with our allies can
pay dividends in the training program for
many years to come. If we emphasize all of
these areas in their training, MTT members
or ETSSs can become invaluable assets in fu-
ture integration of the weapon system.

With regard to a third training option—the
FTU—we previously mentioned that four
ROKAF pilots and four WSOs completed tran-
sition and instructor-upgrade programs at the
F-15E FTU at Seymour Johnson AFB in 2005.
Benefits of this training include learning from
an established system, observing strengths and
weaknesses of that system, forging allied rela-
tionships within a weapon system community,
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and returning to South Korea with a shared
operational perspective that should encour-
age integrated operations in the future. Un-
fortunately, this type of training is expensive
for the recipient country, takes away limited
training slots from US students, and provides
training to relatively few visiting students. De-
spite these shortcomings, this structure proved
an excellent means to encourage integration
at the outset of the F-15K training program.

During an exchange program—yet another
training option that enhances integration—
pilots and WSOs receive assignments to opera-
tional flying squadrons in the other nation’s
air force, thus offering benefits similar to
those of the FTU. The ROKAF has requested
these assignments, but we have not yet coordi-
nated them for F-15K and F-15E aircrews.
While the USAF aircrew member instructs in
the South Korean F-15K unit, encouraging in-
tegration concepts in a role almost the same
as that of the ETSS, a South Korean pilot or
WSO could learn USAF flight methodology
firsthand in a US operational squadron. This
arrangement also presents USAF aviators with
an opportunity for informal cultural train-
ing—currently emphasized by USAF leader-
ship. Upon completion of the assignment, the
ROKAF aircrew member could return to
South Korea as an expert in USAF F-15E pro-
cedures and could therefore foster the pro-
cess of integration.

Solving Differences

In addition to the training structures men-
tioned so far, a number of other existing train-
ing forums could help meet the objective of
bridging differences. We already use ongoing
training exercises with the ROKAF, but addi-
tional, specialized integration of the USAF
and ROKAF in these enterprises would yield
substantial benefits for coalition capabilities.
Red Flag exercises in Nevada or Alaska and
the Combined Large Force Exercises (CLFE)
already regularly taking place in South Korea
are perfect for advancing operational and tac-
tical integration at the unit level.

Specific adjustments to training can help
overcome difficulties and bridge the gap for
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integrated coalition operations. For example,
the eight ROKAF aircrew members designated
as the initial cadre of instructors in the F-15K
all received AR training at the F-15E FTU at
Seymour Johnson AFB. They became quali-
fied not only to conduct AR but also to teach
AR procedures. Though their currency has
expired, they could regain it by flying with an
AR instructor. The aircraft is capable of AR,
and the instructors have the requisite train-
ing. All that remains is coordination between
the USAF and ROKAF to facilitate tanker-
training operations.

AR operations occur regularly in South
Korean airspace, but only for US aircraft. Al-
though we would require coordination on a
variety of items, such as funding, we could
easily expand these operations to include
the ROKAF’s F-15Ks. For example, those air-
craft could conduct AR from the same US
tankers that refuel our F-16s. Periodically, a
two-ship of F-15Ks could air-refuel at the
end of an AR time block, ensuring that the
ROKAF aircrew could obtain and maintain
its AR qualifications.

Similar to changes in training, those in South
Korea’s communications structure would con-
tribute to the desired integration of the F-15K
in any deployed location. A possible solution
to the problem calls for occasional use of
USAF frequencies by Korean F-15K aircrews
in South Korea. Simply by speaking more fre-
quently with US air traffic controllers already
present in South Korea, those aircrews would
gain experience in a required activity in de-
ployed locations. By practicing both their
speaking and listening skills on the radio, they
could avoid many difficulties in communica-
tion. Similarly, although this will present a
challenge to USAF air traffic controllers, it
would give them valuable, additional exposure
to communicating with coalition members.

We can make use of Red Flag in the United
States or CLFEs in Korea to educate the ROKAF
regarding the culture of coalition operations—
a necessary step in achieving smooth integra-
tion. Allies of many countries have undergone
this “culture training” in a very operationally
realistic air-war scenario. Though not part of a
formal syllabus, observing the way that the



USAF and its other allies rehearse in these war
simulations would quickly contribute to the
ROKAF’s incorporation into a coalition envi-
ronment should a real war arise. Granted, the
exercises would neither address all of the cul-
tural differences nor educate the ROKAF
about them; however, since we “train the way
we fight,” many important differences would
likely present themselves.

Furthermore, we should emphasize cultural
differences in other training structures. While
remaining sensitive to the ROKAF culture, an
ETSS or MTT in Korea could continually give
members of that air force insight into differ-
ences that might adversely affect coalition op-
erations. Every air force culture need not
completely mold into one system, but know-
ing the differences and minimizing their im-
pact should become the goal.

Like the ROKAF, the USAF also needs to
modify its training program to effectively inte-
grate foreign air forces such as South Korea’s.
Whereas suggested changes for the ROKAF
focus on operational capabilities and tactical
training, those for the USAF should concen-
trate on cultural, language, and diplomatic is-
sues that can significantly affect the strategic
level. In addition to the instruction role, for
which most USAF personnel are well trained,
they should become familiar with the diplo-
matic roles of advising, communicating, and
building camaraderie before assuming foreign-
training duties.

Integrated Exercise: Red Flag

As we address changes incrementally, we
can practice and demonstrate increased inte-
gration in the form of exercises. Continued
dry runs for real combat integration would
prove extremely beneficial. Conducted several
times a year in Nevada and Alaska, Red Flag, a
combat exercise that often encourages allied
participation, would provide a fantastic op-
portunity. Current Red Flag plans call for the
inclusion of ROKAF F-15Ks in the near future,
and an MTT or ETSS would facilitate smooth
integration between ROKAF and USAF par-
ticipants. Arguably the most realistic and com-
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plete combat flight-training exercise in the
world, Red Flag offers much more than excel-
lent training. In addition, other phases in the
preparation for, logistical support of, and de-
ployment to Red Flag would present invaluable
opportunities for the ROKAF to practice and
demonstrate many of the skills required to in-
tegrate as a coalition member in global com-
bat operations.

Because “training the way we fight” is an
important principle for success in combat, we
must follow methodical, preparatory steps to
prepare a unit for these types of operations. A
fighter unit does not engage in combat with-
out proper training, and neither would the
ROKAF attempt to prepare for integration
without taking such steps—for example, mas-
tering basic skills in air-to-air and air-to-ground
missions. Additionally, we should take the fol-
lowing measures to develop skills required for
integration.

Unique because of the many USAF fighter
units present, South Korea offers a perfect
training ground for practicing robust integra-
tion during CLFEs, including, for example,
honing communication skills by utilizing the
same radio frequencies as the USAF. Similarly,
integrated briefings, ground operations, flight
coordination, and debriefings allow partici-
pants to work through cultural and training
differences between our forces. Ideally, a USAF
MTT member, an ETSS, or an exchange offi-
cer in the F-15K unit would assist with coordi-
nation and training during this step of inte-
gration, as would a US-trained ROKAF aircrew
member. These practice coalition exercises in
South Korea would enhance the efficiency
and effectiveness of integration at Red Flag.

That exercise also offers integration prac-
tice for support personnel in logistics and
maintenance. The ROKAF has experience in
deploying its C-130 aircraft into other the-
aters, such as Iraq. Utilizing these assets to air-
lift maintenance and logistical equipment in
support of the F-15Ks’ move to Red Flag would
provide very realistic preparation for combat
deployment. Although some differences exist
between combat and exercise deployment of
these support assets, many integration steps
would remain the same, and a Red Flag de-



34 AIR & SPACE POWER JOURNAL

ployment would most certainly permit ROKAF
maintainers and logisticians to demonstrate
and practice their integration into a combined
operation. A US MTT made up of several de-
ployment logisticians and maintainers could
provide excellent assistance in the weeks re-
quired to prepare, deploy, bed down, and re-
deploy. The fact that South Korea has its own
airlift, maintenance, and logistical support would
allow it to use Red Flag to rehearse for combat
operations that would involve its F-15Ks.

Moreover, the deployment and redeploy-
ment phases themselves represent excellent
opportunities to address integration concerns
and demonstrate the ROKAF’s powerful capa-
bilities to South Korea and the rest of the
world. These might even prove to be the most
valuable portions of Red Flag training. After
all, by successfully deploying F-15K aircraft
such a great distance, the South Koreans could
see the potential global-deployment capability
of their asset. Deployment and redeployment
would afford aircrews the opportunity not
only to practice but also demonstrate their AR
capability in ferrying operations. Although
the AR practice and training conducted in
South Korea enable aircrews to develop skills
they need for “taking gas,” the international
flight coordination and deployment integra-
tion necessary for attending Red Flag provide
the next level of training required for aircrews
to integrate their F-15Ks into international
flight operations anywhere in the world. Once
again, a USAF member assigned to the F-15K
unit would assist in this process.

Finally, the ROKAF would gain useful ex-
perience and integration training at Red Flag
itself. As it did during CLFEs in South Korea,
the ROKAF could use many phases of Red
Flag operations for practicing integration
into coalition operations, including mission
planning and coordination, briefings and de-
briefings, ground operations, flight adminis-
tration, combat administration, and simu-
lated combat operations. Unlike the CLFEs,
however, Red Flag would mirror realistic as-
pects of coalition coordination in all phases,
exposing the ROKAF to working with many
more allies and operating on a much larger
scale. Building upon the integration training
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conducted in the CLFEs, the USAF could
once again help F-15K aircrews practice com-
munication and training to bridge cultural
differences. For example, communication
during the combat training phase of Red Flag
would help aircrews understand and coordi-
nate an inordinate number of radio calls as
well as expose them to radio congestion and
aggressive flight profiles that challenge even
native speakers of English. Although no one
can comprehend every radio call, the expo-
sure would certainly help prepare ROKAF air-
men for difficult communication integration
in actual coalition combat. No doubt, every
phase of Red Flag confers benefits, but inte-
gration in its simulated combat operations
possibly represents the best opportunity for
F-15K aircrews to train the way they fight in
the coalition environment.

