Future War: An Assessment of Aerospace Cam​paigns in 2010 by Col Jeffery R. Barnett. Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.: Air University Press, 1996.
Future War proposes that Pax Americana will be short-lived. In 10 to 20 years, niche competitors will threaten US interests. In 15 years, a peer competitor may emerge with power comparable to that of the United States.

Barnett postulates that warfare will focus on basic precepts that constitute a revolution in military affairs (RMA). Future wars will focus on infor​mation, both obtaining it and denying it to an adversary. Centralized command, control, coordination, computers, and intelligence (C4I) is the wave of the future. Signature reduction, mass, shock, and speed are vital to penetrate enemy defenses, which should then be attacked in parallel. Target discrimination and precision munitions will be fundamental in warfare.
The author provides a road map for military success-unfettered resources and boundless access to technologies. He also presents a recipe for total economic defeat by failing to grasp the social and political cost of fielding systems such as stealth bombers while also moving new programs into the force structure. No nation can afford such a dream without tremendous social dislocation and political upheaval. No nation could develop, manufac​ture, and integrate a full spectrum of novel systems in 20 years. Although Barnett is correct in saying the battle for space will be a feature of future wars, he is wrong to suggest that money, technology, or time is available to build space programs in 20 years.

Barnett postulates a “high-end” war against a similarly equipped adversary. The future does not hold such a threat. Many theorists suggest that future conflicts will be low intensity engagements, operations other than war, involving enemies other than traditional nation-states. "Goldplated" weapons are not the most efficient response to guerrillas or terrorists.

Future War paints a strategic vision, but it fails on other fronts. Barnett suggests that commanders separated from their staff and troops constitute an effective control technique. C4I is a useful command tool, but leaders must be involved directly and in person to assess the morale of their troops and feel the pulse of the battlefield. This is a time tested and proven concept. Commanders must lead from the front, or they are doomed to a bunker mentality and failure. The author fails to consider an enemy's ability to attack or respond, hoping that the overwhelming shock effect of a single attack would drive an enemy to surrender. Barnett presents an alternative future of some merit. The United States must pursue key technologies and weapons aggressively. He provides valuable thoughts on novel employment concepts and serves notice that information, C4I, penetration, and precision target identification and engagement are essential concepts in future conflicts. Further, he provides some operational areas worthy of examination, including space-based warfare, battlefield awareness, and leverage-of-decision loops. But he fails in his understanding of political-economic realities.

With no peer or even viable niche competitor on the horizon, the nation is unwilling to dedicate more money for defense. Without public support, Congress will not fund costly and risky undertak​ings such as the militarization of space. Barnett does not understand research, development, and acquisition processes. It takes time and money to move from basic research to production of sufficient numbers of a weapon system to make a significant difference in battle. It takes time to develop employment doctrine and train on new equipment. One need only review the future defense plan, service modernization programs, and the Department of Defense budget to realize that the bulk of the author's vision is a pipe dream. The national will, the manufacturing base, and the funding levels of military research and development all work against the dawning of a new era of warfare in the next 20 years. His awe of technology overwhelms his knowledge of application of this technology. The mere fact that an emerging capability exists does not translate into a full-fledged ability to incorporate it into war.

In conclusion, Barnett seems to advocate that the United States prepare itself for the wrong war with unnecessary weaponry at the expense of tested principles of war and at an unacceptable cost to the people of the nation.
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