Broader Applications
and Conclusion

Making changes to ROKAF training would
apply in other contexts as well. Whether we
apply the resultant benefits to other changes
within South Korea or other nations, the im-
plications can enhance coalition participation
anywhere. All of the advantages of the pro-
posed alterations for coalition conflict beyond
the Korean peninsula would also add value for
any conflict on the peninsula itself. Similarly,
these concepts would prove useful to all South
Korean aircraft, not just the F-15Ks. The USAF
should consider applying the training changes
to aircrews of other ROKAF fighters, such as
KF-16s, F-4s, or F-bs.

On a broader spectrum, this proposal has
similar implications for other countries any-
where in the world. Singapore, for example,
finds itself in the early stages of the process
experienced by the ROKAF. When Singapore
agreed to purchase F-15SGs, aircraft much
like the F-15K, it too gained an asset that could
contribute significantly to a coalition fight
outside that country. Now is the time for the
United States to consider the training and in-
tegration that the USAF will provide in sup-



port of Singapore’s new world-class fighter
and its potential coalition contributions.

On an even broader level, we must empha-
size training from the outset with a strategic
vision of not only equipping our allies with
fighter aircraft but also offering comprehen-
sive training that enables them to contribute
effectively to future coalition conflicts. Obvi-
ously, the concepts presented here are not
limited to fighter aircraft—or to aircraft at all,
for that matter. Many of them could apply to
any branch of the military. Although many de-
tails are specific to South Korea, we can adapt
the broader ideas and implications to other
nations and cultures as well. Regardless of the
international context, all such training is im-
portant. By utilizing appropriate international-
training measures and support and by bridging
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Transforming United States Air Forces
in Europe and Empowering Poland

F-16s Fly East

Lt CoL CHRISTOPHER S. Sace, USAF*

USAFE continues to transform itself . . . with a greater focus on Eastern FEurope.

—Gen Tom Hobbins, USAF, Retired
Former Commander
United States Air Forces in Europe

Poland is probably the most pro-American society in Europe.

N THE INTERNATIONAL arena of stra-
tegic alliances, windows of opportunity
for momentous change are rare and
fleeting. Creation of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) at the start of
the Cold War was one of them; the end of the
Cold War and the global strategic environ-
ment following the terrorist attacks of 11 Sep-
tember 2001 (9/11) present the next oppor-
tunity. Poland stands out as an eager member
of NATO and a strong supporter of US policy.
Indeed, the Polish military recently took un-
precedented steps to embrace Western concepts,
training, and hardware.' At the same time, United
States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) is tasked
with broadening relations with new NATO na-
tions in Eastern Europe, gravitating away from
its significant Western European presence dur-
ing the Cold War.? Therefore, it is in the na-
tional interest of the United States to continue
to transform USAFE by relocating US F-16s
currently in Italy to new bases in Poland.

—Lech Kaczynski
President, Republic of Poland

Strategic, military, and political interests
for both Poland and the United States are
aligning to make this move possible, but only
for ashort period of time. A staunch supporter
of US foreign policy in Iraq and Afghanistan,
having committed troops to both theaters, Po-
land is eager for US reciprocity.® Hosting US
fighters, combined with agreeing to base part
of the United States’ ballistic missile defense
(BMD) shield on its soil, will make Poland a
stronger strategic partner in the region. Po-
land is currently upgrading its civil and mili-
tary aviation infrastructure as F-16s continue
to arrive, an acquisition made possible by an
unprecedented foreign military sales deal
coupled with US congressional loans and busi-
ness investment.* A USfriendly political envi-
ronment persists in Poland as Russian rhetoric
intensifies, but this situation could change as
nationalistic voices sometimes critical of US
policy get louder.

*The author is chief of the Joint Studies and Analysis Branch at Headquarters Air Force, A8 Directorate, Pentagon, Washington, DC.
An F-15E evaluator pilot, he is a graduate of the College of Naval Command and Staff as well as the Naval Operational Planner Course—

the Navy's advanced war-fighting school.

Author’s note. Since this article was written, the conflict in Georgia and renewed plans to deploy missiles to Kaliningrad reveal that a
resurgent Russia is increasingly willing to confront friends and allies of the United States in its sphere of influence. Such actions reinforce

the need to strengthen US military relationships with Poland.
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The Strategic Environment

The National Military Strategy of the United
States of America (2004) addresses the impor-
tance of proper posturing and presence to as-
sure our friends, enhance interoperability,
and improve our ability to prosecute the
global war on terror (GWOT). It also chal-
lenges combatant commanders to adjust troop
levels to enable “multinational forces to act
promptly and globally.” A decision to move
F-16s into Poland would meet these objectives
at a time when Russia is flexing its muscles,
specifically at Poland, over controversy sur-
rounding the BMD initiative. In 2002, through
a program known as Poland Peace Sky, the
Polish Air Force purchased 48 F-16s, thus en-
suring hardware commonality, heightened in-
teroperability, and in-depth training in US
tactics and operational warfare.® The initial
cadre of Polish F-16 pilots is training at US
bases until the Polish Air Force can stand up
training of its own with the help of US instruc-
tor pilots serving as exchange officers.” Po-
land’s emerging modern fighting force will
put that nation on the leading edge of tech-
nology, able to respond regionally and glob-
ally under the NATO banner.

USAFE’s Theater Security Cooperation
Program office published a directive in 2006
calling for stepped-up relations with Poland,
including increased military-to-military coop-
eration and training with the goal of gaining
air and base access, as well as building up the
forces of our NATO ally.® The larger strategic
implications of establishing closer ties with Po-
land involve the embracing of changing Euro-
pean relationships and the quiet positioning
of forces closer to Russia in the interest of stra-
tegic influence.” Moving US forces further
east will also disperse our strong presence in
Western Europe, which could be crippled if
governments deny the deployment of forces
from their territory during unpopular wars.'

Conditions in Italy

Clearly a staunch supporter of US policy
since the early days of the GWOT, Italy hosts
thousands of service personnel, including the
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US Sixth Fleet, multiple Army posts, and air
bases, as well as NATO’s Defense College and
Southern Command. But governments change,
and political and social attitudes less support-
ive of US foreign policy persist in some sectors
of Italian society. These feelings became evident
in 2006 when newly elected prime minister
Romano Prodi was almost driven from power
over the controversial decision to authorize
the expansion of Camp Ederle in Vicenza."
Opposition to an increased US presence gar-
nered huge rallies numbering between 40,000
and 100,000 protestors.'” These same hostile
elements within Italian society also present se-
curity and force-protection concerns to US
commanders in Italy.

Aviano Air Base (AB), located in northern
Italy, 75 miles north of Venice, hosts the 31st
Fighter Wing, two operational squadrons of
F-16s, and approximately 1,700 personnel, not
including dependents.” On the local level,
Aviano has its challenges. At the time of the
base’s establishment in 1911 by the Italian Air
Force, it was located in a rural area.'* Today,
however, growing villages and towns surround
Aviano, dividing it into seven separate geo-
graphic areas—a situation that poses logistical
challenges as well as force-protection concerns.'?
Limited real estate inside Aviano’s perimeter
renders base housing virtually nonexistent.'®

The base had a history of expeditionary
fighter visits until the United States perma-
nently relocated Air Force fighters from Spain
in 1992. Tactical-training conditions have slowly
deteriorated since their arrival, with increased
airline operations across Europe and the Adri-
atic Sea having gradually degraded medium-
altitude airspace used for air-to-air training.!’”
Moreover, low-altitude training suffers from
population encroachment and political sensi-
tivities—heightened by an incident involving
a Navy EA-6B that caused a cable-car disaster
in 1998—and for all practical purposes, air-to-
ground training does not exist.'"® Additionally,
the absence of usable ranges in Italy prevents
training with live ordnance, a skill critical to
tactical fighters."

The United States’ long-standing relation-
ship with Italy has weathered the storm, but
underlying challenges and concerns persist,
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which US leaders must mitigate to the best of
their abilities. Although Italy will most likely
continue to host large numbers of US forces,
one can make the case for seizing the oppor-
tunity to move US fighters to a friendlier and
less restrictive political environment in the Re-
public of Poland.

A Friend in Poland

Amnation in transition, Poland eagerly threw
off the chains of communism, quickly embraced
Western ideals and institutions, and began a
continuous program of military moderniza-
tion. NATO rewarded its efforts in 1999 with
alliance membership. A friend of the United
States in the GWOT, supporting operations in
both Iraq and Afghanistan with few or no re-
strictions, Poland even led the Multinational
Division Central-South in Iraq from 2003 to
2007 and is currently considering sending more
troops to Afghanistan.?” The Polish president
recently stated that “it’s not a gesture. It’s an
obligation. We are a member of an alliance.
We feel it our duty to respond. . .. So we count
on reciprocity.”?' At a time when the promised
payback of Iraqi contracts never occurred and
when the United States is asking more of Po-
land with regard to missile basing for the BMD
shield, the president’s statement reflects a
sentiment that his country is ready for quid
pro quo in the form of bilateral security guar-
antees.”? Some analysts think that this will
come in the form of Patriot missiles, but an
equally assuring gesture of US commitment to
Poland involves the proposed basing of two
squadrons of US fighter aircraft.®® Such a
move would help strengthen our NATO part-
ner on the eastern frontier.

We could easily colocate fighter aircraft at
current Polish F-16 bases undergoing world-
class modernization as they continue to receive
their new fleet of fighters through 2009.%*
Sharing bases would accelerate training, bene-
fiting both air forces while quickly integrating
the new Polish squadrons at the operational
and tactical levels within NATO. Poland’s ex-
cellent low-level flying routes as well as air-to-
air and air-to-ground training ranges, including
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much-needed access to live-weapons ranges,
would greatly enhance training for US pilots.?
As Gen Tom Hobbins, former USAFE com-
mander, pointed out, “The traditional [West-
ern] European civilian air traffic environment
has drastically constrained our ability to
train.”® These constraints do not exist in East-
ern Europe.

Basing two US squadrons with the accompany-
ing support package, including families, would
also benefit the local economy and enable the
United States to affect Polish society through
direct engagement. This integration should
meet little resistance since the Polish people
tend to be a homogeneous, pro-American so-
ciety with little internal turmoil or conflict.?’

Russia Responds

When Poland secured its F-16 contract from
the United States, Russia immediately based new
S-300 air defense systems in Belarus, leaving little
doubt that moving US fighter squadrons into a
country that borders Russian soil (Kaliningrad)
would invoke a response.®® Such a proposed
move, coupled with the current controversy over
the BMD shield, requires the United States to
tread cautiously and diplomatically.

That is, we must consider and skillfully miti-
gate the strategic risk that this action introduces
to US and NATO relations with Russia. The
United States should build on the fact that
there are currently two US instructor pilots in
Poland who are training Polish aircrews and
frame the movement as a continuation and ex-
pansion of the agreed-upon training program.
The United States could also associate the
move with the current BMD initiative, present-
ing it as a related bilateral security agreement.

We need additional, careful calculation to
gauge the Russian response. Aggressive Rus-
sian action could potentially destabilize the
region, and Russia could remove itself from
additional arms- and troop-limiting treaties,
building on its recent suspension of the
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Eu-
rope.? The US presence in Central Asia also
prompted Russia to move troops and aircraft
to a nearby Russian airfield in 2003.*° Based



on this recent posturing, the United States
and Poland should expect similar Russian re-
sponses to this plan.

Challenges

No doubt, the proposed move of fighters to
Poland is ambitious and will face many chal-
lenges—especially the cost to American tax-
payers. Locating our forces at a Polish base
already undergoing modernization by the
host country can mitigate the financial bur-
den, but expected expenditures could possibly
exceed $1 billion, the estimated price tag for
the Army’s expansion in Italy.”!

Other challenges include environmental
concerns and decaying infrastructure left over
from the Soviet era as well as poor logistical
support in Eastern Europe.” We also need to
evaluate and improve the air-traffic-control
infrastructure. Furthermore, quality-of-life is-
sues could emerge because Polish living stan-
dards, though rapidly improving, still lag be-
hind those of Western Europe. Also worth
noting is the fact that recent public discourse
in Poland revealed a split in opinion over the
US BMD plan.” Those who oppose BMD bas-
ing in Poland will no doubt attempt to block
the arrival of US fighter squadrons by using
similar arguments. Though daunting, these
challenges can be overcome by relying on the
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Medals for Mediocrity

How to Restore Meaning to Air Force Decorations

Lt CoL RarMoND M. PoweLL, USAF*

VIVIDLY REMEMBER MY first medal. As

a 20-year-old airman first class in 1987, I

received the Joint Service Achievement

Medal for winning the Defense Language
Institute’s Commandant’s Award. Proud and
excited, I knew that I’d accomplished some-
thing truly special. With my friends and family
in attendance, I felt 10 feet tall. The occasion
was a tremendous motivator. It was also the
only time in my 22-year career I can recall be-
ing excited about receiving a medal.

That medal was special because I'd earned
it the hard way—by outperforming my peers
on a difficult, year-long language course. Com-
pletely unexpected, it was exceptional because
it was the exception.

Unfortunately, for most of us at most times,
medals have become rather unexceptional
and commonplace. We get them at the end of
each tour, and we know what we’ll receive be-
cause the written and unwritten rules tell us.
Enlisted people value them primarily for their
promotion points, but officers barely notice
them—unless, of course, we don’t receive one
that we believe we’re entitled to.

This chagrin over medals that pass us by
frequently happens when the proliferation of
decorations becomes too much for its over-
seers and a dramatic pullback occurs. Such
was my experience following my 90-day
squadron command in Iraq, after which a
new regime initiated a crackdown on exces-
sive medals and canceled the one my boss
had submitted for me. I was disappointed,
not because the medal was particularly spe-
cial but because I'd expected it—in fact, I'm
embarrassed to say that I felt somewhat enti-

tled to it. After all, most people had gotten it
for doing what I did.

Even more revealing is the case of one of
my top noncommissioned officers (NCO) dur-
ing my most recent command assignment. Af-
ter voluntarily spending two years on a remote
assignment and performing with extraordi-
nary distinction under austere conditions, he
found that the approval authority had denied
his end-of-tour medal. The rationale? That
he’d recently received a medal for outstand-
ing achievement under the previous regime
and that another would be one too many. The
message came through clearly: we cannot re-
ward outstanding achievement without signifi-
cant risk to end-of-tour recognition.

This type of thinking produces a grotesque
effect. Too many medals mean excessive pro-
motion points under the Weighted Airman
Promotion System (WAPS). Therefore, medals
based on achievement and meritorious ser-
vice become mutually exclusive, so that we
protect the end-of-tour decoration received
by most individuals at the cost of rewarding
the exceptional performers. In effect, we pass
by excellence to guarantee rewarding the me-
diocre with the usual.

Thus the system fails to meet its objectives
and, in the process, becomes a bloated, labor-
intensive, impersonal bureaucracy. Squadron
commanders have no authority to grant even
the most basic medals. In most organizations,
processing a medal takes not only months but
also untold reviews by disinterested adminis-
trators who make minor changes and pro-
nounce judgments—often ill informed. Mean-
while, frustrated subadministrators clamor for

*The author currently serves as a Joint Staff action officer at the Pentagon.
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simplified rule sets from the upper echelons
so they can anticipate changes. In this way, we
fashion the cookie cutter and expunge all
original or personal references that might make
the citation truly special.

Let me state clearly at this point my belief
that people who operate as cogs in the great
administrative wheel are generally great Ameri-
cans, devoted to their work and trying to do
their best for all concerned. I've served as a
cog in this wheel myself. But the wheel is bro-
ken and needs redesigning.

Let’s start over and consider the purpose of
what we’re trying to do. Our decorations pro-
gram must meet the objectives of celebrating
outstanding performance in a timely fashion,
with a minimum of administrative workload.
We can do so fairly simply, I believe, by apply-
ing methods and principles we’ve already
tested in other personnel-related endeavors.
We can begin by pushing power down to the
lowest level.

Because squadron commanders routinely
make far more consequential decisions than
selecting who receives a Commendation Medal,
we can certainly trust them to make that deter-
mination as well. However, our present at-
tempts to control medal proliferation prevent
us from allowing them to do so. But we can
regulate that process in other ways, such as a
simple quota system similar to the one we use
routinely for other personnel purposes. Let
me illustrate.

Suppose we gave each commander a quota
of, for example, 10 percent of members eligible
to receive Air Force Commendation Medals
per year. In order to keep things in balance, we
would need to limit such eligibility so that a
rank-heavy squadron wouldn’t have a dispro-
portionate share of medals appropriate for its
smaller number of junior personnel. We would
calculate the allocation annually, rounding
down to the nearest whole number and aggre-
gating the remainder up to the next echelon,
much the same as we do for many promotion
formulae. We could derive a similar formula
for Achievement Medals. Meanwhile, the much
smaller number of higherlevel medals should
continue to retain the scrutiny and prestige of
more senior endorsement.
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Under such a system, the commander would
own the process and therefore take pains to
make sure that only top achievers received
medals. Then troops would recognize them as
something truly exceptional. Removing two
echelons of review and approval would dra-
matically reduce processing time and workload.

When the commander wants to go above
the squadron’s allotment, he or she can ap-
peal the case to the group commander, who
would then select the appropriate time for
dipping into the aggregate to reward per-
sonnel who truly distinguish themselves. This
process, of course, continues to the higher
echelons as well.

Of course, some persons may object to
quotas, arguing that a deserving Airman might
miss out on a medal because the unit has ex-
pended its allotment—a possible situation but
not really new. For example, we have unit
quotas for officer-promotion recommendations
and enlisted Stripes for Exceptional Perform-
ers. In the larger sense, in fact, every promo-
tion board has quotas. There’s no such thing
as a perfect system, but at least quotas provide
us with a well-understood construct under
which to operate.

Enforcing quotas and empowering squad-
ron commanders would have the effect of do-
ing away with today’s virtually automatic end-
of-tour medals. This practice long ago devolved
to the point that such medals essentially be-
came farewell gifts, perversely meaning more
to those denied them than to those receiving
them. The time for this obscene practice to
end has long since passed.

We should handle separation and retirement
medals differently, however, granting them
with “100 percent opportunity” according to a
published rank chart (e.g., Commendation
Medals for E-6 or O-3 and below, Meritorious
Service Medals for senior NCOs and field-
grade officers, etc.). The wing commander
would approve exceptions to this basic rule.

The new system would work equally well for
the expeditionary force. Deployed squadron
commanders spend an inordinate amount of
time processing and reprocessing medals for
further processing and eventual approval un-
der the watch of a distant, overtasked office at



Shaw AFB, South Carolina. The procedure
has to begin around the halfway point of a
120-day deployment, just to ensure comple-
tion before all the supervisors depart. It
doesn’t conclude until long after the troops
and even the commander have left the scene.
The results are predictably labor intensive, ar-
bitrary, and delayed. Oh, as to the “pin ’em
where you win ’em” goal of awarding a medal
prior to an Airman’s departure? It’s simply im-
possible under this system.

Instead, what if the commander could dip
into the squadron’s quota, producing and
presenting medals to his or her outstanding
performers before they depart? The medals
would be meaningful and timely, and the
flood of decorations inundating Ninth Air
Force would slow to a trickle.

Clearly, there are details to work out and
discuss. For example, we need to carefully ex-
amine points awarded under the WAPS to en-
sure that things don’t fall out of balance with
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the variety of other medals having point value.
We must factor in the value of end-of-tour
medals presented by joint organizations and
defense agencies to the new formula, perhaps
requiring exceptions for extraordinary circum-
stances. Moreover, we should dissuade com-
manders from unnecessarily holding medals
until the end of the fiscal year. Such are the
details to consider and work out during the
course of producing new policy.

Still, the basic principles should hold: we
must push down the authority to grant medals,
eliminate end-of-tour decorations, and avoid
unnecessary administrative steps. All of this
change would require a huge cultural shift
and, no doubt, would prove difficult to absorb
at first. But success would bring great rewards.
Air Force medals would once again recognize
excellence, and the associated administrative
overhead would plummet—truly an “outstand-
ing achievement.” U

Washington, DC
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Lditor’s Note: PIREP is aviation shorthand for pilot report. It’s a means for one pilot to
pass on current, potentially useful information to other pilots. In the same fashion, we use this
department to let readers know about items of interest.

The Dilemmas of Providing Language
Instruction for the US Air Force

Lt CoL Jar J. Warwick, USAF, RETIRED*

F ANYONE WERE to objectively com-

pare the Air Force’s program for having

its Airmen learn a foreign language with

that of the other US military services, the
Air Force would not fare very well. Learning a
foreign language simply hasn’t been a part of
Airmen’s genetic makeup. The Air Force has
never had a comprehensive language program
for all Airmen, despite cries in the wilderness
for decades to do better. As more and more
personnel find themselves in complex cultural
environments as part of everyday duty, having
Airmen learn a foreign language becomes in-
creasingly important. The fact remains, however,
that beyond the limited number of positions
identified for professional linguists (primarily in
the fields of intelligence and regional/political-
military affairs), the Air Force has never spe-
cifically identified institutional expectations
or requirements for language. In fact, 14 years
have passed since the Air Force formally ad-
dressed the issue at the institutional level. Air
Education and Training Command and the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Per-
sonnel, Headquarters Air Force, chartered
the latest assessment—conducted in the mid-
1990s by the Officer Foreign Language Skills
Process Action Team—with a stated goal to

“examine enhanced language skills as im-
provements to USAF global operations.” The
team made over 30 specific recommendations
to improve the Air Force’s foreign language
capability.? To date, only a few of these recom-
mendations have seen implementation.

An obvious question comes immediately to
mind: why has this been so hard? What issues
caused Air Force leadership to ignore such a
critical enabler to operate effectively within
the expeditionary environment? This article
briefly explores these causes, provides a snap-
shot of how Air University (AU) is addressing
the issue of language instruction within the
context of the Air Force’s professional military
education (PME), and offers some prescrip-
tions for a language program that would in-
clude every Airman.

Causes of the Problem

Learning a foreign language is an extremely
complex activity. Developing a program for
language learning that applies to a broad sec-
tion of Airmen is an equally complicated en-
deavor. Although this difficulty probably lies
at the root of inaction, additional challenges,

*The author is deputy director for education and training at the Air Force Culture and Language Center, Maxwell AFB, Alabama.
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outlined below, make it uniquely hard for the
Air Force.

Language Study Not a Priority

Traditionally, the Air Force has had a peculiar
way of looking at the world—from 30,000 feet.
The line of thinking goes something like this:
Air operations launch from a secured airfield
resembling a self-sustaining island fortress in
the middle of some foreign land or safely from
the US homeland. The Air Force conducts
those operations in the air, far removed from
societies on the ground below, and controls
them from within a standardized air and space
operations center not dependent on its location
within the foreign land. Hundreds of support
and operations people fly aircraft, maintain
and repair them, provide personnel services,
perform logistics operations, and do a hun-
dred other functions—all without direct con-
tact with anyone from this foreign country. Col
Gunther A. Mueller, a recent chairman of the
Department of Foreign Languages at the Air
Force Academy, perhaps defined this mind-set
perfectly: “Air Force people raining down fire
and steel [from far above] had few motives for
cross-cultural understanding.” With such an
institutional attitude, is it any wonder that the
Air Force has struggled to define language re-
quirements for the force at large?

Focus on Technology and Equipment:
The Hallmark of Air Force Success

Who can argue with success? Air Force history
makes a fantastic case study of how a military
service has leveraged technology and superior
equipment to achieve stunning success un-
imaginable to the most radical, visionary pro-
ponents of airpower early in its development.
We revel in the ability to place a guided bomb
in the second-story window of an enemy’s head-
quarters building. We have gleefully witnessed
the progressive evolution of “precision strike,”
which now boasts a 90 percent probability of
kill with a single bomb from a single B-2
bomber. In remarks to AU students and fac-
ulty, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates was
quick to recognize these achievements, not-
ing also that the last Air Force jet lost to aerial
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combat went down in the Vietnam War.* Fur-
thermore, he connected that success, at least
in part, to the way Airmen have pushed tech-
nology to its realizable limits. On a cautionary
note, however, the secretary suggested that
changes—however necessary—would prove
difficult for an organization that has enjoyed
so much success for six decades.’ Past obses-
sion with technological accomplishment has
inhibited the Air Force’s capacity to consider
other roles appropriate to airpower in the
twenty-first century, particularly those less tech-
nical in nature and relying on “softer” skills such
as language. The stereotypical Air Force com-
munity is quick to commend pilots for perfectly
launching a weapon into that second-story
window but seems oblivious to the potential
for much greater operational success from an
air delivery of humanitarian-relief supplies
handed off to an impressionable local tribal
leader by an aircrew member able to muster a
few words in that leader’s native tongue.

The Unique Nature of Air Force
Expeditionary Operations

Airmen are organized for deployment differ-
ently than American soldiers, sailors, or ma-
rines. This presents some unique challenges
with respect to the management of an Air
Force language program, particularly given
the long lead time necessary to acquire and
maintain proficiency in a foreign language.
Substantial portions of the Army, Navy, and
Marines take the form of units that train, de-
ploy, and operate together in combat, recur-
rently returning to the same geographical area.
For example, the 22nd Marine Expeditionary
Unit deploys to the Mediterranean as a self-
contained force of 2,200 marines on a rotat-
ing basis with other such units to serve as a
landing force for the Sixth Fleet. Because
these marines tend to spend a good part of
their careers assigned to units like the 22nd,
which deploy and operate within the same
geographical area, it is possible to develop re-
gional and linguistic expertise over the span
of several years. This situation simplifies the
process of selecting a language (in this example,
Arabic) they will need to master in order to
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engage with the local population. Despite
many exceptions, the same generally holds
true for US Army brigades and US Navy car-
rier battle groups: with fair reliability, one can
forecast the geographical area in which these
units will operate, making language training
easily focused. This is not the case with Airmen.
By and large, those who participate in the cy-
clical air and space expeditionary force deploy
as individuals from a home base to the opera-
tional area, assigned to a provisional unit com-
prised of personnel and equipment that origi-
nated from other disparate, home-based units.
In such a structure, Airmen may deploy to
Iraq in one cycle, Turkey in the next, and
Latin America in the next, essentially prevent-
ing them from receiving anything other than
just-in-time survival phrases as they board the
deployment-bound aircraft. Since there is no
way to guarantee that Airmen will return to
the same geographic area on successive deploy-
ments, no practical means exist for selecting a
specific language in which to seek proficiency.
Because they cannot possibly become profi-
cient in four or five different languages to
cover the range of possible deployments, the
Air Force as an institution has simply shrugged
its shoulders and taken the attitude that the
problem remains too difficult to address. Air
mobility operations present an even more
complex issue since an aircrew will likely make
multiple stops in diverse geographic areas on
a single deployment. How could we effectively
cover all the possible contingency needs for
language proficiency? Currently, the Air Force
has no answer to this unique problem.

Language Requirements:
Past and Present

This is no longer our grandfathers’ Air
Force. In the past, the service could fulfill its
modest language requirements within the small
community that offered this unique expertise,
primarily within the specialties of intelligence
and regional/political-military affairs. We could
rectify shortfalls through contract linguists or
native “heritage” speakers who also happened
to be Airmen. Everyone else in the Air Force
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was content to focus on the core missions of
flying, fighting, and winning. This traditional
Air Force world, as we once knew it, has since
been turned on its head and simply does not
exist anymore. The radical change began in
the 1990s with Operations Southern and
Northern Watch and exploded after 11 Sep-
tember 2001. For the first time, the Air Force
frequently began to remotely station its per-
sonnel en masse. Gone were the single, one-
year remote tours that could carry an Airman
through a 20-year career. The service is and
will remain an expeditionary Air Force for the
foreseeable future. It must also deal with the
cold, hard realities of drawdowns in personnel
and equipment. These factors have combined
to form a perfect storm of unforeseen conse-
quences, one of which is that ordinary Airmen
now find themselves performing very untradi-
tional roles and missions they never could
have anticipated a few years ago. Increasingly,
Airmen have regular contact with foreign cul-
tures on myriad different levels, driving the
need for some basic level of foreign language
skill, if not proficiency. Air Force officers lead
provincial reconstruction teams in Iraq. Air
Force personnel have been working closely with
Iraqi counterparts to create a post-Saddam
Iraqi Air Force. Approximately 14,200 Airmen
perform Joint Expeditionary Tasking on the
ground in Iraq or Afghanistan, where, for ex-
ample, an Air Force civil engineer might re-
place an Army heavy-construction engineer,
or an enlisted member could become a truck
driver on Iraqi roads for the Army.® As Secre-
tary Gates observed in his remarks at AU, Air-
men more frequently engage with cultures
foreign to their own and find themselves in
complex situations requiring immediate inter-
action, from securing air-basing rights to con-
tracting negotiations. Coalition partnerships
have become the norm in all military opera-
tions. Finally, the nation increasingly calls
upon the Air Force to conduct civil-military
or humanitarian operations with interagency
partners and nongovernmental organizations
that must deal directly with local populations,
putting a premium on foreign language and
cultural expertise.”



Addressing the Issue

By 2008 traditional mind-sets and attitudes
within the Air Force may have turned a corner.
Although movement towards serious engage-
ment on an Air Force-wide language program
had moved slowly, in fits and starts, the change
became noticeable. In January 2005, the De-
partment of Defense outlined general goals in
its Defense Language Transformation Roadmap,
whose objectives, however, focus too closely on
requirements for the language specialist rather
than form a coherent program for all Air-
men.® In 2007 the Air Force chief of staff
shared the service’s vision, titled “Global Cul-
tural, Regional and Linguistic Competency
Framework.” Although this document high-
lights the importance that senior Air Force
leadership now places on culture and language
issues, it does not provide enough specificity
to serve as a framework for a comprehensive
language program designed to meet the needs
of all Airmen. Until late 2007, the Air Staff,
seemingly ready to follow the same path as the
US Army, contemplated an enterprise-wide
purchase of a language software tool for all
Airmen. The Army had recently spent $4.2
million to renew its own two-year-old language
software contract, making this tool available
to all soldiers.'” By mid-2008, the Air Staff had
backed away from that stance. However, the
Air Force undertook another initiative to ad-
dress its language issues, creating in Decem-
ber 2007 the Air Force Culture and Language
Center (AFCLC) at Maxwell AFB, Alabama.
Part of Air University, this Air Force-level or-
ganization now has responsibility for defining,
coordinating, and implementing cultural, re-
gional, and foreign language education and
training programs to satisfy the service’s re-
quirements.'" At the heart of the center’s work
is the development of a scientifically sound and
institutionally sustainable course of action to
develop cross culturally competent (3C) Air-
men through the PME system.'? The AFCLC
aims to infuse cross-cultural knowledge (fo-
cusing on concepts, theories, and methods),
skills (particularly communication, negotia-
tion, and interpersonal relations), attitudes,
and learning approaches.'® Its concept, now
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adopted by the Air Force, relies on learning
foreign languages as an integral part of the
larger approach to developing 3C Airmen. As
the center further refines its implementation
of the 3C concept throughout the service, it
will assist the Air Force Senior Language Au-
thority, part of the Air Staff, in thinking
through a language program for all Airmen.
The Senior Language Authority has also
formed standing advisory and executive-level
steering groups consisting of experts from
around the Air Force to brainstorm policy op-
tions with respect to cultural, regional, and
foreign language requirements for Airmen.
The work of the AFCLC, as well as that of the
advisory and steering groups, was just begin-
ning in mid-2008. In the absence of an Air
Force-wide language program, the service has
seen an increasing number of smaller local
initiatives. Some command libraries in US
Air Forces in Europe and Air Education and
Training Command have purchased language
software licenses for use by their Airmen.'* Ad-
ditionally, a very small percentage of those Air-
men destined for deployment have received
language-familiarization training through mo-
bile training teams provided by the Defense
Language Institute (DLI). Those endeavors,
however, are mostly targeted for special niche
efforts, such as air mobility operations.

The Role of Air Force
Professional Military Education
in Language Learning

At the Air Force chief of staff’s direction,
AU has been at the forefront of executing the
Air Force’s fledgling efforts in language learn-
ing for the force at large. In February 2006,
the chief directed that AU begin language in-
struction at Air War College (AWC), Air Com-
mand and Staff College (ACSC), and the Se-
nior Noncommissioned Officer Academy in
four “strategic” languages: Spanish, French,
Mandarin Chinese, and Arabic. By 2008 it was
evident that the AU senior leadership had
taken the task seriously. However, AU has
struggled to define its program in terms of
specific proficiency objectives, reflecting the
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rudderless direction of the Air Force-wide
language program. Such issues as method of
instructional delivery, quantity, content, and
learning assessments have been central to the
debate. Early into implementation of the chief’s
language directive, AU determined that pro-
ducing proficient linguists lay beyond the scope
of PME resources, given the already robust
curriculum workload for students. The de facto
goal soon became language familiarization/
exposure, with the further expectation that
students would be motivated to continue learn-
ing on their own.

Three Different Schools,
Three Different Solutions

The language program at AU faces the
critical challenge of teaching language from a
cold start to Americans who have not been
lifelong language learners and to busy military
students who already have a full complement
of academic subjects on their schedule. Be-
tween 2006 and 2008, AU tackled this chal-
lenge by experimenting with three kinds of
language learning. Squadron Officer College
(SOC), which teaches lieutenants and cap-
tains, instituted a voluntary program involving
the issuance of language software licenses to
students who wanted to learn a language on
their own. ACSC, which teaches majors, used
a mandatory program whereby in-residence
students had to complete an assigned number
of language software modules in one of the
four strategic languages as a graduation re-
quirement. These students took the Defense
Language Aptitude Battery Test at the begin-
ning of the academic year to determine which
language each one would study. In addition to
the mandatory completion of modules, stu-
dents had the option of using DLI instructors,
made available through mobile training teams.
The AWC language program, which instructs
lieutenant colonels and colonels, had two re-
quirements for in-resident students: use of DLI
software in conjunction with computer video
players, and face-to-face mediated instruction
by DLI teachers. In its distance learning pro-
gram, AWC has recently experimented with

SPRING 2009

offering completion of a small number of lan-
guage software modules as an elective course.

The Results

Now that AU has experienced two full aca-
demic cycles with language instruction, we can
make some definitive statements about what
has succeeded and what has not.

What Worked

Face-to-face mediated instruction was by far
the bestreceived method used by AU schools.
It also succeeded in motivating students to
continue language study on their own. Al-
though the effectiveness of language learning
depended largely on the specific DLI instruc-
tor, AWC students had an overwhelmingly fa-
vorable experience with these teachers. Dur-
ing the fall 2007 term, over 58 percent of the
students rated this type of instruction excel-
lent or outstanding in effecting language fa-
miliarization; almost 70 percent indicated that
they were either likely or very likely to con-
tinue language study on their own." DLI find-
ings, supported by AU experience over two
years, suggest that 30 hours of face-to-face me-
diated instruction is the minimum required
for a credible familiarization program in any
of the four strategic languages taught at AU.
This level of effort seemed to strike a good
balance between providing meaningful lan-
guage familiarization for students on the one
hand, and not becoming too invasive with re-
gard to the core AWC curriculum on the other.

What Didn’t

For language learning during resident PME,
students did not have high regard for the lan-
guage software and video player options, which
failed to produce significant language capa-
bility and did not appear to motivate students
to continue language learning beyond man-
datory requirements.'* Among ACSC students,
the software’s instructional methods, which in-
volved inductive learning (a series of action
pictures associated with an accompanying
phrase in the target language), particularly



frustrated them. After a short period of use,
many students lost their motivation to learn and
concentrated more on “beating” the software."”
SOC students in the distance learning pro-
gram encountered a different problem with
the software. Although this voluntary program
initially generated enthusiasm, as evidenced
by a rather lengthy waiting list for license use,
completion rates for software modules were
abysmal. Over a 15-month period, a total of
2,667 SOC students signed up for licenses, but
only 67 of them (2.5 percent) completed 50 or
more hours." Completion rates for more dif-
ficult languages (such as Chinese) were par-
ticularly low, the majority of students complet-
ing only two of 19 units. Without program
incentives (either carrots or sticks) to encourage
completion, students quickly found that the
program became difficult to fit into their every-
day priorities and that the software tool wasn’t
a “magic pill” that allowed them to bypass the
very hard work required to learn a language.
AWC students in the distance learning pro-
gram also had the option of using language
software voluntarily. Unlike SOC, however,
AWC offered it as an elective, replacing a pre-
existing graduation requirement. This pro-
vided “teeth” to a distance-learning language
program necessary to motivate students to
complete it. The pilot program in AWC has
proven extremely popular among students
and has enjoyed very high completion rates.
AU may have found a “way ahead” for future
distance-learning language programs.

The Future of Language in
Professional Military Education

In November 2007, AU held a “language
summit” in an effort to shape a coherent fu-
ture approach out of the disparate avenues at-
tempted by its colleges. The summit included
representatives from each of the AU schools,
as well as experienced language professionals
from around the Air Force and Department
of Defense. Although AU had acknowledged
the feasibility of a “cold start” language pro-
gram for midgrade and senior officers, given
realistic expectations, the summit determined
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that the long-range nature of Air Force PME
demanded a broader and more comprehen-
sive scope than the current program. PME, as
well as any larger Air Force-wide program,
should emphasize language learning early in a
career—the earlier the better. Therefore, the
Air Force approach to language acquisition
for general-purpose forces should stress lan-
guage learning in officer accession programs,
including the Air Force Academy and Reserve
Officer Training Corps. Over time, this will
produce a core of Airmen with significantly
greater language skills than exists today. At
that point, PME will play an important role in
enhancing, sustaining, and maintaining exist-
ing language skills, while retaining a small ca-
pability to handle those mid- and senior-level
officers who wish to begin learning a language
later in their careers."

As AU moves towards this long-range goal,
it will continue to refine its program, capital-
izing on the successes experienced since be-
ginning language instruction in 2006. Since
DLI-mediated face-to-face instruction proved
such a great motivational tool for language
learners at AWC, the ACSC resident program
will join the one at AWC in moving to manda-
tory teacher-mediated instruction for all US
students by 2010. This, however, does not mean
that AU will completely discard language soft-
ware tools as an avenue for language learn-
ing—some such tool will be offered to willing
and able students for self-study. Additionally,
distance learning programs almost inherently
require some kind of software learning op-
tion. The question regarding the best tool re-
mains unanswered, however, given the mixed
reviews of the existing software. AU is in the
process of evaluating other software options
for distance language learning.

Holes to Fill

Despite some success with a language pro-
gram created from scratch, AU still wrestles
with a number of difficult questions. The pri-
mary issue involves implementing language
programs in schools whose course length is
too short to permit adding language instruc-
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tion to an already full curriculum. This is par-
ticularly true of enlisted PME since none of
those courses lasts longer than about a month.
Even if foreign language instruction were of-
fered, its short duration likely would have neg-
ligible impact. One possible solution for the
enlisted force would entail offering increased
opportunities for language learning through
the Community College of the Air Force. Or
AU might offer a two-hour class on language-
learning strategies, focusing on the “best fit”
learning styles of individuals interested in lan-
guage. Course length also hampers language
instruction at SOC. AWC'’s distance learning
experience may prove a valuable guidepost in
offering an alternative curriculum choice for
students interested in language learning.

Prescription for an
Air Force Comprehensive
Language Program

Attendees of the AU language summit agreed
that it was impractical and undesirable for all
Airmen to be language specialists.?” Depend-
ing upon the language, an individual could
take longer than a year in an immersion-style
course to become minimally functional. The
Air Force simply cannot afford to have all Air-
men out of their operational specialty for that
amount of time. Additionally, experience has
identified motivation and capability as the key
factors in language learning. Not all Airmen
possess the motivation to learn a foreign lan-
guage or maintain proficiency; neither are all
of them predisposed to language learning.
However, the attendees agreed that all Airmen
capable of learning a language should have
the opportunity to do so if they wish—and if
their duties and/or career fields dictate the
need. These basic principles have immense
implications, not only for determining the na-
ture and character of the AU language pro-
gram, but also for the formation of a compre-
hensive program for all Airmen.

The process of examining AU’s experiences
in creating a language program and applying
the broad principles agreed upon at the AU
summit yields a number of recommendations

SPRING 2009

for a comprehensive Air Force program, in-
cluding the following:

® Designate (as the chief of staft did for
PME in 2006) the top five or six lan-
guages that have strategic importance for
the Air Force as a whole over the long
term; this list should account for 75-80
percent of the total Air Force need for
the next 20 years.

¢ Through an accessions vetting program,
earmark Airmen willing and able to be-
come career-long language learners in one
of these strategically important languages.
These Airmen will arrive on active duty
with a baseline language capability. For
those needs requiring low-density or rarer
languages, the Air Force can continue to
rely on the existing programs of hiring
contract linguists and recruiting native
heritage speakers.

¢ Have each Air Force career field desig-
nate a portion of its total force for a lan-
guage capability. This initiative would go
far beyond the current language-specialty
career fields (intelligence and regional/
political-military affairs). After conduct-
ing a comprehensive survey of language
needs, senior leaders in each career field
should make a forward-looking estimate
of how much contact in an increasingly
coalition- and partnership-oriented envi-
ronment their Airmen would have and
adjust their target goals accordingly.

¢ Direct assignment specialists to marry
the group of willing and able language-
capable Airmen to the appropriate ca-
reer field and track their careers through
the personnel system. Since the Air Force
may consider these language-trained in-
dividuals low-density/high-demand assets,
it should set and enforce limits on how
often they nonvoluntarily deploy out of
cycle. Overburdening these personnel
with excessive deployments may keep
their language skills current but at the
same time may diminish their technical
skills and discourage them from making
a career of the service.



e Assure that Air Force PME focuses the
language program to maintain, sus-
tain, and enhance the core language
capability initiated during the acces-
sions vetting process. PME will use
face-to-face teacher-mediated language
instruction as an effective “booster
shot” during a career-long, progressive
language-learning journey, assisted by
the appropriate software tools to en-
hance self-study.
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The Air Base Network Serving French
and Coalition Operations in Afghanistan

HE REQUIREMENT FOR an air base

infrastructure near military theaters

of operation remains a constant that

applies equally to operations in Af-
ghanistan. The air base remains an indispens-
able tool for the sustained and continuous ap-
plication of airpower due to its capacities to
support and project both force and power.
Therefore, the air bases serving operations in
Afghanistan constitute the backbone of aerial
actions undertaken in that theater.

Ever since the first air raids launched
against al-Qaeda and Taliban troops on 7 Oc-
tober 2001, American aircraft have had to deal
with the absence of air bases close to the Afghan
theater. The majority of the first aerial bom-
bardment missions staged from American
bases in the Middle East, the island of Diego
Garcia, and US Navy aircraft carriers. Aircrews,
therefore, were obliged to air-refuel several
times and make round-trips of more than
5,000 kilometers in order to operate from the
nearest bases. Subsequently, allied ground-
force engagements also necessitated air bases
located closer to the theater. Additionally,
ground troops, upon deployment in Afghani-
stan, needed resupply and, especially, close air
support (CAS). Negligible aerial opposition
from the enemy allowed allied air forces to fo-
cus on CAS; bombardment; and intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance. Over seven
years later, this situation still prevails.

Currently, military aircraft engaged in Af-
ghanistan operate from four main air bases lo-
cated in Kabul, Bagram, Kandahar, and Mazar-
e-Sharif. These bases constitute the principal
staging sites for coalition attack aircraft. Built
by the Soviets during the 1980s, these sites
have become the primary ports of entry for
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both personnel and materiel, regularly wel-
coming tactical transport aircraft shuttling be-
tween bases located in neighboring countries.
Situated on the “front line,” they constitute
merely the last links in a chain or network of
air bases.

Constitution and Evolution
of the Air Base Network

An assortment of air bases cannot truly be
considered a network unless it shares one or
more common objectives. The need to deploy
airpower to strategically situated bases is noth-
ing new for France, a country with a long her-
itage of overseas aerial interventions. For ex-
ample, since prior to World War II, the French
Air Force has projected airpower far beyond
its borders to conduct counterinsurgency op-
erations in support of French national policy.
In the present case, the network of air bases
serving operations in Afghanistan shares a
common goal—the support of ongoing opera-
tions in the Afghan theater.

The months following the terrorist attacks
of 11 September 2001 witnessed the forma-
tion of a large international coalition. Tradi-
tional Middle Eastern allies, as well as mem-
bers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) who fulfilled Article 5 of the Treaty
of Washington, assured the United States of
their support, effective 12 September 2001.!
Additionally, several Central Asian countries
joined the coalition in various degrees. Coun-
tries such as Russia, Turkmenistan, Azerbai-
jan, and Kazakhstan authorized overflight of
their territory, while Pakistan, Kyrgyzstan,
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Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan offered to accom-
modate aircraft.?

The first countries to receive American
combat aircraft included Pakistan, notably at
abase in Jacobabad, and Uzbekistan, at Karshi-
Khanabad Air Base. During October 2001,
these bases were used for aerial reconnais-
sance and strike missions against the Taliban.
At the end of that same year, Washington and
Paris engaged in discussions with Dushanbe and
Bishkek concerning the deployment of air-
craft to Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, respectively.
A few months later, in Operation Hercules,
the first French Mirage 2000D and C-135 air-
craft landed at Manas Air Base, Kyrgyzstan,
along with American F-18s and F-15s. Manas,
which hosted Dutch, Danish, Norwegian, and
Spanish aircraft, became one of the principal
allied bases, occupying a major position within
the network of Central Asian air bases.” Pos-
sessing a runway approximately 4,500 meters
long, it can accommodate the landing of heavy
aircraft bringing in supplies that tactical airlift
aircraft subsequently deliver to sites in Af-
ghanistan. Thus it literally serves as the resup-
ply hub for forces in Afghanistan.

In 2002, following the advance of coalition
troops in Afghanistan, the air base network
would henceforth include sites in Afghanistan,
and its features would continue to evolve.
First, aerial assets were transferred in order to
bring them closer to the theater of operations,
with the Americans assigning F-15s, F-16s, and
AV-8Bs to Bagram Air Base. France transferred
its Mirage 2000Ds to Dushanbe, leaving its
C-135s at Manas. Meanwhile, following Ameri-
can criticisms of the Uzbek government after
the massacres in Andijan, the Uzbeks asked
the Americans to withdraw from their country.*
Six months later, in November 2005, Karshi-
Khanabad Air Base was evacuated.

Despite their great importance, one cannot
consider the air bases located close to the Af-
ghan theater the only network elements that
permit operations in Afghanistan. One must
also take into account the bases located in Eu-
rope—the origin of the logistical flows into
the region. For example, the vast majority of
the supplies delivered to Manas come from
the US base at Ramstein in Germany. For
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France, Istres Air Base fulfills this role. Due to
its privileged geographic location near the
Mediterranean, Istres has long served France
as a power-projection platform and gateway to
Africa and Asia.’

The Network as a System

Schematically, this air base network can be
depicted as a grouping of concentric circles
(see fig.). Within these circles, each base has
its own function and accommodates specific
aerial means. The first (innermost) circle cor-
responds to the air bases situated in Afghan
territory and within the countries along the
edge of the theater of operations (Tajikistan
and Pakistan). This circle lies at the heart of
combat and enables a robust reaction capabil-
ity by minimizing the time between requests
for air support and the takeoff of fighter-
bombers. These bases also maximize the en-
durance of on-call CAS patrols. The bases of
the first circle serve the primary purposes of
dispatching fighter-bombers and receiving sup-
plies. The second circle, encompassing bases
that deliver supplies to the first circle, includes
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Figure. Air base network
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departure points for airlift aircraft operating
in Afghanistan. Manas is a notable case in
point. The third circle includes the airfield in-
frastructure from which depart the principal
logistical flows that feed the Central Asian
bases. Each circle corresponds to a group of
bases characterized by specific missions.

Ultimately, when faced with an elusive enemy,
one can easily understand that endurance and
speed of response constitute measures of effec-
tiveness for aerial forces. These qualities are
reinforced by the proximity of infrastructure
capable of accommodating and launching air-
craft. The transfers of French Air Force Rafale
aircraft to Dushanbe and of Mirage 2000 and
Mirage F1 aircraft to Kandahar in March 2007
gave the coalition a supplementary strike force
located closer to the combat zone.

Notes

1. According to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
“The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or
more of them in Europe or North America shall be con-
sidered an attack against them all and consequently they
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them
... will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking . . .
such action as it deems necessary.” “The North Atlantic
Treaty: Washington D.C. — 4 April 1949,” North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, 29 November 2007, http://www.nato
.int/docu/basictxt/treaty.htm.

2. Overflight applies under certain conditions since
some countries, such as Russia, authorized only humani-
tarian flights.

3. In October 2002, a detachment of Dutch, Norwe-
gian, and Danish F-16s deployed to Manas. The Spanish
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Within the framework of operations tak-
ing place far from our home country, Af-
ghanistan has been a proving ground for
projecting force and power in an allied and
international context. Since the vast majority
of the bases are multinational and under
NATO authority, all assigned forces must re-
ceive training in allied procedures. French
aviators, through their mastery of NATO pro-
cedures, bring their support to two distinct,
yet complementary, operations. They can in-
tervene in support of the International Secu-
rity Assistance Force while fulfilling American
requests in support of Operation Enduring
Freedom.® Finally, beyond the necessity to
possess a network of efficient air bases, the
Afghan example illustrates how air bases serve
as a foundation of airpower. O

participated with a detachment of C-130 Hercules trans-
port aircraft.

4. On 13 May 2005, troops of the Uzbek Interior Min-
istry and National Security Service fired into a crowd of
protesters in Andijan, Uzbekistan, killing an unknown
number of people.

5. In a similar sense, the French presence in
N’Djamena, Chad, during the colonial period gave the
French Air Force access to French territories along the
Indian Ocean (notably Madagascar) via air bases located
in French territories in North Africa.

6. The International Security Assistance Force, under
NATO command since August 2003, exists under a United
Nations mandate.

We are transforming our thinking from considering the space and cyber
domains as mere enablers of awr operations to a holistic approach that rec-
ognizes their interdependence and leverages their unique characteristics.

—Air Force Posture Statement 2008
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Guarding the High Ocean

Towards a New National-Security Space Strategy
through an Analysis of US Maritime Strategy

CoL JonN E. SHaw, USAF

Editorial Abstract: By and large, the medium of space is still fairly unregulated. China’s
recent no-notice, unilateral targeting of a low-orbit weather satellite produced space debris
that will cause ongoing navigation issues; this action will also redefine space as a contested
medium. The author argues that such activity has geopolitical security significance and re-
quires the United States to establish a consistent space strategy. By drawing parallels with and
inspiration from US maritime strategy, he postulates a new model for space.

HAT IS THE nature of the medium
of outer space from a geopolitical
and “astropolitical” perspective?
Is it a peaceful environment for
shared exploration? Is it a free and open fron-
tier for pursuit of commercial activities and

intelligence collection? Or is it a military me-
dium to be mastered in the pursuit of broader
national and global-security objectives? The
fundamental assertion here holds that space is
necessarily all of these and that an effective
US national-security space strategy would inte-
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grate ways, means, and ends to ensure the ef-
fective implementation of broader US national
space policy that recognizes and supports all
in a unified manner.

Unfortunately, no such wide-ranging and
inclusive national-security space strategy cur-
rently exists.! This void appeared in sharp re-
lief in January 2007, when China conducted a
rather spectacular test of an antisatellite (ASAT)
capability, destroying—without notice—an old
weather satellite in low Earth orbit and pro-
ducing asignificant debris field in the process.
In addition to sparking an international fire-
storm of criticism, this event also exposed the
cognitive dissonance pervading the current
US (and, to some extent, international) ap-
proach to space security. It seemed to high-
light the dangersinherentin an unconstrained
and uninhibited approach to space, one that
could lead to disorder and chaos in the heavens.
At the same time, the Chinese action confirmed
the view of space as a contested medium, indi-
cating that the concept of space as a sanctuary
devoid of competition had become increas-
ingly, perhaps permanently, untenable. Fur-
ther, the event exposed the lack of established
norms that typify the free and open space en-
vironment. (Nevertheless, the resultant debris
cloud, though a significant hazard to space
navigation, likely to remain for dozens of
years, did not constitute a violation of any for-
mal norm or existing agreement on space.)?
To resolve these divergent views and circum-
stances, we need a coherent and integrated
national-security space strategy to implement
broader US space policy.

The argument here towards such a strategy
proceeds in two parts: first, current geopolitical
security issues and challenges demand a con-
sistent approach to space and an accompany-
ing national-security space strategy as never
before. Second, the most recent US maritime
strategy, published in October 2007, addresses
many of these very same challenges from the
maritime point of view, and its proposed im-
peratives, implementing actions, and priori-
ties can inform an effective national-security
space strategy—one that enables the United
States to better ensure security through guard-
ing the high ocean of space.
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An Indefinable Ideology of
US Space Security?

What, truly, is or has been the United States’
ideological position with regard to security
challenges in the space arena? Various attempts
have sought to provide a useful taxonomy of
space-security ideologies, conceptual frame-
works, or schools of thought. In 1988 David
Lupton defined four doctrines across the
spectrum of potential space warfare, stretch-
ing from sanctuary to survivability to high
ground to control school.” More recently, Karl
Mueller provided six such schools of thought
on the narrower topic of space weaponization,
ranging from the pure sanctuary idealist to
the pro-weaponization space hegemonist.* Most
revealingly, neither analysis (as well as others
like them) adequately and unequivocally
states which position the United States, as a
nation, advocated at any given time in its space
history—chiefly because America has never
really had a truly all-encompassing implemen-
tation strategy for national-security space policy
and issues, one that integrates differing, but
not necessarily incompatible, approaches. Such
approaches include the civil view of space as a
peaceful global commons, the commercial
view of space as an open forum (mirrored in
many ways by the intelligence community’s
desire for an “open skies” environment), and
the Department of Defense’s (DOD) view, led
by the Air Force, of it as a medium for control
and exploitation.’

To be sure, previous presidential adminis-
trations have disseminated numerous, broader
US space policies (encompassing civil, com-
mercial, military, and intelligence uses), and
the second Bush administration released its
own such policy in 2006. But no implement-
ing space-security strategy has accompanied
those policies, leaving national-security space
with a policy-directed compass heading but
somewhat rudderless in its ability to steer the
policy course. For example, the current policy,
a relatively short 10-page document, generally
directs the secretary of defense to “develop ca-
pabilities, plans, and options to ensure free-
dom of action in space, and, if directed, deny
such freedom of action to adversaries.”® But



what are the end goals that identify the re-
quirements for such capabilities, especially in
consideration of the various approaches (civil,
commercial, etc.) to space, mentioned above?
And what ways and means should be employed
(or not employed) to achieve them?

The acknowledged need for a national-
security space strategy is not new.” The 2001
Space Commission, chaired by Donald Rums-
feld before he became secretary of defense,
recommended not only a revised US space
policy but also an implementing strategy sup-
ported by broader space capabilities.® At a fo-
rum on space and defense issues in early 2008,
Cong. Jane Harman (D-CA) declared that, seven
years after the Space Commission’s report and
ayear after the Chinese ASAT test, “We still do
not have an adequate space strategy.” Simi-
larly, a March 2008 memorandum from the
Government Accountability Office warned
the Senate’s Committee on Armed Services
that the “DOD and the intelligence commu-
nity have not developed, agreed upon, or is-
sued a National Security Space Strategy” and
that “without a strategy in place to link the de-
fense and intelligence communities, future
space programs, plans, and new space con-
cepts . . . will be developed without the over-
arching strategic guidance that a national
strategy could provide.”"

The Need for a Coherent
Strategy—What Drives It?

Thus, as described above, the United States
requires an implementing national-security
space strategy to accompany its national space
policy. In fact this need is greater than ever
before, driven and reinforced by four key
trends in the current geopolitical environ-
ment with regard to space. The first and per-
haps most dominant trend is the enhanced
degree to which spaceborne and space-related
capabilities are now integrated into terrestrial ac-
tivities of all kinds. During the first few decades
of human activity in space, the medium was
much more a separate stage, one of more ab-
stract political and strategic activity.!! That has
changed quickly and dramatically; space has
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woven itself into the economic, sociocultural,
and security fabrics of modern global society.
In many ways, space capabilities are collec-
tively the central nervous system of the global
economy, delivering vital, information-based
products (communications, imagery, precision
navigation and timing, etc.) and underpin-
ning economic infrastructure (banking, trans-
portation, etc). In fact it is now essentially im-
possible to quantify how much human activity
relies on space because it has cascaded into
second- and third-order applications and be-
yond. Also, this intertwining of space and non-
space, particularly in the defense arena, has
had the collateral effect of reshaping policy
paradigms. The age-old debate over “weapon-
ization of space” (which struggles even to de-
fine the basic terms weaponization and space, let
alone shape the various positions around vary-
ing definitions) finds itself on the brink of ob-
solescence. Because treating the medium of
space separately and distinctly from its terres-
trial counterparts has become increasingly dif-
ficult, if not impossible, it is correspondingly
almost impossible to practically discuss weap-
onization of space without the subject’s hav-
ing embedded (and likely intractable) impli-
cations for terrestrial weapons and forces.'
This new and ever-increasing inseparability of
activities in or through space and the terres-
trial environment—whether political, economic,
military, or some other form of activity—
demands a corresponding, integrated space-
security strategy.

A second trend, the proliferation of actors
gaining access to and conducting operations
in space, includes not only nation-states but
also transnational organizations and other
nonstate actors. During the Cold War, space
was essentially a bipolar medium, dominated
by US and Soviet government-only activities.
Now, however, many states (both developed
and developing), corporations, and other ac-
tors have achieved or seek access to the space
medium. Iran, for example, recently an-
nounced its intent to conduct its first space
launch in 2009." Increasingly diverse com-
mercial and private ventures, ranging from
space tourism to privately sponsored contests
(such as Google’s Lunar X Prize) are entering
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the space domain. Part of this proliferation
stems from a decrease in the cost of getting to
space: companies such as Surrey Satellite of
the United Kingdom are providing smaller
and more cost-effective satellites for whoever
is interested in gaining a foothold in space."
The overall proliferation of spacefaring actors
presents a significantly different operating en-
vironment from the one of simple bipolar
presence that existed during the Cold War
and its immediate aftermath. In many ways, it
mirrors multipolar developments in terrestrial
geopolitics, accompanied by the same chal-
lenges of complexity and increasing disorder.

The proliferation of spacefaring actors and
the general increase in the use of space across
the spectrum have given rise to a third trend:
a growing need to preserve the space environment,
chiefly due to an exponential rise in the num-
ber of artificial objects in orbit and the collec-
tive navigation hazard they represent. Operat-
ing satellites make up only a fraction of those
objects; the vast majority is “space junk” (inop-
erative satellites, spent upper stages, and orbital
debris from accidental or intentional colli-
sions). This trend represents a common threat
to all spacefaring actors, and we must address
it through an effective strategy.

We see a fourth trend in a developing set of
resource shortages in key areas of the space me-
dium, most notably (1) in operating/maneuver
space within or near the geosynchronous belt
and (2) in the availability of electromagnetic
frequency, but destined to spread to other re-
sources as well. As demand for space access
increases, competition for these dwindling re-
sources will likely intensify, presenting yet an-
other “threat” that a comprehensive strategy
must address.

Thus, as now described by the confluence
of these geopolitical trends, space (at least in
terms of nearer Earth orbit) is no longer the
boundless, desolate, and remote ocean of the
twentieth century. Rather, it has become an
increasingly crowded central sea, crisscrossed
by shipping lanes filled with myriad traffic
bound for far-off destinations—a medium that
requires a fresh paradigm for making, plan-
ning, and executing security strategy.
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The Applicability of the
Maritime Model and a
Review of Maritime Strategy

Given that we need a coherent national-
security space strategy now more than ever,
what strategic direction should it endorse,
what should it encompass, and what kinds of
ends, ways, and means should it employ? Are
there any models to draw inferences from, es-
pecially ones that acknowledge some of these
same geopolitical developments and resultant
challenges mentioned above? The maritime en-
vironment may hold some answers or, at the
very least, provide an initial framework for
strategic thought.

Parallels exist between the space and mari-
time mediums.” Ontological similarities in-
clude relative vastness, inhospitability to hu-
man habitation, and nearly homogeneous
topology except for sparse scatterings of “ter-
rain” defined more by their intersection with
other domains than by their own features
(e.g., littoral areas for the seas, the geosyn-
chronous belt [defined by its orbital align-
ment with terrestrial rotation] for space). The
two mediums also share conceptual similari-
ties: both are widely seen and accepted as
global commons and as more abstract, con-
nective mediums linking more tangible re-
gions of terra firma.

Beyond the ontological and conceptual
similarities—and most relevant for discussion
here—a practical convergence of geopolitical
challenges can certainly inform responses to
security issues in both arenas. The defining
geopolitical factors described above regarding
space have their direct counterparts in the
maritime domain. Just as space faces the
trends of increased integration with other do-
mains, the proliferation of actors, shared navi-
gation hazards, and competition for scarce
resources, so does the maritime environment
confront similar challenges: (1) greater inter-
connectedness via globalizing dynamics, (2)
increasing numbers and types of maritime ac-
tors, (3) heightened navigation challenges in
increasingly crowded seas, and (4) intensify-
ing competition for coveted maritime regions



and resources. Wayne P. Hughes gives an ex-
ample: “Going beyond long-standing disputes
over fishing rights, in recent years the compe-
tition for seabed mineral resources has led to
broad claims of ocean ‘ownership’ that in-
creasingly will threaten freedom of navigation
and breed maritime confrontation.”'® If there
is a convergence in terms of strategic issues
and challenges for both the seas and for space,
can there also be a similar convergence in
strategic responses? How is the United States
addressing national-security issues in the mari-
time environment? And how can this inform
possible approaches to a US national-security
space strategy?

In the fall of 2007, the US chief of naval
operations, along with the commandants of
the Marine Corps and Coast Guard, released a
new maritime security strategy entitled A Coop-
erative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower.'” This
new strategy first identifies the “challenges of
anew era,” highlighting all of the factors iden-
tified above regarding the maritime environ-
ment: increasing and more diverse maritime
activity that undergirds the global economy, a
growing number of transnational actors,
shared security challenges, and so forth. It
then identifies six key tasks (also called strate-
gic imperatives) for maritime security: (1)
“limit regional conflict with forward deployed,
decisive maritime power,” (2) “deter major
power war,” (3) “win our Nation’s wars,” (4)
“contribute to homeland defense in depth,”
(5) “foster and sustain cooperative relation-
ships with more international partners,” and
(6) “prevent or contain local disruptions be-
fore they impact the global system.” Declaring
thatitwillimplement these imperatives through
forward presence, deterrence, sea control,
power projection, maritime security, and hu-
manitarian assistance / disaster response, the
strategy concludes with three implementation
priorities: “improve integration and interop-
erability,” “enhance awareness,” and “prepare
our people.”®

But what are the overarching themes or
principles woven into this new maritime strategy
that transcend the maritime environment and
suggest applicability to the space domain? Are
there broader currents of thought that might
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translate into similar arguments for a space-
security strategy? The first such overarching
theme—one that serves as the foundation for
the rest of the strategy—entails an evaluation
of the current global strategic context that
recognizes the globalized interconnectedness
of the world: “Because the maritime domain . . .
supports 90% of the world’s trade, it carries
the lifeblood of a global system that links every
country on earth.”” Moreover, it affects not
only economies but also “human migration
patterns, health, education, culture, and the
conduct of conflict.”® Robert Rubel, involved
in the early development of the maritime
strategy, describes this as a “big idea” that de-
veloped during gaming activities to develop
the strategy, adding that the “existing global
system of trade and security . . . provided both
the context for the new strategy and the intel-
lectual glue that tied together all regions of
the world.”!

A second overarching theme unequivocally
emphasizes sea power as an essential means to
deter, fight, and win the nation’s wars. No
reader of the new maritime strategy can help
noticing the primary focus on “the use of sea
power to influence actions and activities at sea
and ashore” and a mandate that “seapower
will be globally postured to secure our home-
land and citizens from direct attack and to ad-
vance our interests around the world.”** The
first four of the six key tasks or strategic im-
peratives in the strategy (listed above) concen-
trate on the direct application of sea power;
central to this primary focus is the need for
effective sea control since “the ability to oper-
ate freely at sea is one of the most important
enablers of joint and interagency operations.”
Rubel describes this as the “war-winning
power” dimension of the strategy.**

A third key theme deals with recognition
that an important function of sea power in-
volves contributing to the maintenance of sta-
bility and international law: “Our challenge is
to apply seapower in a manner that protects
U.S. vital interests even as it promotes greater
collective security, stability and trust. . . . Mari-
time forces enforce domestic and interna-
tional law at sea.”” In a sense, this theme
unifies the first two, demonstrating that, in
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the interconnected global system, sea power
can be used not only to project military power
in wartime but also to maintain order and as-
sist in prevention of war since “the creation
and maintenance of security at sea is essential
to mitigating threats short of war.”?

A fourth theme—the one that has received
the most attention since the strategy’s re-
lease—describes the new emphasis on the co-
operative approach, acknowledging that the
United States cannot conduct effective global
maritime security (especially as described in
the third theme, above) on its own since “we
also join navies and coast guards around the
world to police the global commons and sup-
press common threats. . . . No one nation has
the resources required to provide safety and
security throughout the entire maritime do-
main.”’ Indeed, the word cooperative is part of
the very title of the document. The first of the
strategy’s three implementation priorities—to
“improve integration and interoperability,”
mentioned above—clearly intends to enhance
such cooperation. Rubel describes this theme
within the strategy as “catalytic” as opposed to
“coercive” or “brute force,” aimed at “cooper-
ating to protect the global system.”?

A closely related fifth theme recognizes the
need for enhanced awareness, which holds
that “there must be a significantly increased
commitment to advance maritime domain aware-
ness” (emphasis in original).* Again, coopera-
tion is necessary to achieve a safe level of
transparency so that “new partnerships with
the world’s maritime commercial interests
and the maritime forces of participating na-
tions will reduce the dangerous anonymity of
sea borne transport.”*

Lastly, in the course of this analysis, it is
prudent to ask whether the maritime strategy
got it right. Did it miss any major themes or
concepts? In the short time since its release,
the strategy has also undergone scrutiny and
received some criticism. Former Navy secre-
tary John Lehman (who produced the last en-
during maritime strategy in the 1980s) de-
clares it a “bravura performance” but observes
that it lacks a fourth implementation priority,
“Field the Right Gear,” which would translate
the broader imperatives into better defined
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capabilities.” (In fairness, Rubel explains that,
to avoid an early degeneration into an equip-
ment debate, “the